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has succeeded in further developing his political thought in captivity.”
—Thomas Schmidinger, author of The Battle for the
Mountain of the Kurds (PM Press 2019)

“Ocalan’s plea to build a strong and complex self-organized civil society
without taking direct action against the state is similar to Zapatismo
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Foreword

John Holloway

It is a great honor to be asked to write this foreword.' I do it with pride, for
who the author is and for the movement he represents. I do it to express
my support for him in his struggle against a terrible imprisonment and
my support for the struggles of the people of Kurdistan in their attempt to
create a different world, a different way of living, in the midst of the most
terrible violence.Ido it to protest against the brutality of the Turkish state
and of all the other complicit states.

The book was written by Abdullah Ocalan in prison. Arrested ille-
gally in Kenya by NATO forces in 1999, he has been incarcerated since
then on the prison island of Imral1. For much of that time he has been
held in total isolation and frequently punished by having his books and
pen and paper removed, in breach of basic rights stipulated in the Geneva
Convention. In spite of this, he has succeeded in writing five volumes
explaining his political ideas, volumes to be presented in his defense at
the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR). The present book is the
third volume, written in prison in 2008 and published here in English for
the first time. Through all these years of imprisonment, Ocalan’s ideas
have been a major source of inspiration for the Kurdish movement in its
struggles, centered on the province of Rojava in northeastern Syria, to
create a different way of living, a form of social organization that they call

“democratic modernity.”

The danger in writing a foreword to a book written by such a tower-
ing figure is that one sanctifies him, saying simply “how wonderful!” thus
contributing to the formation of a personality cult that is undoubtedly
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FOREWORD

present in the movement itself. This is very clearly not what Ocalan wants.
At several points in the text he makes clear that for him this is part of a
dialogue, and that he is looking for reactions to his ideas.

When I started reading the book, I was clear that I wanted to express
my support but not at all sure that I would be convinced by the book itself.
This initial attitude then gradually fell away and turned into a very dif-
ferent reading, one in which I was absorbed by the force of the argument.
I'say “gradually;” because, coming from Europe and Latin America, it took
me a while to adjust to a different frame of reference and become engaged
in an argument that is not about a world “over there” but critically and
crucially about my world, our world—about our world and the possibility
that we can still pull the emergency brake on the train of destruction and
create something different.

Ocalan’s book is an important contribution to the dialogue of hope, a
dialogue that is being conducted all over the world, sometimes by voices
that are articulate and well-organized, like the Zapatistas in southeast
Mexico, often by groups resisting the depredations of mining companies
or urban planners, or women fighting against male violence; sometimes,
it’s just students who look up from their books and think, “There has to
be a way out, there has to be the possibility of creating a different world.”
Asthedark around us grows, as authoritarianism and militarism push us
closer to the precipice, millions and millions and millions of voices join
in the dialogue of “desperation and hope”: there has to be a way out; there
has to be a way forward.

For Ocalan, hope lies in restoring the “free functioning of moral and
political society” (ch. 7, 152). This is the revolutionary task: “The task of
revolutionaries cannot be defined as creating any social model of their
making but more correctly as playing a role in contributing to the devel-
opment of moral and political society” (ch 7, 138). This moral and political
society exists as a repressed substratum in all societies: “the democratic
civilization system—essentially the moral and political totality of social
nature—has always existed and sustained itself as the flip side of the offi-
cial history of civilization. Despite all the oppression and exploitation
at the hands of the official world-system, the other face of society could
not be destroyed. In fact, it is impossible to destroy it. “Just as capital-
ism cannot sustain itself without noncapitalist society, civilization—the
official world system—also cannot sustain itself without the democratic
civilization system” (ch, 7, 143).

xii
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Moral and political society, as [ understand it, is the gel of everyday
life: the normally unspectacular comings and goings of people: the trust,
the mutual support, the friendships, the loves, the sharing of food, the
preparing of food, the washing of dishes and of clothes, the gossiping, the
sharing and shaping of moral ideas—all those activities that are common
to all of us, those activities that hold our lives together and constitute and
reconstitute communities. But for the last five thousand years, ever since
the Sumerian empire, moral and political society has been repressed and
blocked by official civilization, the civilization based on power, on monop-
oly, on patriarchy, on capital, on cities. But this civilization of power has
never succeeded in freeing itself from the moral and political substra-
tum, however much it may claim to have done so. “Without the capital
and power monopoly, moral and political society is the natural state of
society. All human societies must have these qualities from their birth to
their decay. Slave-owning, feudal, capitalist, and socialist society molds
are like clothes they hope to put on social nature; they do not express
the truth. In spite of what they claim, there are no such societies. These
societies, whose original state was moral and political, were unable to
fully develop, because they were continuously oppressed, exploited, and
colonized by the capital and power monopolies” (ch. 7,151-52). The civiliza-
tion of power, then, is like a suit of armor thrown over moral and political
society that hides and constricts and blocks its development and that is
now increasingly societycidal, threatening to destroy society completely.
The history of moral and political society (or democratic civilization) is a
history of resistance, rebellion and struggle for life: “The history of demo-
cratic civilization, to a great extent, is the history of resistance, rebellion,
and insistence on the life of the moral and political society of the tribes
and asirets in their struggle for freedom, democracy, and equality in the
face of the attacks by the civilization” (ch. 7, 182).

There is a beauty in this conception. Revolution becomes “of course.
Of course, we need a revolution, and, of course, we must do it. But, of
course, there is nothing more normal, nothing more obvious! Revolution
is woven into the experience and creativity of our daily lives. It is we
who create and re-create, day in, day out, the moral and political society
that is the substance of our everyday intercourse. It is we who confront
the obstacles to that creativity every day: the fact that we have to go to
work or prepare for exams or are barred from access to the means neces-
sary to realize our creativity. We are all aware of the power-civilization

”
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(capitalism, patriarchy, whatever we want to call it) that blocks our way,
but, at the same time, we are rooted in a different sociality that gives
meaning and direction to our lives: a moral and political sociality that
resists and rebels, that pushes and pushes against its repression by official
civilization.

The resistance and rebellion are constantly changing pattern, refus-
ing here, refusing there, pushing here, pushing there against the attacks
that come constantly from the civilization of power. The of-course-ness of
resistance and rebellion shifts as the attacks against us move and our own
sensibilities drive in different directions. Ocalan displays an extraordi-
nary sensitivity to the shifting patterns of struggle. This is important, for,
despite beinglocked up in isolation, his argument resonates strongly with
current debates in all sorts of ways. Far from being a book relevant only to
the Kurdish struggle, The Sociology of Freedom is an important contribu-
tion to current debates about capitalism, patriarchy, ecology, and the state.
For Ocalan, the civilization of power is (and has been since the time of the
Sumerian empire) built on the enslavement of women and the subjugation
of nature, and its organizational form has been the state. Hence and of
course, women'’s struggles against patriarchy and the many struggles to
transform the relationship between humans and other forms of life (and
indeed the understanding of life itself) are and must be at the center of any
revolution aimed at redeeming moral and political society. Hence and of
course, the struggle is an anti-state struggle in its organization and aim:
its organization is based on the assembly and its aim is not (emphatically
not) the creation of a Kurdish state but the liberation of Kurdistan and the
world from the state, from the state as an oppressive form of organization.
The implications of Ocalan’s work are profound and exciting. It has an
enormous influence on the Kurdish movement, reflected in the forms of
organization and the leading role played by women in the struggle. And,
beyond that, the resonance of his work with current struggles and debates
throughout the world is truly extraordinary.

To feel this resonance is to be pulled into debate with the author.
As we read the text, we move through phases of agreement, enthusiasm,
doubt, disagreement, perhaps even annoyance—as we would with any
good, provocative author, as we would with Bookchin (by whom Ocalan
is strongly influenced and whose Ecology of Freedom is the model for the
title of the present work)® or Graeber or Negri or Wallerstein or Federici
or many others. To respect an author is to criticize her. To read Ocalan
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uncritically just because he is the symbol of a great movement would be to
put another lock on his prison door, to embalm him before he died. Even
if we know that this foreword and other texts may never get through his
prison door, we have to engage with what he is saying. Precisely because
of the enormous admiration that I feel for someone who has dedicated
his life to trying to change the world and has had such an influence on an
amazing movement of change taking place in the most awful conditions,
precisely because of that, I feel drawn into debate, into saying “wonderful,
but perhaps...”

My own doubts center on the questions of historicity-negativity,
money and market, working class, nation. The constant references in the
book to Sumerian civilization, to Babylon and Assyria, to the Zoroastrian
tradition, certainly extend my thinking into unexplored areas but at
the same time make me feel that there is a danger of losing sight of the
urgency of our situation. Perhaps there is a wider tendency (one thinks
of Bookchin or of David Graeber’s Debt: The First 5000 Years)® to shift from
the analysis of capitalism to a much longer perspective, to see capitalism
as just the latest phase in the development of patriarchy, for example.
Certainly, Ocalan is right to draw our attention to the continuities of domi-
nation, but perhaps our immediate concern needs to be with the specific
form of domination that is driving us toward our destruction. Perhaps we
have to say yes, but the official power-civilization that dominates in the
world today has a name: capitalism. Capitalism has its own dynamic and
its own fragilities and vulnerabilities that are quite distinct from—and
infinitely more destructive than—those of the Sumerian civilization. By
capitalism, I understand not an economic system but a totalizing system
of “domination and resistance” that includes, crucially, the subordination
of women and the exploitation of nature but has its own fragility based on
its dependence on us, i.e., on the conversion of our activity into abstract,
value-producing labor. This specific dependence-fragility has to be central
to any development of a sociology of freedom.

The long-historical approach can lead us paradoxically into an
ahistorical idealization of the resistance, of our resistance. Moral and
political society, which Ocalan sees to be the center of our resistance and
our hope, cannot stand outside the system of domination: it is inevitably
penetrated by the power-civilization (capital) that dominates it. Again,
Ocalan stands in the center of international debate, for here in Latin
America too there is a tendency to idealize the community, especially the
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indigenous community, as a source of hope standing outside the system.
This can easily lead to a romanticism but also to a dangerous dichotomy
between inside and outside, reminiscent in some ways of Marcuse’s One-
Dimensional Man," a very different book. Hope is then projected onto the
outside: the moral and political society, the indigenous community, the
socially marginalized, and this outside is then contrasted with an inside
that is seen as totally integrated into the system. This is very strong in
Ocalan’s treatment of the working class: “Just as the slave and serf were
the extensions of their masters and lords, the concessionist [i.e., wage—JH]
worker is always an extension of the boss” (ch. 7,186). The same inside-out-
side dichotomy can also be seen when justified attacks on Eurocentrism
slide into a dismissal of Europe (and indeed the northern part of North
America) as possible locations of rebellion. Inversely, and at its worse, the
same dichotomy leads to an exoticization of hope: for people of the “North,”
hope lies in the “Global South,” in Kurdistan or Latin America, exciting
places that are comfortably far away.

A different approach is to say that all domination tears us apart,
both collectively and individually. There is no clear distinction between
the integrated and the excluded. We are all subjugated, but there is
always an excess, an overflowing, an inconformity, a rebellion, a dignity.
Ordinariness lies in that excess. Hence, the depth of the Zapatista quote:

“We are quite ordinary women and men, children and old people, that
is, rebels, non-conformists, misfits, dreamers.” This daily overflowing,
this daily excess is central to the of-course-ness of revolution. This rebel
dignity, this push toward a world of dignity, is always present, more or less
latent, more or less forceful. In general, the more forceful the repression,
the more forceful the rebellion, at least potentially: this is the way that
Marx introduces his idea of the revolutionary nature of the working class.
As workers, we are exploited and, therefore, in revolt against our exploi-
tation. As slaves, we are subjugated and, therefore, in revolt against our
enslavement, whether that revolt is latent or patent, potential or actual.
We are never just an extension of the boss. It is not that some people have
dignity and others do not: rather, it is that dignity is the struggle against
its own negation, stronger in some than in others, latent in all.

If domination tears us apart, that must be true too of the moral and
political society. Ocalan’s conception of a moral and political society that
is present as a substratum or social cohesion in any social order, however

“civilized,” is a thing of beauty, but the history of moral and political society
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is a history of resistance, as he points out. It is not innocent, it does not
stand outside the dominating civilization that is its enemy but is inevi-
tably penetrated by it. Money is the most obvious and most potent form
of penetration of capital into our daily lives. Moral and political society
exists as a powerful, wonderful force, but it does not exist positively: it
exists negatively, in the mode of being denied and, therefore, as struggle
against its own negation.

The same is true of freedom. We are not there yet, we do not know
what freedom would be like. Freedom exists as resistance, as struggle
against and beyond its own denial, as longing, as flapping our wings and
wanting to fly, but we cannot do it yet. To try to convert Ocalan’s great
book into the basis of a positive sociology of freedom would be to go in the
wrong direction. It is, rather, a provocation to be picked up and pushed
further.

The idea that domination tears us apart, individually and collec-
tively, is also relevant to Ocalan’s discussion of the nation, an important
part of his argument. He distinguishes very carefully two concepts of
nation—the state-nationalism that tends toward fascism and the “second
way of becoming a nation is to transform the same or similar language
and cultural groups—which are part of moral and political society—into
ademocratic society on the basis of democratic politics. All tribes, asirets,
peoples, and even families play their part as units of moral and political
society in forming such a nation” (ch. 7,183). This sort of nation, he says, is
“the antidote to capital and power monopolies” (ch.7,184). The nationalism
advocated by Ocalan is very different from the state-nationalism that is
growing all over the world; it is a nationalism that promotes the struggle
of all peoples against the state-capital-power, without in any way claim-
ing a superiority for the Kurdish people. Yet I feel uncomfortable with
the notion of a people or nation as a grouping with historical continuity
or identity. I may or may not have been born in the same region as my
ancestors of three hundred years ago, I may or may not speak the same
language, but I am fairly sure that my daily experience is very different
from theirs and likely to be much closer to the experience of someone
living on the other side of the earth today. The idea of a distinctive pro-
longed and intergenerational flow of social experience that underlies any
concept of nation may have some limited validity in peasant societies but
is surely much less relevant for the majority of the world’s population that
lives in cities. And yet the idea of the nation remains as a powerful fiction
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that kills millions. The danger of thinking of nation as a unit is that it

glosses over divisions within the “nation,” such as class divisions between

exploiters and exploited. Also, however different the two ideas of nation

analyzed by Ocalan, there is a danger of a glide between one and the other.
The struggle of the states that are fighting against the Kurdish movement

(principally the Turkish, Syrian, Russian, Iraqi, and US states) is probably
not so much to destroy Kurdish nationalism as to statify it, to convert the

push for autonomy into a demand for recognition as an “autonomous”
state or province, akin to or an extension of the existing Kurdistan Region

of Iraq. Perhaps it is better to think of the struggles for another world as

being necessarily not only anti-state but also anti-national.

I have a similar worry in relation to Ocalan’s concept of the market.
Quite unlike Marx, who sees the source of capitalist destruction as lying
in the fact that human wealth is produced as commodities to be sold on
the market, with the relations between people mediated by money, Ocalan
argues that “democratic civilization does not oppose the market. On
the contrary, because it offers a truly free environment, it has the only
genuine free market economy. It does not deny the market’s creative com-
petitive role. What it opposes are techniques for amassing speculative
revenue” (ch. 7, 186). It is important to point out that the sort of market
that Ocalan has in mind is certainly not the financial markets of Wall
Street, it is something closer to a bazaar, a place controlled by the com-
munity where products are exchanged to cover basic needs. In this sense,
it is a concept close to the practices of many commons-oriented move-
ments or, indeed, the great explosion of barter in the crisis and uprising
of 2001-2002 in Argentina. Even so, it is hard to see how to separate the
market from money, and how money can be separated from “amassing
speculative revenue.” Money destroys and divides; it is the great enemy
of moral and political society.

Radha D’Souza, in her fabulous foreword to the previous volume of
Ocalan’s writings (a foreword subtitled “Reading Ocalan as a South Asian
Woman,” which takes a very different approach from the one advanced
here) opens by saying, “As [ write this foreword, I cannot help feeling how
much more exciting my engagement with Ocalan’s text could be if I could
sit face to face with him and discuss, over cups of chai, as is common in
the Eastern social settings, the issues he raises in this volume.” I would
love to sit down and join that discussion, with Abdullah Ocalan, with
Radha D’Souza, with David Graeber, who wrote a super preface for the
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first volume, with all the millions of people who have been inspired by
this and the other volumes written by Ocalan. There would be so much
to discuss, so many differences to air, so much to learn, so many voices
in discordant harmony, a conversation between comrades who share the
same hatred of capitalism and the same longing for a society based on the
mutual recognition of human dignities.

The reality, of course, is much more brutal. Abdullah Ocalan is locked
up in appalling conditions, while I sit comfortably in my professorial
chair. We cannot meet to share a chai. What we can do and what I want us
to do is to take his ideas seriously, to think about them, to discuss them, to
disagree and agree with them, to take them into seminars and universities
and assemblies and discussion groups. We are all participants in the same
dialogue of “hope and despair,” all joined in the determination that we will
break the “civilization,” the capitalism, that is destroying us.

Xix






ONE

Preface

This, the third major part of the main defense that I am trying to prepare
for my case at the European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR), addresses
the ruling that the case be reopened.! This volume both continues and
complements the two previous volumes. The overall aim of those volumes
was to clarify the nature of power and capitalist modernity. Power was
defined as tools of force based on human endeavor and essentially con-
structed with the intention to extort surplus product and surplus value.
The apparatuses of power, comprehensively constructed in various forms,
are ultimately repressive mechanisms constructed to control human
labor. In the modern era, conceptualized as the capitalist system, society
is confronted with these mechanisms in their most advanced form. In the
current circumstances, the capitalist system, also referred to as globaliza-
tion, constitutes a unique phase in what we call the world system of power,
or democracy, in the model we are seeking to develop.

The reader might well wonder about the relationship between the
European Court of Human Rights (ECtHR) in its institutional role—as
a supranational judicial authority that only recognizes the right of the
individual as a citizen to file an appeal—and a defense of this nature sub-
mitted by the individual named Abdullah Ocalan. There certainly is a
relationship, a striking one at that. More importantly, without analyz-
ing the civilization system based on Eurocentrism, we cannot analyze
the ideological, political, and judicial system referred to as Europe’s “soft
power.” In fact, we can only interpret this “soft power” accurately by exam-
ining the Eurocentric civilization system in full. We should always keep in
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THE SOCIOLOGY OF FREEDOM

mind that the European civilization system has become the most advanced
“world civilization system” of all time. Individual citizenship is one of the
most important characteristics of this civilization. Never before in history
were the concepts of the individual, individualism, and citizenship given
as much significance within a society. The era that we are up against—
capitalist modernity—is one where society is maximally dissolved into
the individual and the individual into “symbolic society.”

Thus, caught in a situation where escaping the reality of this era was
very difficult (but not impossible), I fell into “major doubt” about my iden-
tity, constructed as a citizen of the Republic of Turkey. It is undeniable
that this, in turn, brought me before the most severe judicial and penal
system in history. The Republic of Turkey, a signatory to the European
Convention of Human Rights (ECHR), refused to implement the ECtHR’s
retrial ruling. Furthermore, the Committee of Ministers of the Council
of Europe, responsible for monitoring the execution of judgments,
decided that the action taken by the Turkish judiciary complied with the
requirements of the ECtHR’s judgment? This decision by the Committee
of Ministers was not only a violation of the judiciary—it was scandalous.
Several small states admitted during this process at the Committee of
Ministers that they agreed to this decision under pressure from larger
and more powerful countries, the US among them. This violation is clearly
in conflict with their soft power theses. Therefore, for the past ten years
I have been rendered “a person who cannot be tried.” In this situation,
as a “person who cannot receive a fair trial,” I am still in the one-person
Imrali Prison, Bursa, an island prison in the Sea of Marmara, where those
sentenced to severe penalties have traditionally been held and left to die.

I have never doubted that the period from my arrival in Europe to
my imprisonment on Imrali was planned and implemented with the col-
laboration of the US and the EU. Nor have I ever doubted that the role
assigned to the Republic of Turkey was anything more than that of prison
guard. While this is the stark truth, why the long and winding road? There
may be some who think that I judge too harshly; however, the fact that on
special orders from NATO all European airports were closed to the flight
that was carrying me on February 2,1999, provides convincing evidence of
my abduction by these powers. The newspapers reported on it at the time.*
Besides, the representative of then president of the US Bill Clinton openly
stated that I was abducted and taken to Kenya, where I was held under
customary supervision (all letters and cassettes belonging to me were
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confiscated at the airport) until I was handed over to Turkey, and that all
this happened in collaboration with the US® The unimaginable betrayal by
the Greek authorities (especially the minister of foreign affairs, national
security, the top officials at the Greek embassy in Nairobi, the emissary
Major Kalenderidis, and Prime Minister Smitis) is an obvious fact that
I find unnecessary to address. If it was my right to benefit from this
European jurisprudence in terms of individual law, then why did those
powers resort to such secret, obscure, and fraudulent means? What kind
of bargaining was going on? Who participated in the bargaining process
and to what end? Under the rule of Europe and the US, history has seen
terrible colonial wars and witch hunts, denominational and national wars,
class conflict, and ideological struggles. Perhaps my experience within
this blood-soaked portrait of history is just a drop in the ocean, but it is
important, and it does need to be clarified.

First, I must say that I reject the abstraction of individuals from their
social identity. The right to an “individual complaint” that is so adamantly
insisted upon does not have the meaning attributed to it. The idea of indi-
viduals isolated from their social identity is simply a fallacy of official
Eurocentric epistemology, which sees itself as scientific. Besides, it is
common knowledge that I am being tried on behalf of the Kurdish people,
the most tragic people in the world, and not as the individual Abdullah
Ocalan.

This brief enumeration of facts alone should provide a sufficient idea
of the scope of my case. It is undeniable that all the system’s powers played
an active role in my arrest, trial, and conviction. No matter how power-
ful the central civilization system’—led by the hegemonic US and the EU
powers—amid all the confusion, I clearly cannot be that easily eliminated.
Furthermore, my people stood up en masse to oppose this great game.
They protested against the conspiracy, with hundreds martyred and thou-
sands arrested. They fully grasped the link between my trial and their
own historical tragedy. They knew that their liberation demanded that
this tragedy be brought to an end—and so they stood by me. The honorable
task of explaining this, however, falls to me.

So, evidently, without clarifying all of the dimensions of my social
identity—which forms the reality of our people, who have been subjected
to perhaps the greatest tyranny and exploitation at the hands of a five-
thousand-year-old central civilization system—I cannot easily elucidate
the crux of my trial. The essential criteria for addressing my defense in
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such breadth lie buried in the facts I have presented above. I must now
repeat something I have often said: there are moments when history plays
out in an individual, and an individual makes history! Although it has
been accompanied by a lot of pain, it is undeniable that this honor has
partially been mine. I know that all the deceitful scheming behind my back
isaresult of the fact that I, unlike most others, strive to play a role beyond
that of a mere “victim of destiny.” This is why I chose the slogan “Freedom
Shall Prevail” for this court case.

Overturning the repeated theme of fate in tragedies in favor of
freedom is sufficient encouragement to make any pain bearable. In this
play, in which my friends and I have our roles—the play titled Reality—
defeat will this time be destiny’s share.

It should now be clear why I have titled this volume of my defense The
Sociology of Freedom. Each and every step toward freedom can only be an
attempt. Thus, An Essay on the Sociology of Freedom might be a suitable
subtitle.

No doubt, the hegemonic European central civilization is only one
side of the coin. This civilization primarily represents power apparatuses
that were built upon surplus value. The flip side, however, is the demo-
cratic face of civilization. The ideas at the base of this defense draw on the
legacy of democratic civilization. From the trial of Socrates to mine, I am
passionately devoted to the legacy of all the numerous fighters—including
ours—who have struggled for their ideals and morals, for their peoples
and communes. I hope to contribute to this legacy, even though it may be
just a drop in the ocean. These monuments of humanity constitute the
main building blocks for my defense. However, their true historical foun-
dation is the five-thousand-year-old wisdom of the East and a tradition of
democratic behavior. Without this background in mind, it is impossible to
write a universal history of humanity or, more importantly, meaningfully
evaluate the present.

The main theme of my defense is that the march of history and of
society progresses more freely in the democratic civilization system, and
that alife that rests on the right foundations is a better and more beautiful
life for individuals.

It may be elucidating and encourage the reader to forgive some short-
comings if I say a few words about my writing technique. In solitary con-
finement, I am only allowed one book, one magazine, and one newspaper
in my cell at any given time. Thus, it was impossible for me to take notes

4



PREFACE

or to quote from sources. My main method has been to commit to memory
the points that I found important and absorb them into my personality.
did not endure every prohibition slavishly. I responded by increasingly
clarifying memory—the universe’s store of knowledge—and by prioritiz-
ing vitally important ideas.

The greatest weakness of this method, however, is that human
memory is doomed to failure. Hence, not being able to take notes was
obstructive. As I was preparing to write this volume, a new ban was
introduced: I was not allowed to have a pen. After this ban was lifted on
the tenth day of a cell confinement penalty, I immediately began writing.
This haste was necessary, because all the delays had prevented me from
keeping my promise to write. In any case, as aresult of being denied a pen
I focused more intensely on my overall concept.

The next two volumes of my defense are intended as a kind of con-
crete application of my main ideas. I plan to call them The Civilizational
Crisis in the Middle East and the Democratic Civilization Solution and The
Manifesto of the Kurdistan Revolution. These volumes, which any intel-
lectual could easily prepare with a certain amount of preparation, may,
however, take me quite some time.” However, in a seething Middle East,
and in the Kurdistan that has become its heart, discussing the present in
the light of an analysis of historical-society is quite exciting—but it must
be approached with a high degree of responsibility.

The past, present, and future have united to constitute a new sort of
Gordian knot. To resolve this moment, through an anti-Alexander strike
(like Alexander but with minimal physical effort; so that the meaning
constitutes the most crucial aspect of the effort) is the most essential and
sacred duty of all.*



TWO

Introduction

The knowledge structure of the capitalist world system is in just as big a
crisis asits apparatuses of power and production/accumulation.' However,
their very nature renders knowledge structures more susceptible to free
discussion, which creates an opportunity to extensively interpret the
degree of the crisis in which science finds itself. The role of knowledge
in social and power structures is more significant in this period than it
has been in any previous period in history. There is an ongoing histori-
cal revolution within the knowledge and information tools of social life.
Revolutionary processes, as crises, essentially also play the role of seeking
regimes of truth. Hegemony not only takes place in the fields of accumula-
tion, production, and power; we also witness fierce hegemonic struggles
in the field of knowledge. Production, accumulation, and power struc-
tures that have not secured their legitimacy within the field of knowledge
cannot ensure their permanent existence.

The positivist disciplines of science that reigned supreme until
recently are not as anti-metaphysical and anti-religious, as has been
claimed. There has been a growing recognition and discussion of the fact
that they possess as strong a metaphysical and religious dimension as met-
aphysics and religion themselves. The triumphant natural sciences, attrib-
uted to Classical Greek society and the European Enlightenment, were
dealt the most significant blows from within their own midst? The weakest
aspect of the positivist sciences is the postulation of continuous progres-
sive and linear development—no such structure and purpose of the uni-
verse can be detected. Furthermore, neither the subatomic world nor
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the cosmological universe can escape the observer-observed dilemma—
because human consciousness is also part of this process. It is impossi-
ble to predict how consciousness could assume a role beyond this scope.
Unlimited differentiation potential itself requires new interpretations.

Sociology—a Eurocentric knowledge structure—cannot get beyond
the claim of positivist science enthusiasts that society can be considered
aphenomenon, just like the phenomena in the fields of physics, chemistry;,
and biology, and, as such, can be explained using the same approach. But
the audacity of objectifying human society, whose nature differs from
that of the abovementioned phenomena, does not aid enlightenment but
leads to an even shallower idolization. Today’s discussions about science
make it sufficiently clear that the philosophical statements of the German
ideologues (who were recruited to deliver knowledge structures to nation-
states), the science of political economy developed by the English ideo-
logues, and the sociology of French philosophers were legitimizing tools
for the apparatuses of capital and power accumulation. They provided the
knowledge structures of the nation-states. German philosophy, English
political economy, and French sociology ultimately could not avoid pro-
viding the basis for the emerging nation-state nationalism. We can com-
fortably say that these Eurocentric sociologies are by and large knowledge
structures of the Eurocentric capitalist world system.

However, saying all this does not resolve the problem. It is now suf-
ficiently clear that even the socialism—or sociology—of Karl Marx and
Frederick Engels, which emerged as the opposing worldview, is a very
vulgar interpretation of society. In spite of all claims of opposing it, they
could not escape serving capitalism—even more so than its official ideol-
ogy, liberalism. This is sufficiently clear from the trends, movements, and
state systems of real socialism, social democracy, and national liberation.
Despite their highly noble traditions of struggle, if the abovementioned
trends and movements, while acting in the name of oppressed classes and
nations, have found themselves in this situation, this is closely related
to their knowledge structures. The knowledge structures that they rely
on—Dboth in their positive and negative aspects—have produced overall
results that have contradicted their intentions. These outcomes would
not have emerged so easily if there were not a chain of serious flaws and
mistakes in their fundamental paradigm and structures.

The extreme theories of relativism that impose themselves as another
countertrend have also not escaped becoming the knowledge structures
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of the capitalist world system. But, perhaps due to their excessive indi-
viduality, ultimately, they ended up serving capitalism’s individualism
more than anything else. This includes anarchist approaches. Criticizing
capitalism—turning this stark opposition to capitalism into a discourse,
as is often seen—has become a very effective way of serving it. The inad-
equacies and errors in our knowledge structures and our paradigms play
a fundamental role in all of this.

Physical sciences (including chemistry and biology) do not only relate
to physical nature as claimed nor do the humanities (including literature,
history, philosophy, political economy, and sociology) merely relate to
social nature. A better approach would be to accept the concept of social
sciences in a broad sense as the intersection of the two sciences—because
all sciences must be social .’

Agreement on a common definition of the social sciences does not
settle the problem. What is even more important is to determine the
fundamental model. In other words, what unit will form the basis of our
evaluation of society? To say that the fundamental unit is social nature as
a whole does not mean much for the social sciences. Establishing which
of the numerous social relationships are of crucial importance is the first
significant step in developing a meaningful theoretical approach. The
social unit chosen will be meaningful to the extent that it explains the
overall situation.

Various models related to the social sphere have been developed.
The most widely known and used unit is the state, more specifically the
nation-state primarily based on the perspective of the bourgeoisie and the
middle class. Within this model, history and society are examined in light
of the construction, destruction, and secession problems faced by states.
This tendency, which is one of the shallowest models for approaching the
reality of historical-society, cannot play a role beyond being the state’s
official educational approach. Its real purpose is to produce an ideology
that legitimizes the state. Instead of enlightening, it serves to conceal the
complex problems of history and society. This is, therefore, the most dis-
credited sociological approach.

The Marxist approach chose class and economy as the fundamen-
tal units and hoped to formulate alternative models in opposition to the
approach based on the “state” unit. Choosing the working class and capital-
ist economy as the fundamental model for examining society has helped
explain history and society in terms of economic and class structures and
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their significance. But this approach brought with it several important
flaws. The fact that this approach considers the state and other superstruc-
tural institutions to be the product and simple reflection of substructures
led to aslip into reductionism known as economism. Economic reduction-
ism, like state reductionism, could not overcome the flaw of concealing
the reality of historical-society and its highly complex relationships. In
particular, deficiencies in the analysis of power and the state led to the
oppressed working classes and peoples, whom Marxism claimed to have
acted on behalf of, not having adequate access to ideological and politi-
cal apparatuses. The narrow economic struggle and opportunistic state
conspiracy—the idea that the state and power can be destroyed and then
reconstructed—have served capitalism as effectively as its own ideology,
liberalism. The Chinese and Russian realities make this perfectly clear.
We also come across perspectives that in interpreting history and
society see nothing more than the ruling power and authority. This sort
of approach is, however, just as flawed as one that chooses the state as its
model. Although power itself is a more comprehensive unit of inquiry,
even this approach alone is incapable of explaining social nature. This is
an extremely important area of examination; the investigation of social
power can contribute to understanding history and society. But reducing
the issue to power has the same shortcomings as any kind of reductionism.
We also often encounter an approach that examines society as
endless singular relational developments devoid of rules. This excessively
relativistic approach, which can almost be called the descriptive literary
model, can only cause us to lose our way in the complexities of social ques-
tions. The approach of excessive universalist models may appear to be the
opposite of this, but it essentially plays the same role. Both approaches
attempt to define society in its physical simplicity with one or two laws.
This is probably the approach that contributes the most to clouding our
vision and blinding us to the rich diversity of society. The positivist under-
standing of society deserves to be remembered as the most vulgar model,
encompassing both excessive relativism and excessive universalism.
Liberalism, the official bourgeois ideology of the middle-class, pre-
sents itself as an eclectic amalgam of aspects of all of these models, estab-
lishing itselfas a system by claiming to amalgamate the best aspects of each
model. But what it actually does is to combine the most flawed aspects of
all models, incorporating a few truths, and constantly presenting society
with the most dangerous form of eclecticism as a model. It is the official
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perspective that colonizes and occupies the collective memory of society,
thereby consolidating its ideological hegemony.

I had to present my first major defense, my work called Prison
Writings: The Roots of Civilization, as it was, without doing much to develop
itinto amodel.* That defense was prepared in a rush with little or no oppor-
tunity for extensive research. It wasn’'t my ambition to develop a model;
I simply put my understanding of social reality in writing. Later, I had
the opportunity to examine the models of Murray Bookchin, Immanuel
Wallerstein, Fernand Braudel, and other important sociologists. In addi-
tion, I also had a basic understanding of Friedrich Nietzsche, Michael
Foucault, and some other philosophers. The most important among them
was Andre Gunder Frank, who compiled and presented the views of many
thinkers in his monumental work The World System: Five Hundred Years or
Five Thousand?® I came to view this book by a thinker I had not previously
heard of to be the best possible presentation of my views. The fact that in
recent years several thinkers have conducted similar research led me to
think more about my own model.

Indeed, the essence of my defense already bore clear traces of
Immanuel Wallerstein's analysis of the capitalist world-system, as well
as of Fernand Braudel’s integrative historical time. These works also con-
tributed to my longtime effort to use a similar approach to explain the
defeat of real socialism. Furthermore, not only did I have no difficulty
in grasping both Friedrich Nietzsche and Michel Foucault’s interpreta-
tions of modernity and power, but I found them extremely close to my
own. I cannot continue without mentioning that V. Gordon Child’s What
Happened in History, written on the basis of archeological work carried
out in Mesopotamia, broadened my horizons. I also studied many other
philosophical works, treating them as if they were reports, and I had to
make some decisions but did not ultimately claim any of them as my own
“model unit.” My decision to present this more advanced method of analy-
sis as a model in this major defense should not be misunderstood. My
real problem was choosing a historical and social unit of analysis that
would be both holistic and conclusive. All existing models, as I have briefly
mentioned, have some correct elements as well as some faults and contain
errors that we must avoid taking on. I was able to identify common defi-
ciencies in all of them. Even the work by Andre Gunder Frank titled The
World System, which reflects the model I come closest to, seemed to contain
a serious flaw.
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It was clear that Sumerian society, on which we based our under-
standing of the world system, was the first society where capital was accu-
mulated. I consider the view that this world system, mainstream civiliza-
tion from Sumer to the present, represents a cumulative build-up to be
highly accurate. And I agree that this accumulation also has a historical
continuity of hegemony and competition, center and periphery, and rise
and fall. It is perfectly clear that the three pillars of this accumulation
would be its economic, political, and ideological and moral dimensions. It
is in this sense that the modes of accumulation are more important than
the mode of production, and that the hegemonic transitions produce more
important results than the mode of production. Frank was right to criti-
cize Wallerstein for presenting capitalism as the only world-wide system
in his analysis of the Eurocentric capitalist world-system.

It was an exaggeration to claim that European civilization is excep-
tional. As an extreme civilization, it could even be considered marginal. In
addition, Frank’s analysis of fundamental social forms, including social-
ism, capitalism, slave-owning society, and feudalism, as ideological reali-
ties was an approach that came closer to the truth. He also pointed out that
these concepts serve to conceal the truth instead of clarifying it. This is an
observation the importance of which should not be underestimated and
that certainly deserves attention. The search for unity in diversity could
contribute to a solution, but alone it is inadequate. In addition, Frank
clearly makes a richer contribution to the analysis of historical-society. I
view his analysis as a system analysis with a small margin of error favor-
ing a better and more beautiful communal life. However, its biggest flaw
is that it risks presenting a closed loop that may seem impossible to exit.
In the end, he approaches hegemonic power systems as fate, or, more pre-
cisely, he does not dialectically show a way out.

Immanuel Wallerstein’s decision to base his analysis of the capital-
ist world-system on a period of five hundred years is inadequate; clearly
basing it on five thousand years might have been more productive. In the
book The World System, we see traces of this in the writings of the many
thinkers. However, the major advantage of Wallerstein’s thinking is that it
provides a better analysis of the way out of the world-system, which makes
it an important contribution.

Fernand Braudel’s analysis of capitalism, as well as his holistic under-
standing of society, presented in the form of historical terms,” is an impor-
tant contribution to broadening the horizon. That he sees capitalism
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as anti-market and emphasizes that power monopolies and economic
monopolies have similar characteristics of accumulation is particularly
significant® One of my favorite sentences is: Domination always secretes
capital.” Another important sentence for those who grasp its meaning
is: Power can be accumulated—just like capital.’® Immanuel Wallerstein
and Fernand Braudel both see the failure of the socialist revolutions as in
part due to their inability to surpass capitalist modernity, an extremely
significant observation that is also very instructive. However, these two
famous thinkers need to be examined in the light of “economic reduction-
ism,” something they themselves talk about.

I must point out once again that my understanding of the social sci-
ences, which has been somewhat influenced by the key thinkers just men-
tioned and also shares the views of many other thinkers that go unmen-
tioned here, is nonetheless unique in a number of ways. In this book, I go
into more depth and systematize issues discussed in my second major
defense Beyond State, Power, and Violence."* My basic conviction is that the
existing epistemologies could not escape being integrated into the power
apparatus—even if against their will. There can be no doubt that Karl
Marx, a thinker who took a highly scientific approach, best determined
the true colors of capital. However, this important contribution was not
enough to ensure his break with capitalist modernity. The knowledge
structures Marx relied on and his very life itself were tied to this moder-
nity in thousands of ways. I am not accusing him of anything. I am just
attempting to make sense of his reality. Similar things could be said about
Lenin and Mao. The system they envisaged, along with its many premises
(including the knowledge structures and perspectives on modern life),
was dependent on capitalist modernity. For example, they thought they
could conquer major phenomena, such as, industrialism and the nation-
state, by introducing socialist content. However, these fundamental forms
of modernity—both in form and content—are oriented toward capital
accumulation. Those who choose to make them their basis will inevitably
produce capitalism, even if they are opposed to it. In all of these respects,
[ have made my criticism of real socialism perfectly clear. However, criti-
cismis not enough. What option do I have to offer? That was the important
question. It is also the question that I have constantly focused on.

Presenting the option of democratic civilization—a seemingly
simple name that can be used until a more appropriate name is chosen—
as a model for a systematic approach seems necessary and offers the
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necessary response to these questions. First of all, this option offers an
alternative to the central world civilization system. Democratic civili-
zation is not just a present and future utopia; it also seems very neces-
sary and highly explanatory for a more concrete interpretation of the
historical-society.

Itis anecessity of social nature that there is resistance and an alterna-
tive to capital accumulation and the resulting instruments of power when-
ever and wherever they exist. Never and nowhere have societies lacked
resistance or ever been without an alternative to capital accumulation
and the instruments of power. The reason why they have generally been
defeated must be sought not in the absence of resistance and alternatives
but elsewhere.

If we don’t understand the preposterous stories of capital and power
accumulation, then we will have difficulty in making sense of the concept
of democratic civilization. The structures of knowledge have always vacil-
lated between two types of errors: either they were completely absorbed
by the knowledge and power structures, or they could not avoid being
stunted sectarian denominations, because they were unable to indepen-
dently choose scientific and political options and moral positions. No
doubt, we must always remember the role of violence and the seductive
power of capital. If we do not condemn these two notable views of knowl-
edge structures, we cannot make the option of democratic civilization
tangible. What we need to question is not the existence of democratic
civilization but the knowledge and power structures and the deviant
sectarianism, neither of which have been able to see it. These realities
cannot be explained solely by inadequacies and errors in the narratives of
historical-society and can only be transformed by a thorough revolution
in the social sciences.

The power and state structures based on five-thousand-year-old
capital accumulation know from their daily experiences that they cannot
sustain their regimes without organizing ideological and knowledge
structures on a massive scale. We have to understand that the social sci-
ences cannot become meaningful truth regimes until they see that the
hegemonic power apparatuses are constantly accumulating the two other
components of their triad—surplus product/value and the tools of legiti-
mation. It is not possible to revolutionize the social sciences unless we
grasp that the structures of mythology, religion, philosophy, and positivist
science are all tightly intertwined with the history of capital and power
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accumulation, and that they continuously reinforce each other to protect
their common interests.

The second important conclusion to be drawn from the concept of
democratic civilization is that it provides a very broad foundation for
a revolution in the social sciences. My basic thesis is that all of the “bar-
barians,” nomadic tribes, lumpen, clans, communes, heretical denomina-
tions, witches, unemployed, and poor of history always lack meaningful
movements and systems; to claim this is their destiny is to do nothing
but generate and produce knowledge accumulation apparatuses, along
with mythological, religious, philosophical, and scientific structures, in
the interest of those who accumulate capital and power. History does not
only consist of the domination of capital and power. At the same time, the
knowledge mechanisms (mythological, religious, philosophical, and scien-
tific) and their domination are always intertwined and in constant unity
of interest with the domination of capital and power. The main reason
for the failure of many prominent oppositional social science structures,
especially the Marxist social sciences, was that they were based on social
science revolutions that remained rooted in the history of capitalism and
power accumulation and, as a result, failed to develop an alternative civili-
zation system. No doubt many of the aspects we have mentioned here have
been widely criticized, but the next step of incorporating these criticisms
into a narrative unit that could encompass the whole of history is yet tobe
taken. Anunderstanding of the world system could not be established, and
as such narratives about it have never gone beyond fragmented efforts.

The third important point about the democratic civilization system
is that since the agricultural revolution it has had the power necessary
to develop urban and industrial elements, without allowing the exces-
sive capital, power, and state accumulations based on the rise of the
middle classes that play the role of cancerous cells within the society
to take over. So “yes” to the city and industry, but “no” to the cancerous
cells within them.” If we look at the massive present-day urban indus-
trial power and communication networks and consider in this context
the terrible environmental destruction, women'’s status or lack thereof,
and the catastrophic levels of poverty and unemployment, it becomes
clear that the concept of cancerous growth within social structures is
entirely warranted. Today’s leading social scientists, including Immanuel
Wallerstein, among others, along with the raiding barbarians (we shall
discuss the concept of “barbarism” with a fresh eye), members of heretical
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denominations, rebellious peasants, utopists, anarchists, and, last but not
least, feminists and the ever louder environmental movements have the
potential to attain a holistic meaning and act against the threat of this can-
cerous growth within the social fabric. No society can endure the current
accumulation of cities, the middle class, capital, power, the state, and com-
munication apparatuses for very long. Even if society, tightly held within
an iron cage, has failed in its efforts to break free, the daily SOS signals
sent out by the environment clearly show that the problems have reached
crisis and chaos levels because of the existing central civilization system.
Thus, we think the way out of this chaos is to adopt an approach that is
deeply rooted in the resources of historical-society and an analysis of the
present in the light of the current state of these resources. Therefore, we
assert that the future can only be secured through a central world system
of democratic civilization.

In this defense, I focus on clarifying various dimensions of my
main thesis. I try to understand history by grasping its universal dimen-
sions, because I fundamentally believe that local histories are meaning-
less without a universal history—I believe this to be of principle value.
Undoubtedly, even the most indistinct societies can be illuminated by
the light of universal history. In addition, I also consider it an important
principle that the present is history, and history is now. However, I must
add the following to these two important principles of history: at the local
level, the present does not just repeat history like a reenactment of tradi-
tion, rather, it plays its own important role in historical accumulation by
adding its own unique features and distinctions. History is not just rep-
etition: it repeats while accumulating new contributions of every place
and time.

My approach will be clear as long as the shifts seen in my previ-
ous defenses and my other written and oral evaluations are considered
against the background of these principles. Clearly my views cannot be
interpreted either as dry repetition or as radically renegade. Anyone who
is reasonably observant understands that development requires diversifi-
cation, and that the primary principal of the universe is change through
diversification. When one becomes two, this is not just simple quantita-
tive accumulation; at the same time, two always becomes different to one.

Following the preface and introduction, the next section will focus
on some methodological problems. I will emphasize the excessive internal
fragmentation that has led to a crisis within the sciences that is linked to
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the overall crisis of the system, and I will discuss the need for a holistic
approach to science.

I will also highlight another methodological issue, that of differ-
ent natures, especially the diversity of social nature. I will explain why
a return to nature (first nature) requires a radical approach and will
address this in connection with the women’s issue.

The subject and object separation will be approached with caution,
and the problems it has caused, as well as possible remedies, will be dis-
cussed. Its link with capital accumulation system will be illustrated, and
the need to transcend it will be emphasized.

It is important to remain open to new approaches, even to important
methodological dualisms, such as universalism and relativism, circular-
ity and linearity, globalism and localism. In addition, a reinterpretation
of the dialectical method is essential.

Clarity in methodological concepts can facilitate the presentation of
the other topics. That is why it seemed necessary to treat methodology in
a separate section in this volume.

The fourth section is titled “The Question of Freedom.” Since the dem-
ocratic civilization system is closely linked to freedom, it is important that
we clarify what we mean by freedom. The imperious nature of the central
civilization system means that the libertarian characteristics of the demo-
cratic civilization should be at the forefront. In this section, the close link
between equality and freedom will be analyzed. More importantly, the
concept of equality—a genuine concept—will be interpreted on the basis
of a respect for differences. Concepts of freedom and equality that are
not analyzed in terms of their bond with the systems create significant
problems within the social sciences. As such, the reinterpretation of these
concepts in the light of our main thesis proves illuminating.

The fifth section deals with the critique of human reason. In attempt-
ing to define social reason, its functionality in terms of its theoretical and
the practical, as well as its analytical and emotional dimensions, will be
clarified. Where might the use of reason by world systems lead? Are there
limits to reason as the tool for both creating and solving problems? How
can we update Immanuel Kant? Such questions themselves are stimulat-
ing and indicate that the use of reason as a tool to solve problems can itself
lead to serious problems.

In the sixth section, the emergence and development of the social
problem will be examined. We assess the main source of the problem—the
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central civilization system—in different historical periods. The further
ramifications of social problems are linked to the essence of the system,
or, put another way, the accumulation apparatuses of capital and power
are themselves the problem. We will, in a sense, sketch the history of the
problem.

In the seventh section, we propose the democratic civilization system
as an instrument for solving the problem. What meaning can we hope to
find by re-envisaging history as social history? In response, we emphasize
the unbreakable link between democratic society and history.

In section eight, a continuation of the seventh section, we define
democratic modernity as an alternative to capitalist modernity. We will
discuss why two different concepts of modernity are both necessary and
possible in light of crucial lessons. In this context, we will reconsider the
reasons for the defeat of contemporary revolutions.

In the ninth and tenth sections, we will analyze the systemic crisis
of capitalism and consider a possible way out of this crisis. As capitalist
modernity, the current state of the world civilization system, dissolves,
what alternatives are there? How can we build democratic modernity?
What are the obstacles, and what are the opportunities? What are the
tasks of rebuilding? No doubt these important questions carry within
themselves their answers.

Section eleven, which approaches the issue from various angles, is
intended as a conclusion and offers a final comment on this overall under-
taking. History neither follows a straight fatalist line nor moves sponta-
neously toward an expected goal. It is neither the sole source of all evil
nor will it one day or another present us with everything good. Human
sociality could make a beautiful life possible. Society itself is a tremen-
dous source of solutions. But this will only be the case if we figure out how
to protect ourselves from all the different deadly diseases, including the
different types of cancer, understand our world, which makes a splendid
paradise possible, and choose the beautiful life!
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THREE

Some Problems of Methodology

Methodology, the shortest path to the target, is not a Western concept. It
hasbeen an aspect of the schools of wisdom in the Middle East since ancient
times. The most suitable ways of accessing knowledge have always been
tested, and those that have achieved the best results became fundamental
methods. Usually schools of thought develop a logic and a methodology
based on the concepts that they focus on most closely. When the hegemonic
center of the world civilization system shifted to Europe, developments in
many areas that would ensure superiority, for example, methodology in
the scientific field, also emerged. The appearance of Francis Bacon, René
Descartes, and Galileo Galilei in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,
with each introducing significant methodological approaches, is closely
linked to the shift of the hegemonic system to Europe.

The development of the subject-object distinction, one of the most
important concepts of scientific method, is linked to the domination of
nature. When the capitalist monopolies, the new accumulation instruments
of capital and power, started to exploit physical and biological resources and
the resources that belonged to social nature, they quickly understood how
advantageous these could be for accumulation. Objectification of resources
that belonged to both of these natures made ever-increasing contributions
to capital and power accumulation. The intellectual counterpart to this
material development is the separation into subject and object. While this
was reflected as the distinction between the subjective and the objective
in Bacon, it took the form of a sharp mind/body distinction in Descartes.
In Galileo, mathematics appears as the language of nature and the most
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advanced criterion of the object. Following history’s long Mesopotamian
journey, a development similar to that experienced in ancient Greece
repeats itself with unique differences in West Europe. In fact, Sumerian
society had also carried the life experiences of Upper Mesopotamia, fil-
tered through thousands of years, into Lower Mesopotamia, which then
added its own distinct qualities to create an original form.

In the central civilization systems, the subject always stems from
capital and power. It represents consciousness, discourse, and free will.
At times, it is an individual, and, at other times, it is the institution, but
it always exists. The objects are the barbarians, the peoples, and the
women excluded from power. They are only thought of—as is the case
with nature—when they serve the subject as a resource. Given the nature
of things, no other meaning is imaginable for them. In Sumerian mythol-
ogy, the creation story of the human being as a servant from the excrement
of the gods and of the woman from the man’s rib reflect the dimensions of
objectification in the depths of history. The transfer of this subject-object
approach to European thought required significant transformations. But
it cannot be denied that the development unfolded in this way.

At present, the subject-object distinction has faded, due to the rise
to prominence of the financial capital system. The symbolic hegemony
of financial capital in the central civilization system has dissolved all the
former subject-object states. The fact that everyone positions themselves
as subjects sometimes and objects at other times, as appropriate, is closely
linked to these new forms of capital and power accumulation. The capital
and power apparatuses that originate from the snowballing reproduc-
tion of nationalism, religionism, sexism, and scientism, both in the real
and virtual dimensions, have wrapped themselves around the society
like an octopus. Under these conditions each individual and institution
can duly end up in the position of a subject or an object. When the role of
gods in Sumerian society was taken over by the ideological apparatuses,
the transformation of the subject-object distinction was inevitable. At the
same time, the new symbolic characteristics of the gods and their domin-
ion obviously rendered the existing distinction superfluous.

The gradual fragmentation of knowledge and the loss of sacred-
ness in the course of the history of the central civilization unfolded in
a similar way. We can clearly observe in history that the reproduction
of capital and power apparatuses caused an equivalent fragmentation
of knowledge. In all clan and tribal societies, science is a whole, and its
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representatives are considered sacred. Divinity is attributed to science,
and it is assigned to all according to their desire and effort. While this
was the overall approach in mythology, in religion and philosophy it was
the principle approach. The original fragmenting was mainly seen in the
natural sciences and knowledge structures of Western Europe. The new
organizations of knowledge (academies and universities) increasingly
detached themselves from society, and serving the interests of the capital
and power elites found themselves in the ranks of the favored institutions
of the new state (Leviathan). The process of turning science into capital
and merging it with power was, at the same time, the alienation of science
from the society. The headquarters and temples of science that resolves
problems were turned into centers for creating problems, effectuating
alienation, and ensuring ideological hegemony. A scientific discipline
developed for every natural and social resource. This reality alone proves
the interdependence of science with capital and power. The field of science,
which is sacred to society as a whole, has drifted as far away as possible
from serving society. Scientific disciplines have become paid professions
and have even become capital itself. They have become highly dangerous
accomplices of power. We know very well that the production of nuclear
weapons and many other deadly weapons, as well as all the processes that
risk environmental destruction, have their origins in scientific centers.
Those who work in these centers are not concerned with the truth (soci-
ety’s collective conscience) but have chosen to act as mentors facilitating
the production of capital and power as efficiently as possible.

The first question that comes to mind when you talk about scientific
work today is: How much money will it bring in? Society, however, expects
science to respond to its fundamental concerns. Society, with its mate-
rial and immaterial concerns, has considered science as a whole to be a
divine profession and has, as a result, accepted it. The degeneration of the
academy and the university is another cause of the crisis in science. The
history of knowledge underwent a transformation related to the history
of civilization and could not escape its share of the system’s general crisis.
Although intended as a tool for solving problems, science has become the
key source of problems. The result is the fragmentation of science, its
disintegration, and chaos.

A good grasp of different natures—in other words, the question
of first, second, and third natures—is necessary. All nature, excluding
human society, is distinguished as first nature. The concept of first nature
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is contradictory initself. First of all, there are an infinite variety of distinc-
tions, such as animate-inanimate, plants-animals, even physics-chemistry;,
and, if we take another step, visible-invisible matter and energy-matter
become conceivable. Moreover, we can delineate a society for each distinc-
tion. When we look closer at ways of approaching the question of natures,
we find that they are profoundly influenced by the subject-object distinc-
tion. It should be emphasized that these are not sound distinctions, or at
least should only be made conditionally.

Human society, as second nature, no doubt represents a very impor-
tant stage of natural development and has certain particularities. Rather
than as a separate nature, it makes more sense to see it as a different stage
of nature.

The most important distinguishing characteristic of social nature is
the extent of its intellectual capacity, flexibility, and ability to construct
itself. First nature no doubt also has intellectual capacity, flexibility, and
the ability to construct itself, but compared to the functioning of the social
nature, it is very slow, rigid, and arduous. It seems very important to me
that the nature of society be theorized as a whole. Although this was the
priority for early sociologists, over the course of time the analysis of parts
and structures increasingly came to the fore: just as we have observed in
the analyses of other natures. Furthermore, distinguishing between the
base and the superstructure of society, partitioning it into economy, poli-
tics, and power, dividing it into strata and stages, such as primeval com-
munal society, slave-owning society, feudalism, capitalism, and socialism
or communism, can only produce meaningful results if we are extremely
conscious of diversity. No analysis of a stratum, part, or structure can
replace a holistic theoretical approach. We could say that no philosopher
or sociologist has been able to surpass the holistic approach of Plato and
Aristotle. Even the holistic interpretations of the sages and prophets
with their roots in the Middle East, or the East more generally, are more
instructive and socially useful than those of the philosophers and sociolo-
gists of capitalist modernity. These interpretations are valuable, because
they represent a more progressive and sophisticated approach. We must
particularly emphasize that the most important role in rendering the
holistic theoretical approach ineffective is played by the apparatuses of
capital and power accumulation.

There is an urgent need for a new methodology, a profound theoreti-
cal approach, that can be used to examine human society. In particular, we
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must understand that sociological methods—overwhelmed by the hustle
of numbers—conceal the truth instead of revealing it. It should not be seen
as exaggeration when I say that existing sociology conceals the truth more
than mythologies ever did. Moreover, the meaning reached on the basis of
sensing the truth in mythologies is more humane and closer to truth than
that reached by the sociologies of capitalist modernity.

The social sciences are without a doubt important, however, it is dif-
ficult to call them sciences in their present state. The existing sociological
discourse hardly expresses any meaning beyond the legitimization of
official modernity. Therefore, there is a need for a radical scientific revolu-
tion and a methodological egress.

The stage called third nature, which we want to make sense of, is only
possible because of this scientific and methodological revolution. Third
nature, as a concept, refers to a state of restored harmony between first
and second nature at a higher level. Achieving a synthesis of social nature
with first nature at a higher level requires a revolutionary theoretical
paradigm and a radical practical revolution. In particular, surpassing the
capitalist world system, or capitalist modernity—the current stage of the
central civilization system—would be a decisive achievement. To this end,
albeit minimally, we must develop constructs of democratic civilization,
take successful steps in developing the ecological and feminist charac-
teristics of society, creating a functional art of democratic politics, and
building a democratic civil society:.

Third nature is not a promise of a new paradise or utopia; it is the
renewed participation of human beings—whose consciousness of the
natures has increased—in a grand harmony, while protecting their dif-
ference. This is not just alonging, an intention, and the promise of utopia
but, rather, the art of good and beautiful living that has a contemporary
practical meaning. I am not talking about biologism here; [ am aware of the
danger of such an approach. I am also not talking about the “godly” utopic
paradise promoted by capital and power accumulation apparatuses. I can
see what these mean and foresee the dangerous and destructive conse-
quences their intentions will lead to. Vulgar communism, the paradisia-
cal promise of materialism, is also primitive and dysfunctional, a kind of
extreme variant of liberalism. In any case, we can easily understand from
our daily experience that every promise made by liberalism stinks to hell.

The realization of the third nature would require the longue durée.
A democratic system—as a regime for the realization of first and second
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natures at a higher level based on diversity and the expression of equality
and freedom—only becomes possible if it develops the internal qualities
of an ecological and feminine society. The human being’s social nature
is such that we could reach this stage. Approaching the issue of different
natures with this methodology could lead to more meaningful theoretical
and practical results.

Another important methodological issue discussed recently is the
relationship between universality and relativism. Interpreting this as
either the universality of meaning or the particularity of meaning draws
upon the same content. We are faced with a methodological problem that
requires careful analysis. We could define this problem as a new level of
the subject-object distinction. The rigid approaches of capital and power
apparatuses are called laws as a result of the material conditions under-
lying these methodological problems. Calling the legalistic approach uni-
versality is closely related to its use as a tool for ideological legitimization.
We must not forget that law is a product of power. We should also not
forget that power is capital. The rule of power is called law. Law, on the
other hand, becomes stronger, in fact, almost impossible to oppose, when
it is universal. This is how it starts to build God from the image of humans.
The human holding power cannot openly dictate, so he deifies his rule. He
believes he can hold on to his power more easily by using this ingenious
legitimizing tool. We must clearly understand that efforts of this sort have
been a substantial source for all universalities.

Relativism is presented as the opposite pole but in essence is very
similar to universalism. It denotes the state of the debased human being
completely removed from any rules, approaches, or methodologies.
Relativism leaves the door open to the extreme perspective that there are
as many rules, approaches, and methodologies as there are people. Since
this is impossible in practice, it is inevitable that relativism falls captive to
the laws of universalism. While one view exaggerates the degree of intel-
ligence in human society and pushes it to the level of a universally valid
law, the other underestimates it to the degree that it reduces it to everyone
having their own law. Social intelligence can be interpreted more realisti-
cally by treating universal laws and relativism not as opposite poles but as
two intertwined states of natural reality. Taking this approach could lead
to amore productive narrative. Unchanging universal laws lead to linear
progressivism. That is the flaw of progressivism. Were it true that the
universe was constantly moving toward a goal, it should have reached this
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goal long ago, given the concept of “past eternity,” which includes infinity.
In contrast, relativism includes the concept of eternal cyclicality, but if that
were true then existing universal transitions and developments would not
have occurred. This is why universal progressivism and cyclicality are
methodological concepts that are too flawed to explain universal develop-
ment, which essentially differentiates by unifying and changing—in short,
both approaches are methodologically flawed. I believe the methodology
that is closer to the truth must enable change by differentiation and include
both the present instant and eternity. Just as progression is cyclical, cycli-
cality involves progression, and eternity is hidden and inherent in the
present moment; while, on the other hand, the totality of instantaneous
formations contain eternity. All of this offers a clearer and more under-
standable methodological approach to establishing a regime of truth.

It is important to address some aspects of dialectical methodology.
No doubt the discovery of dialectical methodology was an extraordinary
achievement. Close observation at any point reveals the dialectical char-
acter of the universe. The problem here is how to define dialectics. The
difference between Hegel’s and Marx’s interpretations of dialectics is
well-known, and both have had very unpleasant and destructive conse-
quences. The Hegelian interpretation, which led to the nationalist German
state, had horrific consequences with the rise of fascism. Although the
results were different, the narrow class-oriented real socialist practices
of Marx’s successors also led to many negative consequences and much
destruction. It would, however, be more correct to look for the errors
made by those who misinterpreted these dialectics in major ways and not
in Marx or Hegel. Furthermore, it would be wrong to attribute the origin
of dialectical methodology to Hegel and Marx. Nor would it be entirely
correct to attribute it to ancient Greek thought. Dialectical interpreta-
tions are abundant in the wisdom of the East. No doubt, however, signifi-
cant additions were made both in ancient Greece and in Europe during
the Enlightenment.

It is neither right to interpret dialectics as the destructive unity of
opposites nor to interpret change as the becoming and the creativity of the
moment in the absence of opposites. The first conception leads to a vulgar
tendency to always see the poles as hostile, which results in nothing more
than seeing the universe as unregulated and in permanent chaos. The
latter approach leads to an understanding of development without ten-
sions, devoid of opposites, lacking its own dynamics, and always requiring
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an external force that cannot be realistically validated as cause. We know
that this is the doorway to metaphysics.

It is therefore of utmost importance to free the dialectic methodol-
ogy by cleansing it of these two extreme approaches. We can observe a
constructive rather than destructive dialectic in any development. For
example, the human being represents a dialectical development that is
possibly as old as the roughly determined age of the universe. Human
beings not only consist of everything from subatomic particles to the most
complex atoms and molecules but also carry all biological phases within
them.! This marvelous development is dialectical, but it is undeniably a
constructive and developmental dialectic. No doubt certain hostilities
arise in the much debated class conflicts (to which we could add tribal,
ethnic, national, and systemic conflicts), but it is possible to resolve these
contradictions and find a solution in the spirit of dialectics by drawing
on society’s extraordinarily flexible intellectual power rather than by
massacres. Society’s nature overflows with examples of such solutions.
In attempting to better explain these developments, ideologues—perhaps
against their will—have been unable to avoid arriving at contrary results.
The fact that they often find themselves in this situation indicates the
ongoing importance of interpreting the dialectical methodology itself.

To avoid an incorrect understanding of dialectics, we must briefly
interpret dialectics in comparison to metaphysics. Undoubtedly, the most
unproductive approach of all time has been the metaphysical search for
formation, from a creator, externally. The philosophy, religion, and posi-
tivist scientism arising from this approach have created a thoroughgoing
system of “intellectual colonialism.” Nature may not have needed an exter-
nal creator, and, if it did require a creator, that creator would certainly be
an internal one. However, we can easily argue that metaphysics imposes

“intellectual colonial regimes” that resemble an external creator on the
intelligence of social nature. In this sense, it is essential that we criticize
and overcome metaphysics.

However, what I wanted to address concerns another aspect of
metaphysics. I am talking about the fact that human beings cannot exist
without metaphysics. The metaphysics I refer to here are human society’s
cultural creations—mythology, religion, philosophy, and science, as well
as all types of art, politics, and production techniques. Feelings of good-
ness and beauty have no physical counterparts. These are human-specific
values. Morality and the arts in particular are metaphysical values. What
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needs to be elucidated here is not the contradiction between metaphysics
and dialectics but the distinction between good and beautiful metaphysi-
cal creations and bad and ugly metaphysical creations. Again, I am not
talking about the dichotomies of religion and atheism or philosophy and
science but about religious, philosophical, and scientific beliefs, truth, and
facts that make life more bearable and attractive.

Let’s not forget that nature stages a great play of vast splendor that
unfolds before the very eyes of humanity. On this stage, human beings
cannot play the same role as nature. They can at best arrange their lives
through pieces they construct themselves. The description of theater as
the mirror of life has its origin in this profound truth. What is important
is that we reduce the bad and ugly aspects and the mistakes of this stage
life to a minimum and maximize truth, goodness, and beauty. When we
speak of good, beautiful, and true metaphysics, we are talking about this
profound human quality not the metaphysics that make us blind, deaf, and
numb. I am convinced that these clarifications are of great importance in
the methodological comparison of dialectics and metaphysics.
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FOUR

The Question of Freedom

I almost want to say freedom is the goal of the universe. I have often asked
myselfifthe universeisnot, in fact, in pursuit of freedom. The formulation
of freedom as a profound quest unique to human society always seemed
incomplete to me, and I thought there must definitely be an aspect related
tothe universe. When I think of the particle-energy duality that is the cor-
nerstone of universe, I would without hesitation emphasize that energy
is freedom. I believe that the material particle is an imprisoned packet of
energy. Light is a state of energy. Can we deny how freely light can flow? If
quanta are defined as smallest particles of energy, then we must also agree
that they are now seen to explain almost all diversity. Yes, quantum motion
is the creative power of all diversity. I cannot resist asking whether this is
the God that humanity has been searching for all along. When they say the
supra-universe is of quantum character, I again get excited and feel that
this could well be. Again, as I said a moment ago, I can’t help wondering if
this is what has been called “the external creativity of God.”

I think it is important not to be selfish when it comes to freedom and
not to fall into reductionism that restricts freedom to humans. Can it be
denied that the flutter of the bird in a cage is a flutter for freedom? What
other concept could explain the twitter of a nightingale in a cage, more
beautiful than any symphony, but the desire for freedom? If we go a step
further, don't all of the sounds and colors of the universe make us think
of freedom? Can the struggle of women, the first and last slaves, who have
experienced the most profound slavery of human society, be explained by
anything other than their quest for freedom? When abrilliant philosopher
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like Spinoza interprets freedom as a way out of ignorance and the power
of intellect, isn't he saying the same thing?

I don’t want to suffocate the problem in infinite detail, nor do I want
to portray the situation as one of being convicted from birth. Apart froma
few lines I scribbled in memory of Prometheus, I have never tried to write
apoem, which in a way is also a quest for freedom, even one that has only
an imaginary meaning. Nonetheless, is there any denying that I am pas-
sionately searching for the meaning of freedom?

As we problematize social freedom, this short introduction is meant
to draw attention to the depth of the issue. Defining society as the nature
with the most developed and concentrated intelligence also contributes
to the analysis of freedom. The areas where intelligence is concentrated
are areas sensitive to freedom. It is fair to say that the more developed the
intelligence, culture, and reason of a society, the more that society will
be inclined to freedom. Yet it is also true to say that the more a society
deprives itself or has been deprived of these values, the more it is enslaved.
When I think about the tribe of the Hebrews, two characteristics and sur-
vival strategies always come to mind. The first is a special relationship
to making money. Jews sought financial influence at certain times and at
times attained worldwide supremacy. This is the material side. However, I
think it is more important that they master the second, i.e. the art of influ-
ence in the intellectual field, even better. Jews have achieved an outstand-
ing intellectual and cultural position, first with their prophets and later
with their scribes, then in capitalist modernity with their philosophers,
scholars, and artists, with roots that go back almost as far back as written
history. This is why I propose the hypothesis that there is no other tribe
that is as rich and free as the Hebrews. Some examples of the situation
of the Jews in recent times will confirm this. Many influential people in
the field of financial capital, which dominates the global economy, have
Hebrew roots and are, therefore, Jewish. If we mention names like Spinoza
in the emergence of contemporary philosophy, Marx in sociology, Freud
in psychology, and Einstein in physics, and add hundreds of theorists of
the arts, science, and political theory, we would get a sufficient impression
of Jewish intellectual strength. Can the dominance of the Jews in the world
of intellect be denied?

But there is also the other side of the coin, the Others of the world.
The material and immaterial wealth, power, and dominance of one side
is realized at the expense of the poverty and weakness of the Others, as
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well as their transformation into a herd. Therefore, Marx’s famous state-
ment about the proletariat: “If the proletariat wants to liberate itself, it
has no choice but to liberate the whole society” also applies to the Jews,
almost as if Marx had thought of them when formulating it. If the Jews
want to ensure their freedoms—i.e., their wealth, intelligence and power
of understanding—they have no choice but to enrich and immaterially
strengthen world society in a similar way. Otherwise, they could be per-
secuted by new Hitlers at any time. In this sense, the liberation of the
Jews is only possible if it is intertwined with the liberation and freedom
of world society. There should be no doubt that this is the most noble task
of the Jews, who have already achieved a great deal for humanity. We can
also learn from the terrible genocide of the Jews that wealth and immate-
rial prestige based on the poverty and ignorance of others contribute no
real value to freedom. Freedom in a true sense is the transcendence of the
distinction between us and others that is characterized by being available
to be shared by everyone.

When we evaluate the central civilization system on the basis of
freedom, we see that there is an increasingly multifaceted slavery. Slavery
is primarily sustained in three ways. First, ideological slavery is con-
structed. The construction of frightening and dominating mythological
gods is very striking and easy to grasp, especially in Sumerian society?
The upper floor of the ziggurat is considered the location of the gods that
dominate the mind. The middle floors are the headquarters of the priests’
political administration. The lowest floor, on the other hand, is the floor
of'the craftspeople and agricultural workers responsible for all aspects of
production. This model has not changed in any significant way until this
day but has, in fact, expanded and spread widely. This five-thousand-year-
old narrative of the central civilization system provides the historical
concept that comes closest to the truth; more precisely, it is empirically
observed reality. Analyzing the ziggurat is equivalent to correctly analyz-
ing the central civilization system and, thus, the current capitalist world
system. One side of the coin is the continuous and cumulative develop-
ment of capital and power, while, on the other, we find terrible slavery,
hunger, poverty, and herdlike behavior.

This can help us to better understand the profundity of the question
of freedom. The central civilization system cannot survive and maintain
itself without gradually depriving society of its freedom and ensuring
that society behaves in a herdlike fashion. The solution within the system’s
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logic is to create more apparatuses of capital and power. This, in turn,
means society will be even more impoverished and herdlike. The fact that
the question of freedom grew to the degree that it became the fundamental
question faced by every age is the result of the dichotomous nature of the
system. We have used the example of the Jewish tribe, because it is highly
instructive. Examining both freedom and slavery from the point of view
of Jewish history is no less important now than it was in the past.

We can also better understand the traditional debate about whether
money or consciousness provides more freedom in the light of this nar-
rative. As long as money is an instrument for capital accumulation, for
usurping surplus product and surplus value, it will always be an instru-
ment of slavery. The fact that it even invites the massacre of its owners
shows us that money cannot be a reliable instrument for achieving
freedom. Money plays the role of the particle of matter, the opposite
of energy. In this respect, consciousness is always closer to freedom.
Consciousness about reality always expands the horizons of freedom.
This is why consciousness is always described as the flow of energy.

Defining freedom as pluralization, diversification, and differen-
tiation in the universe will make it easier to explain social morality.
Pluralization, diversification, and differentiation, even if only implic-
itly, are suggestive of the inherent ability of an intelligent being to make
choices. Scientific research confirms that plants have an intelligence that
leads them to diversify. Humans have yet to replicate the formations in a
living cell in a laboratory. Perhaps we cannot talk about universal intel-
ligence (Geist) as Hegel did, but, still, it cannot be judged as total nonsense
totalk about an intelligence-like being in the universe. We cannot explain
differentiation in any other way than as the result of the existence of intel-
ligence. Pluralization and diversification evoke freedom because of the
sparks of intelligence that underlie them. As far as we know, the human
being can be defined as the most intelligent being in the universe. But how
did the human being attain this intelligence? I had already scientifically
defined the human (physically, biologically, psychologically, and sociologi-
cally) as an epitome of the universal history. Here we further define the
human being as the accumulation of universal intelligence. This is also
why the human being is presented as a model of the universe in a number
of philosophical schools of thought.

The level of intelligence and flexibility in human society is the real
foundation of social construction. In this sense, it is also appropriate to
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define freedom as the force of social construction, or what has been called
the moral attitude since the first human communities. Social morality
is only possible with freedom. More precisely, freedom is the source of
morality. Morality may be defined as the solidified state of freedom, the
tradition of freedom, or the code of freedom. If moral choice is based
on freedom, when the connection between freedom and intelligence,
consciousness, and reason is taken into consideration, it becomes clear
why morality can be called the collective consciousness (conscience) of
society. Calling theoretical morality ethics is only meaningful in this
context. We cannot speak of an ethics that is not based on the morality
of society. Undoubtedly, a more competent moral philosophy; i.e., ethics,
could be derived from moral experiences, but there can be no artificial
ethics. Immanuel Kant put a lot of thought into this subject, and it makes
sense that he referred to practical reason as ethics. Kant’s interpretation
of morality as the choice and possibility of freedom remains valid today.

The connection between social politics and freedom is also appar-
ent. The political sphere is the key area where farsighted minds collide
intensely, focus the most, and strive to attain results. In a sense, it is also
possible to define this area as the space where the participating subjects
free themselves through the art of politics. Any society that does not
promote and develop social politics needs to understand that this will
rebound against them as a deprivation of freedom, and they will have
to pay the price. It is in this sense that the supremacy of the art of poli-
tics emerges. Any society that fails to develop its politics (the clan, tribe,
nation, class, and even power and state apparatuses) is doomed to failure.
In fact, not being able to develop politics means not knowing your own
conscience, vital interests, and identity. There cannot be a greater failure
or loss for any society. Only when they stand up for their own interests,
identity, and collective conscience—in other words, when they are engaged
in political struggle—can it be said that such societies demand freedom.
Demanding freedom in the absence of politics is a catastrophic error.

To not distort the relationship between politics and freedom, it is
necessary to carefully determine how they differ from the politics (or,
rather, the lack of politics) of power and the state and clearly distinguish
them from it. Power and state apparatuses can have strategies and tactics,
but in the true sense they have no politics. In any case, power and the state
only come into existence when the denial of social politics is ensured.
Wherever politics comes to an end, power and state structures are at work.
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Power and the state are the point where political word and, therefore,
freedom ends. There is only dealing with the situation, obeying, and giving
and taking orders; there are laws and statutes. All power and all states
represent frozen reason. Both their strength and their weakness arise
from this quality. Hence, the spheres of power and the state are not areas
where freedom can be sought or found. Hegel’s statement that the state is
the true sphere of freedom forms the basis of all of modernity’s oppres-
sive views and structures? Hitler’s fascism is a good example of where this
view can lead. In fact, even scientific socialism, with Marx and Engels as
its masterminds, conceives of power and the state as fundamental means
for socialist construction. This led them to—unknowingly—deliver the
extreme blows to freedom and, thus, to equality. The liberals understood
the truth behind “the more state, the less freedom” much better, and to this
they owe their success.

Because of their nature, rulers and the state as instruments of domi-
nation do not signify anything but the surplus product and surplus values
appropriated through coercion, i.e., a different variety of total capital.
Capital creates the state, and the state creates capital. The same applies to
any kind of power apparatus. Just as social politics breeds freedom, power
and the state are spheres where freedom is lost. Power and state struc-
tures can perhaps make some individuals, groups, and nations richer and
freer, but, as we have seen from the example of the Jews, this is only pos-
sible at the expense of poverty and slavery in other societies. The result
has been all kinds of destruction, from wars to genocide. In the capitalist
world system, politics suffered its greatest loss. It is possible to talk about
the actual death of politics at the stage of capitalist modernity, which is the
peak of the central civilization system. Therefore, today we are experienc-
ing a political decline of incomparable proportions. While the decline of
morality as an area of freedom is a phenomenon of our times, so is the
decline of the political sphere. This is why if we want freedom we have no
other choice but to use all of our intellectual power to find ways to restore
and functionalize morality—the collective conscience of society—and
politics—common reason—in all their aspects.

The relationship between freedom and democracy is even more com-
plicated. There is a constant debate about which emerges from which.
We can safely say that the intensity of their relationship means that they
nurture one another. Just as we think of social politics in the context of
freedom, we can also associate it with democracy. Social politics is at its
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most concrete as democratic politics. As such, democratic politics can be
defined as the true art of freedom. Without democratic politics, neither
politicization nor freedom by political means is possible for society in
general or for peoples and communities in particular. Democratic poli-
tics is the true school in which freedom is learned and lived. The more
political work creates democratic subjects, the more democratic politics
will politicize society, ultimately leading to freedom. If we accept politi-
cization as the main form of freedom, we must understand that we free
society by politicizing it and, simultaneously, we politicize society as we
free it. There are, of course, many social spheres that nurture freedom
and politics, most particularly various ideological sources, but basically
social politics and freedom produce and nurture each other.

In general, the relationship between equality and freedom is con-
fused. The relationship between the two is at least as complicated and
problematic as their respective relationships with democracy. We note
that when complete equality is achieved, the cost is paid in freedom. It is
often suggested that they cannot coexist, and that it is necessary to make
concessions in one area or the other. Some argue that concessions in the
area of equality are necessary to achieve freedom.

It is necessary to explain the difference between the two concepts
and, thus, the difference in nature of these phenomena, if we are to cor-
rectly address the problem. Equality is more of a legal concept. It foresees
individuals and communities sharing the same rights regardless of their
differences. However, diversity is not only a fundamental feature of the
universe but also of society. Diversity is a concept that is closed to uniform
rights. Equality can only be meaningful when it is based on differences.
The main reason that the socialist understanding of equality failed to gain
ground was that it did not take diversity into account, and this contrib-
uted greatly to its ultimate downfall. True justice is only possible with an
understanding of equality in diversity.

Once we understand that freedom is highly dependent on diversity,
then a meaningful connection between equality and freedom can be estab-
lished in the context of diversity. Reconciling freedom with equality is one
of the main objectives of social politics.

We need to touch on the discussion between the advocates of indi-
vidual freedom and the proponents of collective freedom. We need to
explain the relationship between these two categories, defined by some as
negative and positive freedom. Capitalist modernity promoted individual
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(negative) freedom at a great cost to social collectivity. It must be stressed
that today individual freedom causes the decline of social politics as much
as does the phenomenon of power. The crucial issue in a discussion about
freedom is to clarify the role of individualism in the destruction of society,
particularly in negating morality and politics. When we say that a society
that is atomized by individualism does not have the strength to resist the
apparatuses of capital and power, we can perhaps better understand the
cancerous threat this poses for the social problem. Identifying liberal
individualism as the main cause of the decline of social politics and
freedom could possibly provide a meaningful way out. Of course, we are
not talking about individuality or the necessity to be an individual. What
we are discussing is the role of the ideological idealization of individual-
ism and liberalism that consumes social politics and freedom.

We have already discussed collective freedom. We must emphasize
that freedom itself, like individualism, requires that every community
(including tribes, peoples, nations, classes, occupational groups, etc.)
define its identity, represent its interests, and take steps to guarantee its
security. This is the only way for freedom to be meaningful. If individual
and collective freedom can be reconciled in this way we will be able to talk
about a successful and optimally free social order. Although defined as if
they are opposites, the experience of the twentieth century has shown us
that there is a strong similarity between the individualist freedom pro-
moted by liberalism and the collectivist freedom promoted by real social-
ism. Both are liberal options. When we see how the games of statism and
privatization are played by these two forces, the issues we are addressing
here grow clearer.

Democratic society provides the most favorable ground for harmo-
nizing individual and collective freedoms, something that has become
particularly clear in the aftermath of the individualist (savage liberalism)
and collectivist (pharaoh socialism) models that brought about such ter-
rible destruction in the twentieth century. Arguably, democratic society
is the most appropriate sociopolitical regime both for striking a balance
between individual and collective freedoms and for achieving an under-
standing of equality in diversity.
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The Power of Social Reason

The opportunity to resolve problems affecting society cannot be ade-
quately evaluated if the extent of the intelligence in the human species and
its connection with its own social process is not understood.! Measuring
the potential intelligence of the human species may seem a speculative
endeavor from the outset, and it may even prove impossible. But if we
look at the phenomenon of war in human history, which has brought our
environment to the brink of total destruction, it becomes clear that we
are faced with a very different intelligence. It is understood, perhaps even
proven, that ecological and social destruction cannot be prevented by
class analysis, economic prescriptions, political measures, or power and
the state’s maximum accumulations. It is clear that this problem needs to
be addressed at a more profound level.

Throughout the ages, there has been a constant focus on the power
of reason. I will not be saying anything particularly new on the topic. I
would just like to point out that it is more important than ever to draw
attention to a certain quality of reason. The connection between reason
and society is obvious. Reason cannot develop in the absence of the devel-
opment of society; this is something that any ordinary observer of history
will note. What really needs to be grasped is the conditions under which
social existence is legitimized by reason. The environmental disaster and
social destruction caused by capitalist modernity, especially by the recent
domination of global financial capital, in making enormous profits using
symbolic reason cannot be legitimized under any circumstances. Clearly,
no form of moral, free, and political society can agree to the profiteering
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of symbolic reason. So how and by whom, with what mentalities and tools,
were the thresholds of social legitimization shattered and destroyed?

Whoseroleis it to rebuild, repair, and heal society in the face of the destruc-
tive power of reason? Using which intellectual guidelines and what tools

can they play this role? These are vital questions that need answers.

I very much appreciate the seriousness with which Immanuel
Wallerstein examines the emergence of the order he calls the capitalist
world-system. I also find Fernand Braudel’s important and well thought
out work on the issue extremely stimulating. Samir Amin’s analysis of
capitalism, in particular in relation to the destruction of the Islamic civili-
zations of the Middle East, is also at times very instructive. Many thinkers
treat the subject thoughtfully. A common conclusion is that the factors
that paved the way for capitalism to become the dominant system are the
weakness of the state tradition in Europe, the dissolution of the Church,
and the devastation of Islamic civilization by Genghis Khan’s Mongolian
tribes. Capitalism, likened to a lion in a cage, found an open door created
by these circumstances and seized the opportunity, developed, and finally
gained the upper hand, dominating Western Europe, before expanding
successively throughout Europe and North America. To claim that it has
now successfully completed its attack on the whole world would not be
out of line. Thus, the power that was previously caged has become the
ruler of the world, while the past rulers are now locked in an iron cage.
Metaphorically, it has been said that society was placed in an iron cage by
the Leviathan—as Max Weber famously said, capitalist modernity shut
society inside an iron cage’ This is the gruesome social picture that all
famous sociologists try to describe—not openly but with feelings of guilt,
in a cowardly way, almost in a whisper.

I personally see the problem in a more encompassing manner in con-
nection with the central civilization system. I even think that the problem
should be addressed in the light of the historical development of sym-
bolic and analytical reason. In the central civilization system, analytical
reason has undoubtedly taken a giant step forward. However, all civiliza-
tion structures have similar impacts. Another factor, as important as the
civilization factor, is how human beings learned symbolic thinking and
acquired the capacity for analytical solutions. In the end, it is analytical
intelligence that opened the door to civilization.

All living beings, from the most primitive to humans, the most
advanced living species, operate in accordance with unfailing principles
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of reason. This kind of reason, which can be called natural or emotional
reason, is inclined toward instincts. It is characterized by sudden reac-
tions to stimuli. The relationship between stimuli and reactions in plants
and animals is quite instructive in this regard. Plants and animals live
their lives, which consist of seeking nourishment, self-preservation, and
reproduction, with instinctive reason in a perfectly learned manner. The
margin of error is negligible. I favor extending the topic to the field of
inanimate beings. For example, if we think of our world’s gravity as an
example of instinctive reason (and I do), each object, even each particle,
experiences the impact of its attraction and repulsion in accordance with
its strength. The possibility of escaping this impact is very limited. Only
with the power of light is it possible to escape gravity’s impact. In this
sense, philosophies that consider the universe to lack principles and to
be idle do not satisfy me. The view that the universe moves with a certain
reason is something that we very much need to consider in detail.

The strange thing about human intelligence is its ability to violate
universal reason. As with the example of light, this form of intelligence
(analytical intelligence) can be seen to represent human superiority. But
how can we then analyze the contradiction in which this same intelligence
stands in relation to the much more weighty reason of the universe, which
is there for the most part? Perhaps “chaos theory,” by pursuing the order
within great disorder, provides a partial explanation, given that order is
impossible without chaos. It is undeniable that this approach has legiti-
mate and useful aspects, but the problem that arises is determining where
and for how long human life can be sustained in the event of social chaos
(including periods of economic depression and crisis). Because there are
limits to the time and place where society can endure chaotic periods, ifthe
chaos lasts too long and there is an extreme destruction of place (ecological
environment), this can easily bring the end of society. Many societies have
experienced this in the past. We know that humans lived in this chaotic
environment for the longue durée (98 percent of their time on earth) in
primeval or very simple communities. Neolithic society and the orders of
civilization amount to less than 2 percent of the total lifespan of the human
species. While protracted periods of chaos have not completely ended
life, the current danger is of quite a different order. There is a marked
difference between chaotic periods before and after the beginning of civ-
ilization. Civilization, with its destruction of the natural environment,
has dragged not only human society but all living beings to a dangerous
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precipice. Worse still, the capital and power at the heart of human socie-
ties has spread like cancer (excessive urbanization, a growing middle class,
unemployment, increased nationalism and sexism, continuous population
growth). Ifthe current cancerous growth continues unabated, we will soon
long for pre-civilization chaos. Instead of giving rise to new orders, the
chaotic period that comes with this cancer may result in the death of society;,
and this is no exaggeration. Scientists and others who feel responsible for
addressing the issue arrive at increasingly dire conclusions every day.

We might ask, “What is the relationship between these cancerous
social developments and analytical intelligence?” Let’s take a closer look
at this form of reason. Analytical intelligence has played a leading role
that is most evident in the transition from sign language (primarily body
movements) to symbolic language. Now, instead of body movements,
semantic links can be established between combinations of agreed upon
sounds and the phenomenon described without there being any physical
or biological connection. For example, let’s focus on the eye. Even though
the sounds of the word has no physical connection to the eye, all those who
connect this meaning with the sound will visualize an eye when they hear
the eye sound. This is how the construction of symbolic language began.
Although anthropological studies connect the beginning of symbolic lan-
guage with the last emigration of Homo sapiens from East Africa around
fifty to sixty thousand year ago, they agree that symbolic language truly
boomed in the Middle East. The developments in the Semitic and Arian
language groups support this thesis.

The structure of symbolic language had a tremendous impact on
thought. Getting rid of body language and thinking in words was perhaps
the first of the great intellectual revolutions. This revolution accelerated
the separation of the human species from the animal world and gave great
impetus to the clustering of societies around established symbolic lan-
guages. Because those who share the same patterns of sound gradually
formed units whose intelligence increased as they became more distinct.
Symbolic languages formed the identities of societies, making a signifi-
cant contribution to the Neolithic Revolution. It would have been difficult
toreach this revolutionary stage with only sign language. I will not repeat
here how the transition to civilization took place, as I have addressed it
numerous times elsewhere. But it is useful to know that the foothills of
the Zagros Mountain range and the Mesopotamian plains known as the

“Fertile Crescent” were the cradle of these developments.
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All of this reveals the positive impact of symbolic reason. Its draw-
back, however, begins with its rupture with the environment. Previous
societies were societies tied to the natural environment. These societies
existed in the embrace of nature that was like the relationship between
mother and child. The power of symbolic thought weakened the need
for that way of life, because the new society, with its own new language,
named the environment and opened the way to a new approach to its use.
This new way established far-reaching hegemony over the world of plants
and animals. All forms of thought prior to symbolic language arose from
emotional intelligence. Its most important characteristic was thinking
in feelings as an indispensable component of action and reaction. It is
sincere, does not lie, and knows no deceit. It is not often that we see a
mother approach her child insincerely, in a lying and cunning way. The
intellect of the plant and animal world works the same way. When the lion
appears, we see the thinking of its prey reflected in its emotions. Neither
animal deceives the other. However, with human symbolic language,
cunning thoughts abound, overflowing with both lies and insincerity (and
devoid of emotion). What a terrible danger this way of thinking entailed,
the far-reaching destruction it would cause becoming apparent after the
transition to civilization.

Analytical thought grew out of symboliclanguage, playing a decisive
role in the accumulation of capital and power. This form of thought would
become very skillful at capturing and exploiting society through the use
of lies, cunning, and insincerity. To the best of our knowledge, the right
and left frontal lobes of the human brain became functional in relation to
the both types of intelligence. The lobe where analytical thinking occurs
was the last to develop. All other parts of the body carry the traces of emo-
tional intelligence. As analytical thought gained an edge it began to have
an effect on emotional thought that bears the mark of the whole body.
Gradually, this development increasingly reshaped the entire human
character. Had the power of this analytical intelligence, an extraordinary
development, been used positively, it could have turned the world into a
place of constant celebration for humankind. But, used negatively, it made
the world into hell for the overwhelming majority of people and all the
other living beings. Analytical intelligence is like nuclear power—under
strict control it may benefit society, but the destructive consequences of
it getting out of control were witnessed in the Chernobyl nuclear power
plant accident, which was not nearly as bad as the nuclear weapons used
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in war. I see a danger like that of an uncontrolled nuclear explosion in
analytical intelligence.

Itisnot, however, simply a danger; I am convinced that the society and
the environment are increasingly exposed to nuclear bombardment. Even
without dropping an actual nuclear bomb, the world capitalist system
with its arsenal of analytical intelligence bombs has already brought
society and the environment to the brink of uninhabitability.

Obviously, symbolic language and analytical thought are not inher-
ently negative, but they offer suitable conditions for the emergence of the
negative. What really sets the chain of negativity in motion is the devel-
opment of capital and power apparatuses. The capital and power accu-
mulation system that we call civilization is necessarily deceitful, fraudu-
lent, and lacking in emotional intelligence because of what it is at its core.
Apparatuses of oppression and exploitation are built on the food and safety
of others. It is only natural that these instruments and their actions meet
with a reaction. Maintaining capital and power is only possible in one of
two ways: either by achieving legitimacy using the soft power of ideology
or by force of naked violence. It is a historical fact that control has gener-
ally been exercised in these two ways. Capital and power are phenomena
that can only be expanded through the use of fraud, lies, and coercion. It is
precisely at this point that the main part of the mind provides the necessary
conditions. We could call this the distortion and deflection effect.

When we use this paradigm to look at the history of civilization, we
see that the concentration of class, urbanization, and power gives rise
to an extraordinary structure of analytical thought. There are several
milestones in the development of civilization. The original civilizations,
which emerged in the Sumerian and Egyptian societies of the fourth mil-
lennium BCE, built extraordinary structures of analytical thought that
continue to enchant us today. All the intellectual frameworks developed
throughout the history of the central civilization show traces of these two
civilizations. Many examples of social activity that carries the imprint
of civilization, from mathematics to biology, writing to philosophy;, reli-
gion to the arts, can be seen in their original form in these two civiliza-
tions. During the Greco-Roman stage, civilization was further enriched
and advanced by the forms of analytical intelligence that already existed
within its structure. Analytical thought reached its peak during the
European Renaissance, Reformation, and Enlightenment, which devel-
oped in the wake of the brief Islamic Renaissance.
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Of course, in all these historical processes the contributions of other
civilizations, especially the Chinese and Indian civilizations, should
not be overlooked. The five-thousand-year-old civilization, by its logic,
can be seen as the sum of the metaphysical forms that grew like a huge
tumor detached from the dialectic of life. All developments that reflect
the enormous scale of capital and power accumulation, in all structures
from architecture to music to literature, from physics to sociology, from
mythology to religion, from philosophy to science, are what is seen as
history. Wars, these terrible exhibits of military plunder, are the founda-
tion of this civilization. Reason that builds on this foundation is in reality
nothing but the greatest unreason. A function of ideological hegemony is
to conceal this unreason, this criminal reason, this bellicose reason, this
deceitful and fraudulent reason—in short, the reason of the accumulation
of capital and power—and to turn it upside down, to sanctify and deify it.
If we carefully examine all the templates of analytical thought, forms of
belief, and the arts that have developed over the course of the history of
civilization, it will not be difficult to pinpoint evidence to the criticisms
offered here.

Onlyinthelight of these historical facts, can we make sense of how the
capitalist monster (Hobbes’s Leviathan) got out of its cage. I must strongly
emphasize that more than the weaknesses of the sixteenth century were
involved in this monster’s escape.

I would like to conclude this section with an evaluation of the reality
of women in relation to this issue. No doubt feminist movements have con-
tributed significantly to uncovering women'’s reality. But I am convinced
that feminist studies are mostly carried out in an environment where
male reason rules. It is all highly reformist, and it is vital that this issue
be approached radically, i.e., at its roots.

Biological research elucidates the position of women as the root of
human species. It is not women but men who broke off from the trunk.
Women's emotionality stems from the fact that they do not deviate to any
great degree from the universal dialectic of becoming. That women have
been kept at the lowest level, especially during the period of civilization,
has contributed to maintaining the structure they find themselves in until
today. Women'’s emotionally charged reason has always been presented as
“inadequate” by male reason, and an effort is made to portray this “inad-
equacy” as essential to women’s character. Male reason has conducted and
continues to carry out a number of major operations on women.
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The first of these operations was to make women the original house
slave. This process involved terrible intimidation, oppression, rape,
insults, and massacres. The role assigned to women was to reproduce the
‘offspring” required by the property-based system. Dynastic rule was very
much bound to offspring. In this system, women were rendered absolute
property. They were the property of and an honor for their owner to such
a degree that they were not even allowed to show their faces to others.

Second, women were turned into sex objects. In all of nature, sexu-
ality is related to reproduction. Its purpose is the continuation of life.
Especially with the captivity of women, and most predominantly during
the process of civilization, the main role given to men was sex and the
distorted development and explosion of sexual desire. While the mating
season for animals is quite limited (often once a year), men strive to extend
it to a twenty-four-hour-a-day preoccupation in humans. Nowadays,
women have been turned into an instrument of sex and sexual desire and
a locus where the exercise of power is constantly tested on. The separa-
tion between homes, whether private or public (the brothel),* has become
pointless, because every place is considered a home and brothel, and each
woman a private and public woman.

Third, women have been reduced to unpaid and unreciprocated
laborers. They are made to do all the heavy work. Their reward is being
obliged to become a little more “inadequate.” They have been humiliated
so much that they have actually accepted their extreme “inadequacy” in
comparison to men. They therefore wholeheartedly embrace the male
hand and male domination.

Fourth, women have been turned into the most refined of commodi-
ties. Marx calls money “the queen of commodities.”* In fact, under capital-
ism, it is women who play this role. In the capitalist system the real queen
of commodities is the woman. There is not a single relationship in which
women are not on offer nor an area where they are not used. One differ-
ence is that although every commodity has an accepted remuneration,
the remuneration women receive consists of nothing more than complete
disrespect, including that brazen lack of shame called “love” and the non-
sense that a “mother’s work can never be repaid.”

Civilization has turned reason into a monster: the reason of a great
many tricks, lies, the horror of war, and ideological distortion; in short, a
reason that destroys society and the environment, an analytical reason
that only makes hollow speeches. If men, who possess this reason, find

A
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the treatment of women, without whom they say they cannot live, accept-
able, then what would they not do to human society or the environment!?
Stopping this form of reason is only possible if, to begin with, the social
morality and politics that it has destroyed regain their place. Better said;
this must be the basis for a new beginning. The sheer scale of analytical
reason and the role it plays in all this negativity is a further demonstration
of the urgent need to build the system of democratic civilization.

Reason must be accorded its true value. Social reason is a fact. Society
itselfis the area where reason is concentrated. There is no point in feeling
hopeless. There is another voice that flows from all that is holy and says,

“I have given you reason, do not use it not for evil but for good. Then you
will get everything you need.” We should really hear and understand this
voice. The voice of conscience, also called society’s common sense, and
the indispensable voice of morality say the same thing, as does the voice
that wants to make the art of freedom—or social politics—heard and fulfill
its promise. Democratic politics is the practical implementation of what
this voice expresses. The system of democratic civilization is the theory
of this voice.

In the following sections we want to look at the concrete sources of
this voice (a voice born out of the collaboration of analytical and emotional
intelligence) and illuminate the solutions it offers.
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The Emergence of the Social Problem

Problematic moments in the dialectic of various natures are defined as the
periods of a qualitative leap in quantitative accumulation. While theories
of order and progress describe moments of transformation as very short
intervals, chaos theories emphasize the centrality of the chaotic situation,
with order and progress remaining limited moments. Thoughts about the
continuity of the chaotic environment and ideas that advocate the continu-
ity of progress have kept human reason busy. While there are those who
think that human reason, like a mirror, would reflect reality, there are
others who believe that the origin of all reason is to be found in humans.
It is not difficult to identify the universalist and relativist interpre-
tations in these thoughts. To approach these issues more concretely, it is
necessary to define and deal with the question of social reason. Therefore,
my analysis up to this point—the groundwork providing a deeper under-
standing—is an introduction to the source of the social problem.
Throughout history, all important intellectual breakthroughs have
emerged during one of two periods. When things are going well within the
system, social prosperity is satisfactory, and there are no major problems,
the result is intellectual development. The thought, which is progressive
in nature, brings prosperity, does not give rise to significant problems,
and tries to instill confidence in people, speaks of its permanence. It con-
siders problems to be incidental and temporary. It mostly focuses on first
nature and does not want to deal with social nature. The thought during
other periods, when the system is overwhelmed, cannot carry on as it is,
and is consumed with problems, is generally preoccupied with second
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nature. It is during these periods that new religious and philosophical
pursuits proliferate. The solution to problems is sought in new ideas, new
religions, and new philosophical insights.

The intellectual flow during both prosperous and problematic
periods, with their great intellectual leaps, can be observed in all civiliza-
tions. In the highly prosperous period of Sumerian society we witnessed a
magnificent leap of mythological thought, which has influenced all major
religions, philosophies, sciences, and schools of art. There are no major
religions, philosophies, sciences, or schools of art that were not influ-
enced by the emergence of Sumerian thought. Similarly, the intellectual
leap attained in ancient Greece was also linked to a period of prosperity.
The fertile land in Mesopotamia was at the heart of Sumerian prosper-
ity, while in Greece it was the result of the fertile land on both shores of
the Aegean. While the Sumerians developed a magnificent mythology, in
Ionia, philosophical thought came to the fore. There were developments
of arevolutionary magnitude in both science and the arts. A similar surge
of prosperity in Europe led to a great intellectual leap that by sixteenth
century had a worldwide impact.

It isnoteworthy that the intellectual revolutions seen during all three
periods of prosperity started with discussions of first nature. However,
when prosperity slows and crises erupt, discussions about second
nature begin to predominate, and new ideas fuel fresh exploration. Some
thoughts long for the past, charged with the memory of previous prosper-
ity and order, while the avant-garde complain about the disorder and the
gravity of the crisis and produce utopian ideas. They talk abundantly of
new social forms. The outcome of all this searching is the formation of
numerous societies. Various social formations come into being, including
religious and denominational communities, new emergent tribal clans,
and even nations, as in the European example.

Approaching history as the history of thought brings us face to face
with social problems, making it impossible not to actually sense the enor-
mous dimensions of these problems in present-day society.

[ am trying not to think in terms of Eurocentric social sciences. I am
conscious of the need to think independently of the Western social sci-
ences. Some may underestimate thisapproach and judgeittobeadeviation
from the social sciences, but that is of no consequence. The Eurocentric
social sciences truly stink of domination. You either dominate or are dom-
inated. What we need, however, is to be democratic subjects and share
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things justly. European social science is in essence liberalism, which is to
say, it is an ideology. But it has hidden this reality so well that it has even
had the power to assimilate the thinking of its greatest opponents, using
its own outstanding eclecticism. I have no other option but to develop a
distinct analytical approach if I don’'t want to fall victim to this eclecticism.
My position, however, is not one of anti-Europeanism. Anti-Europeanism
is also part of Eurocentric thought. I develop my position by discerning
which of our values are universal, because Europe can be found in the
East and the East in Europe. Many European values reflect the present
and further developed state of our own values. More often than not, those
who are most anti-European become the most backward proponents of
European liberalism. The practice of real socialism and national libera-
tion movements abound with examples.

Marx and Engels developed the concept of scientific socialism as a
solution to the social problem of their time, and they truly believed in it.
They believed that they had defined the problem correctly by conceptu-
alizing capitalism as a system; so when it came to building the socialist
system they were certain they would find a way—so much so that they
believed the “scientific socialism” that they had developed guaranteed it.
But history developed otherwise. Previous utopians had similar expecta-
tions, and Lenin hoped for different results from the Russian Revolution.
Many French revolutionaries were also terribly disappointed. The revolu-
tion devoured many of its own children.' The depths of history overflow
with similar examples. There is no question that those who wanted to
solve the problem were fully committed and conscious of what they were
doing. However, there was obviously something wrong and incomplete
in their experience of defining and analyzing the social problem, given
the huge deviations and contrary developments in practice. As has been
frequently emphasized, the issue is not the lack of effort or of rebellion
and war. These exist in abundance. For all of these reasons, I feel the defi-
nition and solution of the social problem must be approached with caution.
If we know how to learn from experience and respect the memory of the
great heroines and heroes, each step we take will certainly be rife with the
lessons learned from them and charged with a deep respect.

Defining the Problem of Historical-Society
In the first two volumes of my defense, I focused on power in general
and on the capitalist monopoly of power in particular. Although these
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books have many shortcomings, I believe I effectively demonstrated that
the central civilization system constitutes a line. The important thing
was to present the key links in its development. I identified the issues
and analyzed the accumulations of power, including the cumulative accu-
mulation of capital, in its successive development. When I was writing
these two volumes, I had not yet read Andre Gunder Frank’s The World
System? What I did, in fact, was a different recounting of the contents of
this anthology, in which I was inclined to link the solution to a system—i.e.,
democratic civilization. Were I to write these books now, I could perhaps
refine my argument, but, out of respect for history, it is more valuable to
leave them as they are.

I will be addressing the social problem in a separate section. My aim
is not to present a history of power and monopoly or to discuss the demo-
cratic solution. I am attempting to theoretically address the social problem
in light of practical experience, as a contribution to solving the problem.
It is not that I have not touched on this question until now. I have treated
it in bits and pieces, but it would be more instructive to address it in an
overall way.

The question of how to define the social problem is thought-provok-
ing. Some currents of thought consider social poverty, while others think
that not having a state is the social problem. Yet others think that mili-
tary weakness is the key issue, or that it is the errors of political system,
the economy, or moral degeneration that are central. Perhaps there is no
single social arena that is not considered problematic. There may well
be something in each of these points of views, but they don’t reflect the
essence of the problem. To me it makes more sense to present the tram-
pling of the fundamental dynamics of society as the social problem.

I think society deprived of being a society is the fundamental problem.
The first issue is the existence of values that determine a society and con-
ceive and construct a social existence. I am referring to the aspect that
we call existence itself. Second, I am referring to developments that do
not allow this existence to be itself and destroy its basis. When these two
things are intertwined, there is a major social problem. For example, if
glaciation during the clan period eliminated all the clans, we cannot call
this a social problem, because natural disasters occur beyond human will.
To be considered a social problem, the problem must be created by the
human hand. Even the ecological problem should be defined as a social
problem when it is the result of human activity. Therefore, linking the
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fundamental social problem to the forces that unravel and destroy society
at its very foundations will lead us to a correct definition.

I see the monopoly of capital and the monopoly of power to be at the
forefront of these forces. Both are essentially forces that hollow out the
foundations of society by usurping surplus value. From this point on, I
will refer to these two monopolies simply as “the monopoly.” Defining the
problem-free, normal, and natural state of society will also shed more light
on the issue and contribute to our ongoing evaluation. Regardless of the
level and form of a community;, if a society can freely shape its own moral
structure and politics, then we can call it a normal or natural society. It is
also possible to call it an open or democratic society. Because I will focus
on my proposed solution in later sections, let me just briefly emphasize
that I will not present the solution as either a fully liberal or fully socialist
society, the nation-state society, the affluent society, or as a consumption-
based, industrial, or service-oriented society, because any classification
of society of this sort is largely speculative. These definitional categories
don’'t have an equivalent in a real society. Calling them attributes related
to society would be more accurate.

Therefore, depriving a society based on free politics and morality of
these fundamental qualities can be regarded the beginning of the problem.
Monopoly is the force that triggers the problem. Thus, we must also define
the scope of the monopoly. A monopoly is formed when surplus value,
whether accumulated privately or by the state, is amassed agricultur-
ally, commercially, and industrially. Undoubtedly, the initial triad within
the monopoly—priest + strongman + sheik—was hierarchical. They each
benefited from the monopoly proportional to their power. This triadic
monopoly would eventually splinter off into various institutions over the
course of history. Each of these institutions would also split internally but
would essentially be carried to the present by increasing their chain-like
influence.

We should always keep in mind the cumulative and chain-like char-
acter of the historical flow of monopoly. The central civilization system
is both the cause and the effect of the chain-like development of the
monopoly—this must be emphasized. Today, modernity’s way of thinking
imposes a terrible time pressure and stifles everything into a compressed
“now.” But “now” is both history and the future. Modernity’s massacre of
history by imposing this way of thinking is not in vain; it is much easier to
rule a society that is cut off from tradition however the ruler wishes. The
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history of monopoly is unique in that no other history had the opportu-
nity of such an intense, chain-like, and expanding self-formation. While
the monopoly creates its history in this way;, it also finds it essential to
render all communities in all societies history-less; or, put otherwise,
their dissolution and colonization is of the utmost importance. To this
end, it forms mythological, religious, philosophical, and scientific struc-
tures and makes an effort to undermine the morality of communities and
render them incapable of politics.

While we often use monopoly as a concept, let’s not forget that we
use it in economic, military, political, ideological, and commercial con-
texts, because these groups share surplus value in one way or another.
Whatever the form and the ratio, the essence of the division remains
unchanged. Based on their importance at a given point, sometimes those
responsible for economic efficiency will have a say in how surplus value
is shared, while at other times it will be the military, the political class, the
ideologues, or the merchant cliques. Wholesale concepts like class and
state can blur reality. Monopoly plays a clearer role—it is the exploitative
and oppressive enterprise. The class and state formation behind it are of
derivative value; they are secondary births.

The construction of the city is the third of the monopoly births. The
city raises its head as monopoly’s oppression and exploitation headquar-
ters. The city is intertwined with the temple to provide it with ideological
legitimacy. And, so, the city, as historically eventuated, first and foremost,
appeared as the nucleus of the temple, military headquarters, and living
structures (palaces) of the bourgeoisie. (We can call all these exploita-
tive urban circles bourgeois.) The surrounding masses play the role of
domestic servants—as the second ring around the core of castles. They
could even be called the slave class.

The fortresses and ramparts that are continuously encountered in
history are the clearest evidence of the nature of monopoly’s urban struc-
ture. The factors that give rise to the social problem are the city, class, and
state structures that came into existence around monopoly’s essence. In a
sense, the history of civilizations is the expansion of this triad across time
and space. The logic is simple: as opportunities for surplus value increase
so do monopolies, leading to the construction of new city, class, and state
structures. Simultaneously, these basic structures create very strict tradi-
tions. The city tales, state traditions, and dynastic histories are a never-
ending topic of narration. Those who are clever and have oratorical talent
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provide the necessary daily ideological legitimacy as the army of ulema.
There is almost no room for new fairy tales or parables. From the construc-
tion of gods (city gods and war gods) to the creation of the devil and jinn,
from portraits of heaven and hell to literary epics—there is no area where
they have not invented something. The fear-inducing structures like the
mausoleums, palaces, and temples, as well as the theaters and stadiums,
constructed by surplus human labor, are like monopoly’s show of power.
Part of the monopolistic tradition is to eradicate whole peoples, tribes, cities,
or villages with their entire population (excluding any captives who might
prove useful) in horrifying wars. Besides, anything of economic value can
already be found in monopoly’s holy book as the plunder of holy war.

The type of civilization developed by the monopoly after the agricul-
tural revolution, thus the derivative triad (city, class, and state), is relevant
to our examination of the emergence of the social problem. The questions
are: Was the transition from the Neolithic stage of society to civilization
(i.e., the stages of development also called slave-owning, feudal, and capital-
ist society) unavoidable? Were there ways that Neolithic society could have
made the leap to ahigher stage without urbanization based on class and the
state? If so, why didn’t that happen? Although such questions address the
hypothetical, they nonetheless touch upon important matters, which will
be discussed in greater depth in the section dealing with the democratic
civilization system. At this juncture, I will, nonetheless, briefly answer
those questions as part of our examination of social nature. According to
the prevailing paradigms of civilization, all developments were destiny
and everything happened as it was meant to: according to destiny. Our
fate has been realized. All metaphysical constructs are based on this idea.

The analysis of democratic civilization, however, makes for a differ-
ent interpretation of civilization and its social forms and has a different
approach to the continuation and transformation of Neolithic society.
In short, social reality is not what Eurocentric social sciences claim it
is. Interpretations that come closer to the truth are certainly possible.
Society comes into being differently than we have been led to believe.
Seeing the difference between the standard discourses and reality, as well
as recognizing the link between these discourses and the dominant central
civilization system, is of great importance. Many categorical evaluations
that have been imposed as indisputable truth and presented on behalf of
the social sciences are predominantly propaganda. They aim at concealing
the truth. Many schools of social science—including those advanced by
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scientific socialism—have been heavily influenced by liberalism. These
issues need to be clarified, at least to some degree, or the margin of error
in any response will be relatively large.

Identifying social problems at their origin in this way will lead to a
more realistic interpretation of their development. Instead of dividing
them into basic categories, presenting them as key stages in a process is
more instructive, because this addresses the problem in its totality.

The First Major Problematic Stage of the Monopoly of Civilization

The first major problematic stage of the monopoly of civilization can be
placed between 3000 BCE and 500 CE. Monopoly is a large organization
that extorts surplus value from society in different ways, depending
on time and place. Beginning in 3000 BCE, the Sumerian, Egyptian, and
Harappa societies attained extraordinary agricultural surplus product
using a method of organization that could be called “pharaoh socialism.”
This is capital’s first major model for accumulation. A much higher level
of productivity was attained than had been the case in Neolithic society.
This productivity gave rise to the city, class, and the state. The first major
age of exploitation based on either violence or a trade monopoly began
with the advent of the accumulation of surplus product that had already
begun in Neolithic society. There can be no doubt that pharaoh socialism
was based on the exploitation of subjects who were worked like a new
type of animal in exchange for food. This was the first link in the chain of
exploitation that has culminated in today’s exploitation of the periphery
by the center. Available documentation clearly shows all of these develop-
ments in Sumerian society.

Obviously, this mode of production and the seizure of surplus
product led to severe problems—like a knife stabbed into the heart of
society. Mythologies and religions abound with stories of such problems
encountered in history. Among the available narratives are the Epic of
Gilgamesh, the Genesis flood narrative, the legends of Adam and Eve and
of Cain and Abel, the construct of heaven and hell, the clash between the
god Enki and the goddess Inanna, and the conflict between shepherds and
farmers. It is quite clear that these narratives are essentially meant to
expose the ruthless stabs of the monopoly—i.e., the extortion of surplus
product by seizing and working people like animals.

Of course, a complex language is used in the countless stories that
deal with similar examples of horrific plunder and forced human labor. It
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is important to keep in mind that during this period, ideological domina-
tion was as effective as physical domination. If history was written in the
language of the oppressed and plundered, we would inevitably encounter
avery different past than the one presented to us.

Many millions of slaves worked to build the Egyptian pharaohs’ pyra-
mids. (These were the pharaohs’ mausoleums. What must their palaces
have been like?) These people were housed in congested stable-like struc-
tures and were not even fed as well as the animals. They were whipped,
often to death, while they worked to build these terrible structures. While
these animal slaves, treated as property, were being used and abused in
this way, the monopoly’s military wing mounted expeditions against other
communities. They were not just satisfied with seizing goods and the land
used by these communities but would take captive those seen as useful
by the community and kill the rest. The magnificent castles, ramparts,
mausoleums, arenas, palaces, and temples, which even today astonish
the passersby, were built by these captives. If these millions of captives
had not been forced to work in agriculture, which was further developed
by the first irrigation canals, such a huge surplus product could not have
been produced, just as these gigantic stone structures would never have
been built. And, by extension, the heavenly life of the monopoly would
not have been guaranteed.

To present this horrendous period differently, narratives (mythology;,
religion, philosophy, and various schools of the arts and science) with
roots in the central civilization (stretching from the Sumerian hegemonic
civilization of Mesopotamia to present-day US hegemonic civilization)
and ideologies have been developed, alongside many equally grandiose
superstructural institutions. Analytical reason, in particular, made the
most progress. The priests, under the leadership of the monopoly, devel-
oped numerous responses, including mythological utopias and portraits
of heaven and hell. If that was not sufficient, philosophical and scientific
explanations, as well as knowledge and wisdom that would better explain
the phenomena of nature, were developed. To rule with greater ease, the
initial steps in developing writing, mathematics, astronomy, and biology
were taken. The search for new medication to ensure the monopolistic
strata’s comfort resulted in the foundation of medical science. The most
exciting part of the Epic of Gilgamesh is the search for the “Immortality
Plant.” Stone architecture developed techniques to build immortal struc-
tures for the immortals. When mythology proved inadequate, the era of
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more rigid and dogmatic religions was induced. To console the people
who were condemned to a terrible life, images of gods that reflected the
god-kings were created. Analytical reason probably presented its greatest
masterpiece in the transition to monotheistic religions.

Not only did this result in the social problem, the problem was deliv-
ered in its most terrible form. The monopoly descended like a nightmare
onto society’s material and immaterial culture. Even at that early time,
the Sumerian word amargi meant the “return to the sacred mother and
nature.” Degraded humanity could only crave for its past. To die as soon
as possible in order to go to heaven reached the level of an ideology. The
heavenly life that at times was imagined to have marked the Neolithic
Age was being deferred to other worlds and had become the subject of
utopias. Secular, worldly consciousness was replaced by a consciousness
that focused solely on the afterlife. Faced with this terrible problem, the
world lost its diverse richness and was seen as a place of torment.

Social morality and politics received their very first fatal blows at the
hands of this monopoly problem. While the building blocks of communal
society—morality and politics—were being smashed, adominant morality
(in fact, immorality) and politics (the divine state) specific to the narrow
communities of the members of the monopoly held sway. It is perfectly
clear that social morality and politics atrophied before they had a chance
to develop. They were replaced by a divine order that consisted of the
insane way of life of the rulers and their ideas of divinity. Society was only
granted this right—the right to embrace these narratives as the holy belief.

The result was not just the creation of the social problem, but, worse,
society was made to cease to be itself; it was being transformed into
monopoly’s “animal farm.” Slavery and servitude came to be accepted as
the natural regime. The enslavement of women, which has become the
most far-reaching life problem, has roots dating back to this primitive
hierarchical period. Regimes with dominant male gods were built, as if
to take revenge on the Neolithic sacred mother society and matriarchal
society. As traces of the goddesses gradually disappeared, the magnificent
age of the domination of the male imaged gods began. Even at that time
women found themselves forced into prostitution, both in the temple and
in ordinary brothels, and were thus confined to “public homes and private
homes.™

This fertile period, partially the result of the newly developed irri-
gation technologies, fell into severe crisis in late 2000 BCE. Both drought
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and soil salination played a role. It is only natural, however, that after a
two-thousand-year hiatus, the effects of social practice would disintegrate
their own founding principles. Harappa had already disintegrated and
fallen silent, and internal contradictions were making Egyptian civili-
zation increasingly unsustainable. The Sumerians, once the dominant
ethnic group, had long since been replaced by other civilizations with
different ethnic origins.

The central civilization system of this period made two significant
attempts to solve the severe problems it caused. The first of these was
outward expansion. The process of colonization and imperialism, some-
thing that will be frequently encountered later, offered a temporary solu-
tion to existing problems, but it could not avoid resulting in new problems.
Problems were not solved; on the contrary, they became more prevalent
and intensified. When the problems concentrated at the center, in the
metropole, were exported, they multiplied and rebounded upon the center
after a brief respite. This cycle appears often throughout history, with
center and periphery constantly shifting.

In my view, the Sumerian metropole (center) exported itself in three
cardinal directions, four if we include the sea. The product of its initial
western expansion was the Egyptian Nile. It seems likely that Egypt first
developed as a colony and continued to develop after independence. In the
absence of external support, the development of a civilization in Egypt, in
a geographically enclosed area, was an unlikely proposition. The fruit of
the eastern Sumerian expansion was Harappa, on the shores of Sind. As
with Egypt, without external support Harappa could only have been a
miracle in the desert. It is reasonable to similarly explain the birth of the
first kingdom in China around 1500 BCE. The center-periphery relation-
ship is an essential feature of civilizational practice since the birth of
civilization. Another important area of expansion to the east was the Elam
civilization, today’s Iran (with Susa as its capital, it was often referred to
as Susiana), which neighbored Sumeria. The northward expansions, on
the other hand, were carried by the Arian-Hurrians, the local communi-
ties of Upper Mesopotamia that had been the fundamental force behind
the Neolithic Revolution, and Babel and Assyria, which were not far from
the center.

The Sumerians, Akkadians (an ethnic group with Semitic roots),
Babylonians, and Assyrians continuously tried to colonize the Hurrians.
Perhaps the very first and greatest resistance in history was that of the
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Hurrians against the forces of this original central civilization. This
process of resistance can be seen in the Sumerian tablets. Even the Epic
of Gilgamesh clearly explains how this first expedition targeted the north-
ern forests. Contemporary Iraq (Uruk), still a boiling cauldron, dramati-
cally mirrors the continuation of this reality and tradition. The conflict
between the Kurds with Hurrian roots and the Arabs with Semitic roots
arguably still bears these ancient characteristics. The only thing that has
changed is the nature of the center and the periphery, who holds hegem-
onic power, and the different technologies available.

The Hurrians are the original tribes of the Fertile Crescent. They could
resistand develop their own civilization, because they had been profoundly
influenced by the agricultural revolution. Numerous archeological discov-
eries provide insight into the establishment of the first Hurrian urban
centers around 3000 BCE, independent of any Sumerian center. The mega-
liths found near the city of Urfa (Gobekli Tepe, 10000-8000 BCE), which
predate the Neolithic Revolution, are particularly important evidence of
thisregion’s civilizational roots, which have had ongoing repercussions in
the world of science. I think that the Sumerians were colonies with Hurrian
roots that first settled in Lower Mesopotamia. Thus, it is understandable
that both the Hittites and the Mitannis, with their Hurrian roots, estab-
lished empires in Central Anatolia and the southeast of present-day Turkey
after 1600 BCE.’ Other civilizations may also have developed in these areas.
Analysis of Gobekli Tepe ruins might provide us with a different view of
civilization. The expansion of the Sumerians via the sea (Persian Gulf) led
to civilization colonies in what are today Oman, Yemen, and even Abyssinia
(Ethiopia). A city as big as Harappa has been discovered in Oman.

The Babylonians and Assyrians developed a second method for
overcoming the crisis. The Babylonians developed industry and science,
while the Assyrians established a trade monopoly in a continuous effort
to expand Sumerian civilization, while simultaneously attempting to
resolve the serious problems it faced. In terms of science and industry,
Babel was the true London, Paris, Amsterdam, and Venice of its time. In
fact, during its ascension it was even more famous than today’s New York.
It was no accident that Alexander drew his last breath in a waning Babel.
It could even be argued that Saddam was the last tragic victim of the love
for Babel, alongside thousands of others who cannot be enumerated here.

When I try to unravel Assyria’s trade monopoly, the trade monopo-
lies of Venice, Netherlands, and England spring to mind. The Assyrian
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trade monopoly, along with the Phoenician monopoly, was perhaps
the most enterprising and creative in history. It is undisputed that the
Assyrians developed trading networks—the famous karums, places of
profit, kdrhaneler—from Central Asia (even, it is claimed, reaching China)
to Western Anatolia, from Arabia to the shores of Black Sea’ There is no
question that they founded the first major trading empire. This trading
octopus can be divided into three periods: 2000 BCE-1600 BCE, 1600 BCE-
1300 BCE, and, finally, 1300 BCE-600 BCE. In this sense, it is unparalleled.
Nonetheless, apart from a limited capacity to expand and strengthen the
central Sumerian civilization, trade offers little else of analytical value
for an overall solution of problems. Moreover, the trade monopoly has
always been a collaborator of the main monopoly—the priest + the soldier
+ the ruler. Disagreements among them never goes beyond struggles
over higher profit shares. Yet the fact that Assyria was a vehicle for the
Sumerian central civilization for 1,500 years should not be underesti-
mated. It is one of the strongest links in the chain of civilization.
Harrappa, Oman, Hittite, Mitanni, and Egypt easily fell into internal
decay, because they were unable to achieve a similar success. It is unde-
niable that the most decisive role in the uninterrupted reign of central
civilization was played by the Phoenicians, the Medes-Persians, and the
late Hittites, as well as the Assyrians, who influenced Greek civilization
through trading contact. The trade monopoly did not solve the existing
problems, but, by spreading products that aid development (including
ideas and beliefs) everywhere, it facilitated the ongoing growth and
survival of the civilization for a while longer. Otherwise, it would have
inevitably shared the fate of Harappa. History may have repeated itself
for several thousand years, but let’s not forget that the trade monopoly
is the cruelest form of capital accumulation monopoly, whose political
representatives never hesitated to engage in the most brutal of practices,
e.g., castles and ramparts built from human skulls. Moreover, it is well-
known that trade monopolies use price differences and differences in the
production costs of goods to attain significant profit with minimal labor.
Here, we are not talking about small commodity exchanges or trade
for nonprofit purposes or consumption. We are talking about monopo-
listic profit-driven trade. It is very likely that Harappa collapsed because
it was unable to expand outward and develop trade. The New Kingdom
of Egypt (1600-1000 BCE), which failed to develop the skills necessary to
establish a trade monopoly and open up to the outside world, withered
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away under the dual impact of internal struggles and external attacks.
Our world might have been different had the New Kingdom of Egypt
expanded as much as Sumer. China, on the other hand, did not see the
need to overflow its borders, perhaps because it was already large enough.
Clearly, the boom of the first central civilization reached another stage by
spreading the grave problems it caused across the world.

There are intellectuals who postulate that for the first time in history
the Anatolian, Mesopotamian, and Egyptian civilizations acquired a
central and hegemonic character primarily by becoming intertwined
between 1600 and 1200 BCE. Although it is not called a golden age, it is clear
that there was a great leap in urbanization, trade, and the development of
an aristocracy. Evidently, the spread of the problem has contributed to
the frequent shift in the location of the central hegemony and prolonged
the life of the system. The famous Treaty of Kadesh (an Egyptian-Hittite
peace treaty concluded around 1280 BCE) reflects the reality of this period’

The crisis of the central civilization from 1200 to 800 BCE eased as
iron working techniques superseded bronze technology (3000-1000 BCE).
While the developments in production and war techniques always con-
tribute to any era’s uniqueness, social development is undoubtedly the
decisive factor, but this social development is closely linked to technol-
ogy. The hegemonic center moved outside Mesopotamia for the first
time, taking the initial steps in the shift to the West and toward Europe.
In this shift, the Median-Persian Empire (600-330 BCE) by land and the
Phoenicians (1200-330 BCE) by sea would constitute the transitional phase.
The Urartu (850-600 BCE) would later play a similar role. Social crisis,
although not completely overcome, was alleviated by iron technology
and widespread secure trade routes sustaining civilization. The Median-
Persian Empire (hegemony) initiated important trade offensives via the
land and the Phoenicians via the Mediterranean Sea. The Greeks were a
colony of these two civilizations for a long time. Western-centric history
considers the Greek-Ionian civilization to be original, but more realistic
research shows that this civilization acquired most of its features from the
expansion of these two civilizations. When we add Egyptian, Babylonian,
and Cretan influence to the Median-Persian and Phoenician influences,
then it becomes undeniable that the famous Greek civilization is largely
an imported product.

No doubt the Greek-Ionian synthesis cannot be underestimated, but
itis clearly not original. In fact, none of the civilizations are original. They
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are all based on gathering Neolithic society’s values, either by extortion or
through trade monopoly, and often both. Alterations of these values may
have led to new syntheses, but, as Gordon Childe points out, only the devel-
opments in Europe from the sixteenth century onward are comparable
to Neolithic society’s technological innovations in the Taurus and Zagros
arc in 6000-4000 BCE. The construction of the central civilization began
around this technology with the rise of the city of Uruk from 4000 BCE
onward. The most fundamental factor in the conflict between the goddess
Inanna and the god Enki is the mes (the Neolithic technology organized
around women, with me meaning technical invention) that Enki stole from
Inanna. Here the relationship between male supremacy, which develops
parallel to civilization, and the control of technology is emphasized. This
example alone indicates the great educational value of Sumerian mythol-
ogy. Of course, the language of those days isn't that of today; it was charged
with mythology.

The Greek-Ionian civilization (600-300 BCE), rising on both shores of
the Aegean, was undoubtedly an important link in the historical chain. It
marked a great breakthrough in social development, making significant
contributions, both in terms of the mindset and in technical and practi-
cal areas. It also greatly improved upon the legacy of the Phoenicians
in maritime transportation. It formed colonies all along the shores of
Europe. By developing the technique of writing, again influenced by the
Phoenician legacy, Greek-Ionian civilization made an important contri-
bution to today’s alphabet. In fact, it was responsible for revolutionary
developments in all of the known sciences of the day, as well as a total
revolution in philosophy. It put an end to the era of Sumerian gods with
Olympian gods, while the works of Homer carried the tradition of the
Gilgamesh Epic to its peak. There were similar revolutionary develop-
ments in theater, music, and architecture, with magnificent cities built.
Building techniques for temples, palaces, theaters, stadiums, and assem-
bly halls from that period continue to reverberate today. And neither the
leap forward in production and trade nor the progress in industry should
be downplayed. Historic examples of democracy were introduced in the
political realm that proved the superiority of democracy over other forms
of governance, even if within the framework of civilization. All of the
above does not, however, change the fact that Greek-Ionian civilization is
alink in the central civilization system that began with the Sumerians—it
confirms it.
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When we consider the role that Greek civilization played in solving
the social problem, or, better, its part in the development of the problem,
it becomes clear that there is no essential difference between this civili-
zation and the ones that preceded it. All progress made, in particular by
Athenian democracy, indicates that the problems of central civilization
were aggravated—not solved. A few examples follow.

Women's captivity deepened. They were not only obliged to produce
children and serve men at home like the lowest of slaves, they were
banned from participating in politics, sports, science, or administration.
They were obliged to do all the difficult production work. Plato was of
the opinion that living with a woman demeaned a man’s nobility, one of
the reasons for the widespread homosexual relationships at that time.
Slavery in general, not only women'’s, also expanded immensely during
this period. For the first time, there was a large number of unemployed
slaves. This was also when the military institution of mercenaries first
arose. Not only goods but also slaves were widely exported. In contrast,
the most parasitic class of masters sprung up, and the concept of an aris-
tocracy came into being. The social sphere was overrun with parasitic
elements. The segments of society closest to the bourgeois class were the
product of the Greek civilization. In short, new problems were added to
the already existing problems, and existing problems were aggravated.

Urban development attained magnificence and the city an organic
structure, but these developments were achieved at the expense of further
aggravating the social problem. It is almost as if the structures of ziggurats
and pyramids were pulled to pieces only to be replicated in much greater
dimension. The first phase of the city was the temple and its appendages,
the second phase was the construction of the citadel and the surrounding
inner and outer ramparts in its foothills, and in the third phase these divi-
sions were removed, and, with new additions, the city attained the spatial
richness and splendor. All of this ran parallel to the growth of monopoly.
These developments didn’t solve the problems but, once again, amplified
them. The army of slaves exploded, and the number of unemployed slaves
grew for the first time, as people found themselves redundant. This is as
severe as a social problem can get. A system that produces unemployment
is the cruelest of systems.

A similar growth can be observed in power and the state apparatuses.
Power spread to occupy not only the upper floors of society but the lower
floors as well. The state’s domination of the society grew as it gained a
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stranglehold on the political sphere. A state bureaucracy was formed, and
the military class reinforced its privilege. In general, arise in power over
women, children and youth, slaves, peasants, and craftspeople was palpa-
ble in the social fabric. The worst thing about Athenian democracy was the
way the state blatantly hollowed out politics. The communal democratic
tradition seems to have drawn its last breath with the help of the Athenian
aristocracy, and this is surely the most important lesson to be learned
from Athenian democracy.

The monopoly of Roman civilization (750 BCE-500 CE) is a continu-
ation of the Greek-Ionian tradition and should be evaluated within that
framework. It is an example of the transfer of civilization from one pen-
insula to another. The most important thing to be said at this point is that
ifthe Greeks were this civilization’s period of childhood and youth, Rome
was its maturity and old age. What had been taken from the East was
assimilated and synthesized by Rome in a way that gave this civilization
an edge over the East for the first time. Another of Rome’s successes was
integrating parts of Europe into civilization through brutal occupation
and colonization. In all other ways, Rome was little more than an over-
growth of the Greek touchstone. Nonetheless, class and power evolved to
a fantastic degree in the city, and the kingdom was transformed into an
aristocratic republic, laying the base for the most powerful and extensive
empire in history. As the Roman way of life became fashionable every-
where, the Roman aristocracy, like the bourgeoisie of today’s modernity,
was the decisive power of the modernity of the time. Parasitic aristocracy
and alumpenproletariat were stark reminders of Rome’s raging problems.

It can be said that the social problem reached its peak during the
Roman period. Little wonder. There is a direct link between the cumula-
tive growth of the central civilization's monopoly and the growth of the
inherent problem caused by it. Despite the terrible punishments (cruci-
fixion, being torn apart by lions, cities, including Carthage, razed),’ the
internal conquest of society by Christianity, the political party of the poor,
and the flow of the barbarian clans from the outside into Rome meant an
explosion of problems—in essence, an outburst of the spirit of freedom.
It is clear that the true barbarian was Rome, and that its collapse was
caused by the enormous and ever-growing internal and external social
problems. The collapse of Rome marked not only the end of the Roman
city, Roman power, and the Roman aristocracy but the decline of the civi-
lization that had its roots in the emergence of the city of Uruk, with its
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characteristic structure of center-periphery, competition-hegemony, and
rise-fall—indeed, it was the collapse of the world system itself. Thus, the
most savage period in history came to a close as a result of the problems
caused by this anti-society system and the internal and external resist-
ance that developed against it.

From Rome to Amsterdam

The distinctive feature of the period from 500 to 1500 CE is the rise of the

Abrahamic religions. They emerged with a message meant to solve the

existing problems and left their mark on this period. It is necessary to elab-
orate on the role of the Abrahamic religions, because, although they hoped

to offer a solution, in the end, they created additional social problems.

The social message of the Abrahamic religions suggests that the
problematic material structure of the central civilization system was
transformed into a problematic immaterial structure. In other words,
the problems of the material culture echoed in the problems of the imma-
terial culture. The holy books clearly state that the prophet Abraham fled
or emigrated from the tyranny of Nimrod, the Babylonian representative
in Urfa, and the increasing problems that tyranny gave rise to. His sur-
vival and escape from being burned is presented as a miracle of divine
origin.’ The fact that he was searching for a new god is also presented as
a clear sign. We could interpret the search for God as a search for a new
regime. The narrative also presents many other features of the severely
problematic structure of that period. Abraham’s hegira is estimated to
have occurred around 1700 BCE. This hegira takes Abraham from a civili-
zation with Mesopotamian roots to one with Egyptian roots. This suggests
that passage between the two civilizations was possible. It may be that
Abraham was looking for sanctuary and a new ally. His life in Canaan
(present-day Palestine and Israel) confirms this thesis. He and his family
left a small tribe and formed a new one in Canaan. His grandson Joseph
was sold into slavery in Egypt, where his talents saw him rise to the posi-
tion of vizier in the pharaoh’s palace. It is worth noting that women played
animportant role in palace life and in his rise. In Hebrew history, women
always played important roles.

A Hebrew tribe was also formed in Egypt but lived in semi-slavery.
Tribe members suffered greatly by this. Nimrod was replaced by the
pharaoh, whom he, for his part, had hoped to get rid of. It was at this point,
around 1300 BCE, that Moses led the hegira. The narrative of this journey
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and its many miracles is recounted in the Holy Scripture. It is similar to
Abraham’s story, with a return to Canaan. Compared to Egypt, Canaan
was a sort of “promised land.” The God they sought on Mount Sinai called
out to the tribe more clearly with the Ten Commandments, effectively the
principles of organization and the political program of the tribe, gained
from lengthy experience. The tribe firmly abandoned the religions of
Nimrod and the pharaoh and established its own ethnic religion (world-
view and program). The story of the later periods is presented in a divine
voice at length in the Holy Scripture, not as mythological stories, as was
the case in Sumer and Egypt, but as religious rules understood as absolute
truth (orthodoxy).

This is a major revolution in the history of religion and a great intel-
lectual revolution in its time. Research shows that the Hebrew tradition is
one of the Middle East’s most sophisticated sources of memory. I believe
that the Hebrews transformed the essence of Sumerian and Egyptian
mythology into a form of religious discourse (rhetoric). Throughout the
historical process, the Bible was continuously developed with additions
drawn from Zoroastrianism and from Babylonian (especially during the
exile of 596 BCE), Phoenician, Hurrian, and Greek sources. Let’s not forget
that the Bible was first assembled between 700 and 600 BCE, and there are
no earlier written sections.

It bears saying that throughout history, the Jewish people have not
only accumulated capital and money but also most impressively ideol-
ogy, science, and knowledge. They transformed their numerical inferi-
ority into worldwide strength with the help of these two strategic accu-
mulations. The Jewish ethnic group (initially as a tribe, nowadays as a
nation) has been able to hold on to a relatively superior level of life at the
margins and in strategic positions of power—not only today but through-
out time—because of these two accumulations. But the catastrophes and
the terrible problems they faced were also closely related to this. When
analyzing history and present developments, if we proceed methodologi-
cally from the presumption that capital and knowledge equal might and
power, and that power equals monopoly over capital and knowledge, then
the social problem can be understood more clearly and realistically. Here
I will confine myself to a brief examination of how the Abrahamic reli-
gions caused even more complex historical and social problems, as I will
examine their role in solving these enormous problems in greater detail
in the section titled “Envisaging a Democratic Civilization System.”
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The Old Testament presents the post-Moses period in the form of
leaders, priests (Levites), prophet-rulers, prophets, and writers. It is pos-
sible to add to this intellectuals, scholars, and other similar categories for
later periods. It seems that all the wisdom (priestly innovations) originat-
ing in Sumerian and Egyptian mythologies were treated as prophetic in
the Old Testament. The main task of the prophets was to solve the unprec-
edented social problem created by a civilization based on monopoly. If we
bear in mind that surplus product and capital accumulation were pro-
cured through forced labor on the basis of enslavement and by military
means, what lies behind the enormous accumulation of problems becomes
clearer. Prophecy reflects the impact of this reality on the social sectors
experiencing severe problems. Grasping its institutional character in this
manner opens the way to a better understanding of history.

We observe that Moses’s ideological and political program gave birth
to asmall state around 1000 BCE, approximately three hundred years after
his death, under the reign of the prophets Saul, David, and Solomon. The
solution they found to the severe social problem they faced after all of
these struggles was to develop a state apparatus and rule of their own. It
isclear that this state was not as democratic as the Athenian state, was alot
weaker, and had fewer options to offer than the Egyptian and Babylonian-
Assyrian traditions in which the Hebrew tribe had lived for such a long
time. Given this, why was the Abrahamic tradition so state-focused?
Because the state was the invention of the prophet, and his followers were
provided the lands in Canaan as the “promised land.”

The first Jewish state quickly collapsed as a result of familiar power
struggles and occupation (i.e., the power struggle between the sons and
grandsons of David and Solomon and Assyrian threats and occupation). It
is comparable to the Israel founded in the same place three thousand years
later. However, we should pay attention to this prophetic construct, which,
with the help of ideological and monetary capital, exerted great influence
on the powers of central civilization throughout history.

The prophet Jesus’s tradition is the second most important Abrahamic
religion. Its message advances a solution to the entangled problems
resulting from the destructiveness of the occupying Roman forces. Jesus
is called the Christ, the Messiah (the Redeemer). It is befitting that this
movement, which initiated the Gregorian calendar, has been described
as the first ecumenical (universal) party of Rome’s lumpenproletariat and
poor. It is far from the militant character of the Mosaic movement. It can
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be said to have grown out of the lower segments of the Hebrew tribe and to
be the product of the circumstances (objective conditions) in which tribal
organization lost its ability to resolve problems, while the emergence of
classes, urbanization, and attaining power had eroded communal values.
This is the basis for its universal and class character. At the time, there
was an acceleration in the dissolution of many other tribes and peoples
in the Eastern Mediterranean. The Greek, Assyrian-Babylonian, and,
finally, Roman colonial movements exposed the unemployed and poor
masses who had broken away from their tribes to hunger and homeless-
ness, creating an intense search for a master and a messiah. It is clear
that Jesus’s movement is the collective expression of that search. In fact,
he calls himself the “Message,” and the Old Testament is renewed as the
New Testament (the Bible). The civilizational culture and language at the
time were Assyrian-Aramaic, Babylonian-Chaldean, Greek-Hellenic, and
Jewish-Hebrew. Roman-Latin was a recent arrival. It is said that Jesus
spoke Aramaic, while Hellenic became quite widespread in the region
during the Hellenic era. Aramaic had been the language of trade and
culture in the region for around a thousand years. Hellenic would later
attain that status. Hebrew, on the other hand, as far as we know, was the
language of the sacred text, with Latin finding its place more generally as
the new language of ruling.

No traces of Arabic had yet been encountered. Arabic was widely
used among the dessert tribes, becoming a civilizational language with the
urbanization on the Arabian Peninsula. Arabic was to conquer the region
only with the onset of the Islamic revolution. Although traces of Persian
dialects can be found, their advanced forms are only encountered within
the Taurus and Zagros Mountain systems and in the Persian-Sasanian
civilization centers. Furthermore, numerous languages and cultures,
especially Sumerian and Coptic (Egypt), were vitiated and eliminated by
the influence of the central civilization. Armenian was also becoming an
influential language in the region.

The conflict between the two hegemonic powers over the region, with
one identifyingits origins in the East and the other in the West, continued
at full speed: the Iranian and Caucasian-centered Sasanian Empire and
the Italian and Roman-centered empire. The Mesopotamian-centered
civilization, which shifted out of the region for the first time following its
establishment three thousand years earlier, continued the legacy shared
by these two great hegemonic civilizations. The extremely violent wars
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between them were in essence about the legacy of Mesopotamian civiliza-
tion. Perhaps history’s most constant and intense hegemonic struggle was
experienced in this period. Alexander’s attacks and the resulting situation
can be interpreted as the first round of this battle, but it would still be a
long time before the center of civilization shifted to the West. Nonetheless,
it was clear that the first steps in this direction had been taken.

We can also see that Greek philosophy within the Roman Empire and
the Zoroastrian doctrine (more secular and moral) within the Persian-
Sasanian Empire did not solve the problems stemming from both civiliza-
tion monopolies. The war between the two was in fact a reflection of this
deadlock. The limited potential surplus value makes the war between the
monopolies—the most popular method of accumulation—grow in number
and quality. War, in essence, has been the historical means to accumulate
capital and power in civilization. It has nothing to do with the stories of
legendary heroes. That is the propaganda aspect. The most meaningful
description is clearly that wars, including those today, are, in the final
analysis, the means by which capital and power change hands. Therefore,
when reading history, we need to always keep in mind that wars take place
and play a role at the center of the most fundamental forces of produc-
tion and their relations. In comparison, defensive wars aim to protect the
land and other forces of production and their relations and freedom—in
a nutshell, the identity of society—and, to this end, its moral and political
structure and its democracy, if it exists. Defensive wars owe their legiti-
macy to this fact.

Monopoly wars are often seen as the engine in the history of civiliza-
tion. This is correct insofar as war has resulted in technological advances
and organizational and operational innovations. However, we must not
forget that wars are essentially the most antisocial, even the most unnatu-
ral, phenomena and beyond brutality. Yet they have their origins in society;,
since they act as a means for monopolization. In order for the society to
cease being a society, they suck up these resources.

The phrase turning the other cheek attributed to the prophet Jesus
no doubt expresses the search for great peace. It is clear that wars mean
a loss of production, while peace means a substantial increase in pro-
duction. Peace played a major role in Christ’s movement, because it was
clear that the massive unemployment and poverty at that time stemmed
from the endless wars. This movement would retain this quality for three
hundred years, infiltrating everywhere the Romans and Sasanians went,
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and reverberating as far away as China and India. The Manichaean move-
ment, similar in nature but primarily Sasanian-based, appeared during
the same period and also deserves attention. The Prophet Mani said, “I
will personally go all the way to Rome and make peace with the Sasanians
possible.” If the Manichaean movement, a doctrine that combines aspects
of Christianity and Zoroastrianism with a number of deeper qualities, had
not been crushed by the tyrannical Sasanian rulers it would perhaps have
led to a new Renaissance in the Middle East.

Christianity (it may be more fitting to speak of one denomination
among a number claiming the name) became an official religion during
the construction of Constantinople (istanbul), and from that date (325 CE)
onward rapidly became the official ideology throughout Eastern and
Western Rome. While our subject is not the history of Christianity, the
relationship of Christianity to the social problem and power monopolies
is an aspect of our subject. Just as the original Mosaic movement ended in
a state, its renewed version, Christ’'s movement (at least the majority ten-
dency) also ended in power and the state. This movement not only became
the official ideology of Byzantium, it became a powerful state in Rome by
around 1000 CE. It indeed became much more than that; it came to be the
sum of thousands of extensive and powerful society-based apparatuses
of power, perhaps best referred to, both in symbolic and official terms, as
the state.

For our purposes the internal strife within Christianity, conflicts
between the Catholics and Orthodox and the rise of other famous denomi-
nations, are only important for indicating how problematic Christianity
had become. While Christianity aimed to be a religion of peace, it became
somilitarist that it even adopted burning people at the stake, which shows
us how deeply the essence of the central civilization runs. How else are we
to explain the fact that Christianity has been the source of more wars than
the war ideologies of mythological origin? The crusades against Islam
in the East, the suppression of tribal religions and witches in Europe,
later internal denominational fighting, and its role in colonial warfare
in the Americas, Africa, Australia, and Eastern Asia led Christianity to
completely stray from its aim. Assyrians, Armenians, Chaldeans, and
Anatolian Hellenes, who were the earliest peoples to accept Christianity,
clung to this religion, because they thought it would be a remedy for the
profound social problems they faced, but they too fell victim to the reli-
gion’s ultimate ties to the central civilization. Christianity, which they
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interpreted as some sort of nationalism, rapidly brought them face to face

with the power monopolies of other peoples. While Western Christianity
achieved power at the cost of its essential message, Eastern and Anatolian

Christianity were crushed by forces that put on the masks of both Judaism—
the initial Abrahamic tradition—and Islam—its third version, and then

were totally wiped out by other nationalisms (Arab, Turkish, Kurdish).
Here we are confronted with striking examples of how the social problem

is augmented.

I must repeat my thesis: the Abrahamic tradition, inter alia
Christianity, represents the immaterial culture that reflects the material
culture of the central civilization. More precisely, it aims to solve the grave
social problem that this material culture, namely, monopoly, has caused,
just as real socialism (scientific socialism) sought to solve the problem
originating in capitalism. But because the science and ways of life they
developed to do so did not in fact subvert the relevant patterns of the era
and of modernity, they could not escape becoming a new version of the
central civilization—i.e., either a new hegemon or a dependent weaker
power. Those who insist on remaining radical and sincere in their asser-
tions cannot avoid being eliminated, although they will leave behind an
important legacy. For this reason, I always compare the Abrahamic tradi-
tion to the social democratic movement of our time. Just as social democ-
racy didn’t go beyond patching up the grave problems caused by capitalist
civilization, Abrahamic religions that played a more universal role over a
long historical period were also content with some reforms, which were
treated as the solution to problems caused by the central civilization that
left masses unemployed, suffering, and hungry. In the final analysis, they
were also unable to escape becoming a problem. The Abrahamic tradi-
tion, as an ideological and political program, is worthy of careful analysis,
an analysis that is essential if we are to understand the capitalist world
system in its entirety. These analytical efforts are of great value, both in
connecting Immanuel Wallerstein's world-system to the five-thousand-
year-old central civilization system and for understanding how real
socialism collapsed from within.

When we analyze Islam, which is the third important Abrahamic
religion, we can see the essence of this tradition more clearly. Islam rep-
resents a more proficient ideological and political orientation. When
I look at the reality of the Prophet Mohammad, I always see him as the
greatest representative of the last generation of the Sumerian priests
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who constructed the first great divine concepts. Behind the Sumerian
priests, who constructed gods based on mythological concepts, are the
most advanced religious and mythological traditions of that period. We
need to keep in mind that the Prophet Mohammad internalized—albeit
in a limited way—the religious, mythological, and even philosophical
and scientific knowledge that was available in his own time and place.
Just as he knew about the tribal systems, he got to know the civilization
from the reflections of the two global hegemonic powers, the Byzantine
and Sasanian Empires. Mohammad diagnosed the grave problems both
systems inflicted on society. In addition to the corrupting effects of Arab
tribalism, he experienced firsthand the oppressive and exploitative struc-
ture of Byzantine and Sasanian power monopolies that blocked society’s
development and dismantled it. It is thus understandable that he sought
a radical break with both systems. Like Jesus, he was closer to the lower
social strata. He did not hesitate to sympathize with both slaves and
women. Although he was influenced by the Mosaic and Assyrian priests,
he was also a witness to their inability to solve the problems within their
societies. He considered the pagan religions (the idols in Mecca) to be
outdated traditions that had long ago run their course. The message of
the “last prophet” of the Abrahamic tradition was one of the things that
most attracted his attention. Under these circumstances, he did the best
he could by daring to make the third major reform (which could also be
called a revolution) in the Abrahamic tradition.

The position taken by Marx and Engels on the utopians and
Mohammad’s position regarding the Mosaics, Christians, and even the
Sabians (a group that also believed in one god) are similar. While Marx
and Engels drew a distinction between genuine socialism and utopian
socialism, Mohammad updated the outdated Abrahamic traditions in the
form of a new truth. In other words, he provided a more realistic reli-
gious interpretation. The Koran and the hadiths are there; they emphati-
cally preach not only an ideological and political program but also a new
morality. They also have their own economic principles. Mohammad even
restructured the rules of war. I will analyze his method, which can be
called “the prophet’s way,” more comprehensively in the section that deals
with science. For now, I will make do by saying that it is a good tradition.

It could easily be argued that Islam, which has more advanced views
than original Christianity and Judaism, is civilizational. Within ten
years of its emergence, it had succeeded in becoming the heir to all of the
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previous civilizations in the Middle East. Islam was able to establish the
most powerful hegemonic ruling system in the region in 650 CE. Although
the point here is not to address this particular history, we will continue
to examine it in relation to social problems in the region, as well as in the
world overall (because it presents itself to the world as the “good news”).

We can be certain that the Prophet Mohammad’s understanding of
Allahisasocial abstraction of the highest order and an expression of social
identity. I think Islamic theologians have been very lazy in this regard and
are unworthy of Mohammad. The richness and evolution of theology in
Christianity has almost been suspended in Islam. I won’t go into this any
further here, as I will be returning to it later. It is nonetheless important
tounderstand why Mohammad focused so heavily on the concept of Allah
and charged it with such an enormous degree of sacredness. As I see it,
Mohammad was not addressing a theoretical discussion about the exist-
ence of Allah but rather dealt with the social essence of Allah. He poured
a lot of energy into this, which is reflected in his exhaustion and faint-
ing when delivering the hadiths. This should be taken seriously. Allah,
referred to with ninety-nine names, represents a more comprehensive
social utopia and program than the most advanced social utopia, and, in
this regard, Mohammad is both realistic and responsible in his deference.
The misfortune was not only the ignorance of those after Mohammad, but
also that they were rapidly taken by a lust for power.

Islam, as a revolution, is perhaps one of the most betrayed revolutions
in this regard. Aside from not implementing the Prophet Mohammad'’s
perspective, program, and way of life, the leaders after him, including
the caliphs, failed to understand them and betrayed them in what they
did implement. We cannot predict how well the Prophet Ali might have
implemented the Prophet Mohammad’s ideas, as he was unable to con-
clude his efforts. The interpretations and praxis of all denominations,
especially Sunnism, are far removed from Mohammad’s teachings. To
put it baldly, the sultanate traditions that began with the Ummayads are
nothing more than power monopolies that are much worse than the ones
that preceded them.” I am sure that radical Islam is a disease of power
that, far from reviving Islam, does it undeserved harm. It is most befit-
ting to refer to these ignorant Islamists as provocative Islam." If there is
a message that can be taken from Islam, it would only make sense under
a different name and in a different form. I leave further thoughts on this
topic for later.
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I attach importance to the real monopoly of power in the name of
Islam but not as Islam, because Islam ceases to exist in this monopoly of
power. It is nothing more than state symbols and rulers that follow in the
footsteps of the Assyrian, Persian, Roman, and Byzantine lineages. I say
this in relation to Islam as power. As an element of immaterial culture,
there are, of course, areas where it is influential. I should emphasize that
I do not see the utility of naming societies after ideologies. For example,
calling a society Christian, Islamic, or Hindu reduces society to religion
and leads to numerous inadequacies and errors. These concepts prevent
an understanding of the actual nature of society. The same applies to con-
cepts such as capitalist and socialist society. I will return to this topic at
a more appropriate point. The most befitting and meaningful concepts
would be democratic civilization society and monopolistic civilization
society, because that makes the whole of society visible.

The central civilization systems had hegemony in the Middle East,
which was by and large under Islamic rule from the fifth to the fifteenth
centuries. Islamic rulers further expanded upon and further entrenched
the power they inherited from the Byzantines and Sasanians, and society
was being ruled in an unprecedented way. There was an increase in the
number of big tribes, dynasties, and states controlled by these rulers. As
a result, there was no decrease in the pace of wars for power; in fact, the
increase continued. The military monopoly held the real power, but there
were also developments in the trade monopoly. Islam is predominantly
an ideology of military and trade monopolies. Cities grew, while develop-
ments in agriculture and industry were much more limited, as was also
the case in the arts—it certainly failed to surpass what was achieved by
the Greeks.

The period of Islamic rulers and Islamic states marks the end of
the Middle East’s hegemonic power. By the end of fifteenth century, the
hegemonic core of the central civilization had shifted from Venice to
Western Europe, and from there to Amsterdam and London. The Middle
East was the Neolithic center between 10,000 and 3000 BCE and was the
central civilization for 4500 years, from 3000 BCE to 1500 CE. Thereafter,
under the weight of the enormous problems of civilization, the Middle
East was worn out, had exhausted itself in attempts at self-renewal, and
became, so to speak, a social wreck.

When we evaluate the role of the Abrahamic tradition within the
central civilization system in terms of problems, we see that it was unable
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to limit power; on the contrary, it further amplified it. States increased in
numbers and grew in size. Therefore, the problems arising from monop-
oly of power and the state multiplied, and war continued to be the far
preferred means for securing monopoly. Concepts of democracy and the
republic were unknown. For the most part, traditional rule by a dynasty
persevered and became more common.

Second, the society grew weaker, while power and the state became
stronger. The area of social morality and politics narrowed considerably,
with denominations developing largely in response to this. Male domi-
nance over women and youth grew apace. While the forms of slavery
associated with pharaonic power disappeared, new forms of slavery (espe-
cially of Africans and northern Slavic people) became commonplace. The
city and commerce grew but continued to lag behind their former glory
and never reached the level seen in the Greco-Roman city or its commer-
cial life. Nor were there agricultural or industrial advances worth noting.

Third, and perhaps most negatively, it gave rise to problems—which
reached genocidal levels—based in the prevailing tribal and peoples’
nationalism within the Abrahamic tradition. The expression “the chosen
servant and people of God” lies at the root of this nationalism. Initially, the
Hebrews were considered “the chosen people of God,” and then the Arabs
took the title of the “noble people” for themselves. The Turkic tribes went
a step further, and the rubric of Islamic heroism turned being Islamic
into a deep-rooted identity. Assyrians consecrated themselves as the very
first people to embrace Christianity, while Greeks and Armenians would
later insist that they were among the initial sacred peoples. The spread of
Christianity to Europe played an important role in accelerating national-
ism rather than ecumenism (universalism). Russian nationalism is also,
in a sense, the product of Orthodox Christianity.

Along with such an influence on tribal nationalism, the Abrahamic
tradition didn’'t simply drown the ancient peoples of the Middle East in
problems, it brought them tragedy and disaster. The most ancient peoples
to become Christians, including the Assyrians, Armenians, Pontus, and
Ionians, were brought to the brink of social extinction by the Islamized
Arab, Turkish, and Kurdish rulers. The role of Judaism in this cannot be
underestimated either. The elimination of Armenians, Assyrians, [onians,
Pontus, and Yazidis, as well as other non-Muslim peoples and their cul-
tures, rendered the Middle East in general, and Anatolia in particular, cul-
tural desserts. With the decline of these peoples, who carried with them
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the oldest known cultures, the region they had inhabited fell into extreme
backwardness. This was a tragic loss for all the peoples of the region, as
the elimination of these peoples and their cultures not only aggravated the
social problem but also substantially undermined attempts to find a solu-
tion. Without these peoples and their cultures, which had been leaders
of development in many branches of science and the arts, society in the
region lost its artistic and scientific memory and ability.

In the name of Christianity, similar tragedies were delivered upon
the Native peoples in North America, the Aztecs and Incas in South
America, the Indigenous people of Australia, and the Inuit. Even when
they have religious attributes, regimes that are charmed by power and
lust will commit any villainy and cause all sorts of problems and trag-
edies. I must emphasize that the perspective, program, and practical life
of the Abrahamic religious tradition, under the significant influence
of the material culture of the central civilization, is not attempting to
surpass this civilization but rather to mitigate it and make it fairer. The
Abrahamic religious tradition sought a reform to allow them a share of
the surplus value and the right to join the monopoly. They offered their
ideology tolegitimize power and, in exchange, demanded their share from
those in power. If their demand was not met, they instigated resistance,
falling silent when their demands were finally met—something that we
also see with European socialism. And, as we shall see, there is a continu-
ity between the two. They have both undoubtedly played a major role in
the maintenance and universalization of this ancient civilization. In the
end, the Abrahamic religious tradition failed to reduce the ancient social
problem of oppression and exploitation. To the contrary, both oppression
and exploitation increased and were perpetuated.

Eurocentric Civilization’s Hegemonic Rule

Since the 1500s, the European civilization that has been on the rise world-
wide has been consistently referred to as capitalist. It has been asserted
that it is unique and unprecedented. The ways in which it is unprec-
edented are continuously emphasized (the nation-state, industry, and
informatics).”” Its intellectual hegemony means that the claims made by
the Eurocentric social sciences are presented as positive facts. These
positive facts, which it is hoped will be accepted as strict and absolute
facts—even more so than religious facts—are at heart the dogmas of the
new modernity.
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It cannot be denied that the structure of European civilization under-
went a transformation into something different. But throughout history;,
the central civilization has evolved, getting to know many places and time.
The form taken by the central civilization in one time and place was not
identically reproduced in other times and places; differentiation has been
continuous. Furthermore, this development is in keeping with universal
flow. But the claim that European society is unprecedented is exaggerated.
The fundamental characteristics that have marked the central civiliza-
tion from its very beginning and determined its character have remained
essentially unchanged for five thousand years. Administration may take
different forms, and there may be differences in proportion, technique,
organizational structures, issues of efficiency, and questions of ideology.
But the one characteristic that remains stable whatever the differences
or the forms adopted is the monopoly’s hegemonic control of surplus
product. The content may change, but the monopoly itself doesn’'t. The
triad of priest + soldier + regent always exists. Their significance may vary
at different times and in different places, but monopoly requires the con-
tinued existence of these groups. The methods of appropriating surplus
product or values may differ, but the principle never changes. Surplus
product may be accumulated either through increased efficiency within
agriculture or industry or through trade or military conquests. There
may be times when particular methods are central, but accumulation is
always the result of the sum of these methods.

We must take care to understand the monopoly. It is neither purely
capital nor purely power. It is not exclusively formed in the areas of
trade, military, and administration. It is the consolidated expression of
all these values and areas. In fact, monopoly is not the economy either. It
is the power to use organizations, technology, and violence to secure its
extortion in the economic area; it is the company. This is not a traditional
company but, in the final analysis, a corporation to accumulate capital.
Sometimes it appears as a power apparatus that has not yet become the
state, while at other times it appears as the state itself. Nowadays, it often
takes the title of “business enterprise.” AsThave already mentioned, rather
than seeing it as part of the economy, it makes more sense to describe it
as “an enterprise intent on extorting the economy.” It sometimes projects
itself in the military form but generally prefers merchant’s union and
industrial monopoly. Like an octopus, a monopoly can have many arms.
At times, it may emerge as the combined effect of different forces and

73



THE SOCIOLOGY OF FREEDOM

potentials. Whatever the case may be, the key thing is that surplus value
accumulates in its hands as capital. This is the fundamental unchanged
and uninterrupted reality that has grown cumulatively over the past five
thousand years. The competition and hegemony, rise and fall, and center
and periphery in different times and places all serve the continuity of this
reality and act to ensure that it carries on like the links in an unbroken
chain.

It must be pointed out that concepts such as capitalism and the capi-
talist system are used for propaganda purposes. In terms of contents, we
can determine corresponding parallels for these concepts. However, if
they are interpreted as phenomena, incidents, and systematic relations,
they are very likely to distort the nature of society and its problems. Social
life unfolds differently. The dimension of the resulting social problems
makes clear that this flow requires a new language and a new science.

If capitalism is a system of capital accumulation, then it has been
proved that this form of accumulation was first comprehensively achieved
in the Sumerian city-states—although in a relatively primitive form,
capital with its enterprises, money, warehouses, organization, and admin-
istration formed the foundation of these city-states. Perhaps the city itself
is the initial capital enterprise, the monopoly itself. The army of mer-
chants, military men, scientists, and artists, together with priest-rulers
and worker-slaves, were the fundamental social classes, even back then.
The temple (ziggurat) is at the same time a factory, a place to take shelter
for worker-slaves and the headquarters for ruler-military commanders
and priests. Of course, the top floor was used by the gods for surveillance
and supervision. All of these were arranged perfectly, one within the
other. I find such a configuration marvelous and see the ziggurat as the
womb in which our civilization with all its state, class, and city structures
was formed. The tale of the five-thousand-year-old central civilization is
nothing more than this temple having grown and spread across time and
space.

I do not believe that a more perfect and original capitalist monopoly;,
enterprise, and company than that organized within this temple is pos-
sible. Just as the source of all cells is the mother cell, the mother cell of
all these monopolistic structures is this temple, as is confirmed by the
archeological excavations in this region to date. Archeologists agree
that the latest discovery, the structure to which the t-shaped monoliths
at Urfa-Gobekli Tepe belong, is the oldest temple we know of at this point
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(atemple of the hunter and gatherer societies that preceded the Neolithic
Age around 10,000-8000 BCE)."* Each new excavation confirms that this is
the original source of capital accumulation.

It cannot be denied that Eurocentric “capital” represents both the
latest form and the absolute culmination of monopoly. This capital clearly
differs from its predecessors in many ways, ranging from accumulation
to production through organizational and administrative structures and
military organization to monopoly of the arts, technology, and science.
But it would be a huge exaggeration to say that this is unprecedented.
Frankly speaking, this is Eurocentric propaganda; put another way;, itisa
claim made by the new class of modern temple priests of Europe (the army
of the university, academic science, and the arts). We can easily say that
these modern priests serve to legitimize the new “capitalist system” even
more than do the Christian churches.

The objective here is not to write the history of the emergence of
European civilization and its roots in the “capitalist system.” It is, however,
one of the most clearly established facts of recent historical work that
this civilization rose through the theological, commercial, scientific,
technological, and administrative practices of fifth- and sixth-century
Christianity and of ninth- and tenth-century Islam (especially, in the latter
case, via the Iberian, Italian, and Balkan peninsula). After 1250, there was
ashift in the center of hegemonic civilization, and as civilizational centers
in the East went into decline, those in Europe were on the rise. The thir-
teenth century is, of course, also recognized as the beginning of the com-
mercial revolution. With Venice, Genoa, and Florence leading the way
from the eleventh to the fifteenth century, not only were material goods
brought from the East but so were the traditions, ideas, and techniques,
processes and methods of a civilization that was thousands of years old; in
short, all significant social values were imported in this way. It is equally
clear that this played an important role in shifting the center of the civi-
lization. Christianity, Greco-Roman civilization, and, further back, the
Neolithic Revolution (5000-4000 BCE) were all undeniably transferred
from the East to Europe. I believe that bringing the fifteen-thousand-years-
old social cultures from Asian continent, especially from the Near East,
to the European peninsula led to the most magnificent synthesis of the
last five hundred years. In a nutshell, this is my interpretation of history!

I am not here being either pro-Oriental or pro-Occidental. My main
concern, my objective, and the point of this undertaking is to correctly
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interpret the totality, continuity, and differences in the maintenance of
historical-society in its entirety.

It is clear that more than just the fundamental methodology and
structures of central civilization were transferred to the West. The social
problems were also transplanted. I briefly touched on what Christianity
brought with it. The East’s material civilizational values (trade, produc-
tion, money, and the state) were as problematic as its immaterial values
(Christianity, science). Europe, in a way, was immersed in these problems.
Thus, it is not difficult to imagine the earthshaking impact of introducing
the East’s complex and contradictory social nature into the still stable
and young Neolithic agricultural society of Europe. The competition for
shares among monopolies had led to thousands of years of warfare in the
East. Europe was caught unprepared (preliminary work by Christianity
was inadequate), which would, of course, later lead to much greater dis-
aster and destruction. Conflicts that flared up within the system from the
sixteenth century onward carried the mark of an Eastern legacy stretch-
ingback thousands of years. The conflicts experienced in the aftermath of
the Roman Empire also carried the marks of this culture. I can say, without
exaggeration, that the positive immaterial and material values of the
central civilization were not all that was brought to Europe. Grave con-
tradictions, problems, conflicts, and war arrived as well. The traces of the
Eastern civilizational tradition can be very clearly seen in the disastrous
genocides Europe is responsible for. Assyrian kings boast about building
castles and ramparts out of human skulls. The Eastern despots enthuse
about the many tribal, village, and city communities they annihilated and
the people taken captive in the process—in so-called heroic stories!

European social scientists have not scrutinized the East without
reason. I find their efforts valuable. But the Orientalism involved means
they do not even come close to presenting the facts. Again, when compared
with what has been produced by petrified Eastern minds, I have to acknowl-
edge that we owe European social scientists a debt of gratitude. Even if
their work had precolonialist intentions, it would still be more accurate to
say that their real aim was to understand the story of how Europe was civi-
lized. For the only way to understand Europe, including its contradictions,
problems, and wars, is by analyzing the Near East. My efforts should be
understood as a modest contribution to the subject of means and method.

The majority of the people in the East consider Europeans self-confi-
dent and very intelligent. I, however, found the Europeans that I met very
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naive and incredibly fragile, gullible, and unequipped to live in Eastern
culture.

I believe European Neolithic social tradition had a huge influence
on how Europe became civilized after the sixteenth century. At the
beginning of sixteenth century, all the traditional European communi-
ties had embraced Christianity. But Europe also incorporated its own
theological interpretations to all the developments in this process, includ-
ing the urban revolutions after the tenth century. This led Europe to the
Renaissance, the Reformation, and the Enlightenment, as well as to scien-
tific and philosophical revolutions. The East, in the face of the spread of
Islam—the most recent civilizational tradition of Near East, was not able to
show any development similar to that of Neolithic society. No doubt there
were many successful Turkish, Persian, and Kurdish thinkers, scientists,
and artists. There was even a limited Eastern Renaissance from the eighth
to the twelfth century. However, the fossilized structure of traditional
Eastern despotism was quick to dominate any society that it penetrated
to the point of saturation. This was another very important aspect of the
intra-Islam struggles. Of course, the real point was to secure a monopoly.
Besides the society based on the Eastern Neolithic tradition had by this
point lost all of its previous vibrancy and was worn out. It had fallen into
ignorance and despair. On the other hand, Europe’s Neolithic tradition
was youthful, free, and much more creative, because, unlike the Eastern
societies, Europe didn't face a five-thousand-year-old despotism. In addi-
tion, as previously mentioned, it was able to absorb the positive aspects
ofthe great Eastern experience. These two fundamental issues are key to
understanding the historical emergence of Europe.

Immanuel Wallerstein and social science groups closely associated
with him analyze the “capitalist world-system” that began to develop in
the sixteenth century. However, the above very short explanation serves
to show that their assessments, which fail to integrate the actual histor-
ical basis of this development or the fact that capital is a very ancient
invention, have, to say the least, many shortcomings. Moreover, his com-
ments on the intensification of accumulation of capital in the Venice,
Amsterdam, and London triangle show similar weaknesses. In the absence
of pressure applied to Italy, Netherlands, and England throughout the
sixteenth century by Charles V and his son Philippe II, would it have been
possible for money-capital to be so intensely invested in manufactur-
ing and agricultural production?’* Was Amsterdam not the site of the
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national insurrection and the progress that Venice was unable to achieve,
and wasn't it London that was able to use internal political and military
resistance against external political and military pressure to reach a suc-
cessful conclusion? The response to both of these questions validates
Fernand Braudel’s statement: intensifying power and the state secrete
capitalism.”” I want to take it a step further and say that power and the
state are monopolies and capital in themselves. Indeed, if they were not a
capital monopoly, it would not be possible for them to secrete capital. Just
as you cannot milk a male goat, you cannot milk capital from power and
state apparatuses that are not monopolies.

The factors that actually led to the rise of Netherlands and England
were external power, state pressure, and internal state resistance. The
Spain-centered empire recognized the dangers it faced. After it sup-
pressed the ascending cities in Italy (Machiavelli’s prince would not
succeed in his resistance), it set out full throttle to eliminate the new
nationalist monopoly formations in the Netherlands and England. Their
success would have meant its own disintegration. The resistance of
Netherlands and England was profound and protracted in areas includ-
ing diplomacy, economics, military technology, trade, science, and
philosophy, and even religion (the Protestant movement). It is widely
accepted that this comprehensive strategic resistance, which led to mili-
tary technology and strategic and tactical organization, to Calvinism and
Anglicanism—radical Protestant interpretations of Christianity—to the
technological and organizational advances that facilitated enormous eco-
nomic productivity, and to the farsighted diplomacy, which included an
alliance with the Ottomans and another with the Prussian state, not only
scored a victory but also shifted the new hegemonic center of civilization
to Amsterdam and London.

In the meantime, the activities of capital multiplied and money-
capital began to play a dominant role for the first time in history. (The
effect of the flood of gold and silver played a major role in money gaining
global leadership.) Some families with money at their disposal (including
many of Jewish origin) accumulated huge reserves of capital by making
the state their debtor. All such developments played a crucial role in the
organization of the bourgeoisie as a class. Moreover, it should be noted
that a social layer similar to the working class also took shape during
this grand national resistance. I am not suggesting that the working
class was entirely the product of this national resistance, only that its
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contribution cannot be denied. It also cannot be denied that the economic
boom that occurred amid these fevered developments led to both the East
and West Indian Companies (state monopolies and the state itself). Are
the economic base (infrastructure) or political and military structures
(superstructures) primary? This is not a meaningful question. The ideas
of bourgeois political economy (Marx’s Capital included), with their whiff
of propaganda, conceal the truth rather than revealing it. It is past time
that we stop being instruments of this propaganda.

The emergence of European civilization in the sixteenth century
was clearly systemic and hegemonic in the history of civilization. The
center has clearly shifted from Venice (besides all Italian cities, Lisbon
and Antwerp also belonged to it) to Amsterdam and London, with the
original nation-state models developing under the leadership of England
and Netherlands. It is unquestionable that the new rising civilization was
different from all that preceded it and entailed a huge transformation.
But we cannot imagine all these developments separate from the five-
thousand-year-old history of the central civilization. For example, could
we talk about the existence of a European civilization if we were to sepa-
rate the Akkadians from the Sumerians, the Assyrians and Babylonians
from the Akkadians, the Median and Persians from the Assyrians,
Egyptians, Hurrians, and Hittites from Mesopotamian civilization, the
Greco-Roman civilization from the sum of these developments, and, of
course, the Abrahamic religions from all of them? Could the miracles of
Amsterdam and London have occurred if transportation pioneered by the
Italian cities from 1000 to 1300 had not occurred and spread from Italy to
the shores of Western Europe (1300-1600)?

Historical-society theses and social science analyses and theories
that overlook the totality and continuity of the world civilization system
cannot escape major shortcomings and errors. While even first nature
requires a holistic historical explanation, the analysis of the intertwined
nature of society—like a sequence of key links in a chain—with a much
stricter holistic approach with regard to its historical, philosophical, and
scientific aspects is indispensable. The hegemony of European social sci-
ences may have served the hegemony of the civilization by applying arigid
positivist metaphysics and denying this reality for far too long, leading to
widespread chaos in the social sciences. Those who have analyzed capital
have a huge responsibility in this respect. The many problems we face
clearly show that not only were the majority of these analyses far removed
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from any attempt to explain capital and the capitalist system but, in fact,
served to obscure reality.

There is a general agreement that during their European phase
monopolies of civilization, which were hegemonic, crisis-ridden, and
central throughout history, developed following a path through Venice
in the fifteenth century, Amsterdam in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, and London, in particular, during the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries. The French civilizational monopoly waged war to snatch
hegemony from Spain, Netherlands, and England from the fifteenth to the
eighteenth centurybut failed. Germany underwent a civilizational ascent
toward the end of nineteenth century that ended nightmarishly, culminat-
ing in its 1945 defeat. The US began its civilizational ascent in the twenti-
eth century, consolidating its predominance after 1945. Its hegemony is
now (since the early years of the twenty-first century) beginning to crack.
Soviet Russia’s attempt to become a hegemonic center from 1945 to 1990
was not terribly successful. For now, claims that China will be the future
hegemonic center are little more than speculation. As has often occurred
in history, a multicentered hegemonic reality may shape the near future.
The US, the EU, the Russian Federation, China, and Japan all have the
potential to become assertive centers. For the time being, however, it can
be comfortably said that the US is the hegemonic superpower.

Earlier, I briefly examined the argument advanced by Anthony
Giddens, the English social scientist, that European modernity (which
can also be called civilization) is unprecedented. In short, this assertion is
excessively Eurocentric and detached from reality—which I will address
in more detail later under the heading “Social Problems.” In what I call his
interpretations of capitalist modernity, Giddens presents capitalism as
an entirely European system, with industrialism even more specifically
a European revolution, and the nation-state as the system’s third pillar as
a completely new order and experiment. At the risk of repetition, I must
emphasize that capitalism has been observed in all civilizations, and that
in all civilizations there have been, to a greater or lesser extent, industrial
developments and revolutions. The nation-state, on the other hand, can
be defined as the form of dynastic and tribal states at the stage of nation-
society. Such categorization may prove very useful for understanding
social nature, as long as it is not exaggerated.

The social problems of European civilization, or, more correctly, the
European civilizational phase, which have unfolded as major contradictions,
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conflicts, wars, and even genocides, have peaked along with all the other
areas of development. The epic proportions of the intellectual, ideological,
political, economic, military, and demographic problems, together with
sexism, nationalism, religionism, and ecological problems, are the main
concern of the social sciences. In the last four hundred years, Europe has
experienced more wars than the sum of wars in previous history. Every
kind of war has been experienced: religious, ethnic, economic, commer-
cial, military, civil, national, class-based, ideological, sexist, political, state-
based, social, systemic, bloc, worldwide, and so on—there is almost no imag-
inable type of war that has not taken place. Records in the number of dead,
the suffering, and the material losses have been broken across the board!

All these facts cannot be the product of the last four hundred years
alone, which is a short time in the long historical march of humanity.
Our short examination confirms this. The most correct and more useful
interpretation of these wars is probably that the problems accumulated in
the Neolithic Age and in civilized societies over the last fifteen thousand
years exploded in the society of the European peninsula. Although it has
not been completely successful, European society has fought the tangled
problems handed down from the old society with superior skill, gaining a
good grasp of these problems, and thereby struggling against them more
meaningfully. To this end, Europe has undergone the Renaissance, the
Reformation, and the Enlightenment, made amazing scientific discover-
ies, developed philosophical schools, and experienced profound periods
of democratic constitutional development. It has established and sub-
verted kingdoms and built republics. It has organized economic systems
of unparalleled productivity and carried out the biggest industrial revolu-
tion. It is unrivaled in the arts and fashion. It has built amazing cities and
established magnificent scientific and medical centers. It has spread the
civilization system across the world. In short, it has constructed the most
comprehensive world system in history.

However, despite these far-reaching developments, it is clear that
instead of resolving social problems Europe has made them more complex.
Leaving aside the current systemic problems around the world, including
unemployment, conflicts, and environmental destruction, this fact can
even be seen with more superficial problems, primarily because these
problems have five-thousand-year-old civilizational roots—with civiliza-
tion itself being a huge tangle of problems. I consider the greatest success
of Europe to be its ability to hold the mirror of science up to the gigantic
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civilizational problems—even though the mirror was blurred and mis-
leading in many respects, this mirror has made it possible to look at the
problems more closely. Of course, the great contributions of the coura-
geous fighters cannot be overlooked (even if the ideologies at play have
often been illusory). The heroines and heroes of the battles waged in the
name of equality, freedom, and solidarity are the genuine contributors.

We should not downplay the necessity of defining the fundamental
social problem. For thousands of years societies have fought and have
been obliged to fight. It is a sad fact that these societies did not know who
they were fighting for. They were not only forced to work for their tyran-
nical exploiters, they were also annihilated in numerous wars.

Eastern sages were no doubt aware of the social problem. That is why
they developed grand teachings, moral systems, religion, and denomi-
nations. For a long time, they preferred asiret and tribal life to the state
and civilization.' The main body of Eastern society has been alien to the
state and civilization, gigantic ramparts and castles raised between them.
Eastern songs and epics express all of this with artistic grace. The human
in the East was so estranged from the civilized world and felt so hopeless
that the goal became salvation in the afterlife. The supremacy of European
society was based on its capacity to absorb the positive aspects of civiliza-
tion without hesitation while resisting the alienating aspects. Europe did
not solve the social problem, but it also did not allow the social problem
to completely defeat it and render it helpless.

Adding our present-day problems and the traditional problems
of Chinese, Indian, Latin American, and even African societies, to this
branch of mainstream civilization will not change their nature. Some
noteworthy problems of form can at best strengthen our narrative. In
fact, the current world system (a multicentered system with the US as the
super hegemon) has systematized and totalized not only its problems but
the problems of all of the societies in the world.

I hope to present a summary of the historical and social problems
from a new perspective, with a view to complementing the discussion and
making it more concrete.

Social Problems

The Problem of Power and the State

I am frequently compelled to emphasize that just as history is “the present,”
any component of the present is also history. The very first thing each new
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emerging civilization does is to make sure that history and the present are
disconnected, using propaganda that aims to ensure its legitimacy and to
present it as “past-eternity and post-eternity.” In the real life of a society
there is no such disconnection. Furthermore, without a universal history,
no local or singular history would make sense. Therefore, the problem of
power and the state—which has existed since they first appeared—is also,
with a slight difference, a problem at present. These differences result
from temporal and spatial changes. When we look at the concepts of dif-
ferentness and transformation this way, we increase the degree of accu-
racy of our interpretations. We also need to consider the drawbacks of
underestimating differentness, transformation, and development or of
regarding them as trivial. Just as our thinking atrophies if it is not based
on universal history, evaluating historical development without consid-
ering differentness and transformation and treating it as nothing more
than repetition obscures the truth to a similar degree. It is quite important
not to fall into either of these forms of reductionism.

Our first finding related to power and the state is that they have
increased their capacity both over and within society. Until the sixteenth
century, domination was primarily built outside of society and was both
glamorous and intimidating. Civilization has taken numerous such strik-
ing forms through the ages. The state, as the official expression of power,
had drawn firm lines, hoping that the sharper the distinction between the
state and society, the more it would benefit. In terms of power, these lines
were quite explicit as an intra-society phenomenon. The lines separating
women from men, youth from the elderly, members of the asiret from the
head of the asiret, faithful laypeople from the representatives of religions
and denominations, were determined in keeping with clear rules and
customs. From tone of voice to the way of walking and sitting, the author-
ity of power, of dominating and being dominated, was firmly established
with detailed rules. It is perfectly clear that to make power and the state
tangible and present—as they were still the minority—required that their
authority be established in this way. These rules served as tools of legiti-
macy and indoctrination.

The reason for the radical transformation of the authority of power
and the state in European civilization was the need felt to more quickly
infiltrate every nook and cranny of society. Two fundamental factors
arguably played a role in the vertical and horizontal expansion of power.
The first was the enlargement of the masses to be exploited. Without a
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corresponding expansion of the administration, exploitation would not
have been feasible. Just as a growing herd requires numerous shepherds,
the growing population required substantial growth in state bureaucracy.
We must also consider the need for rulers to internally suppress society
as a corollary of the massive growth of their external defense forces. Wars
have always created bureaucracy. The army itself is among the largest of
bureaucratic organizations. The second factor was the increasing con-
sciousness and resistance in society. The fact that European society had
not experienced profound exploitation and had continuously resisted it
meant that extensive power and a large state were essential. In Europe,
the struggle of the bourgeoisie against the aristocracy and that of the
working class against both of them necessitated the construction of far-
reaching power and a pervasive state. Perhaps the fact that for the first
time the bourgeoisie, in the form of the middle class, constituted the state
made for a new kind of power and state. This bloc, arising within society
and becoming the state, with the inevitable increase in power, found itself
compelled to organize within society.

The bourgeoisie is a such a huge class that it could not simply domi-
nate power and the state from the outside. As this class became the state,
it inevitably found itself enmeshed in internal social strife. The notion
of class conflict makes this clear. Liberalism, a bourgeois ideology, beats
around the bush looking for a solution to this problem. But what has, in
fact, happened so far is further growth of power and the state and a can-
cerous bureaucratization. The more power and the state grow within
the society, the more civil strife there is. This has been the fundamental
problem within European society from the outset. The great constitu-
tional, democratic, republican, and anarchist struggles are closely related
to the way power and the state are structured. Our current preferred
remedy is fundamental human rights tied to strict constitutional rules,
the rule of law, and democracy. Instead of a permanent solution, the state
and society are coerced to find a compromise around power and leave
behind the great stormy past. As such, the problem of power and the
state has not been resolved but has been removed to a level where it is
sustainable.

If we look closely we can see that the intertwinement of society, power,
and the state has been developed using nationalism, sexism, religionism,
and various scientisms, whereby, to sustain the nation-state, everyone is
drawn into a paradigm where “everyone is both power and society and the

84



THE EMERGENCE OF THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

state and society.” In this way, it is assumed that the bourgeois nation-state
solution will be found by suppressing the internal class struggle and by
the defensive position always remaining in place in the exterior. This is
one of the main methods used worldwide to suppress the problem rather
than resolve it. The fascist quality of the nation-state as the maximum
power and state could be seen most clearly in German fascism.

The first example of the nation-state arose during the resistance of
Netherlands and England to the Spanish Empire. The nation-state legiti-
mized its rule by mobilizing the entire society against an external power
that it called the enemy:. Initially, the development of national society in
Europe had relatively positive elements. But it was clear that this develop-
ment, even at its birth, acted to conceal class exploitation and oppression.
The nation-state definitely bears the mark of the bourgeoisie. It is this
class’s state model. Later, Napoleon’s military expeditions strengthened
this model in France and spread it across Europe. The German and Italian
bourgeoisie were underdeveloped and had difficulty in creating national
unity, which led them to adopt more nationalist policies. The bourgeoisie
was compelled to embrace a chauvinist-nationalist state model because of
the external threat of occupation, as well as the continuing internal resist-
ance of the aristocracy and the working class. Defeat and crisis—these are
the two things that brought many countries, especially Germany and Italy,
ata crossroads “either a social revolution or fascism,” with the fascist state
model prevailing in this dilemma. While Hitler, Mussolini, and their like
were defeated, their systems were victorious.

The nation-state can essentially be described as society being identi-
fied with the state and the state with society, which also constitutes the
definition of fascism. Naturally the state can no more become communal
than society can become the state. Only totalitarian ideologies can assert
such a claim. The fascist character of such claims is obvious. Fascism, as
a form of state, always has the seat of honor at the bourgeois liberal table.
It is the form of rule in times of crisis. Since crisis is structural, so is the
regime; called the nation-state regime. It is the apex of the crises of finan-
cial capital era. Capitalist monopoly’s state, which has currently peaked
globally, is also generally fascist during its most reactionary and despotic
period. Although there is much talk of the collapse of the nation-state,
claiming that democracy will be constructed in its place is simple credu-
lousness. It may be that both macro-global and micro-local fascist forma-
tions are on the agenda. Developments in the Middle East, the Balkans,
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Central Asia, and the Caucasus are noteworthy. South America and Africa
are on the eve of new experiences. Europe seeks to distance itself from
nation-state fascism with reform. It is unclear what will happen to Russia
and China. The US, the super hegemon, is in an exchange with every form
of the state.

Clearly, the problem of power and the state is in one of its worst
phases. The dilemma of “either a democratic revolution or fascism” is on
the agenda and is still vital. The system’s regional and central UN organi-
zations are no longer functional. Financial capital, which peaked during
the most global phase of civilization, is the section of capital that most
fuels the crisis. The political and military component of the financial
capital monopoly is the intensive war on society. This is what is being
experienced on many fronts around the world. Determining what politi-
cal and economic formations might arise from the world system’s struc-
tural crisis requires intellectual, political, and moral work not prophecy.

During the financial capital era, the pinnacle of the virtual capital
monopoly of capitalist modernity, society is at risk of disintegrating as
never before in history. The political and moral fabric of society has been
smashed, leading to a social phenomenon that even goes beyond genocide:

“societycide.” Virtual capital’s domination of the media provides it with a
weapon for executing a societycide worse than that of World War II. Up
against the cannons of nationalism, religionism, sexism, scientism, and
artism (sports, soap operas, etc.), with which the society is being battered
twenty-four hours a day by the media, how can the society be defended?

Media are effective in society like a second analytical intelligence. Just
as analytical intelligence is neither good nor bad, in and of itself, media
too is a neutral tool. Just as with any weapon, whoever is using it deter-
mines the role it plays. Just as hegemonic powers always possess the most
effective weapons in the literal sense, they also have the dominant control
over the media as a weapon. Because they use media as a second analytical
intelligence, they can very effectively neutralize society’s power to resist.
With this weapon, they are building a virtual society. Virtual society is
another form of societycide. You could also consider the nation-state a
form of societycide. In both cases, society is prevented from being itself
and transformed into a tool of the controlling monopoly. Just as it is very
dangerous to treat social nature simplistically, preventing it from being
itself exposes it to unclear dangers. The age of the virtual monopoly, like
the financial capital age, is only possible in a society that has ceased to
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be itself. Thus, it is no coincidence that both appeared during the same
period, since they are linked. The society (thinking it is the nation-state)
that the nation-state has deprived from being itself and that the media has
seduced is a totally defeated society. From the rubble of societies like this
the hegemonic powers are building something new. There can be no doubt
that this is the social age in which we find ourselves.

We are not only living in the most problematic societies to date but
in societies that offer nothing to individuals. Our societies have not only
lost their moral and political fabric, their very existence is under threat.
Our societies are not just experiencing some random problem; they face
the threat of destruction. If the problems of our age continue to grow
and become more profound and cancerous, despite the effectiveness of
science, societycide is not just a hypothesis—it is a real danger. The claim
that the rule of the nation-state protects society creates a huge illusion
and only makes this danger gradually come true. Society is not only facing
problems, but its own destruction.

Society’s Moral and Political Problem

I am aware of the dangers that result from partitioning the social problem
into individual problems. This methodological approach developed by
Eurocentric science using analytical reason unconditionally may seem
to have led to some achievements, but the danger of losing the totality of
truth cannot be underestimated. I will, nonetheless, use this methodology,
always bearing in mind its flaws and the risk that comes with treating a
singular social problem as if it were a series of discrete “problems.” And
in the epistemology section I will discuss other approaches.

There is a reason for power and the state to be the first social prob-
lems addressed, not least because they are at the main source of all social
problems. The power and state relations and apparatuses, which, with
all their gravity, initially became effective over the society, and since
the sixteenth century within society, essentially function to prepare a
weakened society, deprived of its ability to defend itself, for monopoly
exploitation. This makes it important to define the role of power and the
state correctly. Describing power and the state as no more than the total-
ity of the apparatuses and relations of coercion is seriously inadequate.
I believe that the most important role played by these apparatuses is to
leave society weak and deprive it of its ability to defend itself, by ensuring
that society’s moral and political fabric, i.e., its very means of “existence,’
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is continuously weakened until it can no longer play its role. Society
cannot maintain its existence if it cannot form the key areas of morality
and politics.

The fundamental role of morality is to equip society with the rules
necessary to continue existing and provide the capacity to implement
them. Any society that loses the rules governing its existence and the
ability to implement them becomes nothing but a herd of animals—and
can then be easily abused and exploited. The role of politics, on the other
hand, is to provide society with the necessary moral rules and, through
a process of continuous discussion, to decide on the means and methods
needed to meet society’s fundamental material and intellectual needs.
Social politics leads to a more lively and open-minded society by continu-
ously developing discussion and the decision-making skills necessary to
meet these needs; this constitutes society’s most essential area of exist-
ence, giving it the ability to govern itself and handle its own affairs. A
society without politics will slip and slide from one extreme to another,
running around like a chicken with its head cut off before its death. The
most effective way to leave a society dysfunctional and weak is to deprive
it of politics (including its capacity to develop politics, the Islamic term
is sharia),” an imperative factor for the discussion and decision-making
necessary for existence and for meeting fundamental material and imma-
terial needs. Nothing could be worse for society.

This is why, historically, power and the state apparatuses and rela-
tions have always instituted “law” in place of social morality and imposed
“state administration” in place of social politics at the first opportunity.
The fundamental duty of power and the state is to prevent society from
using its moral and political power, the two fundamental strategies for
its existence, and to replace them with law and rulers at all times. This
is necessary to ensure the accumulation of capital and the monopoly of
exploitation. Every page of the five-thousand-year-old history of civi-
lization overflows with examples of how to break society’s moral and
political capacity and replace it with law and administration by the capital
monopolies. This is the history of civilization at its bluntest and with its
true motives, and, if it is to be meaningful, it must be written correctly
from this point of view. This is the truth hidden at the heart of every social
conflict throughout history. Will society live by its own morality and poli-
tics or be turned into a herd subjugated to law and to the administration
imposed by unrestrained exploitative monopolies? When I say the main

88



THE EMERGENCE OF THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

source of problems is the unreasonable cancerous growth of power and
state law and administration, that is what I mean.

It may be beneficial to elaborate on another issue. When hierarchy
is established for the first time and “experience” and “expertise” become
important for the benefit of society, whether we call them state or author-
ity, we expect them to be beneficial. The fact that society has not regarded
the state and authority (power) as entirely negative is presumably due to
these expected benefits. Society expects experience and expertise from
the state and authority, believing this will facilitate its affairs. These two
factors are the reasons why society puts up with the continued existence
of the state. Not everyone has the necessary experience or an area of
expertise. Throughout history the state and authority have taken advan-
tage of this legitimate expectation to staff its administration with people
who are the most clumsy, inexperienced, and lacking in expertise. As a
result, administration became an arena of scheming rather than one that
implemented the law, for dawdling instead of providing work based on
expertise. The terrible degeneration and disasters we are witnessing are
closely linked to this huge distortion and eversion.

The bourgeoisie, an expression of the cancerous development of
the middle class, has historically placed itself at the center of society, at
its “core,” and presented its most selfish interests as “law” and its most
degenerate methods as “constitutional administration,” and to do so it
has multiplied power and the state, divided into an unlimited number of

“apparatuses” and so-called areas of expertise. This has been a total dis-
aster. Society jumped out of the frying pan into the fire. The far-reaching
liberal perspective that developed—the bourgeois refined reason—on
topics such as the “republic,” “democracy,” “downsizing the administra-
tion,” and “restrictions on power and the state” not only conceals the
truth but is imbued with contradictions. The bourgeois middle class no
longer has the ability that it had in antiquity to downsize the adminis-
tration and restrict power and the state by developing a constitution, a
republic, and a democracy. It is the material structure of the middle class
and its way of existence that render these noble concepts dysfunctional.
If the society could not sustain a king or a dynasty in antiquity, how is
it supposed to sustain the burden of an unlimited bourgeois apparatus
and the accompanying bourgeois family and dynasty? I intentionally
use the term “bourgeois family and dynasty,” because they both stem
from the same source. The bourgeoisie got its art of administration and

”
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rules from the nobility and monarchy that preceded it. It has no capacity
for self-creation. The cancerous effect of power and state relations on
society stems from the class nature of the middle class, which is imbued
with fascism.

Consequently, one of the most fundamental problems is that the
bourgeoisie cripples and renders society’s moral and political fabric dys-
functional. Obviously, the moral and political fabric of society cannot be
completely eliminated. As long as society exists, so shall morality and
politics. But because power and the state are no longer areas of exper-
tise and experience, morality and politics can no longer fulfill their crea-
tive and functional capacity. It is crystal clear that nowadays power and
the state apparatus and relations (such as media, intelligence services
and specialized operational units, ideological teachings, etc.) have infil-
trated every nook and cranny of society, stifling it. Society has fallen so
far that it no longer recognizes itself and can no longer implement any
of its moral principles, engage in any political discussion about its most
basic needs, or make any decisions (the essence of democratic politics). In
addition, the fact that “global corporations,” the “past-eternity and post-
eternity” monopolies—the much discussed and true ruling powers of our
times—have experienced the greatest capital boom in history in this erais
closelylinked to the fact that society has been put in this position. Without
the decay and fragmentation of society, it would not be possible to earn
money from money by virtual means, which is to say, without involving
in any way the means of production. The profits made by the monopolies
throughout history and today’s exorbitant profits made without working,
as if money grew on trees, are attained by extracting from society’s exist-
ence and brainpower, because, in fact, “money does not grow on trees”!

I must emphasize that it is not only the unlimited expansion of power
and the state apparatus and relations that puts society in this position.
The media is the other key effective source of hegemony, facilitating the
ideological conquest of the society. Society cannot be brought down by the
imposition of power and the state apparatus and relations alone; it needs
to be stupefied with distractions like nationalism, religionism, scient-
ism, and the industrialization of the arts and sports in particular. In the
absence of virtual global corporations (i.e., financial capital, or money-
capital, is meant here), the historical monopolies would be unable to
prevent society from being itself and to subject it to unlimited exploita-
tion—to the point of societycide.
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Society’s Mentality Problem

As we've established, one of the primary conditions for opening up a
society to exploitation is to deprive it of morality and politics, which
requires the collapse of society’s mentality—the intellectual basis of soci-
ety’smoral and political fabric. This is why, throughout history, the rulers
and the exploitative monopolies have first and foremost constructed
“hegemony over mentality” to attain their goals, for example, the way the
Sumerian priests first built the temple (ziggurat) to increase the produc-
tivity of Sumerian society, i.e., opened it up to exploitation. It is quite
important to bear in mind the function of the Sumerian temple, as this
(with its ongoing effects) is the oldest known example of distorting and
conquering the social mindset.

I have emphasized that social nature is formed by the most flexible
mental structures. If we do not truly apprehend that society is the most
intelligent nature, we cannot develop a meaningful sociology. Therefore,
tyrants, rulers, and the crafty make it their fundamental duty to under-
mine society’s intelligence and capacity to think, making the original
monopoly the monopoly of mentality, i.e., the temple. This original temple
had two functions. First, it was a tool for intellectual domination, a hegem-
onic tool of the utmost importance. Second, it was the best tool for sever-
ing society from its essential intellectual values.

The concept of society’s own mentality needs to be well understood.
When a human being first picked up the stone and stick, it was the result
of thought. What we have here is not instinct but the first seeds of analyti-
cal thought. As experience was accumulated, society developed, which, in
essence, was the result of this concentration of thought. The more expe-
rience a society gained and the more focused this thought became, the
more ability and strength it gained, with the result that it was better able
to feed, defend, and reproduce itself. This process clarifies for us what
social development is and why it is so important. Once society constantly
makes itself think, its moral tradition—common sense or conscience—
that is its collective thought begins to take shape. Morality is the great-
est treasure of a society, and therein lies its central importance. It is the
fundamental organ for accumulating experience and the reason a society
survives, sustaining and further developing its life. Because of its life
experience, any society understands full well that if it loses its moral base,
it will crumble. To a certain degree, every society has a sharp, deep-seated
instinct about the centrality of morality for its survival. In the old clan and

91



THE SOCIOLOGY OF FREEDOM

tribal societies, the punishment for not abiding by moral rules was death
or being banished from society and left to die. “Honor crimes,” which still
continue in the most distorted ways, are rooted in these moral rules.

While morality represents the tradition of collective thought, the
function of politics is a little different. Discussing and making decisions
about daily collective affairs requires the power of thought. Politics is
necessary to daily creative thinking. Society knows very well that without
morality, the source and accumulated thought, there can be neither politi-
cal thought nor practical politics. Politics is an indispensable area of action
for daily collective affairs (serving society’s common good). When there
are differences of opinion or even objectionable ideas, discussion is the
key to making decisions about society’s affairs. A society that lacks politics
either adheres herdlike to rules imposed by others or loses all sense of
direction, as in the example of the chicken with its head cut off. The power
of thought is not a superstructural institution; it is society’s brain with
morality and politics as its organs.

Society’s other organ is, of course, the temple as a sacred site. This
temple is not the temple of hegemonic power (hierarchy and state), but
society’s own sacred site. Society’s sacred site has a place of honor in
archeological discoveries. It is perhaps the most important structure
that has survived into the present. This isn’t incidental. Society’s first
sacred site is the location of its past, its ancestry;, its identity, and what is
common to them. It is the site of collective remembrance and worship. It
is the place of self-remembering, a sign of creating something rich for the
future, and an important reason for being together. Society was aware
that if the temple was built in a place that was remarkable, splendid, and
worth living in, then it would be better able to symbolize society and
would have greater value. For this reason, splendor was displayed most
at temples. The temple—as can be seen from the Sumerian example—was
also the laborers’ living quarters and the storage site of means of produc-
tion, which is to say, it was the locus of collective work. It was not only a
place of worship but also of collective discussion and decision-making. It
was a political center, the home of craftspeople, and the site of inventions.
It was where architects and scholars tested their skills. It was the first
example of an academy. Not surprisingly, temples in ancient times were
also centers of prophecy. All these factors and many more are what make
the temple important. It would be entirely reasonable to call this institu-
tion the ideological core of society’s mentality.
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The megaliths found amid the ruins in Urfa are twelve thousand
years old. When this temple was constructed the agricultural revolu-
tion had not yet occurred. But it is clear that the stone carvings and the
erection of t-shaped stone pillars required advanced skills and, thus, an
advanced society. Who were they? How did they talk, feed themselves, and
reproduce? How did they think, and what were their customs? How did
they provide for themselves? We do not yet have answers to these ques-
tions. The only traces that remain are the megaliths and what are most
likely the ruins of a temple. Since ordinary peasants today would not be
able to carve and erect stone pillars like these, the people who did this and
their society were clearly no more backward than today’s peasants and
village communities. We can only make assumptions about such issues.
Although distorted, the sacred nature of Urfa may be like a flowing river
filtered through a tradition that predates written history. This is why I am
not discussing the existence and importance of the social temple but the
hegemonic temple’s existence and its key function.

Egyptian priests played at least as big a role as Sumerian priests in
the formation of the hegemonic temples, and Indian Brahmins didn’t lag
behind the Egyptian priests. The temples of the Far East were in no way
inferior to the Sumerian and Egyptian temples. South American temples
also played a hegemonic role. The youth were not sacrificed in these
temples on a whim. The dominant temples of all the eras of civilization
served hegemony—Ilike copies of the original. The main function of these
centers was to prepare society to serve the rulers. The military wing of
the monopoly sowed terror by severing opponents’ heads and using their
skulls to build castles and ramparts, while the spiritual wing completed
the job by conquering minds, and both served important roles in enslav-
ing communities. One generated fear, while the other convinced. Who
can deny the continuity of this aspect of civilized society stretching back
thousands of years?

European hegemonic civilization changed its form in this respect
dramatically. But it preserved its essence. This change was not sufficient
for the gigantic nation-state apparatuses that encompassed society, so they
took steps to make society, whose very core they penetrated, dependent
on them. What the centers for forming mentality, such as the universities,
academies, colleges, high schools, primary schools, and preschools, begin,
the churches, synagogues, and mosques complement and the military
barracks refine. Is this anything short of the conquest, occupation, and
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assimilation of the remains of society’s mindset, its moral and political
fabric? When certain esteemed commentators claim that turning society
into the multitudes amounts to turning the people into herds, they are not,
in fact, talking nonsense. Furthermore, the memory of how such a colo-
nization of the mind leads to fascist society is still fresh. The bloodbath of
our recent past too is the outcome of this conquest of mentality.

It doesn’t hurt to repeat that if you are the one waving the icons of
nationalism, religionism, sexism, sportism, artism (the industrialization
of the arts) you move society—or, rather, the herd—toward your desired
target. The conquest of the mind is what opened society to the current
dominant global financial capital. No use of force would have been as
effective. Yet again, we should salute the Sumerian priests and the temples
they invented! You were such great conquerors that five thousand years
later your current representatives, in today’s temples, can generate the
largest accumulation of capital in history without lifting a finger! Even
the most powerful images of gods and their shadows (Zillullah) could not
yield as much profit.'® Therefore, the continuous and cumulative accumu-
lation of capital is not an empty concept. Distorting the intellect is not a
simple operation. Dr. Hikmet Kivilcimly,” and the Italian thinker Antonio
Gramsci, defined hegemonic conquest similarly while they were in prison
during the nation-states’ glory days. What both Gramsci and Kivilcimli
knew was based on their experiences. I too, at the end of the day, am a

“prisoner” of global capital. Failure to recognize it correctly in my own
mind (identity) would be a betrayal of the very mind of society.

Society’s Economic Problem
When there is a talk of economic problems, I always think of ant colonies.
If small creatures like ants have no economic problems (since economy for
each living being is about food), then how can creatures like human beings,
with such advanced reason and experience, have serious economic prob-
lems or such an embarrassing situation as unemployment? Is there any-
thing in nature that human beings, with their intelligence, cannot turn
into work? The problem definitely has nothing to do with the natural func-
tioning of things or the environment. The arrant wolf of humanity lies
within it?° All economic problems, foremost unemployment, are linked
to capitalization of society.

No doubt, Marx’s analysis of capital is valuable. He tries to explain
unemployment during periods of crisis. But sadly, the disease of positivism

94



THE EMERGENCE OF THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

caught him in a very bad way, and the disease of scientism prevented him
from a more profound analysis of historical-society. What I am trying to
dois to show that capital is not the economy; on the contrary, it is the most
effective tool for undermining the economy. I say this primarily because
profit and capital have never been the goal of society’s development and,
thus, never had a place within society, as such. A rich and prosperous
society is conceivable; morality and politics leave room for this. But when
society suffers from need and unemployment, focusing on wealth and
capital goes beyond being a crime; it is associated with societycide. We
see civilization as an entanglement of problems, because it rests on the
monopoly of capital.

When Rosa Luxemburg connected capital accumulation to the exist-
ence of noncapitalist society?' she was wandering at the edge of a very
important truth. Had she walked right in, she would have concluded that
capital accumulation is not simply dependent upon the existence of anon-
capitalist society, this accumulation is also made possible through seizure
of society’s values, by bloodsucking ticks. She would have seen that the
worker has become an accomplice, drinking a drop of the blood that is his
share. Let me be clear, I do not deny the worker’s labor, but the formation
of capital is only dependent on the worker’s labor to a very small extent,
and when considered philosophically, historically, and socially, this small
extent also loses its meaning. Current ecological problems make it increas-
ingly clear that industrialism is a tool for usury at the expense of society
and the environment. No person with knowledge and understanding can
deny that business managers and skilled laborers have become society’s
most privileged strata, with an equivalent snowballing growth of unem-
ployment as its counterpart. The advanced industrial strata, the monopo-
listic commercial and financial strata—i.e., capital monopolies with their

“multi-stakeholder partnerships”—have further rendered the concept of

worker meaningless. It is important to acknowledge that the worker has
been reduced to a belt that ties society to the monopoly of capital. Just as
real socialism, or state capitalism, is a system that rests on the “concession-
ist worker,” classic private capitalism also has its concessionist workers.
They have always existed in society side by side. The remaining society;,
the noncapitalist society, is what Rosa Luxemburg was thinking about.

What we are discussing here, if one notices, is a distinction made
between capitalist and noncapitalist. For Luxemburg both are forms of
society. I see it differently. I see capitalism not as a form of society but as
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an extensive network, an organization that has established itself above
society and extorts surplus value, drains the economy, generates unem-
ployment, amalgamates with power and the state, and uses the powerful
tools of ideological hegemony. Recently, the concessionist workers have
become a part of this organization. I hope to dispense with a number of
misunderstandings by defining the essence of the monopolistic network.
Above all,  hope to uncover the trap implicit in the concept of “capitalist
society.” Defining capitalist monopoly as a society is excessively gracious.
Capital might form networks and organizational networks. Indeed, even
the mafia must be seen as a gainful network of capital. The only reason that
the network of capital is not called the mafia is because of its hegemonic
power over society and its relations with the official power. Otherwise, it
too would have remained nothing but a network, lacking even the ethics
of the mafia.

I must add that I do not consider the medium-sized industrialists,
merchants, or farmers capitalists. They are social strata that, for the
most part, try to produce to meet genuine economic needs, even if they
are being squeezed by capital from every direction. In addition, I do not
consider exchange of small goods at the market capitalism or those who
produce these goods at their small shops capitalists. Obviously, various
professions cannot be considered capitalist. All workers who are not
concessionist, peasants, students, civil servants, craftspeople, children,
and women form the backbone of society. I aim to develop a definition
of noncapitalist society. When I speak of noncapitalist society, unlike
most Marxists, I don’t mean a society that is defined as feudal, or one in
which the Asiatic mode of production prevails, or one that is semifeudal.
I am convinced that these concepts conceal rather than reveal the truth.
Furthermore, my analysis not only addresses the capital networks that
were centralized in Europe after sixteenth century but all of the capital
networks (commercial, political, military, ideological, agricultural, and
industrial monopolies) that have extorted surplus value throughout
history? It doesn’t take a lot of study to see that present-day global finan-
cial capital verifies this analysis in striking ways.

It is essential that the anticapital character of social nature is rec-
ognized. Throughout its millennia-long march, society has always been
aware of the highly corrupting nature of capital accumulation. For
example, almost every religion has condemned usury—one of the most
effective methods of capital accumulation.
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It is not enough to say that capital is currently developing a massive
growth of unemployment to create cheap and flexible labor force. While
this is partially true, the main reason is that capital constrains society
to profit-oriented activities. However, activity for the sake of profit and
capital does not meet society’s fundamental needs. If the production to
feed the population does not create profit, then even if society wallows
in poverty and starves to death—indeed millions of people are currently
living and dying in just such conditions—capital will not budge. If a small
portion of the capital available was invested in agriculture, the problem of
hunger could be eliminated. But, instead, capital is continuously disman-
tling and destroying agriculture, because the profit ratio in agriculture
is negligible to nil. As long as capitalists can earn huge sums of money
from money, they will never think of agriculture. Such thinking would be
meaningless to capital. In the past, the state as a monopoly considerably
subsidized agricultural producers, receiving produce or money taxes in
return. The present capital markets have rendered such state activities
inconsequential. As a result, states that consider contributing to agricul-
ture face bankruptcy.

This means, therefore, the increasing unemployment and impover-
ishment of the main body of society is not the outcome of capital’s tempo-
rary policies but, in fact, stems from its structural characteristics. Even
if people agree to work for the lowest possible wages, society’s unemploy-
ment problem cannot be solved, as simple observation should make clear,
evenwithout further investigation. Let me say it one more time: we cannot
free society from unemployment and poverty without abolishing policies
and systems of maximum profit based on surplus value.

For example, why is there such widespread unemployment, hunger,
and poverty in the Mesopotamian meadows that mothered Neolithic
society for fifteen thousand years and nourished numerous socie-
ties through the ages? With a nonprofit production initiative, even by
today’s standards these meadows could feed twenty-five million people.
Thus, what these people and meadows need is not the hand of capital
that prevents work, but for that hand (whether private or state), which
is the sole reason for unemployment, hunger, and poverty, to leave them
alone. The only thing needed is to link the land with the hand of the true
laborer, which would require a revolution in society’s mindset. This, in
turn, would mean social morality and politics resuming their function
as the fundamental structures, or organs, of society. For this to happen,
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democratic politics must rush to this task with all its heart, soul, and real
brains.

Society’s Industrialism Problem

The Industrial Revolution, which was as important as the agricultural
revolution, has carried on with ups and downs, experiencing a qualita-
tive leap in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, based on
thousands of years of accumulation. It is impossible to guess where, when,
and how it will stop or be stopped. This revolution has a characteristic
akin to analytical reason; it is, in fact, the product of this reason. And it
is under the absolute domination of capital. There is no doubt, however,
capital itself is not the creator of most industrial tools. However, capital
has focused on turning them into profitable tools and taken possession of
those it considers essential. Cheap mass production offers a major oppor-
tunity for the development of society. As with reason, industry that served
society’s needs would be valuable. The problem is not with industry itself
but with the way it is used. Industry is like the nuclear option. When it is
used by the monopolies it can be an unparalleled threat to life, portend-
ing both ecological disaster and war. Indeed, its use for making profit has
become increasingly evident, accelerating environmental destruction.
Industry is rapidly moving society toward virtual society. Humans are
increasingly being replaced by robotics. If this continues, it will not be
long before humans themselves are redundant.

There is consensus that the current state of the environment not
only threatens society but all life on earth. I must emphatically stress that
holding industry solely responsible for this would be an aberration. On its
own, industry is neutral. An industry in harmony with society’s existence
can play a decisive role in developing the world into a third nature, not
only for humans but for all lifeforms. It is possible, and if it were the case,
we might even consider industry a blessing. But when industry is con-
trolled by capital and is profit-driven, it can make the world hell for all of
humanity except a handful of monopolists. In fact, that seems pretty much
to be our current situation. Humanity is undeniably extremely alarmed
by the current course of events. The industrial monopoly has established
genuine empires ruling over society. For a single US hegemon, there
are tens of industrial hegemons. Even if political and military hegem-
ons could be stopped, the industrial hegemons couldn’t be easily halted,
because they are now global. If a country serving as the center begins to
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become precarious, then another location and/or country can be turned
into the center. Who is to say that one of the US’s industrial empires won't
choose China as its center tomorrow? Why not, if the conditions are more
suitable? We can see that this is gradually becoming an option.

Industrialism shot agriculture in the heart. Agriculture, a neces-
sity if human society is to exist, faces rampant destruction at the hands
of industry. This sacred activity, which has nurtured humanity for the
past fifteen thousand years, was left adrift, and preparations are now
being made to turn it over to industrial domination. Contrary to popular
opinion, the involvement of profit and capital driven industry in agricul-
ture is not an opportunity for mass production. The industrial monopo-
lies’ use of genetically modified seeds is making the soil like a mother
bearing a child by artificial insemination. Just as healthy pregnancy and
maternity are not possible through all kinds of artificial intervention, it
is also not healthy to inseminate the soil with genetically modified seeds.
Industrial monopolies are preparing to engage in just such madness in
relation to agriculture. Humanity will, and has even begun to, experi-
ence its worst counterrevolution in the agricultural area. The soil and
agriculture are not just any mode of production or relationship; they
are inseparable existential aspects of society that cannot to be tampered
with. Human society is primarily built on the basis of the soil and agricul-
ture. Detaching it from this space and production would be a huge blow
to its existence. The cancerous growth of the cities has already begun
to clearly exhibit this danger. Liberation would probably largely mean
moving in the opposite direction: from the city back to the soil and agri-
culture. I imagine the main slogan of this movement would be something
like: “either agriculture and soil for existence or extinction.” The drive
for profit and capital do not allow for industry to unite with the soil and
agriculture and link them together by a friendly and symbiotic relation-
ship but instead piles up enormous contradictions and creates hostility
between them.

The class, ethnic, national, and ideological contradictions within
society may lead to conflict and war, but they are not impossible to resolve.
They are constructed by the human hand and they can be dismantled by
the human hand. However, humans cannot keep the conflict between
industry, and the soil and agriculture under control, because industry
is the tool of capital. The soil and agriculture arose ecologically over mil-
lions of years. If they degenerate they cannot be reconstructed by the
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human hand. Just as manufacturing soil is impossible, agricultural prod-
ucts or other living beings, including plants, are not likely to be created
by humans at this point. This is not something we can expect. This poten-
tial has been fulfilled in the realization of the human being. It is neither
meaningful nor possible to repeat what has already occurred. This is a
profound philosophical issue, so I won't delve into it too deeply here.

However, just as the pharaohs tried unsuccessfully to prepare for the
future with their pyramidic mausoleums, industrialism will also prove
unable to create a future where life is worth living with its robotization.
Its very approach is disrespectful to human beings. With so magnificent
an entity as nature, how meaningful and important can robots or copies of
the natural world possibly be? We are once again confronted with capital’s
mad drive for profit. Let us assume that robots offer the cheapest form of
production. If there are no humans to use them, what good would they
be? This aspect of industrialism is the main source of unemployment
and is capital’s major weapon against society’s productivity. Capital uses
industry as a weapon to manipulate the market both by employing the
fewest possible workers and by enforcing price cuts. Monopolistic prices
cause crises (of overproduction) —the main factor behind unemployment.
Rotting goods and millions of unemployed, starving, and poor people are
the victims of these crises.

Social nature can only be sustained by a tight connection with the
environment, which is the product of millions of years and a favorable
setting. No industrial creation can replace the environment, which is the
fantastic creation of the universe. Land, air, sea, and space traffic have
already reached disastrous levels. Industry constantly consumes fossil
fuels, poisoning the environment and undermining the climate. The
payoff for these disasters is a mere two hundred years of profit accumu-
lation. Is this accumulation worth all the destruction, which is far greater
than the sum of the destruction rendered in all of history’s wars, with the
loss of lives greater than the sum of total of lives previously lost to human
violence, natural disasters, and all other causes?

Industrialism, as a monopolistic ideology and tool, is one of society’s
fundamental problems. It should be deeply questioned, and the danger it
gives rise to is sufficient reason to do so. If this monster continues to grow
and gets out of control, it will make any examination and possible safe-
guards “too little, too late.” If we are to prevent society from ceasing to be
itself and becoming a virtual society, now is the time to take this monster
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from the hands of monopolies, first to make it harmless, and then to make
it a friend of society.

As we struggle against industrialism, there is a need to distinguish
between monopoly’s ideological approach to industrial technology and
the way it is currently used and a form of industrial technology that is in
harmony with the general interests of society. This is the most important
aspect of any scientific work done and of any ideological struggle. Groups
that claim to struggle against industrialism as humanists (philanthro-
pists) independent of social and class issues cannot be expected to produce
anything relevant. These groups cannot avoid coming into conflict with
their own goals and ultimately rendering a service to industrialism as a
monopoly. Contrary to popular belief, industrialism has an ideological,
militaristic, and class-based character, with science and technology as
the material form of'its ideology. In fact, it represents the most dangerous
dimensions of existing science and technology. The industrial monster
did not appear entirely of its own volition. Let’s remember that when the
English bourgeoisie embarked on its historical imperialist project on
the island, on continental Europe, and around the world, it was this class
that organized most quickly to make the most comprehensive possible
use of industrialism. Later industrialism became a common weapon of
the bourgeoisie in every country. This is evident given that bourgeois
domination around the world materialized at the point where industrial
development—part of the triad of finance, trade, and industry—marked
the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

By declaring noncapitalist society reactionary and entering a strategic
alliance with the industrial bourgeoisie the real socialist movement uncon-
sciously but completely contradicted its own goals, leading to a more tragic
outcome than that experienced by any other movement that has objectively
fallen into betrayal. One example would be Christianity, which was a reli-
gion of peace for three hundred years, and then entered into an alliance
with power and the state, leading it to objectively, and for the most part con-
sciously, contradict and betray its own goals. The point is that Christianity
also came into conflict with its initial goal, because it gravitated toward the
monopoly of power and, as a result, could not escape becoming a civiliza-
tion religion. In Islam, this happened while Mohammad was still alive. In
the end, they all ultimately succumbed to the power industry.

While today all of humanity is crying out against environmen-
tal destruction, as if the judgment day were near, it is important to
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understand the historical, social, and class dimensions of the devastation
caused by industrialism in the light of similar movements, to take up the
struggle against industrialism as a society’s movement of existence, and
to inevitably wage a struggle in the style of a new sacred religious move-
ment. Just as it is impossible to fight fire with fire, life lived in the swamp
of industrialism must be questioned and abandoned if we are to wage an
ecological struggle. If we do not wish to live new tragedies like those of
Christianity, Islam, and real socialism, then we need to learn the lessons
they offer and approach scientific-ideological and moral-political strug-
gle correctly.

Society’s Ecological Problem

Clearly the problem of industrialism is both part of the ecological problem
and its essential source. Thus, there is a risk of repetition as we assess
this fundamental problem under a different heading. But the ecological
problem makes more sense than the problem of industrialism, because
it is a social and problematic issue. Although the concept encompasses
environmental science, it is essentially a scientific analysis of the tight
relationship between social development and its environment. It basically
became an issue of concern when environmental problems raised the
alarm about a rapidly approaching disaster. A branch of research arose as
aresult, although not entirely without undesirable implications. Because,
like industrialism, the ecological problems were not created by society but
are the latest feat of the monopolies of the civilization—a comprehensive
problem that encompasses history and is now number one on the agenda
of the world—and society.

Perhapsno other problem has been either as severe or as important for
revealing the true face of profit and capital systems (organized networks)
and putting them on the humanity’s agenda as the ecological problem. The
balance sheet of the civilization system of profit and capital (the sum of
all military, economic, commercial, and religious monopolies throughout
history) is not only the disintegration of society in every respect (immoral-
ity, lack of politics, unemployment, inflation, prostitution, etc.) but also the
far-reaching threat faced by all life-forms and by the environment. What
could prove more strikingly that monopolism is anti-society?

Although human society’s intelligence and flexibility mean that it is
recognized as of the highest nature in comparison to all the other living
beings, in the final analysis, it too is a living entity. It is of this earth, the
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product of a very precisely regulated climatic environment and the evo-
lution of the flora and fauna. Our world’s atmosphere and climate and
the plant and animal world are essential for human society as well, given
that it constitutes the total sum of all. These worlds are highly sensitive
and are closely connected. They are in essence a chain, and just as a chain
ceases to work when one of its links is broken, when an important link in
the evolutionary chain is broken, all of evolution is inevitably affected.
Ecology is the science of these developments, and that’s what makes it
important. Humans can always reregulate the internal order of society,
because social reality is a human creation, but the same is not true of the
environment. If important environmental links are broken as a result
of the actions of some groups organized around the profit and capital
monopoly operating above the society from which it emerged, evolution-
ary disasters in a chain-like reaction might expose the environment and
society to mass destruction.

Let’s remember that the environmental links are the result of mil-
lions of years of evolution. The general destruction of the last five thou-
sand years, the last two hundred in particular, has broken thousands of
these evolutionary links in record time. We are witnessing the beginning
of a chain reaction that threatens a final breakdown. No one has any idea
how to stop it. The atmospheric pollution created by carbon dioxide and
other gases will take hundreds, even thousands, of years to clean up. We
are probably not yet fully aware of the devastation this has caused the
plant and animal world. It is, however, clear that, like the atmosphere,
both of these worlds are steadily emitting SOS signals. The pollution of
the seas and rivers, as well as desertification, hover at the edge of disaster.
Nonetheless, everything suggests that the end of the world will not occur
asaresult of the disruption of the natural balance but at the hands of some
groups organized in networks. Of course, nature will inevitably respond,
because it is alive and has an intelligence of its own and a limit to what it
will endure. It will resist when the time and place are right, and when we
arrive at that time and place, it will show us no mercy. We will all be held
responsible for betraying the skills and values bestowed upon us. Is this
not what the end of the world will look like?

I don’t intend to add anything to the already existing disaster sce-
narios; but, according to our abilities, each of us must do and say what is
necessary as responsible members of society. This is our responsibility
and our moral and political duty, the very reason for our existence.
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Throughout human history much has been said about the fate of
Nimrods and pharaohs who withdrew to their castles and pyramids—for
obvious reasons. Each of these Nimrods and pharaohs, whether as indi-
viduals or as an order, was a monopoly that laid claim to divinity. They
were, in fact, the most sublime example of capital monopolies chasing
profit during antiquity. Oh, how they resemble the monopolies that have
withdrawn to the shopping malls in the cities! There are, of course, dif-
ferences between them, but their essence remains the same. Despite their
magnificence, castles and pyramids cannot compete with the present-
day shopping malls, certainly not in numbers. The historical Nimrods
and pharaohs don’t total more than a few hundred. But the number of
contemporary Nimrods and pharaohs is already in the hundreds of thou-
sands. In ancient times, humanity was unable to endure the weight of a few
Nimrods and pharaohs and complained bitterly. How much longer will it
be able to endure the hundreds of thousands of them who have inflicted
upon us far-reaching environmental devastation and the disintegration of
society? How will it soothe the pain and agony of the war, unemployment,
hunger, and poverty they have caused?

In the light of evolutionary development, these facts must be empha-
sized, as they clarify what we mean when we talk about historical-society
as a totality. Are these facts somehow trivial and insignificant?

The science of capitalist modernity, with its positivist structure, was
quite self-confident. It assumed major factual discoveries were every-
thing. It regarded absolute truth to be a superficial knowledge of facts.
It was sure that we had entered the age of infinite development. How are
we to interpret its inability to see the environmental disaster under its
nose? How are we to understand the fact that it was unable to address and
remedy the social disasters of the last four hundred years, which exceed in
sum all previous historical disasters, including, most notably, war? Let’s
put aside the prevention of war, which is power that has infiltrated into all
the nooks and crannies of society. How do we explain the fact that science
has been unable to correctly evaluate this as the case? It is clear that
science, especially during the era when the dominant monopolies were
at the peak of their hegemony, did not, as expected, answer these ques-
tions, because it came under the most intense ideological siege and struc-
turally conformed in the way that best served the system. Science, whose
structure, goal, and manner are announced and organized to legitimize
the system, has proven to be even less effective than religion. However, it
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is also clear that if science is not ideological it cannot exist. It is essential
that we recognize the knowledge and science that are the ideology of a
certain society and class and hence determine our positions accordingly.
If ecology, as one of the newer sciences, positions itself correctly within
this framework it can provide the ideal capacity for resolving not only the
environmental problem but also those of social nature.

Social Sexism, the Family, Women, and the Population Problem

The perception of women as a biologically different sex tops the list of the
fundamental factors that result in complete blindness to social reality. The
existence of different sexes in itself does not cause any social problem.
Just as the duality in each particle in the universe is not seen as a problem,
the duality in human existence should not be treated as a problem. The
answer to the question “Why is existence dual?” can only be philosophi-
cal. Ontological analysis may search for a response to this question (not
problem). My response is: the existence of a being is impossible in the
absence of duality. Duality is what makes existence possible. Even if
women and men were not as they are but were asexual (without a coun-
terpart), they would not have escaped this duality. This is what androg-
yny must be. We should not be surprised. However, dualities always tend
toward different formations, and proof of universal intelligence (Geist)
can also be sought in this tendency to dualism. Neither part of the duality
can ever be good or bad. It can only be, and must be, different. If dualities
become identical, existence ceases. For example, you also cannot resolve
the question of the reproduction of social being with just two women or
just two men. Therefore, the question “Why women or men?” is pointless.
Any response would ultimately be philosophical in nature: “It is because
the universe needs to be/has to be/has a tendency to be/has the intellect to
be/desires to be formed as such.”

Therefore, it is not only meaningful to examine women as the point of
concentration of social relations; it is, at the same time, very important for
addressing and overcoming the entangled social problems. Because the
dominant male view has become effectively immune to challenge, break-
ing down the blindness about women is like splitting the atom; it requires a
great intellectual effort and the smashing of the dominant masculinity. In
relation to women, it is necessary to unravel and demolish the socially con-
structed woman—this construction has been transformed into something
almost existential —to an equal degree. The disappointment encountered
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in the failure to implement the utopia, program, and principles underlies
the success and failure of all struggles—for freedom and equality, as well
as democracy, morals, politics, and class-based struggles. This disappoint-
ment carries the traces of the relationship of domination (power) between
men and women that has not been destroyed. It is this relationship that
lies at the root of all of the relations that maintain diverse inequalities,
enslavement, despotism, fascism, and militarism. If we want to validate
concepts like equality, freedom, democracy, and socialism in a way that
won'’t prove a disappointment, we need to disentangle and tear apart the
web of relations around women that are as old as the relationship between
society and nature. There is no other road to true freedom, equality (in
diversity), democracy, and a non-hypocritical morality.

Ever since the emergence of hierarchy, sexism has been the ideology
of power. It is closely linked to class division and the rise of power. All the
archeological and anthropological evidence, along with current research
and observation, indicates that there have been extended periods over a
long term when women were the source of authority. This authority was
not the authority of power based on surplus product. On the contrary, it
stemmed from productivity and fertility and was a form of authority that
served to strengthen social existence. Emotional intelligence, which has
more influence on women, has strong ties to this existence. That women
are not distinct participants in power struggles based on surplus product
is related to their emotional intelligence and the nature of their social
existence.

Historical findings and current observations clearly show the leading
male role in the development of power linked to the hierarchical state
order. For this, it was necessary to overcome and smash women’s author-
ity, which was substantial until the final stage of Neolithic society. Again,
historical findings and current observations verify that major strug-
gles, differing in length and form, were waged to achieve this. Sumerian
mythology in particular, is quite illuminating in this regard, almost acting
as the memory of historical and social nature.

The history of civilization is also the history of women’s defeat and
disappearance. This history is the history of the consolidation of the
male dominant personality, with its gods and servants, emperor and sub-
jects, economy, science, and arts. The defeat and disappearance of women
is a major defeat that indicates the decline of society. Sexist society is
the result of this defeat and decline. The sexist male was so willing to
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construct his social domination over women that he turned all normal
contact into a display of domination. Even a biological phenomenon like
sexual intercourse was turned into a consistent nexus of power rela-
tions. Men approach sexual contact with women as if they are scoring
a victory. This is so deeply ingrained that it has given rise to numerous
euphemisms and insults: “I got my end,” “I finished her off,” “her belly
should never lack a colt and her back some lashes,” “if you leave it to your
daughter, she will run off with the drummer,”* “bitch,” “whore,” “marry
her off immediately,” or “a girl like a boy.” This clearly shows how influ-
ential the relationship between sexuality and power is in society. Even
today, it is a sociological fact that every man has countless rights over
women, including the “right tokill.” These “rights” are acted on every day.
Relationships between men and women are overwhelmingly character-
ized by harassment and rape.

Within this social context, the family is built as man’s small state.
In the history of civilization, the institution called the family has been
continuously refined due to the great force it gives to power and the
state apparatuses. To begin with, the family centered around the man
gained power and became the stem cell of state society. Second, the family
ensured the unlimited and unremunerated labor of woman. Third, the
family served to raise children, meeting population needs. Fourth, as a
model, the family propagates slavery and decay throughout society. This
family is, in fact, ideological. It gives form and functionality to dynastic
ideology. In the family, every man perceives himself to be the ruler of a
khanate. Dynastic ideology accentuates the perception that the family
is very important and influential. The more women and children in the
family, the greater the security and honor for the man. It is also important
to consider the present-day family as an ideological institution. If we were
to pull women and the family away from the civilization system—power
and the state—little would be left of the system. The price paid to main-
tain the civilization system is the aggrieved, impoverished, decayed, and
defeated existence of women in a constant state of low intensity warfare.
A second parallel chain of monopoly, similar to the monopolies of capital
maintained over society throughout the history of civilization, has been
the “male monopoly” over women’s world—the oldest and most powerful
monopoly. Interpreting women'’s existence as the oldest colonial realm
will allow for more realistic conclusions. It is more correct to call women
“the oldest colonized people who are not a millet.”**
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Capitalist modernity, despite all of its liberal adornments, has not
shattered the inherited status and made women free and equal; on the
contrary, it has made their situation worse by loading them down with
additional responsibilities. The cheapest worker, the houseworker, the
unpaid worker, the flexible worker, the maid, and jobs of a similar status
indicate the increasing harshness of her situation. On top of that, her role
as the most important magazine staple and the major tool of advertising
makes her exploitation even more profound. Even her body, a tool for a
wide range of exploitation, is rendered a commodity that capital has no
intention of giving up. She is the constant provocative tool of advertising.
In short, she is the most productive representative of the modern slave.
She is both a tool for unlimited pleasure and the most profitable slave. Is
it possible to imagine a more precious commodity?

The population problem is closely linked to sexism, the family, and
women. The larger the population, the greater the capital. “Housewifery”
is the population factory, making it the factory that produces the most pre-
cious of commodities, “the offspring” that the system needs. Unfortunately,
this is what the family has become under the monopolistic domination.
While women are made to pay the bill for all the hardships, the value of
this commodity is a most precious gift for the system. Population growth
is most destructive to women, just as was the case under dynastic ideology.
Familism, as the key ideology of modernity;, is the final dynastic stage. All
these issues have been increasingly integrated into nation-state ideology.
What could be more precious than continuously raising children for the
nation-state? The larger the population of the nation-state, the more pow-
erful that state is. This means that underlying the population explosion
are the critical interests of firmly organized capital and male monopolies.
Hardship, grief, sorrow, accusations, poverty, and hunger are a woman'’s
lot, while all of the joy and profit go to “her man” and the capitalists. No
other era in history demonstrated such power or developed the practice
of using women as such a multidirectional tool of exploitation. Women,
as the first and last colony, are passing through the most critical moment
in their history.

Whereas ajoint undertaking of alife reorganized with women, based
on a deep-rooted philosophy of freedom, equality, and democracy, could
allow us to attain the most perfect level of beauty, goodness, and right-
eousness. I personally find living with a woman under the current circum-
stances not only very problematic but even ugly, negative, and wrong. I
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never had the courage to live with a woman under the current conditions.
In my life I tried to question even such a powerful urge as the sex drive.
The sex drive exists to sustain life. It is a natural wonder and should be
treated as sacred. But capital and the male monopoly have contaminated
women so completely that this capacity like a natural wonder has been
transformed into an institution that is more like a “seed factory’—the
most debased institution producing commodities. With these commodi-
ties, society is being ransacked and the environment is gradually collaps-
ing under the weight of the population (it’s currently 7.5 billion; let’s con-
sider what will happen to the environment with a population of 10 or 15
billion). No doubt being with a woman and having a child is a very sacred
experience; it is an indication that life will not come to an end. It makes
eternity tangible. Is there a more precious feeling? All species experience
the excitement of being embraced by eternity under these circumstances.
For the present-day human being, in particular, this situation could not
be better summed up than by a wandering minstrel singing, “Our seed
has become troublesome to us.”** Once again it is undeniable that we face
the far-reaching immorality, ugliness, and fundamental wrongness of the
capital and male monopoly that contradicts both first and second nature.

Anything built by the human hand can be demolished by the human
hand. What we are experiencing is neither a law of nature nor our destiny.
These are the modifications made by the monopolies—the hands of the
cancerous and hormone-injected life of the crafty and the strong man, i.e.,
the network. I always felt the need for women and men, the most wonder-
ful pair in the universe (as far as we know), to achieve a profound under-
standing. I had the courage to prioritize my relationship with women in
this manner, because it is important that above all we can think together,
discuss where, when, and how much distortion has occurred and over-
come it. One of the cornerstones of my philosophical pursuit is undoubt-
edly women, who think deeply and who can make good, beautiful, and
right decisions, thereby winning my admiration as they surpass me and
as people I canrelate to. I always believed that the secrets of the flow of life
in the universe would be more meaningful, good, beautiful, and true with
such awoman. But I was different from other men in embracing a morality
that led me to reject a life under the sway of the commodity of “capital and
the male,” Hiirmiiz with ninety thousand husbands In this case, perhaps
“jineoloji” (where jin is the woman and jineoloji the science of women), which
goes beyond feminism, is a concept that might serve our purpose.
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Society’s Urbanization Problem

Madaniyya is another name for civilization, literally meaning urbani-
zation in Arabic. There are more than a few problems stemming from
urbanization, and they are no less important than the ecological problems.
At present, urbanization is one of the fundamental threats to social life.
What has made the city like this?

Briefly, we could say that the formula city = class = state offers a simple
explanation for the urbanization problem but lacks depth and prevents
flexible thinking. Humanity thought that cities, like villages, would suit
the nature of society and went about building them. The city is a key site of
concentrated social intelligence, provoking and revealing the intellectual
ability of human beings. Reason has developed in a close relationship with
the city. The city is where human beings began to recognize the breadth of
their capacity. Cities also provided security, those who are confident think
more rationally. This development in thought resulted in new inventions.
The city also developed methods and techniques for increasing produc-
tion. The humans who experienced this saw the city as the source of light
and always stretched toward it. Unsurprisingly, the city developed around
the temple, because at the time the temple was where sacred reason and
spirit gathered, making it a site where society discovered and created its
own reason and identity. What we are emphasizing here are the assump-
tions in favor of the city.

As with everything, since its birth there was another side to the city:
class division and the formation of the state. The material base of class
division, no doubt, was rising productivity. Some of those who possessed
the city’s developing reason learned from experience that an increase in
the number of people working the fertile land would mean more people
could be fed. Once this became clear, the challenge was to develop the
necessary mechanism for achieving it. The mechanism that arose was
the state, which is a sort of monopoly. This organization of a new order,
albeit at the city level, clearly took the form of an agricultural monopoly.
Sumerian cities make all of this clear. Many civilizations, including Egypt
and Harappa, were agricultural monopolies at their birth and were the
apparatus that organized production from the outset. When production
reached a level at which there was surplus product—at least twice what
the existing population requires—the material basis for the state was in
place. In fact, the state could be described as those who live off of surplus
production. It might be more meaningful to call it an organization that
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amasses surplus, with the city the most suitable location for doing so,
given that such relations were difficult to establish in tribal or village
societies. Tribal and village structures simply did not allow for it. This is
the basic reason that the state first arose in the city, and this is why human-
ity first encountered exploitation—a form of relationship previously
unknown—in the city. The name of this new art was “statism.” Whoever
controlled the state would be capable of anything! It is an enormous appa-
ratus for advancing interests. Even the slave laborer understood that
unemployment under a state would be more comfortable and secure. It
would, however, be an exaggeration to say that the laborer worked solely
because of force and violence. This is more or less the story of the birth
of the city.

Although it led to problems (e.g., the organization of exploitation
and the powerful), it is clear that the city was a revolutionary step in the
rational development of society. Aristotle considered a population of
around five thousand to be ideal for a city. When cities first emerged, their
population were generally around that number. The city did, however,
signal anew social composition, one that surpassed the tribal community.
Urban citizenship unites those coming from different tribes and lineages—

“people of the city,” “hemsehriler,” and “bajariler.”® This shows how the city

enriched society, how it was, at that point, a tool for development. It was
not yet the source of any serious problems. Throughout antiquity, exclud-
ing some periods in Babylonia and Rome, there is no evidence of a city
with a population problem. The social superiority of life in the city meant
that it continuously grew more popular. As the Sumerian model spread,
Egypt began to construct contained cities. Indeed, Egyptian civilization
is unique in having been part urban and part peasant. Historians tell us
that there were at least ten villages for every city, but there was a symbi-
otic relationship between them, which meant that at this juncture there
was not yet any problem between the city and the village. Nonetheless,
trade and craftsmanship were highly developed. Roads, architecture, the
arts, and palace structures, as well as other structures around the temple,
expanded and reconfigured the city. Many cities were also built around
military posts. Roman military posts in particular formed the nucleus of
cities.

Rome, the last magnificent city of the archaic age, probably carried
within it all of the problems of its era. This made Rome alternately civili-
zation’s most magnificent and its most problematic city. All classes and
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communities could be found in it (the aristocracy, the bourgeoisie, slaves,
the lumpenproletariat, all of the different ethnic groups and races, and
every belief system). The remnants of the old classes and communities
and the embryo of the new ones were both present. It was also possible
to note a range of morality and politics and distinct styles of administra-
tion. Every form of monarchy, republic, and democracy was being experi-
mented with somewhere in the empire. Both the remnants and embryos of
all of the different examples of science, the arts, philosophy, and religion
were on display. Rome was a truly ecumenical city. This is another sense
inwhich “all roads lead to Rome” was a reality. Rome represented the peak
of the 3,500-year-old central civilization. Even its collapse reflected its
magnificence. The two major forces that undermined Roman civilization
were the Christians, who made up the poorer classes, and those groups
that preserved strong ethnic characteristics (referring to them as barbar-
ians is to fall into the trap of civilization’s terminology). They attacked in
waves, one internally and the other externally, and would finally bring
the city down. The year 476 CE not only marked the fall of a city—the fall
of Rome—but also the decay, decline, and collapse of antiquity and the
archaic age of civilization.

At no point during the Middle Ages did civilization again attain the
level of urbanization it achieved during antiquity. Initially, the cities,
castles, and ramparts of the Middle Ages were relatively small and simple.
These cities were little more than small emirates and feudal headquarters.
They began to expand when craftspeople and palace servants first gath-
ered around them. Although the merchant class provided the impetus
for growth and greater magnificence, there were very few new cities that
could hold a candle to older cities, such as Rome, Iskenderiya (Alexandria),
Antakya (Antioch), Nusaybin and Dara, and Urfa (Edessa). They may
have had larger populations, but in terms of architecture and amenities
(temples, theaters, assembly halls, agoras, hippodromes, amphitheaters,
public baths, sewage systems, workshops, and the like) they lacked the
splendor of the old cities. The civilization of the Middle Ages was more
makeshift, with its cities built on the ruins of antiquity and the archaic age.
The life of the city in no way surpassed that of rural and village life. Cities
were essentially islands in an ocean of villages. The cities were the site
of power struggles and class conflicts, but they did not yet pose an envi-
ronmental threat. In general, the civilization system, in particular due
to capital monopolies, eroded the environment gradually—for example,
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salination was the work of agricultural monopolies. This situation con-
tinued until the end of the eighteenth century, with the problems being
increasingly aggravated.

The real crisis of urbanization emerged with the nineteenth-century
Industrial Revolution. This was no coincidence but was an aspect of the
antisocial nature of industrialism. The primary responsibility for the
ecological problems created by the city lies with its fundamental detach-
ment from the environment. The village had a one-to-one relationship
with the environment and recognized its total dependency on the envi-
ronment and that it was, in fact, a product of the environment. It lived as
if in a direct dialogue with the environment and the animals and plants—
its common language being agriculture. Village society formation was
heavily influenced by this language. The situation was quite the opposite
in the city; the city gradually broke with agriculture and the environment.
It developed a new language—the language of the city. It was based on
a different rationale, and its attachment to environmental reason grew
increasingly weak. The language of the city was more about trade, crafts,
industry, and money, which constituted their reason and science and
was, therefore, ultimately constituted by them. This was a new dialecti-
cal development of language. Clearly, language and mentality are laden
with contradictions and alienation. At this point, urbanization was the
result of the interplay of the widespread dialects and cultures of the clans,
tribes, asirets, peoples, and village societies of both the old rural society
and this new social system. This new system also gave rise to a distinctive
science, arts, religion, and philosophy. From a class perspective, two other
major categories came into being—the aristocracy and everyone else. The
city dweller had not yet attained new and independent characteristics,
remaining at this point little more than an extension of general society.

This historical equilibrium was completely undermined in the nine-
teenth and twentieth centuries. Obviously, this was not an abrupt develop-
ment. The renewed rise of the city between the tenth and sixteenth centu-
riesonthe Italian Peninsula (Venice, Genoa, Florence, Milan, etc.) denoted
the spread of the commercial revolution from Italy to the rest of Europe,
beginning in the late thirteenth century. The Italian cities led this process,
attempting to replicate the growth of Rome. This resulted in intense inter-
and intra-city competition, part of a struggle to gain leadership of this
new phase of civilization. It was as if the old life had been revived, but the
new conditions would inevitably transform that life. A new Rome could
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not be created by imitating the old one. That would only result in indis-
tinct copies of Rome. Its attempt at establishing a central monarchy and
the nation-state would not be successful either. Nonetheless, it is beyond
dispute that the Italian cities of the Renaissance led European civilization
during tenth through the sixteenth centuries, under the combined leader-
ship of the church (Ecumenical Catholic) and secular tendencies.

The Hanseatic League (c. 1250-1450) launched the German urban rev-
olution, with its constituent towns later undergoing their own commer-
cial revolutions.® The rise of manufacturing that was set in motion marks
the second period, with an intense struggle against centralization based
on the confederalism of the towns. The struggle and rebellions, involving
many peasants and various semi-working-class groups and craftspeo-
ple, lasted for around four hundred years. After a bloody period, for a
variety of reasons (ideological, organizational, and matters of leadership)
these early experiences of town and rural democratic confederalism were
defeated by the centralized monarchies and the arising nation-states. Had
they not been defeated, the history of Europe would have been written dif-
ferently. The current Federal Republic of Germany is going through a very
slow evolutionary transformation from bourgeois nation-state fascism
to this older model, but as bourgeois federalism rather than democratic
confederalism.

The real boom occurred in the towns in Netherlands and England.
The fact that they had been the centers of three intense revolutions played
arole. The commercial, financial, and industrial revolutions attained their
truevictoriesin Amsterdam and London. Communal federalism was easily
suppressed in both of these countries, but this did not mean that all rural
or urban people quickly succumbed to the center and the nation-state. It
took the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century revolutions in Netherlands
and England to accomplish this. Amsterdam was the leading city during
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, while that honor fell to London
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Both of these cities were world
centers of this modern age. They administered the central world civiliza-
tion system as hegemonic powers during this huge transformation, and,
as aresult, both their population and their contradictions grew rapidly. It
was during this period that the truly cancerous nature of the city began to
become apparent. Its diseased structures were subsequently transported
to France, the US, Eastern Europe, Russia, the Far East, Latin America,
the Middle East, and Africa. The twentieth century is the “term” where
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the city begins to gain the edge over the rural in history? The capitalist
urban paradigm, alongside the old civilization, began to replace the para-
digmatic world of communal rural society, which had played a key role for
the previous twelve thousand years. The city was no longer just the center
for commerce, finance, and industry but became the hegemonic center of
aparticular worldview. This new paradigm established itself through the
universities and academic centers for science, as well as through hospitals
and prisons and the new class structure and ascendant bureaucracies, and
tried to assert control over the old eschatological worldview, replacing it
with strict positivism.* In this sense, positivism became the new bour-
geois religion. In the end, it found it more practical and effective to put
on the mask of “scientism” and benefit from the extraordinary growth in
the importance of the sciences.

Society had truly grown cancerous because of the structure of these
cities. Aristotle, for example, had never imagined a city with a population
of ten thousand people. Cities have grown steadily in population, from
one hundred thousand to one million to five million to fifteen million to
twenty million people, and now we can foresee cities with populations of
twenty-five million or more! If this is not cancerous growth, then what is?
Just feeding such a city could wipe out a mid-sized country and its sur-
roundings in no time. Such growth is irrational and can only lead to the
destruction of the nature of society and the city, along with first nature. No
country and its population can environmentally sustain such growth for
very long. This cancerous growth is the fundamental basis of the current
environmental destruction. The city occupies, invades, and destroys, and
in the process essentially colonizes its country and its people. The city is
the new colonial power, the center of global commercial, financial, and
industrial monopolies, with its bases in the shopping malls. The fact that
the security precautions taken in these shopping malls are in every way
equivalent to the measures taken at the old castles and ramparts confirms
this.

Twenty-first-century imperialism and colonialism occur not outside
of but inside countries. The colonizers are not foreigners but more like
their partners. It is not only capital monopolies that became global but
also power and the state. There is no longer a distinction between the
inside and the outside of global power. They are all partners, therefore
the nation they belong to is no longer of any importance. Making mili-
tary, economic, and cultural distinctions has also become meaningless.
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English is their common language, and Anglo-Saxon culture the common
culture, NATO, the military organization, and the UN, the international
organization. There is no longer a single New York, the hegemonic center
of the US that took over from London in the 1930s, but multiple New Yorks
and Londons. We have arrived at the age of global cities. The cancerous
growth of the cities in the global age, with their rapid spread is not just
destroying the environment. The mentality and way of life of urban dwell-
ers would make even a Martian seem relatively earthly and less bizarre.
The underdeveloped nobility of urban dwellers became obsolete before
it was even born. It attempts to conceal its true monstrosity by present-
ing itself as modern and fashionable. The real barbarian (with its fascism,
genocide, including unlimited cultural genocide, and finally societycide)
is no longer rural-based but is city-based—it is indeed the city itself. All
the barbaric individuals and groups (virtual simulacra and media-hyped
society, sports fanatics, music groups with their frenetic but meaningless
blowouts, exterminationist bureaucracies, and market profiteers, those
with no discernible moral principles, and those who have become robots)
make us miss the old barbarians (although I do not in any way believe that
the migrant tribes were actually barbarians).

The Babylonians of the modern age are on the scene (let’s have a little
sympathy for Babylon, because until its collapse it was noble and sacred,
and its degeneration was limited). The end of this age cannot be estimated,
but all of the scientific data show that our planet cannot bear this world
(this monstrous world that has betrayed its own interests and is intent on
destroying its own ecology). Even if they were to retreat to the rural areas,
they are infected from head to toe. It is very important to understand that
city society is wandering at the edge of societycide.

No doubt class power and statist structures are responsible for the
situation that has befallen the city. The incredible rentier from the city
has turned city dwellers into merciless barbarians and created the city
monster (the new Leviathan). City dwellers and society alone cannot be
held responsible for this. Sometimes the innocent suffer along with the
guilty. The slum dwellers—the new Christians of the city—must find a way
out for themselves. Otherwise, they are condemned to face much worse
conditions at the hands of thousands of Neros than anything a single Nero
was responsible for**

We should consider how to rescue the limited remaining beauty,
morality, and reason in the city. Every social project needs to put the
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problems arising from urbanism (which long ago became a disease) at its
center. We need to be aware that this is the only way we can hope to find
meaningful solutions to all our current social and ecological problems.
There’s no need to look for other reasons for the approaching collapse of
the world and society; problems originating in the cities are already suf-
ficient cause for concern.

Society’s Class and Bureaucracy Problem

Those who view class division and bureaucracy as requirements for social
existence may find this problematization odd. Some people may assert
that class division and bureaucracy may cause certain problems, but as
entities they do not constitute a problem in and of themselves. However,
these structures are as problematic as the city itself. Like the city, class
division and bureaucracy may not have constituted much of a burden or
problem during the initial stages of civilization, but their problematic
nature has become more evident recently. Class division and the corre-
sponding bureaucratization are problematic realities that do nothing to
serve social morality and politics. Society has along history of widespread
opposition to these two developments, raising rigorous resistance and
making their imposition less than easy.

The diversity in social nature, which I will elaborate on in later sec-
tions, can vary greatly and attain new forms. This is normal and in keeping
with the spirit of nature. Just like some tissues in plant and animal species
that are undeveloped and do not need to be developed, in the nature of
society too—apart from quite limited, temporary, and functional classes
and stratifications (including bureaucracy) that would make variety and
diversity meaningful and would be a component of them—extremely
permanent, nonfunctional, and useless classes and stratifications that
penetrate the social fabric like a tumor are nonessential. The class-based
development of the priest, the aristocracy, and the bourgeoisie that was
to some degree useful for awhile can be tolerated conditionally. However,
these are the ideological, political, economic, and military hegemonic
powers seen throughout the history of civilization. From the point of view
of social morality and politics, it is impossible to accept them with their
permanent excessively oppressive and exploitative characteristics. The
contradiction is antagonistic from this point of view, because the very
nature of class and bureaucracy amounts to a negation of social moral-
ity and politics. The condition I suggest is very important. A class and
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bureaucracy that is diverse or encourages diversity is certainly possible.
For example, we cannot consider the temple created by the Sumerian
priestly class completely dysfunctional. The priests laid the main founda-
tions of science, efficient production, urbanism, religion, craftsmanship,
and order. This is not unique; the priestly class played a similar role in
the emergence of numerous cultures. Any conditional understanding
shown to the priests must be understood in the light of their positive con-
tributions. But the legitimacy of class and bureaucracy in their calcified,
dysfunctional, and excessively overblown state is always controversial
and must be overcome.

Much the same is also true of the aristocracy. Aristocrats also made
contributions to social development in various areas, including order,
effective work, administrative elegance, the arts, and science. This frame-
work creates a certain tolerance for the aristocracy. But the familiar calci-
fication, despotism, dynasties, and kingdoms, and even the deification of
themselves, are all a disease that cannot be accepted. Social morality and
politics are antagonistic to these developments. A struggle to overcome
them is required if true morality and politics are to emerge.

All of this is even truer for the bourgeoisie. The development of this
class and its bureaucratic apparatus has contributed to social develop-
ment during revolutionary periods. Commerce and currency tools (like
money and bonds), taking the initiative in developing industry, periodi-
cally experimenting with democracy, and making limited contributions to
science and the arts are aspects we can tolerate. However, the excessively
permanent structure of the bourgeoisie, which has led to more class divi-
sion and bureaucratization over the last four hundred years to a degree
unsurpassed in the previous history of civilization, exacerbated their
cancerous growth making it larger in numbers and more dangerous than
any other upper class. In my paradigm, the bourgeoisie and bureaucracy
that occupy the center in the history of class division act like a cancer.
Social nature simply cannot sustain such class division and bureaucracy.
If forced to do so, [ would call it “fascism.” I believe that fascism expresses
the ill intent of the middle class—the sum of bureaucracy and the bour-
geoisie—toward society. What this indicates is that society and the middle
class cannot coexist. Some intellectuals present the middle class as the
class base of republican and democratic regimes. This projection is among
liberalism’s worst and falsest propaganda. The middle class has played the
key role in the negation of the republic and democracy. Other classes play

18



THE EMERGENCE OF THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

a more limited role and are generally unrelated to fascism. The middle
class, with this particular feature, plays the same role as excessive urban-
ization—cancerous growth. And the tight organic and structural ties
between the two should not be overlooked. The city acquires its disease
from middle-class greed and growth, while such cities themselves inevi-
tably foster the growth of middle class.

The middle-class mental framework is positivist. This class has the
most superficial structure, lacking essence and depth, and cannot, in fact,
will not, see all aspects of a phenomena beyond evaluating them on the
basis of self-interest. Although it presents positivism disguised as “sci-
entism,” it is the most pagan class in history. For example, the number of
commemorative statues has exploded under this class. In appearance, it is
secular and worldly, but, at its core, it is the most religious and impulsive
power. The religious aspect in this case is its bigoted “positivist” beliefs
and thoughts. We know that positivism never rests on the totality of
truth. This class, rhetorically secular but essentially anti-secular, shame-
lessly imposes the most delusionary projects (its otherworldly projects)
on society. It is the class that has developed capital’s economic, political,
military, ideological, and scientific monopoly at a global level, making
it the most anti-society class. Its anti-society nature expresses itself in
two ways: genocide and societycide. It was the bourgeois class character
that made it possible to annihilate a people or a community because of
its descent, race, or religion. Societycide, however, is worse. It occurs in
two ways. First, it imposes its nation-state ideology and the institution-
alization of power as militarism and war penetrating all of the nooks and
crannies of society. This is an all-out war on society carried out by power
amalgamated with the state. The bourgeoisie knows full well from experi-
ence that there is no other way for it to rule society. Second, virtual society;,
arising from the “media and informatics” revolution of the second half of
twentieth century, has replaced genuine society. Or, more precisely, we
have a form of media-hyped, computer-based bombardment warfare. In
the last half century, societies have been successfully ruled by this second
form of warfare. When the imaginary, virtual, and simulacra society is
substituted for genuine society, or is assumed to have been, it engages in
societycide.

I favor a different approach to the categories of slaves, serfs, and
workers—the exploited and oppressed classes of history. Such class divi-
sions have alimited role in determining the subject and indemocratization,
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because they are completely within the intellectual and structural frame-
work of their masters and have been turned into an insignificant exten-
sion or appendage. No class in history has ever become its own subject and
toppled its masters. This reflects a very important reality. Even in the case
of the oppressed and exploited, class divisions can be viewed as branches
at varying distances from the trunk—society. No matter how much the
branch droops, or even if it breaks off, it will not affect the trunk, or, when
it does, its impact is limited. That is why terms like slave and master, serf
and aristocrat, or worker and bourgeois society are faulty. Social sciences
must develop new names and descriptions. Just as we cannot describe a
tree by its branches, we cannot identify a society simply on the basis of the
classes that have emerged within it. More importantly, as we have seen
from many examples in the history of both real socialism and anarchism,
subjectivizing, praising, and charging these classes (slave, serf, worker,
petit bourgeois) with central revolutionary roles has not worked out all
that well. As I see it, this is because this is very much the wrong role to
give them. The correct approach is to oppose all class division. The slaves,
serfs, and working class (mostly semi-rural and craftspeople) may, indeed,
have played a positive, subjective, revolutionary role during transitional
periods. But they too degenerated and became dysfunctional as they grew,
became permanent, and reconciled with the upper classes.

More importantly, a libertarian, egalitarian, and democratic world-
view would not subjectivize or give moral and political value to either side
of any class division, except in the instances I mentioned above. Such a
worldview must struggle against class division and see it in contradiction
with social nature and as anti-society regardless of the classes involved.
Just because the classes we mention have existed does not make them
legitimate or representative of true social values. A tumor cannot be con-
sidered a normal part of the body, and we can see social phenomena in
the same way. Besides, all of the oppressed and exploited lower classes
have arisen as a result of the force and the hegemonic ideologies of power
and the state. The slavery, serfdom, and labor that arose under those con-
ditions can only be condemned. To say “long live the glorious worker,
serf, and slave!” is to objectively praise and approve the existing forces
of hegemonic power. This approach to class by many schools of thought,
including those of Marx and his successors, is the main reason for their
failure. The upper classes may be meaningful to a certain degree, but
because the classes that do the great bulk of the labor with much blood and
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sweat were formed through violence and ideological persuasion, it is best
to continuously condemn such class stratification, never praise it, and
struggle to overcome it. Classes are given the honor of being agents for
change when they cannot be, and, although it is evident that they cannot
make a revolution, they are given such a role, and, as is frequently seen
in the history of social struggles, they cannot escape being defeated. The
reason for the defeat lies in a faulty understanding of the problem and in
attributing the wrong role to class stratification. The social struggles of
the new era (the twenty-first century) will only be successful if they do not
repeat this fundamental error.

It is true that the bourgeoisie has aggravated the class problem. It
is also true that its class interests have acceded to power (acceding to
power is effectively waging war on society) in every nook and cranny of
society, and it has formalized this with the state, thereby, reaching its most
advanced stage. Under the aegis of “capital partnership,” it is abundantly
clear that they have instrumentalized many social segments, concession-
ist workers in particular. The bourgeoisie has almost absorbed society.
Even so, it is the most problematic class that has ever arisen, and it has
vastly multiplied society’s problems.

Bureaucracy, the ruling class’s institutional instrument of imple-
mentation throughout history, has become increasingly ubiquitous with
the formation of the nation-state over the last two hundred years, almost
playing the role of an independent class and increasing its influence over
power and the state. In fact, it can comfortably be said that it considers
itselfto be the state. It ishard to refute that it has become a primary power
for caging society and has secured this role by seizing control of all social
areas (education, health, jurisdiction, transportation, morality, politics,
the environment, science, religion, the arts, the economy). In our present
society (capitalist modernity), it is not only the state bureaucracy that
has become monstrous but the world of monopolies that follows in its
footsteps. The monopolies are the result of a decision to “become profes-
sionally managed companies rather than family businesses,” massively
increasing bureaucracies in this domain as well. This new reality of large
corporations clearly contributes to the excessive growth of bureaucracy.
In a certain sense, this is corporations “becoming states.” In reality, when
nation-states prove inadequate and the establishment of a new state form
is on the agenda, there is an increasing tendency for global and local cor-
porations to become more like states.
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The problems of society resulting from the grip of class and bureau-
cracy are the current reality. It is—so to speak—the “now” of all history.
Furthermore, it can be said that this pair have social nature (traditional
society) in the stranglehold of their octopus-like arms and dissolve it. The
conclusion that we can draw is that we are going through the most chaotic
and crisis-ridden period of history. Social freedom, equality, and democ-
racy will only be possible in a system with democratic civilization struc-
tures, and this in turn requires that we struggle to build it on the basis of
a rectified science.

Society’s Education and Health Problems

It may look like an unnecessary issue, but it is important to grasp the prob-
lems caused when the areas of education and health, as was the case for
science, are monopolized by power and the state. Just as science that has
become state science is the most effective tool for ideological hegemony,
the same is true when education and health are integrated with power.

Education can be defined as society’s effort to pass on its experience
inthe form of theoretical and practical knowledge to its members, particu-
larly its youth. Children’s socialization is ensured by society’s educational
activities. Because children and the youth belong to society, their educa-
tion is society’s most important duty and not the duty of power and the
state. It is both a right and duty for a society to raise children and youth
according to its own traditions and social nature. This is vital—a question
of survival. A society cannot share with another power its right to exist,
and to this end the duty to educate its youth, not even with the state or
another apparatus of power. If it does, it will be surrendering itself to the
ruling monopolies. The sacredness of the right to education stems from
existence itself. No other power, including a child’s parents, can be as
close or feel the need to be as close to children and youth as society does.
One of the most anti-society aspects of civilization throughout history is
depriving society of'its children and youth. The statist civilization system
achieves this in one of two ways: either by annihilating the elders and
enslaving the children and youth or by educating them to make them
useful to the upper levels of the ruling power.

One of the most important purposes of war is to set up devshirme
centers where children and young women and men—as the most pre-
cious goods—can be assimilated*® This is how the foundation of primi-
tive bureaucracy is established. In a way, the history of civilization is the
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history of using this method both to weaken society and to constitute the
power of the bureaucratic apparatuses—thereby establishing a society
to counter society: the society of power and the state to counter natural
society. In this establishment, children and youth who have been isolated
from their own society are taught a completely different language, culture,
and history. The fundamental goal of this education is to alienate chil-
dren from their essence, and ideologically and materially inculcate them
with the most statist identity possible, making it impossible for them to
live without power. Power and the state are turned into the only valid
framework of existence. Those recruited consider themselves to be power
and the state, and thus are pitted against natural society. Sometimes state
society and social nature are treated as equal. This is incorrect and con-
tradictory. The history of civilization is built on this contradiction. These
historical realities are the underlying reason for the rulers seizure of
education. Beyond that, they do not care about the task of education for
society. Just as a capitalist educates his workers, rulers similarly educate
those they dominate—as their servant-workers. Even the members of the
bureaucracy, from the highest to the lowest, are educated as servants.
The nation-state powers in particular secure their monopoly of soci-
ety’s children and youth through education. Imbued with the rulers’ his-
torical perspective and understanding of the arts, as well as with their
religious and philosophical mindsets, these children and youth are no
longer members of their families but are now the true children and goods
of the rulers. This is how such profound alienation is institutionalized.
The bourgeoisie is the class that has accomplished the most far-reaching
monopoly over society in terms of education. When primary and second-
ary school were made compulsory and those wishing to find a job were
reminded that they needed a university degree, the clamps of alienation
and dependency imposed on society’s youth, as well as the process of being
caged, became compulsory. Force, financial power, and education have
become the irresistible weapons with which society is colonized.
Throughout the history of civilization, education has been used to
deliver the heaviest blow in the war that power and the state have waged
against society. A society’s right to education is one of the most difficult of
its rights to accomplish. Society must control education if it is to secure its
existence against the burgeoning nation-state and the economic monopo-
lies. Inthis sense, society has entered the most difficult period of its history.
Ideological hegemony colonizes not only militarily and economically but,
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more recently, is greatly facilitated by the communications revolution and
the media war—intensely focused and very surreptitious—waged against
the whole of society, facilitating a more successful renewed cultural colo-
nization. Society’s only way to freedom and emancipation is to resist this
cultural conquest and colonization with its most fundamental tools for
existence: moral and political struggle. A society that has lost its youth or,
inversely, a youth that has lost its society, is beyond defeated; it has lost
and betrayed its right to existence. Decay, disintegration, and annihila-
tion will follow. The fundamental duty of society in response to this is to
develop its own educational institutions as the main tools for securing
its existence. Revolution of meaning will be successful when society’s
educational institutions interpret scientific, philosophical, artistic, and
linguistic content in a way that removes them from the alliance of the
science-power structures. Otherwise, there will be no way of ensuring
that society’s moral and political fabric functions.

Therefore, while addressing the question of education requires moral
and political institutions (the fabric of society), the true objective of moral-
ity and politicsis social education. A society that fails to educate itself will
be unable to develop and sustain its own morality and political organiza-
tions, and such a society cannot avoid constant danger, decay, and even-
tual disintegration.

The health of members of society is also an issue every bit as impor-
tant as education. The foundation, existence, and freedom of a society
that lacks the means to sustain the health of its members is at risk, if not
already lost.

Dependency in the field of health is a sign of overall dependency,
whereas a society that can address the physical and psychological prob-
lems of its members autonomously has what it takes to achieve its freedom.
The health problems that sweep through colonized societies are linked
to the colonial regimes they live under. Establishing health institutions
and training specialists must be seen as both a fundamental right and an
essential duty of society. Power and the state strip society of this duty and
monopolize it; this is a huge blow to social health. To struggle for the right
to health is to respect yourself and understand the essence of freedom.

In capitalist modernity, nation-state control of education and health
is considered vital. Without taking control of these two fields, upon which
society’s existential, healthy, and open-minded development depends, and
constructing monopolistic domination over them, it is extremely difficult

124



THE EMERGENCE OF THE SOCIAL PROBLEM

to maintain an overall hegemony and exploitation. Control of education
and health is extraordinarily important to the monopolies, since they
understand that they cannot make society their property by military force
alone.

Once again, we see that the monopolistic power and state lies at the
heart of all of society’s existential problems. Profit and capital cannot be
sustained without the power monopoly. It is equally true, however, that
without a systemic struggle for ademocratic civilization none of society’s
problems can be permanently resolved.

Society’s Militarism Problem

Militarism is the most advanced form of antisocial monopolism. It is not
unrealistic to assume that the initial effort to establish authority over
social nature to oppress and exploit people was the result of the analyti-
cal thought and action of a “crafty strongman” from a hunting tradition.
Essentially, he attempted to establish his authority over two key groups:
the hunters at his side and the women he was trying to confine to the
home. Along the way, as shamans (proto-priests) and gerontocratic ele-
ments (groups of elders) joined the crafty strongman, the first hierarchi-
cal authority was formed in many societies in various forms. With the
transition to civilization, the crafty strongman, and his entourage—now
the official power—institutionalized themselves as the military arm of
the state (the initial monopoly of the economy based on the usurpation of
surplus product). The three successive dynasties of Ur that followed in
the immediate wake of the priest-king period of Sumerian society reflect
this development, and many other communities had parallel experiences.
In the Epic of Gilgamesh, it is possible to follow step-by-step the way the
kingdom was clearly detached from the goddess Inanna tradition (the
tradition of goddess-priestesses) and the way priestesses were weakened
and confined to houses (both public and private).

If we see Gilgamesh as symbolic of the first commander in history, we
can better analyze the rise of the militarist tradition. This tradition’s task
was to hunt down people to meet the city’s need for slaves. With the help
of'the collaborationist Enkidu, who is mentioned in the Epic of Gilgamesh,
they hunted the so-called wild barbarian tribes (practitioners of the
Humbaba religion) living in the north of present-day Iraq. It is obvious
that the tyranny of the city was the real source of barbarism and savagery.
The word “barbaric” in the Greek cultural tradition was developed by the
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city as diversionary propaganda and a lie to establish ideological supe-
riority. The rural tribes, which were weak and disorganized compared
to the city, could not have been barbaric in the sense that official society
claimed. The concept of barbarism is one of the most important diversion-
ary lies in the history of civilization. The second task of the town bully was
“security.” To this end, the most common method was to erect castles and
ramparts and develop ever more powerful and deadly weapons. To do so,
millions of people were enslaved, turned into serfs, or proletarianized,
with those who did not accept their new status being Killed, and, undeni-
ably, all of this has been mirrored as history to us.

In keeping with its power, the military appropriated for itself the
largest share of the economic value extorted, as is clear from the many his-
torical expeditions with no other purpose than plundering. Furthermore,
property was the basis of the state, and military conquest and seizure was
clearly the source of property. Whoever conquered it owned it, declar-
ing this to be a natural and inalienable right. It is the sum of property
(especially land) and plunder (transportable possessions) that has been
conquered and seized by the forces of power and the state. The principle
that “all Ottoman land and people are the sultan’s,” for example, is nothing
other than the continuation of this foundational tradition concerning the
relationship between the state and military expeditions. Tradition was
established in this way and sanctioned in every newly built state. This is
why the military sees itself as the true custodian of the state, and, thus, of
property. And, in defining itself as such, it takes this historical tradition
into consideration. The fact that it is the strongest arm of the monopoly
accords with the nature of power and the state. Indeed, the humanpower
and weaponry it possessed was sufficient to achieve its goals. In this light,
the fact that military coups are the response to the occasional efforts of the
civil bureaucracy to increase its share of the monopoly is hardly surpris-
ing. The role of ideological and bureaucratic monopolies, also called the
ilmiye and kalemiye classes,” in the establishment of power and the state
was unquestionably indispensable but not as decisive as the role of the
military. Even the most superficial examination of past and present power
and state apparatuses confirms this.

First, what really matters for our purposes is that the military is the
most advanced and decisive monopoly. The soldier and the army are not a
source of glory, honor, and heroism (this is ideological propaganda meant
to mask and distort the essence of things) but are an essential element of
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the monopoly of power. Their essence is economic. The army relies on
the economy:. It positions itself over it and at a distance from it, but, at
the same time, takes the steps necessary to guarantee its income (salary)
above all else. It is the monopoly sector that is the most difficult to oppose
and the one that all other segments of the monopoly must compromise
and share surplus value with, a practice that has an extensive historical
basis and is, as such, a deep-rooted institutional tradition. In essence, it
is the monopoly of the class (bureaucracy) that is most closely interested
in economic development, but feels the most pressing need to keep its
distance. To achieve this, it projects an image of itself as the power that
is most remote from society, while in reality it is the monopolistic sector
that has equipped itself with the most advanced economic and military
weapons. Without a correct analysis of the military, we can neither fully
understand what economic monopolism or power and state monopolisms
are. The three of them comprise a whole. They feed on the same substance;
the surplus values of society. In exchange they claim that they take care
of society’s security, education, health, and productivity. This is how
statism—the ideological state—presents itself. But this is not the truth;
the truth is as we just described it.

The military is the most sharply organized arm of capital and power.
Thus, it follows that it is the institution that ultimately subjugates and
cages society. The military has always been the power that has penetrated,
controlled, and subjugated society regardless of the form of the state, but
it reached its apex in the era of the middle class (bourgeois) and under
nation-state monopoly. The defining characteristic of the nation-state is
that in the name of creating an official army the rest of society was offi-
cially disarmed and the monopoly on arms was transferred to the state
and the army. At no time in history was society as disarmed as it has been
under bourgeois rule. The reason for this extremely important develop-
ment is the intensification of exploitation and the resultant rise of far-
reaching resistance. Society cannot be ruled if it is not thoroughly and
continuously disarmed, opened up to the infiltration of power, and sub-
jected to constant surveillance. Society cannot be dealt with unless it is
confined in the “iron cage” of modernity> In addition, society cannot be
ruled if it is not confined and besieged by the media army of the global
monopolistic financial age. Formation of the ideological-media monopo-
lies, as well the bureaucratic-military monopolies, replicates the aspects
of exploitation monopolies. Not only are they inseparably bound together,
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they also condition each other. The most recent major central civilization,
the super hegemon, together with other regional hegemons, including
all of their local collaborators, is based on militarism and a gigantic arms
industry, both above and within society. The priority given to this monop-
oly over any other stems from its historical and current position. In this
light, identification of militarism with the fascism of capitalist monopoly
makes perfect sense.

Of course, during the era of natural society and throughout written
history various forms of society have engaged in wholesale self-defense
against the militarist evolution of civilization, developing a variety of
forms of resistance and engaging in numerous uprisings, participating
in institutionalized guerrilla and people’s defense armies, and waging
great defensive wars, all based on a tradition of self-defense. Of course,
defensive wars and militarist monopoly wars are not equivalent. There
is a difference in both quality and essence. While one is anti-society, colo-
nialist, corrupting, and destructive, the other favors and protects society
and strives to free society’s moral and political capacity. Democratic civi-
lization protects and defends society, engaging in systematic self-defense
against the central civilization’s militarism.

Society’s Peace and Democracy Problem

Under the previous eleven headings I tried to briefly describe the prob-
lems plaguing social nature. Any paradigm or social science will only
be of use if it is based on an analysis that takes into consideration the
issues raised here and develops responses. Otherwise, there will be
nothing to distinguish it from traditional or liberal rhetoric (the art of
words that conceal domination). The general conclusion I have reached is
that the source of social problems lies in the combined effect, domination,
and colonization of the oppressive and exploitative monopolies. They
exploit social nature (society’s existence) and in particular the economic
resources that generate surplus value. The problems do not arise from
nature (first nature) or any social factor (second nature).

Societies cannot survive without social morality and politics, which
are factors necessary to their existence (their social fabric) and for
addressing society’s common affairs. The natural state of society;, its exist-
ence, cannot be immoral and apolitical. If a society’s moral and political
fabric has not properly developed or has been undermined, distorted, and
paralyzed, then it can be argued that society is occupied and colonized
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by various monopolies, capital, power, and the state among them. To
sustain this sort of life is a betrayal of and alienation from its own exist-
ence; it is to exist like a herd, like goods, commodities, and possessions
under monopoly domination. Under these conditions, society has lost the
natural essence and proficiency of a natural society or become obsolete.
Such a society has been colonized or, even worse, has become property in
every way, leaving itself to decay and poverty. There are numerous socie-
ties that fit this definition, both historically and currently. Those that have
decayed and been annihilated far outnumber the survivors.

When asociety can no longer create and run institutions that provide
meaningful moral and political guidance, that society has succumbed to
oppression and exploitation. It isin a “state of war.” It is possible to define
history as a “state of war” waged by civilizations against society. When
morality and politics are dysfunctional, there is only one path open to
a society: self-defense. A state of war is nothing more than the absence
of peace. As such, only self-defense will make peace possible. A peace
with no self-defense can only be an expression of submission and slavery.
Liberalism today imposes on societies and peoples peace with no self-
defense. The unilateral game of democratic stability and reconciliation is
nothing but a fig leaf on the bourgeois class domination achieved by the
armed forces. It is nothing but a covert state of war. The major plank in
capitalist ideological hegemony is the idea that a true peace is a peace that
requires no self-defense. “Sacred concepts” have been used throughout
history to express this idea. Religions, in particular civilized religions,
overflow with an abundance of such concepts.

Peace is only possible and meaningful if society can defend itself and
protect its moral and political character. Peace, particularly the peace
that Michel Foucault worked so hard to define, could in this way acquire
an acceptable social expression. Peace understood in any other way is
nothing but a trap and an implicit state of war on all peoples and com-
munities. In capitalist modernity, the word peace abounds with pitfalls.
Using the word without correctly defining it has many drawbacks. Let us
redefine peace: peace is neither the complete elimination of the state of
war nor stability or the absence of war under the supremacy of one party.
There are different parties to any peace, and the complete dominance of
one party over another does not and cannot denote peace. Furthermore,
weapons will fall silent only when there is acceptance of the functioning of
society’s moral and political institutions. The three conditions mentioned
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immediately above must be met for principled peace. Any other peace
would be meaningless.

Let’s elaborate on these conditions; first, a complete disarmament of
the different parties is not on the table, but the conflicting parties must
vow not to attack one another regardless of the dispute. Military superior-
ity will not be pursued. All sides must accept and respect the right of the
other to maintain the means necessary to ensure its security. Second, the
ultimate superiority of one party over the others is not at stake. While
it is possible to achieve stability and quiescence under the rule of the
gun, this cannot be called peace. Peace is only on the agenda when all
sides agree to stop the war without one of the parties achieving armed
superiority, regardless of whether they are right or wrong. Third, again
regardless of the positions of the various sides, they agree to respect the
moral (conscience) and political institutions of societies when addressing
the problems underlying the conflict. This is the framework of what we
call a “political solution.” A cease-fire that does not include a moral and
political solution cannot be called peace.

Democratic politics is a central issue for a principled peace. When
society’s moral and political institutions are functioning, the natural
outcome is the process of democratic politics. Those who want peace must
understand that peace can only be attained if politics based on morality
play a part. To attain peace, it is essential that at least one side acts on the
basis of democratic politics. Otherwise, the sole result will be a “peace
game” played in the interests of the monopolies. In that situation, demo-
cratic politics plays a vital role. Only dialogue among democratic forces
can stand up to power and the state forces and achieve a meaningful peace
process. Without such a peace, even if the warring parties (monopolies)
silence the weapons for a time, the state of war continues. Of course, there
is war fatigue and economic difficulties arising from logistical needs, but
as long as these difficulties can be resolved, the war will continue until
one side attains unchallenged superiority. The silencing of weapons in
this context cannot be called peace but, rather, a cease-fire that portends
a fiercer war to come. For a cease-fire to lead to genuine peace the three
conditions we have outlined must be met.

On occasion, the side engaged in self-defense (the side in the right)
may attain conclusive superiority. This doesn’t change the three condi-
tions for peace. As was seen with real socialism and many legitimate
national liberation struggles, immediately establishing your own rule
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and state to secure stability cannot be called peace. This is just replacing
an external monopolistic force with an internal force (state capitalismora
national bourgeoisie). Calling it socialism does not change the basic socio-
logical reality. A principled peace is not something that can be attained by
the superiority of power and the state. If power and the state, whatever
they call themselves (bourgeois, socialist, national, non-national) do not
share their advantages with the democratic forces, then peace will not be
onthe agenda. In the final analysis, peace is the conditional reconciliation
of democracy and the state. History overflows with stories of the many
attempts at such conditional reconciliations. There have been principled
examples that have endured and others that have collapsed before the
ink dried on the treaty. Societies do not only consist of the establishment
of power and the state. No matter what restrictions are placed on society;,
unless it is completely annihilated, it will continue to live in keeping
with its own moral and political identity. Although not a focus of written
history, this is the essential reality of life.

Society should not be seen as a narrative about power and the state.
On the contrary, seeing society as the decisive nature would contribute
to the formation of more realistic social sciences. No matter how big or
wealthy power and states may become, including capital monopolies (like
the pharaoh and Croesus) or their present-day beast-like heirs (the new
Leviathan), they can never eliminate society. Because, in the final analysis,
it is society that determines them, and those who are determined can never
replace those who determine them. Even the present rulers’ spectacular
and unsurpassed media propaganda cannot obscure this fact. At the end of
the day, they are the most miserable and pitiful of forces playing at being
giants. In contrast, human society cannot be stripped of its meaning as the
most wonderful creation of nature.

The system of democratic civilization—our main paradigm—is a
system in which society, both in its historical and present form, is inter-
preted, scientifically explained, and reconstructed. That is the subject
matter of our next chapter.
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SEVEN

Envisaging the System of
Democratic Civilization

Ever since I began to know myself, doubt has never let go of me—it has
followed me like a ghost. The depths of my skepticism would be like an
affliction at times. When any of my dogmatic beliefs were shaken, it felt
like my weakest moment. At the time, | was lackadaisical in life. The most
important contribution of this skepticism, which even reared its head
around issues that we cannot seriously consider defending, was that it
taught me how elusive “the truth” is. I believe that my decision to prob-
lematize everything, including the instincts that drive me, finally gave me
the strength to break with the dogmatic thinking that is still very strong
in the social traditions of the Middle East. The fact that, in the final analy-
sis, the Eurocentric hegemonic way of thinking still holds a certain sway
over modernism’s dogmatic positivism and the postmodernist system of
thought illustrates the importance of the issue. I tried to determine where
I stand by comparing the East’s faith-based intellectual quality with the
West’s inquiry-based intellectual power but could not find my place on
either side. Naturally, the result of such thinking on my part meant that
the gap between my life and these forms of thought deepened every day.

Neither form of thought ever really satisfied me, primarily because
of the major role these systems of thought play in the development and
growth of the social problem. This both encouraged and required me to
adopt a position critical of both the East’s faith-based system and West’s
rational system.

A second aspect is that my awakening consciousness never detached
from my social practice. In this regard, a quality of my personality showed
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itself quite early on. Even when I was walking to and from primary school
(it was a school in the neighboring village of Cibin), I would memorize a
few prayers and pretend to be the imam of a small group of students. I took
it quite seriously, like a role in a play. I think my motivation was to prove
myself by sharing with other children the few suras  had memorized with
great difficulty;' hence the self-respect I felt due to having started to think:
“What you have learned is difficult and important, so it must be shared!”
Obviously, I was being introduced to a serious moral principle here. In
earlier volumes of my defense, I shared a short version of how I experi-
enced the first glimmers of clarity about modernity. I stopped when I truly
realized that capitalist modernity had laid waste to my frantic marathon
of thinking. Ironically, smashing the gods of the four-hundred-year-old
capitalist world-system gave me the emotional strength that I imagine felt
similar to the joy of the Prophet Abraham from Urfa when he emerged as
an iconoclast. I was both able to easily take control of my skepticism and
to engage in a meaningful way with the “truth” I was pursuing.

It is painful to observe that humanity, weakened in every way, has
let its contact with truth decline to the most instinctive level. Today, there
is almost no one who is not ready to capitulate in return for a life with a
partner, a child, and a regular salary. I don’t deny this reality. To worship
this material life in the name of rational thought, substituted for philoso-
phy, brings nothing but complete misery. This is the world that the nation-
state god has bestowed upon its happy servants. Can we realistically deny
that we live in a terribly restricted world? Personally, I would find it a
thousand times more meaningful and sacred to live under the symbolic
god of ancient times than under the present nation-state divinity. I know,
of course, that I am talking about the hollowest theism of the capital
monopolies. It pains me to see that even those who receive the hardest
of blows remain under the influence of this divinity and cannot think
of breaking away. I am also quite aware that this is humanity’s current
situation. This is best reflected in the Holocaust, which reveals the tragic
levels that this situation has reached. Unfortunately, the Hebrew tribe,
whose story we have told, has an important part in both the formation
of that situation and the countless victims. Jewish power of thought has
a hegemonic quality. I do not deny the reflection of this power of thought
on my own personality, as a result of things ranging from memorizing
prayers to iconoclasm, or underestimate its importance. But the tragedy
of the Holocaust alone indebted the Jewish people to profoundly question
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themselves—as Adorno did. I too, proportionate to the degree that I have
been affected, focused on the “democratic civilization system,” in the hope
of paying my share of this debt.

At this point, we are Abrahamic. But when we have some
Zoroastrianism in our heads the need to think differently grows. The
dominant understanding of history in the form of narratives of civiliza-
tion has developed significant fault lines. It is now generally accepted
that while the march of power and the state may be the official history;, it
is not the history of society. Narratives about the formation of power and
the state should be treated as a faint symbolic endpoint of historical truth
that are only useful to capitalist monopolies. It is precisely these sort of
marginal narratives that make historyboring by not encompassing social
tradition. It is clear that given the essentially antisocial nature of this
history, it cannot address the society as a tradition. On the contrary, it will
obscure and distort it in a multitude of ways. Dynastic stories fall into a
similar category. Religious historical narratives, whose social representa-
tion is extremely shallow, are nothing more than the history of power and
the state, especially when they enter the process of becoming civilized.

Class and economic interpretations of history, which detach social
reality from its totality and are close to being reductionist, resemble state
histories albeit from a different angle. A partially positivist point of view
lacks the capacity to understand history even more than most religions.
Although it may look as if they are in conflict with one another, all of these
historical narratives are united by having originated in civilization.

I don't believe that the history of social nature has been properly
understood in both a paradigmatic and empirical sense. Historiographies
that are called social history have little to offer and are nothing more
than the most fragmentary parts of positivist sociology. They are no more
than a depiction of the frame, i.e., a depiction of one part of the totality. I
could say more about all of this, but it wouldn’t usefully contribute to our
discussion.

At the risk of repeating myself, the reason I focus on history—as
the narrative of democratic civilization—is because of the stalemate in
solving social problems, which I still find difficult to grasp. This stalemate
is not only found in daily life, the narrative is also overladen with it. The
combination of these two conditions make the official narrative of civili-
zation insurmountable. Squeezing in some bits about social history only
serves to complicate matters.
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I frequently say that scientific socialism clarified some facts by using
the class character of history to explain this situation, but it could not solve
the problem and, in fact, could not even avoid becoming part of the problem.

It is for this reason I often say that if we don’t completely overcome
the capitalist modernist paradigm, grasping historical truth is unthink-
able. On the contrary, the modernist paradigm will act to conceal the truth
and deem it absurd even more effectively than religion. The historical con-
sequences of Marx’s paradigmatic view can be better understood today.
An incorrect grasp of history leads to an incorrect practice. If the para-
digmatic and empirical approaches of civilization generally and capitalist
modernity particularly are not overcome, a paradigmatic and empirical
approachbased on social nature will remain out of reach. I am attempting
just that here, albeit without sufficient preparation.

Definition of Democratic Civilization
The school of social science that postulates the examination of the exist-
ence and development of social nature on the basis of moral and politi-
cal society could be defined as the democratic civilization system. The
various schools of social science base their analyses on different units.
Theology and religion prioritize society. For scientific socialism, it is class.
The fundamental unit for liberalism is the individual. There are, of course,
schools that prioritize power and the state and others that focus on civ-
ilization. All these unit-based approaches must be criticized, because,
as I have frequently pointed out, they are not historical, and they fail to
address the totality. A meaningful examination would have to focus on
what is crucial from the point of view of society, both in terms of history
and actuality. Otherwise, the result will only be one more discourse.
Identifying our fundamental unit as moral and political society is sig-
nificant, because it also covers the dimensions of historicity and totality.
Moral and political society is the most historical and holistic expression
of society. Morals and politics themselves can be understood as history.
A society that has a moral and political dimension is a society that is the
closest to the totality of all its existence and development. A society can
exist without the state, class, exploitation, the city, power, or the nation,
but a society devoid of morals and politics is unthinkable. Societies may
exist as colonies of other powers, particularly capital and state monop-
olies, and as sources of raw materials. In those cases, however, we are
talking about the legacy of a society that has ceased to be.
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There is nothing gained by labeling moral and political society—the
natural state of society—as slave-owning, feudal, capitalist, or socialist.
Using such labels to describe society masks reality and reduces society to
its components (class, economy, and monopoly). The bottleneck encoun-
tered in discourses based on such concepts as regards the theory and prac-
tice of social development stems from errors and inadequacies inherent
in them. If all of the analyses of society referred to with these labels that
are closer to historical materialism have fallen into this situation, it is
clear that discourses with much weaker scientific bases will be in a much
worse situation. Religious discourses, meanwhile, focus heavily on the
importance of morals but have long since turned politics over to the state.
Bourgeois liberal approaches not only obscure the society with moral and
political dimensions, but when the opportunity presents itself they do not
hesitate to wage war on this society. Individualism is a state of war against
society to the same degree as power and the state is. Liberalism essentially
prepares society, which is weakened by being deprived of its morals and
politics, for all kinds of attacks by individualism. Liberalism is the ideol-
ogy and practice that is most anti-society.

In Western sociology (there is still no science called Eastern sociol-
ogy) concepts such as society and civilization system are quite problem-
atic. We should not forget that the need for sociology stemmed from the
need to find solutions to the huge problems of crises, contradictions, and
conflicts and war caused by capital and power monopolies. Every branch
of sociology developed its own thesis about how to maintain order and
make life more livable. Despite all the sectarian, theological, and reformist
interpretations of the teachings of Christianity, as social problems deep-
ened, interpretations based on a scientific (positivist) point of view came
to the fore. The philosophical revolution and the Enlightenment (seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries) were essentially the result of this need.
When the French Revolution complicated society’s problems rather than
solving them, there was a marked increase in the tendency to develop soci-
ology as an independent science. Utopian socialists (Henri de Saint-Simon,
Charles Fourier, and Pierre-Joseph Proudhon), together with Auguste
Comte and Emile Durkheim, represent the preliminary steps in this direc-
tion? All of them are children of the Enlightenment, with unlimited faith
inscience. They believed they could use science to re-create society as they
wished. They were playing God. In Hegel’s words, God had descended to
earth and, what’s more, in the form of the nation-state® What needed to be
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done was to plan and develop specific and sophisticated “social engineer-
ing” projects. There was no project or plan that could not be achieved by
the nation-state if it so desired, as long as it embraced the “scientific posi-
tivism” and was accepted by the nation-state!

British social scientists (political economists) added economic solu-
tions to French sociology, while German ideologists contributed philo-
sophically. Adam Smith and Hegel in particular made major contributions.
There was a wide variety of prescriptions from both the left and right to
address the problems arising from the horrendous abuse of the society
by the nineteenth-century industrial capitalism. Liberalism, the central
ideology of the capitalist monopoly has a totally eclectic approach, taking
advantage of any and all ideas, and is the most practical when it comes to
creating almost patchwork-like systems. It was as if the right- and left-
wing schematic sociologies were unaware of social nature, history, and the
present while developing their projects in relation to the past (the quest
for the “golden age” by the right) or the future (utopian society). Their
systems would continually fragment when they encountered history or
current life. The reality that had imprisoned them all was the “iron cage’
that capitalist modernity had slowly cast and sealed them in, intellectually
and in their practical way of life. However, Friedrich Nietzsche’s ideas
of metaphysicians of positivism or castrated dwarfs of capitalist moder-
nity bring us a lot closer to the social truth. Nietzsche leads the pack of
rare philosophers who first drew attention to the risk of society being
swallowed up by capitalist modernity. Although he is accused of serving
fascism with his thoughts, his foretelling of the onset of fascism and world
wars was quite enticing.

The increase in major crises and world wars, along with the divi-
sion of the liberal center into right- and left-wing branches, was enough
to bankrupt positivist sociology. In spite of its widespread criticism
of metaphysics, social engineering has revealed its true identity with
authoritarian and totalitarian fascism as metaphysics at its shallowest.
The Frankfurt School is the official testimonial of this bankruptcy. The
Ecole Annales and the 1968 youth uprising led to various postmodernist
sociological approaches, in particular Immanuel Wallerstein’s capitalist
world-system analysis. Tendencies like ecology, feminism, relativism, the
New Left, and world-system analysis launched a period during which the
social sciences splintered. Obviously, financial capital gaining hegem-
ony as the 1970s faded also played an important role. The upside of these

”
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developments was the collapse of the hegemony of Eurocentric thought.
The downside, however, was the drawbacks of a highly fragmented social
sciences.

Let’s summarize the criticism of Eurocentric sociology:

a)

b)

V]

d

e)

f)

Positivism, which criticized and denounced both religion and
metaphysics, has not escaped being a kind of religion and met-
aphysics in its own right. This should not come as a surprise.
Human culture requires metaphysics. The issue is to distinguish
good from bad metaphysics.

An understanding of society based on dichotomies like primi-
tive vs. modern, capitalist vs. socialist, industrial vs. agrarian,
progressive vs. reactionary, divided by class vs. classless, or with

a state vs. stateless prevents the development of a definition that

comes closer to the truth of social nature. Dichotomies of this sort

distance us from social truth.

To re-create society is to play the modern god. More precisely,
each time society is recreated there is a tendency to form a new
capital and power-state monopoly. Much like medieval theism

was ideologically connected to absolute monarchies (sultanates

and shahanshahs)," modern social engineering—as re-creation—
is essentially the divine disposition and ideology of the nation-
state. Positivism in this regard is modern theism.

Revolutions cannot be interpreted as the re-creation acts of
society. When thusly understood they cannot escape positivist

theism. Revolutions can only be defined as social revolutions to

the extent that they free society from excessive burden of capital

and power.

The task of revolutionaries cannot be defined as creating any

social model of their making but more correctly as playing a role

in contributing to the development of moral and political society.
Methods and paradigms to be applied to social nature should not

be identical to those that relate to first nature. While the univer-
salist approach to first nature provides results that come closer

to the truth (I don’t believe there is an absolute truth), relativism

in relation to social nature may get us closer to the truth. The uni-
verse can neither be explained by an infinite universalist linear

discourse or by a concept of infinite similar circular cycles.
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A social regime of truth needs to be reorganized on the basis of
these and many other criticisms. Obviously, I am not talking about
anew divine creation, but I do believe that the greatest feature of
the human mind is the power to search for and build truth.

In light of these criticisms, I offer the following suggestions in rela-
tion to the social science system that [ want to define:

a)

b)

)

I would not present social nature as a rigid universalist truth
with mythological, religious, metaphysical, and scientific (posi-
tivist) patterns. Understanding it to be the most flexible form of
basic universal entities that encompass a wealth of diversities
but are tied down to conditions of historical time and location
more closely approaches the truth. Any analysis, social science, or
attempt to make practical change without adequate knowledge of
the qualities of social nature may well backfire. The monotheistic
religions and positivism, which have appeared throughout the
history of civilization claiming to have found the solution, were
unable to prevent capital and power monopolies from gaining
control. It is therefore their irrevocable task, if they are to con-
tribute to moral and political society, to develop a more humane
analysis based on a profound self-criticism.

Moral and political society is the main element that gives social
nature its historical and complete meaning and represents the
unity in diversity that is basic to its existence. It is the definition
of moral and political society that gives social nature its char-
acter, maintains its unity in diversity, and plays a decisive role
in expressing its main totality and historicity. The descriptors
commonly used to define society, such as primitive, modern,
slave-owning, feudal, capitalist, socialist, industrial, agricultural,
commercial, monetary, statist, national, hegemonic, and so on, do
not reflect the decisive features of social nature. On the contrary;,
they conceal and fragment its meaning. This, in turn, provides a
base for faulty theoretical and practical approaches and actions
related to society.

Statements about renewing and re-creating society are part of
operations meant to constitute new capital and power monopolies
in terms of their ideological content. The history of civilization,
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the history of such renewals, is the history of the cumulative accu-
mulation of capital and power. Instead of divine creativity, the

basic action the society needs most is to struggle against factors

that prevent the development and functioning of moral and politi-
cal social fabric. A society that operates its moral and political

dimensions freely, is a society that will continue its development
in the best way.

d) Revolutions are forms of social action resorted to when society
is sternly prevented from freely exercising and maintaining
its moral and political function. Revolutions can and should be
accepted as legitimate by society only when they do not seek to
create new societies, nations, or states but to restore moral and
political society its ability to function freely.

e) Revolutionary heroism must find meaning through its contri-
butions to moral and political society. Any action that does not
have this meaning, regardless of its intent and duration, cannot
be defined as revolutionary social heroism. What determines the
role of individuals in society in a positive sense is their contribu-
tion to the development of moral and political society.

f) Nosocial science that hopes to develop these key features through
profound research and examination should be based on a uni-
versalist linear progressive approach or on a singular infinite
cyclical relativity. In the final instance, instead of these dogmatic
approaches that serve to legitimize the cumulative accumulation
of capital and power throughout the history of civilization, social
sciences based on a non-destructive dialectic methodology that
harmonizes analytical and emotional intelligence and overcomes
the strict subject-object mold should be developed.

The paradigmatic and empirical framework of moral and political
society, the main unit of the democratic civilization system, can be pre-
sented through such hypotheses. Let me present its main aspects:

a) Moral and political society is the fundamental aspect of human
society that must be continuously sought. Society is essentially
moral and political.

b) Moral and political society is located at the opposite end of the
spectrum from the civilization systems that emerged from the

140



V)

d

e)

f)

g

ENVISAGING THE SYSTEM OF DEMOCRATIC CIVILIZATION

triad of city, class, and state (which had previously been hierarchi-
cal structures).

Moral and political society, as the history of social nature, devel-
ops in harmony with the democratic civilization system.

Moral and political society is the freest society. A functioning
moral and political fabric and organs is the most decisive dynamic
not only for freeing society but to keep it free. No revolution or
its heroines and heroes can free the society to the degree that
the development of a healthy moral and political dimension will.
Moreover, revolution and its heroines and heroes can only play
a decisive role to the degree that they contribute to moral and
political society.

A moral and political society is a democratic society. Democracy
is only meaningful on the basis of the existence of a moral and
political society that is open and free. A democratic society where
individuals and groups become subjects is the form of govern-
ance that best develops moral and political society. More precisely,
we call a functioning political society a democracy. Politics and
democracy are truly identical concepts. If freedom is the space
within which politics expresses itself, then democracy is the way
in which politics is exercised in this space. The triad of freedom,
politics, and democracy cannot lack a moral basis. We could
refer to morality as the institutionalized and traditional state of
freedom, politics, and democracy.

Moral and political societies are in a dialectical contradiction with
the state, which is the official expression of all forms of capital,
property, and power. The state constantly tries to substitute law
for morality and bureaucracy for politics. The official state civili-
zation develops on one side of this historically ongoing contradic-
tion, with the unofficial democratic civilization system develop-
ing on the other side. Two distinct typologies of meaning emerge.
Contradictions may either grow more violent and lead to war or
there may be reconciliation, leading to peace.

Peace is only possible if moral and political society forces and
the state monopoly forces have the will to live side by side
unarmed and with no killing. There have been instances when
rather than society destroying the state or the state destroying
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society, a conditional peace called democratic reconciliation has

been reached. History doesn’t take place either in the form of
democratic civilization—as the expression of moral and politi-
cal society—or totally in the form of civilization systems—as

the expression of class and state society. History has unfolded

as intense relationship rife with contradiction between the two,
with successive periods of war and peace. It is quite utopian to

think that this situation, with at least a five-thousand-year history;
can be immediately resolved by emergency revolutions. At the

same time, to embrace it as if it is fate and cannot be interfered

with would also not be the correct moral and political approach.
Knowing that struggles between systems will be protracted, it

makes more sense and will prove more effective to adopt strategic

and tactical approaches that expand the freedom and democracy
sphere of moral and political society.

Defining moral and political society in terms of communal,
slave-owning, feudal, capitalist, and socialist attributes serves

to obscure rather than elucidate matters. Clearly, in a moral and

political society there is no room for slave-owning, feudal, or capi-
talist forces, but, in the context of a principled reconciliation, it
is possible to take an aloof approach to these forces, within limits

and in a controlled manner. What’s important is that moral and
political society should neither destroy them nor be swallowed
up by them; the superiority of moral and political society should
make it possible to continuously limit the reach and power of the

central civilization system. Communal and socialist systems can

identify with moral and political society insofar as they them-
selves are democratic. This identification is, however, not possible,
if they have a state.

Moral and political society cannot seek to become a nation-state,
establish an official religion, or construct a non-democratic

regime. The right to determine the objectives and nature of
society lies with the free will of all members of a moral and politi-
cal society. Just as with current debates and decisions, strategic

decisions are the purview of society’s moral and political will

and expression. The essential thing is to have discussions and to

become a decision-making power. A society who holds this power
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can determine its preferences in the soundest possible way. No
individual or force has the authority to decide on behalf of moral
and political society, and social engineering has no place in these
societies.

When viewed in the light of the various broad definitions I have pre-
sented, it is obvious that the democratic civilization system—essentially
the moral and political totality of social nature—has always existed and
sustained itselfas the flip side of the official history of civilization. Despite
all the oppression and exploitation at the hands of the official world-sys-
tem, the other face of society could not be destroyed. In fact, it is impos-
sible to destroy it. Just as capitalism cannot sustain itself without noncapi-
talist society, civilization—the official world system—also cannot sustain
itself without the democratic civilization system. More concretely the
civilization with monopolies cannot sustain itself without the existence
of acivilization without monopolies. The opposite is not true. Democratic
civilization, representing the historical flow of the system of moral and
political society, can sustain itself more comfortably and with fewer obsta-
cles in the absence of the official civilization.

I define democratic civilization as a system of thought, the accumula-
tion of thought, and the totality of moral rules and political organs. I am
not only talking about a history of thought or the social reality within
a given moral and political development. The discussion does, however,
encompass both issues in an intertwined manner. I consider it important
and necessary to explain the method in terms of democratic civilization’s
history and elements, because this totality of alternate discourse and
structures are prevented by the official civilization. I will address these
issues in subsequent sections.

The Methodological Approach to Democratic Civilization

The universalist linear progressive approach in the social sciences leads
to at least as many problems as religious dogmatism when it comes to
how truth is perceived. There is no discernable difference between its
judgments and religious certainty: the universe is in an eternal state
of progress, and everything predicted in the Levh-i Mahfiz is coming
true’ In other words, “what is taking place is just what should take place.”
Everything is unfolding as foreseen. Contrary to popular belief, positiv-

ismis not anti-metaphysical and anti-religiosity, it is an absolutely vulgar
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materialist religion with a light polish of science. In fact, it is the idolatry
of modernity. The basic similarity between both dogmatic methods is the
idea of the existence of a force called law that rules nature. God’s laws have
been replaced by scientific laws. The rest of the narrative is similar. The
most serious problem with the positivist methodology of thought is that
its conclusions have the power of law. There is no room for interpretation.
A deduction that is considered conclusive and objective and implicitly the
view that everyone must hold is also essentially anti-science. The fact that
positivism bases itself on a sharp distinction of subject and object also
fails to leave room for a margin of error.

The efforts of the bourgeois class to present medieval theology with a
polish of positivism as a secular and scientific philosophy is understand-
able. It will, of course, bear the marks of the social reality it grew out of. If
we do not free ourselves from all the imaginary approaches that have been
imposed upon our thinking since the Middle Ages—indeed throughout
the history of civilization—it is inevitable that a wave of positivism will
capture our minds, so to speak. This did not allow for any other develop-
ment other than the endless repetition of clichéd thoughts and the belief
that a hollow and dry rhetoric reflected reality. It amounts to the replace-
ment of “whatever the imam says is right” with “whatever the teacher and
the philosopher say is right.” This is what lies at the core of our intellectual
infertility. As such, we were even deprived of our right to address our
own social nature. This is a very grave situation; it is cerebral blunting
and enslavement. At least religious dogmatism, as a kind of conveyor of
tradition, resonates with certain historical facts. The same cannot be said
about positivism. Positivism raises a huge dam of alienation between us
and our reality. As the ideological hegemonic power of the West, it would
like to seize control of its opponent without, so to speak, firing a shot (i.e.,
without using its brain). Clearly, without breaking through this dogma-
tism, it is impossible, generally speaking, to analyze official civilization
and specifically break with the capitalist modernist paradigm. Therefore,
itwould have been difficult to attain the capacity for free interpretation. I
am convinced that ideological weapons play a more effective prohibitive
role than military weapons.

When I first asked myself, “Can democratic civilization be systema-
tized?” I struggled quite a bit to free myself from these methodological
chains. Even more challenging and difficult, however, was smashing the
dogma surrounding scientific socialism, which I had totally believed in.
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To free yourself from the prison of dogmatism, you must struggle with
yourself. Then again, I had been doing that for most of my life.

I was also wrestling with a paradox: on the one hand, I was still
under the influence of a culture that stretched back thousands of years
(t0 10,000 BCE) in the homeland of the agricultural revolution; on the other
hand, I had begun the struggle for a postcapitalist society. How were we
to establish a new society without resolving the gap between the two that
stretched back at least twelve thousand years? Our system of thought had
turned into a kind of science of the afterworld. Obviously, there was not
yet a fecund intellectual method that took hold in my mind. This disease
of being unable to think even an inch outside of the margins of what had
already been written can only be explained by the effect of dogmatism.
Before we were free of the clamor of the religious patterns, we were bom-
barded with a “domineering” official positivism. I grasped that the true
protective force of any system is its ideological hegemony. That is why I
understand Nietzsche’s struggle against the official German ideological
power to the point of going mad. If we know even a few simple truths about
the West, we owe them to this frantic struggle.

The very first dogma that I firmly shed was scientific socialism’s
thesis that primitive communal society was imperatively followed by
slave-owning and other forms of class society in a necessarily consecu-
tive way. [ had treated this dogma like it was a law for a very long time. It
didn’t take me long to break a second dogma that was intertwined with the
first, that of identifying society with a class. Calling society slave-owning
or feudal conceals the most sensitive of truths about its nature and iden-
tifies society with its masters. It was clear that such designations are a
remnant of the dominant structures. Addressing the third dogma, which
is intertwined with the previous two, was fairly straightforward. I refer
to the dogmatic belief that different stages of class society are both neces-
sary and progressive. I came to understand that these stages are neither
inevitable nor progressive; I recognized that these stages were the most
reactionary and enchaining development. The end result was to grasp
that a way to formulate a historical discourse that brought us closer to
truth was possible. Instead of shying away from a multidirectional analy-
sis, it was obvious that this would be a more appropriate methodology
for uncovering deeper layers of meaning. Obviously, when dogmatism
(presupposition) is smashed in a wide range of areas, this opens the way
to greater interpretive power and the development of a wealth of meaning.
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I can clearly state: no matter where people are and what conditions they
are living under, if they are unable to resolve the problems they face,
the main reason will be that they lack the courage to move beyond their
primitive way of thinking and smash the thousand-year-old dogmas and
instincts that underlie their behavior. Behind any cowardice lies the fear
of thinking.

While I was intellectualizing democratic civilization, a second impor-
tant point caught my attention: the amount of concrete empirical material
available to me. The examination of history shows the widespread avail-
ability of this sort of material, which begs a couple of questions: Why are
dynasties, plunder of surplus value, and power structures treated as a
system, while the family, the tribe, the asiret, the non-power classes (both
invillages and cities), non-statized peoples, and nations—the stem cells of
society—go systematically unevaluated? Why are the latter not seen as
constituting ideologically and structurally meaningful systems?

There must be a reason why those in whom we invested our hopes
were unable to adequately answer these questions. Nonetheless, it is
clear that these are not pointless questions that lack truth. Although the
answers have not been systematized, there are many fragments of the
answers available to us if we know where to look.

As we tend toward a different civilization and a different modernity;,
a third factor is the potential of freely building social nature. If there are
massive and piled up problems, and if people are exhausted due to unem-
ployment and starvation, then construction of systems (not in terms of
creation or social engineering) is both possible and an imperative moral
obligation. As a matter of fact, the very dimension of our problems raises
the need for a revolution, and revolution puts the structures that provide
answers on the agenda.

The fourth factor driving my quest can perhaps be summed up in the
question: If the dominant system does not provide hope or treat you like a
human being and does not show any interest in resolving the simplest of
problems, such as that of identity, then what is required of a human being
is to conjoin self-esteem and hope with the capacity to build your own
system. Otherwise, at the table of the wolves, you may not get to pick the
bones but instead might become the prey.

The final driving factor might well be somewhat personal, but it prob-
ably also has a more general resonance. No matter who it is—even your
mother—you invested your hopes in, if they were unable to offer you
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much, you should not hesitate to trust in your own strength. You should
alsonot surrender for any other reason or because of any drive. If there is
no possible life worth living for you, don’t forget that you have the capac-
ity to display the intelligence and will necessary to build the good, the true,
and the beautiful!

According to the linear interpretation of history, the city society
that emerged after the agrarian-village society is the “last word,” and
narratives of civilization developed around the city are truth itself. The
force—dominant class—that seized control of the city and organized it as
areligious state is the motor of history. Everything they did was right and
holy—the realization of destiny. To this end, divine ideological hegemo-
nies were exalted. Each and every dissident sound was considered treason
against the word of past-eternity and post-eternity and its expression of
life and felt “God’s wrath.” Rationalizations for all of the dishonorable
activities of the despots, their most vile oppression and their systems of
exploitation, poured from the lips of the priests as the most holy word of
God or the gods. Once the servants surrender to the gods’ laws, they no
longer feel the pain.

In its original form, the city-centered civilization—as an organiza-
tion of capital and force—has been presented to us in the ramshackle
narratives of mythology or religion and carried into our present times
through a series of transformations. The shine has come off this civili-
zation, whose essence remains the same but whose rhetoric and form
has regularly changed and shifted as it sought new ways to present itself.
Despite its lack of luster, it is not shy about declaring itself post-eternal
in the form of a rigid nation-state fascism. The bureaucratic iron cage, as
the city’s organization of capital and force, multiplies AIDS and biological
cancers along with its contents. But what is worse is that we have entered
an extremely serious stage in our development; social nature, with all its
internal structures and its natural environment, has entered a cancer-
ous phase. To understand that there is no exaggeration in the facts we
have schematically advanced here, we only need to look at war and colo-
nialism—the war that has spread throughout society over the past four
hundred years of the world system (and, indeed, the past five thousand
years), as well as at our current environmental disaster.

When we look at all forms of liberal ideological hegemony and more
particularly at their official spheres (state ideologies), we can see that
this is their end of history. In other words, the capitalist system, which
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is at the peak of the global age, presents itself as the post-eternal form
of the final word. This is nothing new; the end of every significant age
of capital and tyranny has been accompanied by declarations of “post-
eternity.” This is the truth that the five-thousand-year-old “sciences” of
civilization have cloaked in thousands of different disguises and turned
into a methodology. Methodology has become the truth, and the truth has
become methodology.

When one whispers that other worlds, sciences, and methods are
possible, along with discourses about deserving hell for heresy and infi-
delity, unlimited forms of “terror” (from being beheaded to crucifixion,
from being burned at the stake to being hanged, from being sentenced to
a lifetime of labor to torture, from being worked to death to languishing
in prisons, from being made a housewife to colonization and assimilation)
come into play.

We see that the central civilization, which acted against agrarian-
village society as if it were taking revenge, attempting to destroy it for
thelast five thousand years, has, since the early twenty-first century, been
taking steps to completely subvert this society and to eradicate its remain-
ing traces. Environmental destruction is, in fact, the final form of revenge
upon agrarian-village society. Interestingly, it is not social nature that has
been silenced but first nature that responds to this disaster with various
catastrophes (climate change, drought, rapidly melting glaciers, rapid
extinction of various species, flooding, and cyclones, to mention but a
few). Humanity (silenced humanity) can at times become the most voice-
less form of nature. While it hurts to acknowledge this, who can deny that
itis true?

The key shift in the paradigm of looking at history must be in rela-
tion to the understanding that the city-based capital and power monopoly
could not have developed without agrarian-village society (10,000 BCE to
date). This opens the way for a fundamental methodological change. Rosa
Luxemburg stated, in a very broad manner, that “capitalism, accumula-
tion of capital, and monopoly cannot exist in the absence of a noncapital-
ist society”® Expanding this definition to all of history and all forms of
capital is a more accurate narrative; it provides an adequate analysis of
capital throughout the historical-society. The most fundamental mistake
Karl Marx made was to develop the model of pure capitalist society. Such
a society is neither theoretically nor practically possible. Proving this is
simple: let’s say we have a society with capitalists (including bureaucrats)
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and workers (including the unemployed) only. Pure capitalist society
requires this. Let us assume that in total one hundred units of a particu-
lar good are produced. If twenty-five units are sold to the workers and
another twenty-five units are left for the use of the capitalist class, what
will then happen to the remaining fifty units? The rest would either have
tobeleft torot or distributed free of charge. No other approach is possible
in a purely capitalist society.

From this point of view, when Rosa said that if this fifty units were
sold to a noncapitalist society for a profit, then the system could function,
she was wandering the shoreline of truth. Social reality is a lot more com-
prehensive though. In addition, we should always clearly keep in mind
that profit and capital accumulation based on profit are unpaid social
surplus. What is anoncapitalist society? It is above all the historical agrar-
ian-village society, the society of women confined to their homes, of the
craftspeople who live off their own labor, of the poor and the unemployed
of the city (who live through subsidies). If we look at the reality in this way
we will be able to better analyze the five-thousand-year-old civilization
and its last four hundred years as the capitalist world system—its most
systematic period. Most probably the network (aristocracy, lords, bour-
geoisie) that have organized themselves as capital and power through-
out history have never amounted to more than 10 percent of the popula-
tion.” Therefore, the main body of social nature has always been above 90
percent of the population.

Inthat case, let me ask a question about the methodology employed: Is
it more scientific and correct to historicize and systematize this 10 percent,
making it the main object of thought, as opposed to the 90 percent? We
need to examine this. Perhaps others might say, “No other approach is pos-
sible, because thought, science, and methodology are monopolized by this
10 percent.” But isn’t this monopoly, in the final analysis, built on extortion
and erosion of social surplus? Does being the best organized ideological
group justify such privilege? Even if it were only 1 percent, the well-organ-
ized might of 1 percent can be used to dominate and rule over millions.
They can set fundamental terms of science and methodology as they wish.
But can this substitute for truth? Who declares such a handful of tyrants
and monopolists as the truth? Can those who do—presenting it as mythol-
ogy, religion, philosophy, science, and the arts and becoming wedded to
the rule of capital’s tyrannical network—change social truth (the truth of
the 90 percent)? The reason why this problem must be addressed in this
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manner is fairly obvious. No ideological, scientific, religious, philosophi-
cal, or artistic hegemony has or should have the power to alter this reality:.

When we examine historical-society structurally in the light of this
main method and express it through various forms of thought (mytho-
logical, religious, philosophical, and artistic) the dimensions of truth will
be easier to see and will make more sense. Democratic civilization could
have a much more systematically advanced form of this two-directional
(within its structuralism, objectivity, and subjectivity as a way of express-
ing itself) narrative of historical-society. It is both possible and necessary
to more comprehensively systematize the historicity and totality of social
nature. A systematic analysis of this sort should be part of the paradig-
matic basis of the scientific revolution and the social sciences.

This approach to the question of methodology would allow for a more
accurate presentation of social nature, with all of its historical richness
and totality. At first glance it would seem that:

a) A society without capital and power is possible, but capital and
power without a society is not.

b) An economy without capital is possible, but capital without an
economy is not.

¢) A society without a state is possible, but a state without a society
is not.

d) Asocietywithout capitalists, feudal lords, and masters is possible,
but capitalists, feudal lords, and masters without a society are not.

e) A society without class is possible, but classes without a society
are not.

f) Agriculture and the village without the city are possible, but a city
without agriculture and the village is not.

g) A society without laws is possible, but a society without morality
is not.

h) Itispossibleto put society in a situation where it lacks politics or
morality. In that case, society is being torn to pieces and swallowed
by the new Leviathan (nation-state fascism). And, indeed, this is
the moment when the death of society and humanity becomes
a huge spectacle. This is the moment when genocide is carried
out. The moment that Michel Foucault proclaimed is the death of
man.’ This is the moment when, according to Friedrich Nietzsche,
society and humanity have been castrated, dwarfed, and reduced

150



ENVISAGING THE SYSTEM OF DEMOCRATIC CIVILIZATION

to worker ants and have, in fact, become a herdlike multitude.
This is the moment when, Max Weber declared, society has been
confined in an “iron cage”!

The democratic civilization paradigm must and needs to come into
play at this moment:

a)

b)

9]

d)

Since society cannot be sustained without agriculture and the
village, throughout the history of civilization the segments of
the society living in these areas have always been exploited and
oppressed. Their resistance through the ages will only achieve its
goal if they transform themselves into political society.

The existence of the city is still possible, if it does not become the
base of capital and power monopolies. True liberation of the city,
which has been obliged to act as the base for exploitation and
oppression throughout the history of civilization, requires it to
become a political urban society and to install democratic gov-
ernance. The cities, which have very rich appearance in history;,
can only be saved from becoming mass cancerous structures by
further developing democratic and confederalist governance.

If the capital and power monopolies built above the economy
are not restricted and eliminated, then economic crisis will not
end and other problems cannot be solved. The main cause of
unemployment, hunger, and poverty, as well as environmental
destruction and all types of unnecessary class division, social
diseases, and war, is the struggle of capital and power groups to
snatch shares and increase their share of societal surplus value.
Social nature is equipped with a flexible membrane against all
these problems and diseases. If capital and power apparatuses
are restricted, the free pursuit of development will become pos-
sible. Ifhistory is to be understood economically and from a class
perspective, this paradigm offers a way to attain true meaning.
Without the capital and power monopoly, moral and political
society is the natural state of society. All human societies must
have these qualities from their birth to their decay. Slave-owning,
feudal, capitalist, and socialist society molds are like clothes they
hope to put on social nature; they do not express the truth. In spite
of what they claim, there are no such societies. These societies,
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whose original state was moral and political, were unable to fully
develop, because they were continuously oppressed, exploited,
and colonized by the capital and power monopolies.

The main task of democratic politics is to restore the free func-
tioning of moral and political society. Societies like this are trans-
parent and democratic societies. The more developed democratic
politics, the more functional moral and political society. It is the
art of democratic politics that is responsible for keeping such soci-
eties functional. It is not the task of democratic politics to “socially
engineer” societies. Attempts at social engineering are part of
what liberalism does to create capital and power monopolies.

f) All kingdoms, empires, republics, city-states, and nation-states

g

established throughout history in the name of civilization,
whether separately or collectively, reconciled or competitive,
hegemonic or equally powerful, are essentially the forms of
capital that have become power and the state.

Moral and political society can never seek to become a
monopoly. It can either live independent of them or in conditional
peace and reconciliation with them. There are various ways for
democratic civilization and the civilizations of official power to
reconcile. Because peace rests on these conditional reconcilia-
tions, all other times would mean a continuous state of war within
or above society.

Since society does not rest on the continuous exploitative monop-
olist wars (internally or externally) it needs to develop various
forms of democratic civilization in the agricultural villages and
among the city’s laborers. History is not the tool of inhuman and
fusty structures and warfare or the sum of power and states
alone; there are far more unrecorded examples of democratic
civilization: the family, tribal and asiret systems, confederations,
city democracies (as far as we know, the most striking example
is Athens), democratic confederations, monasteries, dervish
lodges, communes, egalitarian parties, civil societies, denomi-
nations, religious and philosophical communities that have not
been absorbed by power, solidarity among women, and numerous
communities and assemblies based on solidarity. Unfortunately,
the history of these communities has not been systematically
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recorded. Nonetheless, the true history of humanity can only be
the systematic expression of these groups.

While the civilizations of official power have been sustained
by capital and arms monopolies intertwined with ideological
hegemony, the ideology of democratic civilization has always
remained weak and unsystematic, and thus have been continu-
ously oppressed, distorted, and, more often than not, eliminated.
The countless sages, scientists, philosophers, religious leaders,
denomination members, and artists who did not surrender and
listened to the voice of their free conscience were severely pun-
ished and silenced. The fact that the history of all of these people
has not been written does not mean they did not exist. One of our
primary intellectual tasks is to make sure that democratic civiliza-
tion is expressed systematically as historical-society.

Inresponse to capitalism’s four-hundred-year ideological, admin-
istrative, military, nation-state civilization system (in the form
of the monopoly of economics and power), there have been city
democracies (in Italy) and confederations (in Germany), peasants’
rebellions and communes, workers’ rebellions and communes
(the Paris Commune), the experiences of real socialism (in one-
third of the world), the process of national liberation (their non-
power and the non-state mode of being), numerous democratic
parties, civil society movements, and, recently, ecological and
feminist movements, democratic youth movements, arts festi-
vals, and new religious movements that do not seek power. As can
be seen, democratic civilization is based on a broad spectrum of
movements and has a system—although not fully integrated—that
should not be underestimated.

Although the present-day nation-state is experiencing grave sys-
temic problems and its cracks are multiplying daily, it still has
the strongest system in the national, regional, and global arena.
Nation-states, numbering over two hundred, are represented
by regional unions (particularly the European Union, NAFTA,
which consists of the US, Canada, and Mexico, APEC in Southeast
Asia) and by the United Nations globally. The democratic civiliza-
tion system is represented by loose and formless forums like the
World Social Forum and by non-state and non-power unions of
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laborers and peoples that are inadequate. Their inadequacy is
ideological and structural. In order to address this inadequacy,
world democratic confederalism—Ilocal and regional democratic
confederations with their political parties and instruments of
civil society—must be developed.

A Draft of the History of Democratic Civilization

The most basic feature of free human nature is that each person can
choose their own history and know how to live by history. History is the
interpretation of existence—the process that has been realized to date.
The more diverse the forms of existence considered, the more histories
we will have. But diverse histories do not mean that there is no historical
unity. In the absence of unity, diversity is meaningless. Diversity exists
only in connection with unity. The important issue is to determine what
will represent this unity. In the case of the human species, intelligence and
the ability to use tools provide a possible basis for unity. Without these
abilities, there is no difference between them and other living species.
There can, of course, be different bases for unity, including the state at
times, and at other times democracy, the moral and political dimension
of society, mentality, and the state of the economy. The important thing is
to determine what sort of diversity can be developed on the basis of the
unifying factor chosen.

We consider moral and political society to be the fundamental basis
of unity in a democratic civilization. To clarify what we mean, we have
defined it and tried to determine its methodology. Now, I would like to
draw a brief outline of its historical development:

a) We know that close to 98 percent of social nature’s life occurred
in units of twenty-five to thirty people—what we call clan society.
The clan can be defined as the stem cell of society. Clan society
has carried on within all societies that have formed throughout
time, including the family, the tribe, the asiret, the peoples, and
the nations, ina manner similar to cell differentiation. According
to our basic definition of social nature, clan society is a moral and
political society; whether they use sign or symboliclanguage is not
soimportant. Of course, the morality and politics that exist within
a clan are very simple, but the important thing is that they exist.
Justbecause it is at a simple level does not diminish its importance.
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On the contrary, it proves its importance. It may even be said that
the strongest expression of morality is seen within clan society. It
seems almost instinctual. Living according to morals is the sine
quanon of existence. A clan that has lost its morality is a clan that
has been dispersed, dismantled, or destroyed. That morality can
be expressed in simple rules indicates its vitality. In comparison,
today we can see that the impact on society of the frequent viola-
tions of the rule of law is negligible. Given conservative nature
of law, such violations may even play a more positive role. The
deterioration of rules within the clan, however, means the end of
the community.

It is much the same for politics. A clan has two very simple
jobs; hunting and gathering. Hunting and gathering are vitally
important to all clan members. Surely, they would have many
times over discussed, consulted, shared experiments, and
appointed members to form and implement the best and most
efficient policies for hunting and gathering, otherwise life would
not have been possible. The most fundamental political issue was
what to gather and eat, and this was collective work. Politics is
defined as collective work, which means that clan society was a
very simple but vital political community. Ifa clan society ignored
politics even for a day, it would have died. Politics are, as a result,
of great structural importance. In most other ways the human
clan might have resembled other primates. The only significant
difference between them was that the clan developed a simple
moral and political social fabric. In this sense, even the develop-
ment of tools come into play when there is a political dimension.
Likewise, the development of language requires morality and
politics. We should never forget that the discussion and decision-
making to get any job done accelerated the need for the ability
to speak. I find it pointless to argue that the nutritional needs of
the clans gave rise to morality and politics. Surely an amoeba—a
single-cell living entity—also has nutritional requirements, but
we cannot speak of the morality and politics of amoebas. What
makes a human being distinct from an amoeba is that morality
and politics enter into the way humanity meets its nutritional
requirements. In this sense, the Marxist statement “economy
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determines all” doesn’t explain much. The important thing is, in
fact, how the economy is determined. For humans to resolve this,
society requires a moral and political fabric and, thus, a social
sphere.

It is this feature that places clan society at the origin of the
history of democratic civilization. In this respect, the history of
democratic civilization is the history of 98 percent of humanity.
In addition, as we mentioned, the clan continues to exist as the
mother cell of the family, the tribe, the asiret, the peoples, and
national and international society, as well as of transnational
communities.

Around twenty thousand years ago, as a result of glaciers
melting in the fourth glacial period, Mesolithic (c. 15,000 to
12,000 years ago) and Neolithic (c. 12,000 years ago to date) socie-
ties formed, most spectacularly in the Taurus-Zagros ecosystem.
These societies were substantially more advanced than clan
society. They had advanced tools and settlement arrangements.
Indeed, the first agrarian-village revolution occurred during this
period. While the Taurus-Zagros social system was predominant,
similar formations started to appear wherever human commu-
nities lived at the time in Africa and Eurasia. I believe that this
development was the result of the spread of Neolithic society of
Taurus-Zagros region. This is a great epoch in the history of social
nature. Many developments, such as the symbolic language that is
still used, the agricultural revolution (conscious cultivation and
harvesting and the domestication of animals), the formation of
villages, the origin of trade, the transition from a mother-based
family to tribal and asiret organizations, occurred during this
historical stage. No doubt the fact that this period was called the
New Stone Age refers to the appearance of sophisticated stone
tools. There was also a remarkable evolution of human intelli-
gence. All tools and equipment that have left their mark to date—
including principles of their usage—seem to have been invented
back then. It is the second extended period of history. One percent
of the remaining 2 percent reflect this period. Society was still
essentially a moral and political society. There was still no law
and no state. Power had not yet arisen. The mother was seen as
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sacred, and the goddess image was elevated. The transition to the
period of sacred temples and mausoleums also occurred during
this period. Life was lived in such direct contact with history that
the living shared their space with their dead. The ruins of temples
and mausoleums are a glaring example of this. We are faced with
real and genuine people not primitives.

The second main period in the history of democratic civiliza-

tion can be described as expressing the pure values of democratic
civilization. As symbolic language and intelligence developed,
moral and political society experienced democracy in the most
spectacular manner in the villages and tribes. This may seem odd,
but it is the truth. This was the period when morality and politics
were the purest democracy. The gradually increasing surplus
product led to systematic oppression and exploitation by the
hierarchical powers and later city-based civilization forces that
existed above society.
Civilization narratives called written history (all types of mytho-
logical, religious, and scientific discourse) begin history with the
command of the creator. The history we are talking about is that
of the last five thousand years. With my sociological analysis as a
starting point, I can say that such historical narratives are ideolog-
ically bent upon sanctifying oppression and exploitation. What
all of the scientific schools, including so-called political economy;,
do, is develop an ideology based on surplus value—even on all
values of life—of the society that has experienced a qualitative
development in the productivity of its labor practices. Hiding the
truth required an enormous ideological effort and a lot of force.
Construction of the city, the class, and the state occurred at the
same time as the major ideological constructs arose. The main
function of these ideologies was to depict creation and formation
in a different way, project it as the successful work of the priest,
the strongman, or the ruler wrapped in divine imagery.

Democratic civilization must first sweep aside these ideo-
logical veils and barriers. Only then can we better understand
not only the family, agrarian-village society, and tribal and
asiret structures, but also the class nature of the city-based state,
the ongoing established hierarchical power, and the original

157



THE SOCIOLOGY OF FREEDOM

colonization of women. Such a paradigm shift would greatly
improve our understanding.

There is no doubt that aside from the triad of city, class, and
state—the monopolist capital groups that are effectively the crimi-
nal gangs of civilization—there is also the democratic civilization
that continues in a new phase even though it has profound contra-
dictions with this civilization.

While contradiction arose between rural and urban areas,
the tendency for the rural and urban areas to complement one
another outweighed the tensions. Just as democratic civilization
had its urban extensions (slaves, craftspeople, women), the cities
also had their rural extensions. In particular, hierarchical struc-
tures that grew strong in rural society became the collaborators
of the city-state rulers. Nonetheless, the contradictions and con-
flicts took place between these two social blocks, whose material
interests differed. Intense ideological, military, and administra-
tive conflicts between democratic civilization—representing the
communal, moral, and political society’s forces—and the civili-
zation based on capital and state monopoly—establishing itself
above the city’s slave labor, plundering the tribes and villages in
the rural areas, and looting—did occur. There was also warfare
among city rulers, as they sought to increase their shares. The
lamenting and melodies that can be found in Sumerian epics in
relation to the city make the intensity and severity of these con-
flicts apparent. It is possible to deduce that to a large degree the
tribal and asiret structures arose in response the attacks of city-
based civilization. The ethnic structures we begin to see around
4000-3000 BCE must also have been a product of this period. We
know that it was the Sumerians and Egyptians who named the
varying ethnicities. The Sumerians called those to the north and
northeast the Aryans (descendants of hill and mountain farming
people). Those to the west were called the Amorites (people with
Semitic roots, proto-Arabs who had not become Sumerian), the
Gutians, and the Kassites. The Egyptians called those who came
from the deserts of the Sinai Peninsula the Apiru (the dust-covered
men and tribes from the east). It is generally accepted that Hebrew
is derived from Apiru (or Habiru). The ramparts erected around
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the cities and towers provide the best evidence of the existence of
an opposing society.

The intensity of the clashes makes it clear that society did
not easily accept class-based civilization. Archeological records
prove that numerous villages and even some centers of civiliza-
tion were burned to the ground. Mesopotamia is full of multilay-
ered mounds that were settlement areas that were burned down
numerous times. Mythology and literature from this period also
reflect this. Homer’s Iliad is a thirdhand version that reflects
the epic tradition with Mesopotamian origins. Hesiod created
a similar version that transformed the pantheon of Sumerian
gods into the Olympus pantheon. That wars were the wars of gods
personified by kings is a factor in all of the epic traditions of that
period. It is quite clear that kings were identified with gods. The
titles of Nimrod and the pharaohs are striking examples of that
identification. While economic plunder and the enslavement of
village societies were the anticipated result of war, there were
also similar expeditions against the tribes to loot and take cap-
tives. Civilizations also considered plundering one another and
taking slaves a significant source of wealth. Material interest
continues to be a basis for conflict and reconciliation to this day.
Everything was based on a calculation of “who is stronger.” The
unity of the celestial gods is clearly understood as the symbolic
state of the largest kingdom on earth. That the Ottoman sultans
called themselves Zillullah proves this.

It would be a major shortcoming to present narrow class
contradiction as fundamental during this historical period.
Evidence suggests that the slaves at that time were entirely obe-
dient servants of both their masters and the temple. They essen-
tially acted as extensions of their masters’ bodies. It was the vil-
lagers and the tribal and asiret communities that resisted and
refused to be enslaved. There were also frequent battles among
the monopolies as each attempted to increase its share. Around
1500 BCE a struggle for hegemony began, with the Hittites and the
Hurrians and Mitannis on one side and Egyptian civilization on
the other. In the Middle East, the central civilization first formed
around 1500 BCE, with significant evidence of competition and
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the ultimate rise to hegemony of the history’s first magnificent
cities from 1500 to 1200 BCE. This is considered a very vibrant
and glorious period in history. Tribal, asiret, and village com-
munities continued to develop. Trade became so important that
for the first time empires began to be built around it. Assyria and
Phoenicia essentially gained power through their trade monop-
olies. Around 1500 BCE, when Chinese and Indian civilizations
were taking their first steps, Europe, other parts of Asia, Africa,
and America were beginning to enter the Neolithic Age. My great-
est interest lies with two historical periods: 6000-4000 BCE and
the rise of Neolithic agrarian-village society and the city life of
urban society from 1500 to 1200 BCE. The originality, creativity;,
and rate of development and the epic narratives of these periods
are most interesting. I believe that epic heroism and ideas about
divinity primarily arose during these periods.

In outline, my analysis of the temporal and spatial spread and
development of civilization is as follows:

1) Agrarian-village society began right after the magnificent
hunter and gatherer society (the Gobekli Tepe temple in Urfa is
illustrative of the process) around 15,000-12,000 BCE in the area
where the Tigris and the Euphrates are fed by the Taurus-Zagros
Mountain system that converges with the lowlands, where there
was an abundance of plant and animal species and a climate that
provided natural irrigation. This agrarian-village society was in
its infancy;, its transformation to sedentary life only occurring
around 6000 BCE. From 6000 to 4000 BCE agrarian-society expe-
rienced its most creative period. From 5000 BCE on, it began to
spread everywhere. There was little emigration, the spread pri-
marily took the form of cultural export. The Ubaid culture, which
began its ascent with irrigated farming in Lower Mesopotamia
around 5000-4000 BCE grew strong enough to start colonizing
parts of Northern Mesopotamia. Archeological remains attest
to this culture’s colonial spread in Upper Mesopotamia around
4000 BCE.* But at the same time, that region predominantly main-
tained its own culture. The Uruk period emerged between 4000
and 3000 BCE. It represents the birth of the city. The subject matter
of the Epic of Gilgamesh is this magical development. A similar
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northward expansion occurred during the Uruk period. Both
periods of colonial expansion were likely the result of growing
efficiency in weaving, pottery making, and agricultural produc-
tion. The period from 3000 to 2000 BCE is the period of the classic
Ur Dynasties. Its distinctive feature is an increase in the number
of cities and the intense and continuous conflicts among them,
each hoping to increase its share. We can also call these wars for
parceling out domination among early monopolists.

2) The Neolithic Revolution, with its center in Mesopotamia,
can be thought to have spread to China, India, all of Europe, and
the north and east of Africa around 4000 BCE, settling in these
areas between from 4000 and 2000 BCE. The Neolithic societies
with European and Caucasian roots grew stronger and reversed
the flow after 2000 BCE. This wave of onslaughts of the first large
tribes from the north, who were on the offensive, which stretched
from Anatolia to India and reached the civilizational centers of
Mesopotamia and Egypt, led to an important historical upheaval.
In addition, around 4000-2000 BCE, both the Arab tribes with
Semitic roots and the mountainous Aryan tribes also attacked
these civilizational centers in waves.

Both types of civilization were observed to have developed
within these initial expansionist colonial and anti-colonial move-
ments. While the upper tribal strata began the process of trans-
formation into a state, many of the other tribe members were
incorporated into the slave class. There is dissociation within the
ranks of the tribe and the asiret. While, on the one hand, new city
civilizations were springing up, on the other hand, tribal and
asiret organization was increasing and solidarity among them
was growing.

3) The period from 2000 to 1500 BCE marked the end of the
Sumerian and Egyptian classical periods, with relations with
Babylonia, Assyria, Mitanni, the Hittites, and the new Kingdom
in Egypt deteriorating and conflicts becoming more intense. The
era of the central hegemonic civilization had begun, a particular
period of globalization was occurring. The northern tribes were
using civilization’s technical knowledge and practices against the
centers of civilization, and the mountainous and desert tribes of
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the Middle East were continuing their uninterrupted attacks. It
is also important to note that iron replacing bronze led to many
new developments in arms technology. This is also the period
when mineral exploration and trade became of central impor-
tance for the first time, with trade rising to previously unseen
levels. The breathtaking rise of Assyria and Phoenicia was the
product of commercial monopolies. In this context, there was
a huge increase in construction of castles and ramparts. In the
end, however, between 1500 and 1200 BCE, civilization was dealt
amajor blow by the attacks of the Scythians and Dorians from the
north and Aramaic warrior tribes from the south, resulting in a
period of decline from 1200 to 800 BCE, with the Assyrian Empire
the only power to survive.

4) It is as if Greco-Roman civilization—the last great civili-

zation of the classical era of antiquity—absorbed the legacy of
the two previous civilization systems (Mesopotamia and Egypt).
This civilizational process lasting from 1000 BCE to 500 CE con-
tinued to expand across Asia, Africa, and Europe, giving rise to
an additional classical era, thereby effectively contributing to the
civilization. As the mythological era faded in importance, a new
and original religious, philosophical, and even scientific develop-
ment began. The Roman Empire constituted the summit of capital
and power monopolies. However, in good time, under the blows
of democratic civilization forces—Christianity, as the party of
the poor within the empire, and the resistance and attacks of the
tribes and peoples on its borders—brought the empire, and with
it antiquity, to a close.
The Abrahamic religious tradition is the most difficult to place in
the historical civilizational process. The nature of the civilization
these three major religions belonged to remains a controversial
issue.

After much thought and on the basis of my analysis of civili-
zation, I define the Abrahamic traditions as eclectic and typically
conciliatory movements that try to find a middle way between
the two main forces of civilization (like today’s social democratic
movements). Although, I symbolically call them movements
under the leadership of the Hebrew tribe, instead of addressing
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the racial basis of these religions, it would be more accurate to
evaluate them as movements with a powerful ideological under-
pinning. Although the Abrahamic tradition is presented as tribal,
it is essentially a centrist movement between the democratic civi-
lization of Middle Eastern origin and statist civilizations. It is not
exactly a class or a tribal movement. Furthermore, it is neither
completely ideological nor completely moral and political. It is
centrist in all respects. The tradition in question has maintained
this quality since the Prophet Abraham’s appearance around
1700 BCE (if we take it as far back as Adam and Eve, then its roots
stretch back to the origins of the Sumerian and Egyptian civiliza-
tions). This tradition has been a constant source of inspiration
for both democratic and statist civilizations, while at the same
time it has severed the ties of its affiliated forces (both material
and immaterial) from the legacy of these civilizations, with the
consequence that attracting both their friendship and animosity
resulted in historical developments.

The Abrahamic religions ended the mythological era of the
civilization and took leadership of the religious era. They may
be more easily understood in the light of our new civilization
paradigm. The most prominent narrative of the mythological era
is that of the god-kings. It should not be forgotten that storytell-
ing in antiquity was loaded with mythology. It is futile to look for
present-day rationality in this manner of storytelling. All facts
are delivered and all events described using mythological lan-
guage. The mythology of the Sumerian era was deeply influenced
by animism (the idea that all of nature is made up of living beings
and spirits). This era initially transformed this belief system
(which could be called the religion of the clans) in some small
ways, for the first time making a distinction between a “divine
and non-divine nature.” The essence of all of the Sumerian priests’
inventions came from Upper Mesopotamian Neolithic society,
and, instead of a mother-goddess narrative, they favored a father
and male-god mythology. The great material transformation of
society took place thusly; first came the male-dominated hierar-
chical order, followed by and in parallel with the birth of author-
ity in the form of the state. We can find its reflection in the new
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religious mythology from the outset with the emergence of Enki,
the crafty god. The struggle between the Uruk goddess Inanna
(her roots go back to the Mother Goddess Ishtar, which means
star of heaven) and the Eridu god Enki (the first male god of a city)
around this issue is quite striking. Inanna tried to prove that all
divine rights belong to the mother-goddess and claimed that out
of the famous 104 mes, 99, things like virtue, talent, invention, and
the arts, were created by women. Enki tells Inanna that her claims
are no longer important and tells her to submit and listen to her
father. Here, while declaring himself the father, man, and god, he
reduced goddess Inanna to the position of his daughter and wife.
Oh, how this resembles all of present-day secular, religious, and
scientific preaching! I personally believe that Enki is the initial
god of all of them. Enki is the original; all the others are adapta-
tions and copies. The gods of Olympus in particular are the third
or fourth version of Sumerian mythology. The mythological nar-
rative finally dies out with the onset of the Roman gods.
According to the story, Abraham, who smashed the idols of
gods in the pantheon of Urfa, was thrown into the fire by Nimrod,
but a divine miracle occurred where the fire burned and a sacred
lake was formed. Abraham then migrated to the Canaan prov-
inces (from an area controlled by Babylonian civilization to an
area under Egyptian control), because it became difficult for
him to find shelter in areas controlled by Nimrod. In fact, it was
a typical case of asylum. It was probably while he was the leader
of alocal tribe that he came into a conflict with Nimrod, the ruler
of the city. It is clear that the dispute was about property, mer-
chandise, and trade. At the time, there was both rivalry between
the Babylonian and Egyptian civilizations, and the first period of
very lively commercial trade had begun. This rivalry seriously
impacted the traditional interests of thousands of people like
Abraham. This was the material basis for hegira and asylum. The
lands of Canaan lay between the two civilizations and were to
some degree semi-independent. Abraham migrated when hegem-
onic power began to target him. It is quite likely that this hegira
incorporates the stories of thousands of migrations into a single
narrative in the language of the time. All indications point to the
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fact that story in question tells of the contradictions and conflicts
experienced by the local tribe and principalities, whose interests
were submerged during this period under the weight of the two
great civilizations (the new Kingdom of Babylonia and Egypt). Not
only did these forces reject the Nimrods and pharaohs presenting
themselves as gods, they also actively protested whenever they
got the chance by smashing the representative idols. In short, the
conflict over material interests was reflected as an ideological
struggle.

It was not easy to struggle against a god-king ideology that
was at least three thousand years old; it required enormous
courage and ability. This is why Abraham’s act of resistance in
Urfa has taken on such miraculous significance and why it was
so important. Servants for the first time opposed god, and that
was an unprecedented and miraculous development. There is
both the material aspect—smashing the idols—and the new ideo-
logical quest. How and where to find the new god, and, in a sense,
how to create his own ideological construct, was still an open
question—a question that was discussed for centuries thereafter.
Abraham claimed he found his god by calling out to the voice that
had inspired him “Wa hewe”’—“He is (Yahweh).” Jehovah is the
name of Abraham’s first god; it seems very likely that the word has
Aryan cultural roots. The transition to the theism of El, Ula, and
Allah occurred long after Abraham went to the Canaan provinces.

Elhas Semitic roots and reflects the features and the longing
for similarity and unity of tribes living in the extensive desert
environment. The second major inspiration found its expres-
sion in Moses and his Ten Commandments. In fact, meeting God
on Mount Sinai represents Moses’s search for a solution to the
worsening problems of the tribe he leads. If we keep in mind that
the Ten Commandments are typical rules governing the tribe,
we should be able to further develop our analysis. The tradition
was to be renewed by Jesus, and Mohammad would have a similar
experience in Mecca (on Mount Hira, where he received his first
revelation from God). Many holy books include narratives about
the contact of various prophets with God. It is clear that these
were traditional narrations of guiding ideas and actions during
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important stages of that time. This is the nature of the narrative.
The holy text reflects the natural and social (first and second
nature) facts and events in the language (rhetoric) of the time,
which I call the prophetic style.

We can easily say that this tradition represents a historical
stage relevant to our topic:

1) It opposed history’s and that period’s first two major civiliza-
tions ruled by god-kings. This was the very first rebellion of serv-
ants against God.

2) A new ideological expression was created: a discourse that said
the god-kings were simple human beings, but God was not human.
He was the true creator of all things (the famous saying “He is” is
the product of this great inspiration), and only He can be God and
Rabb (The Lord)."!

3) You could only submit to Him not to god-kings.

These were the main principles of the new ideology. These
three points are the basis shared by this marvelous tradition
called the Abrahamic religions. After many historical experi-
ences, widespread sections of society gradually came to oppose
the upper layer who did not contend with monopolization and
deified themselves. This meant that these large sections of the
society developed a sacredness and divine discourse that were
more beneficial to them.

It is far more important to explain the change that occurred
in relation to moral and political society. In the previous two mil-
lennia (3500-1500 BCE), moral and political society had been dealt
amajor blow. A very important development was the replacement
of the “deities of nature”—which signified the sincere, equitable,
and living relationship of nature with the mother-goddess culture
and all of the clans and tribes—with the servant-god duality
(essentially the slave and master class structure) expressed
strictly through the domination of mythological male gods who
are the creators of the land, the sky, and the sea. This is a clear indi-
cation that the ideological aspect of moral and political society has
alsobeen dealt a major blow. A major transformation in material
and immaterial culture was taking place. Mythological narratives
overflow with expressions of this.
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It goes without saying that in this long historical period, the
triad of priest, king, and commander, who are organized as a
sprawling network of material interests over social nature and
hidden behind an ideological mask, dealt a major blow to moral
and political society. When we start from this paradigm, we can
understand the society of this two-thousand-year period a lot
better. The crafting of a concept is very difficult and requires
a great endeavor. The paradigm of the Abrahamic tradition
undoubtedly reconceptualized at least two-thousand-year period
of the Nimrods and pharaohs, as well as bringing about the transi-
tion to amore humane and reasonable narrative and religion. The
new religious narrative was, of course, also metaphysical and
differs by far from today’s rationality and social sciences. Yet it
was still a very important historical development. It did not con-
stitute a complete return to the moral and political society of the
old times, as is clear from the Ten Commandments, which present
morality exclusively as religion. Moses’s Ten Commandments are
obvious moral principles in religious garb. Elements of faith are
secondary and weak. Therefore, substituting religion for moral-
ity was a very important transformation of moral and politi-
cal society. The simpler moral and political life of the past was
covered with a god that pervades all. In effect, life is wrapped in
the cloak of a more advanced religion.

What most requires investigation is whether this religionized
morality and politics was opposed to civilization (statist, classed,
and urban) or constituted a new civilization in itself. This is the
historical past of the present ongoing debate about secularism
and Islamic civilization, particularly in Turkey and the Middle
East. Considering the evolution of the Abrahamic religions to date,
it is possible to give a dual response.

The tendency that resonates with the upper layer is the
stratum (similar to right-wing social democrats) that seeks to
create kingdoms and principalities based on maintaining the
power of the Nimrods and pharaohs under fresh ideological
cover (instead of being God, being God’s messenger, shadow, or
representative) and has done so since the religion’s emergence.
Abraham, for example, continued to trade while leading his tribe,
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which tells us alot about his position. It is not difficult to establish
that he sought a local principality or kingdom. He does not wish
toremain as a simple servant of Nimrod. He found this religiously,
as well as morally and politically, distasteful. It is highly likely that
Moses was a dissident prince in Egypt. He rebelled against the

pharaoh, representing the Hebrew community (the word Hebrew

is derived from the word Apiru, which means the dust-covered
men and tribes from the east), who were poor, lived in semi-slavery;,
and had not fully integrated into Egypt but had preserved a dis-
tinct character. The Holy Scripture tells us that following very
difficult negotiations with the pharaoh he decided to leave Egypt.
His exodus from Egypt (the Prophet Mohammad has a similar
exodus) with the Hebrews he has organized in complete secrecy
was successful. The story of his forty-year struggle in the desert
depicts his endeavor to establish a new principality or emirate. He

develops rules. He is searching for an imagined “promised land.”
As we know, this utopia was achieved around 1000 BCE in today’s

Israeli-Palestinian territory by the prophets Solomon, David, and

Samuel. The true ideological leaders are the Samuel-like priests.
After 1000 BCE, many similar principalities that evoke the example

of the establishment of small nation-states and kingdoms were

formed, taking advantage of the conflict between the two major

blocs, the East and the West. Today, a similar, although somewhat

different, trend continues to exist, particularly in South America

but also in many other countries around the world.

Second was the anti-civilization tendency of the poor and
radical sections of society. These sections understood that becom-
ing civilized would aggravate their problems. Even in the first
kingdom of Israel and Judah this was an intense contradiction.
This is partly reflected in the fierce opposition of the Samuel-like
priests to the leaders who became kings. The emergence of Jesus
would make all of this even clearer. During this period, class divi-
sion had deepened among the Hebrew people. The representa-
tives of the upper layer, the owners of the Kingdom of Judah,
who were Roman collaborators, accused Jesus of undermining
their power and had him seized and crucified (with the help of
Judas Iscariot, the thirteenth apostle, a Jewish informant who
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collaborated with the authorities). The governor who represented
Rome did not insist that Jesus be crucified; it was the representa-
tives of the Kingdom of Judah who demand crucifixion. It is clear
that Jesus was regarded as a symbol of the first great inter-people’s
party that represented the poor, not only of the Hebrews but of all
peoples (especially the Greeks, Assyrians, and Armenians, who
were all peoples that had established civilizations at the time)
impoverished by the Romans and the Persians. This was a new
movement developing against classical civilization. The members
of this movement lived an anti-Roman and anti-Sasanian under-
ground life for three hundred years, running the risk of all types
of hunger and torture. Later, the senior management (e.g., the
council of priests and the consul) of the politicized movement offi-
cially collaborated with Roman emperor Constantine, becoming
the ideological organ of the second largest Eastern Roman Empire
built during the Byzantine era.

In contrast, the poor and the radical sections linked to dif-
ferent denominations displayed a fierce resistance that lasted for
centuries. The resistance displayed by the Arianists, Assyrians,
and Gregorians is important. Clearly, class struggle, and even
the struggle for a moral and political society, carried out by the
oppressed tribes and peoples under religious cover has contin-
ued unabated for centuries. The major factor in the formation of
denominations within Christianity is the debate about whether
Jesus was created from divine nature or human nature. Its roots
go back to Sumerian mythology. The upper stratum declared
itself the descendants of gods, asserting at the same time that it
was impossible for lower strata to be god’'s descendants (the myth
about how they were created from God’s excrement addresses
this). This discourse profoundly affected the Abrahamic religions
as well. Mohammad’s attitude is clear: man is not God but a mes-
senger of God and can only be his servant. This is a contradictory
issue within Christianity. Denominations that came out of the
poor strata (Arianists) claimed that Jesus was of human descent,
while those who were eyeing possible collaboration with the
rulers tended to claim that he was God’s descendant. In essence,
the issue is about class formations. The anti-civilization struggle
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maintained by local and transformed official mythological beliefs
had both class and ethnic characteristics in the period from 3000
to 1500 BCE. The aspiration for freedom is clear.

There are numerous examples to support this argument. The
tribes and asirets with Aryan roots in the Taurus-Zagros area
waged a mighty struggle and destroyed the Akkadian Empire
in 2150 BCE, establishing the Gutian Dynasty. Later, in alliance
with the Hittites who, with the Kassites, occupied Babylonia in
1596 BCE, they formed the Mitanni confederation in 1500 BCE,
with Serékani (Ceylanpinar) as its center and all of the Egyptian
and Mesopotamian cities acknowledging its power.

The Abrahamic tradition of resistance developed after this
historical phase and has been quite effective in a variety of ways
within different historical formations to date. Still, it would be
wrong to entirely detach the Abrahamic tradition from mythol-
ogy. The majority of events taking place in all three holy books
(in particular the story of Adam and Eve) can also be found in
Sumerian and Egyptian mythology. The difference is primarily
related to God and the transitions underway in different periods.
The important thing is that moral and political society imposed
itself through strong local ideological and religious expressions.
Religion is largely moral resistance. The Zoroastrian tradition
in particular denotes a more radical transformation. This tradi-
tion, a very influential source for the Abrahamic religions, is the
semi-philosphical and semi-religious moral and political teach-
ings of the Zagros Mountains-based agricultural and animal
husbandry society. The Zoroastrian questioning of the God with
Semitic origins with the famous question “Tell me, who are you?”
reflects aradical rupture. By replacing “sanctity” with “good” and

“evil,” as well as the concepts of “light” and “dark” for the very first
time, they paved the way for the later Greek ethics (the science of
morality) and philosophical movements. It is possible to deduce
from the Herodotus’s Histories, which are primarily stories
about the Medians, that the Greeks owe much to Zoroastrian
tradition, which they encountered through the Medians. It can
be argued that the Zoroastrian tradition continued to reflect the
strong moral and political society of the mountain tribes and
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Aryan agricultural society at large, which had not been colonized.
Understandably, it expresses the moral and political reality of a
society where slavery had not really developed, and there was still
a substantial free social life.

The Greco-Roman civilization of the final period of antiquity
encompassed all three traditions. On both peninsulas the period
of traditional god-kings was the first phase. The Greco-Roman
mythology is the last variant of the Sumerian and Egyptian origi-
nals. The mythological tradition (Zeus on Olympus, Jupiter in
Rome) experienced its last great era during the Etruscan and
Spartan Kingdoms. During the Roman Republic (508 BCE-44 CE)
and Athenian democracy (500-300 BCE), the philosophical tradi-
tion came to the forefront as the mythological narrative died out.
Socrates is the famous philosopher and Cicero the famous orator
of this period. The Athenian and Roman citizens, who were not
prepared to easily abandon their former free traditions, were
still quite devoted to their moral and political society tradition.
They struggled intensely against monarchy and imperial systems.
This is reflected in the struggle between Athens and Sparta and
the struggle of the leading figures of Roman aristocracy with
Caesar. Socrates and Cicero were philosophers of morals and
thought, and were important figures in the development of the
early doctrines of ethics and democratic politics. Although not
reflected in society as a whole, it is indisputable that the power
of Athens and Rome stemmed from their still vigorous moral
and political society tradition. The limited institution of slavery
cannot be compared to the large masses of free citizens, both in
urban and rural areas, and this makes their role in the develop-
ment of doctrines about the republic and democracy important.
The Roman Republic and Athenian democracy succumbed to
the imperial experiments of Augustus and Alexander, which
was a significant setback, given that most of the positive values
left by the Roman and Athenian period were the product of the
republic and democracy. For the first time in recorded history,
we confront the fact that moral and political societies express
themselves better, although not fully, with a republic and democ-
racy. To fully express themselves, moral and political societies
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must move beyond representative democracy; they need direct
participatory democracy.

Christianity, the third tradition, initially had a destructive
role within the empire. Christianity and the offensive by the
Germanic tribes were strong constituents of the democratic civi-
lization before the collapse of Roman Empire (476 CE). With the
rise of the Byzantine Empire, Christianity fell into the reactionary
position of being a representative of the statist and official civili-
zation. However, the representation of very strong oppositional
denominations shows that Christianity continues to play a posi-
tive role in the development of democratic civilization.

As a result, the classical civilization system increasingly
developed its hegemonic character based on the 3500-year-old
city, class, and state triad (capital and power monopoly networks).
However, despite this, it collapsed (the collapse of Rome was the
collapse of antiquity) under the assault of anti-civilizational
Christianity and anti-civilizational (Germanic, Hun, and Frank)
tribal resistance and offensives—which should be considered
democratic civilization’s two main constituents—showing us
very clearly the course of historical development. The degenera-
tion of the upper layers and reproduction of classical civilization
that occurs at the heart of democratic civilization forces does not
change this fact. Let’s not forget that classical civilization’s ter-
ritory and cities were still like islands in the sea of democratic
forces (tribes and peoples, religion, denominations, the city, and
craft organizations). Humanity had not abandoned moral and
political society. Thousands of years of war reflected this. It was,
in fact, the tendency toward freedom—related mainly to social
nature—in the form of moral and political society that was trying
to sustain itself in a religious disguise. It is very important that
we understand this.

The main problem in relation to Islam, the last major Abrahamic
religion, is whether it is a continuation of classical civilization
or a strong voice for democratic civilization. I do not believe this
debate is over. Mecca, the city the Prophet Mohammad emerged
from, was a trading city. It had a vast hinterland in its own way.
It was located at the intersection of north-south and east-west
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trade routes. It was also a central market, where Arab tribes met
to trade. Ideas, god symbols, and slaves were available along-
side commercial goods. This was the place where religions from
Abrahamic tradition, as well as mythological and even the animist
tradition all resonated. Hajj is the center of pilgrimage. When the
Prophet Mohammad was born, the Byzantine Empire, one of two
empires going through a transition from antiquity to the Middle
Ages, reached Damascus in the north and carried with it the offi-
cial branch of Christianity it controlled. Assyrian priests were
mostly in the opposition and accelerated the Christianization of
the Sasanians. The Sasanians, on the other hand, sought to expand
their hegemony from the northeast to the Arabian Peninsula. In
the southwest, the effect of Christian Abyssinia (present-day
Ethiopia in Eastern Africa) spread into Yemen. The Jews, who
represent the oldest part of the Abrahamic tradition, permeated
the peninsula, benefiting from a wealth of property and trade.
The Arab tribes, the true original inhabitants of the pen-
insula, on the other hand, were in a deep socioeconomic crisis.
The former frequent expeditions in all four directions were no
longer possible because of the strength of the existing civiliza-
tions. Prior to the Sumerian and Egyptian civilizations, Semitic
tribes attacked the fertile Neolithic areas and the later city civili-
zations. Amorit, Apiru, Akkad, Canaan, and Aramaic are names
that were given to them in different periods. It was a period when
the tribes were under extreme pressure and approaching the
point of implosion. You might say that the Arabs were waiting
for amiracle to realize their last major expansion. Islam was that
miracle. It is clear that Mohammad understood his time and the
conditions well. He embodied all of the characteristics needed
for anew period of history. He did not become a disciple of any of
the existing ideological traditions. He was influenced by Judaism
and Christianity—calling them Religions of the Book—as well as
by Zoroastrianism and Sabianism."” His attitude toward idols was
similar to Abraham'’s; he understood that they would not serve
his goals. His initial propaganda and military action were against
the Mecca trade monopolies. He knew that if he did not break
their influence, he could not benefit from tribal dynamism. His
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reinterpretations of the revelations about God were very similar
to the tradition of the Ten Commandments. It is clear that he was
trying to inculcate the tribes with a new moral and political per-
spective. If the essence of the concept of Allah can be analyzed
on the basis of his ninety-nine names, then it becomes clear what
kind of social utopia is being constructed. In Medina, where he
held political power, he further clarified his utopia.

The success of his initial actions was seen as miraculous,
which increased his self-confidence. The way that Mohammad
worked in Medina is fairly important to our discussion. The
mosque functioned as a democratic assembly. Initially, meetings
to address social problems were held in the mosque, and until
Mohammad’s death the mosque continued to play this role. The
rituals of worship (prayer, fasting, and alms) were part of educa-
tional activities aimed at strengthening the believer’s personal-
ity. Nobody can deny that this was the nature of emergent Islam.
Although under complete religious cover, clearly, a powerfully
dynamic moral and political society was revived. Therefore, if we
are to talk about a true Mohammedan movement and Islam, then
we must say that it is “an undeniable fact that a moral and political
society can only be rebuilt on the basis of participatory democ-
racy and with the goal of overcoming fundamental problems.” It
is known that some actions were extreme, and that Mohammad
preceded very hesitantly as a result—particularly relating to the
Jewish people—especially around the issue of qibla,” as well as
of the Killing of all the men of the Jewish Qurayza tribe because
of their collaboration with the Quraysh aristocracy. Had a suit-
able solution been found, perhaps the Arab-Hebrew contradic-
tion could have been resolved at the time, and Islam would have
progressed even further.

On the whole, Islam can be described as a movement that is
close to being democratic, libertarian, and egalitarian. Its expan-
sion in a very short time cannot be seen as the result of use of
arms alone. Islam’s misfortune was to become a tool of civiliza-
tional forces much more quickly than was the case for Judaism
and Christianity. Less than fifty years after its birth, it was used
like a patch to the classical civilizational force in the hands of the
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Muawiyah Dynasty in Damascus. The massacre of Ahl al-Bayt
was also the destruction of many of Islam’s positive features. I
would argue that it was the end of Islam. Denominations that
were shaped by the followers of Ahl al-Bayt and Khawarij," the
Islam of the poor, are noteworthy traditions. The Shia branch of
Ahl al-Bayt joined official civilization with the Savafid Dynasty in
Iran, losing its anti-civilizational essence. The Alevis of Anatolia
and Kurdistan, on the other hand, were ruthlessly oppressed
by the Sunni tradition of power for hundreds of years and were
only able to carry on their existence as a moral and political
society, and as a result they failed to achieve systematic devel-
opment. The situation was no different for the other branches.
Khawarij, Qarmatians, and many other similar movements tried
to develop Islam as a firm class movement of the oppressed, and
they were eliminated with even greater ferocity because of this.
The existence of such a rich legacy under Islamic cover requires
examination. This is why there is a need for a democratic history.
Mohammad’s Islam was never to be. Islam during the Umayyad,
Abbasid, Seljuki, Ottoman, Safavid, and Mughal periods cannot
be called the Islam of Mohammad."® This is why so many sects
and denominations arose. However, there was no serious success.
What is presented as Islam’s success is the massive growth of a
crafty trade monopoly in Mecca under Muawiyah and the related
far-reaching expansion of the trade and power monopolies con-
trolled by tribal aristocrats (emirs and sheiks) made possible by
the Mecca trade monopoly. This was clearly a betrayal of Islam.
We know that the Prophet Moses and the Prophet Jesus were
also betrayed. But the betrayal of Mohammad was lot more com-
prehensive. England instrumentalized nineteenth- and twentieth-
century Islam as part of its colonial expansion in the Middle East,
and it was made to play an extremely reactionary nationalist role
in a variety of nation-state formations (Arab, Iranian, Turkish,
Afghan, Pakistan, Indonesian, and other nation-states). Currently,
along with the ambiguous radicalism of the al-Qaeda variety, we
have the efforts by formations like the Organization of Islamic
Cooperation that have no clear presence (I am talking about a
variety of organizations that carry that name. Their link to Islam
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is only in name; the majority are capitalist, modernist, and nation-
alist organizations) to establish Islam’s place in the world, which
indicates that Islam is in one of the least meaningful periods in its
history. I take the Prophet Mohammad and his Islam seriously, but
only if the debate unfolds around his approach to ideas, morality,
and politics in particular and provided that all those involved are
prepared to respect and honor the Mohammedan reality that will
emerge from any honest discussion. I will expand upon this later
in this book, when it is relevant.

The reader must understand why I analyze the Middle Ages
(476-1453 CE) from the perspective of Islam and Mohammad.
Because the Middle Ages is the age of Islam or the age of
Mohammedans, but in terms of betrayal to Islam’s name and
essence not in terms of its actual implementation. The precursor
to our present-day hegemonic system called capitalism is ulti-
mately this Islam. This is the age when trade monopolies reached
their initial zenith. The center of civilization was still in the
Middle East, and this was the prelude period when all the games
of capitalism were first invented and implemented. The Venetian
merchants, in collaboration with these monopolies, carried
the material culture of the Middle East into Europe over three
hundred years, following in the footsteps of Christianity, which
had already introduced the immaterial culture of the Middle East
to all of Europe between the sixth and tenth centuries. The eighth
to twelfth centuries, also called the Islamic Renaissance, were
nothing substantial when compared to the thousands of years of
civilizational tradition that preceded them.

I believe the current state of the Middle East, which is plagued
with problems and has been in steady decline since the twelfth
century;, is closely linked to this betrayal in the name of Islam. Even
when the starting point offers a golden opportunity, betrayal will
only do the worst. What happened to Islam confirms this. I can’t
stress enough my certainty that if the followers of Mohammad
had developed genuine theological, ethical, philosophical, artistic,
and political debates, as was the case with the followers of Moses
and Jesus, and shared the results with moral and political society,
then the hegemonic center of classical civilization would not have
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shifted to the West. More importantly, rather than classical civili-
zation, democratic civilization would have been the predominant
development.

The Judaic and Christian traditions, which withdrew from
the Middle East to Europe, were a lot more open to discussion. No
doubt though, dogmatism, which is in the essence of any religious
tradition, continued to pose a serious obstacle. But by spreading
the far from insignificant immaterial cultural values of the Middle
East to Europe, as dialectics would suggest, they accelerated the
development of philosophy and science. What has never been
done and is still not permitted in the Islam of the Middle East is
to have just such a dialectical discussion and to respect its conclu-
sions. This aside, the Middle East led Europe both in agricultural
and commercial development for thousands of years and did not
lag behind in manufacturing. In short, the Mohammedan move-
ment could have shown a way forward that would have suited the
history of Middle East. But the rather crippled tribal asabiyyah,'
as Ibn Khaldun argued at the time, had already imposed some-
thing similar to the present-day nationalist fascist tendencies in
the early days of Islam and wasted the Middle Ages. The central
civilization system that went into decline in Middle East resumed
its ascent in Europe from the fifteenth century onward. The accu-
mulation of material and immaterial culture that formed during
the ten thousand years following the agricultural revolution was
to make its new offensive at this point in this new location.

My intention is not to sketch the history of democratic civi-
lization but to attempt to define it, determine its location, and
describe its historical function. I believe that history unquestion-
ably needs this analysis, otherwise we would not find meaning in
the so-called miraculous developments. How can we understand
history without analyzing the resistance movements, wars, and
communal structures that developed in opposition to those who
tried to loot the material and immaterial values? We speak here
of the upper layers that declared themselves gods for thousands
of years in a very rich cultural atmosphere, while driving these
people to extinction and imposing disreputable social structures
like slavery, serfdom, cheap labor, and housewifery on them. How
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can we become familiar with our humanity if we don’'t understand
history? If we respect what is socially indispensable, including
politics, which is the art of reason, morality, and freedom, then
we must ask and answer these questions. We will not arrive at
a solution using narrow class tricks and tribal asabiyyah. In the
absence of systematizing the tremendous movements in social
nature’s history and revealing how and why they emerged, as well
as their consequences, we can’t define our existence as humans. If
that were the case, our life would be meaningless. The narratives
ofthe civilization, supported by mass of propaganda, the essence
of which is the networks that secure the monopoly of capital
and power, do not constitute a meaningful history of humanity:.
Democratic civilization’s initiative to build historical-society
arises from the need to end the capitalist network’s deceit—such
as ideas about the end of history and a singular world—not only
because we can imagine new worlds, but because they are abso-
lutely indispensable.

Before it was possible to completely shatter the medieval
dogmatism that destroyed the human being, the much worse
dogmatism of the nation-state infiltrated people’s minds. It is a
thousand times worse than the chauvinism of the tribal asabi-
yyah. This, along with the establishment of national histories that
blind people and lead them to disregard the facts, has created new
deserts of the intellect. Blood has flowed like a river to create and
validate this disgusting history. Nationalism and the nation-state
are nothing more than the most reactionary idol running rough-
shod over the whole of humanity. I am making an attempt to for-
mulate this history knowing that even the so-called darkest ages
of social consciousness were not this barren and humanity had
not yet fallen so far.

I must repeat: without knowing social nature’s history we
can never understand the reality. [ will never forgive myself for
evaluating history so bleakly for so long under the sway of capi-
talism. Without knowing history, which is a true apocalypse of
humanity, and thus not being bound to the reality of moral and
political society, we cannot avoid falling into the most disrespect-
ful and unworthy of positions. The more historical you are the
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more you can understand the reality. History, on the other hand,
can only establish a link with social reality if it is the history of
democratic civilization.

Because of its importance, I will present my approach to the
history of the democratic civilization as opposed to capitalist
modernity under a separate heading in the next section.

Elements of Democratic Civilization

It may be instructive to elucidate what constitutes community in a moral
and political society. Defining the diversifying social elements will also be
necessary if we are to gain an understanding of its totality. Its totality can
only have a meaning in diversity. We cannot consider the city, in terms
of being the state, an element of democratic civilization. However, those
craftspeople, workers, unemployed, and self-employed people who live off
their own labor, even if they are from the city, are part of the democratic
element, and we will be discussing them in further detail.

Clans

We briefly touched on the clan. It is the mother cell and spans 98 percent
of humanity’s long adventure. Life was extremely difficult for these
groups of twenty-five to thirty people, who used sign language and lived
on hunting and gathering. It was hard not to fall prey to wild animals and
to find healthy food. At times, the climate was extremely cold; there have
been five major ice ages. We should not underestimate our ancestors. If
it wasn't for their great efforts we would not be here today. The totality
should be sought here. Existent humanity is the result of their struggle
for survival. History is not just the written parts. Real history must take
into account the state of our social nature millions of years ago, if it is
to become meaningful. The main features of clan society were, perhaps,
the original form of a united humanity. We have tried to show that the
clan was the purest form of moral and political society. These communi-
ties continue their physical existence in a number of places, as well as
being the mother cell that lives on among all of the elements of developed
societies.

The Family
Even if clans were not families, they were something close to that. The
family was the first institution to differentiate itself within the clan. After
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alengthy period of the matriarchal family and the experience of the agrar-
ian-village revolution (c. 5000 BCE), a transition to the patriarchal family
under male-dominated hierarchical authority occurred. Administration
and the control of children were left in the hands of the male elders in
the families. The ownership of women became the basis for the initial
concept of property. This was followed by male slavery. During the civili-
zation period, we come across large and long-lasting families in the form
of dynasties. The simpler sort of family of the peasants and craftspeople
have always existed. The state and rulers have equipped the father and/
or male within the family with a copy of their own authority and gave
him a role based on this. This made the family the most important instru-
ment for legitimizing monopolies. It was also always the source of slaves,
serfs, workers, laborers, soldiers, and all other service providers for the
networks of capital and domination. This is what underpins the impor-
tance and sanctification of the family. The most important source of profit
for capitalist networks is their exploitation of women’s labor within the
family. By disguising this fact, they put an additional load on the family.
The family has been turned into an instrument for securing the system
and has been condemned to live through its most conservative period in
history.

A critique of the family is essential if it is to become a key element of
democratic society. It is not sufficient to analyze the situation of women
alone (the approach taken by feminism); we must analyze the family as
the cell of power—in the absence of which the ideal and implementation
of democratic civilization shall be deprived of its most important element.
The family is a social institution that cannot be overcome but can be trans-
formed. For this, hierarchical property claims on women and children
must be abandoned, and no kind of capital and power relation should
play any role between partners. Instinctive drives, such as the preserva-
tion of species, must be overcome. The ideal approach to the relationship
between women and men is one based on a philosophy of freedom bound
tomoral and political society. A family that underwent a transition of this
sort would become the most robust guarantee of democratic society and
one of the most fundamental relationships within democratic civilization.
Rather than simply being officially recognized spouses, it is important
that couples become natural partners. Both parties in the relationship
should always be ready to accept the right of the other to live alone. In
relationships, we cannot act in a blind and slavish way. It is clear that
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in a democratic civilization the family will undergo a very meaningful
transformation. If women, who have lost much prestige throughout the
millennia, do not regain their esteem and power, there can be no meaning-
ful family unit. A family built on ignorance is not worthy of esteem. The
family has an important role to play in the reconstruction of democratic
civilization.

Tribes and Asirets
Families are inherent to two important social elements, the tribes and
the asirets. They share a common language and culture that primarily
developed within the agrarian-village society. The tribes and asirets are
the necessary social units for production and security. When the family
and the clan were no longer sufficient for solving the problems of produc-
tion and security, the transition into a tribe became necessary. They were
not units based solely on blood ties but were the core elements of a society
assembled to meet these production and security needs. They represent
a tradition that lasted thousands of years. One of the most far-reaching
genocides of capitalist modernity was declaring these social structures
to be reactionary and aggressively eliminating them. This was essential,
because had people remained in these tribal units they could not have so
easily have been turned into workers ripe for exploitation. The same was
true for slave owners and feudal lords. Tribes were, in a word, the enemy.
The tribe could not turn its own members into slaves, serfs, and workers.
Tribal life is closer to communal life. The tribe is the social form
with the highest development of moral and political society. Tribes have
always been seen as the merciless enemy of classical civilizations because
of their moral and political features. Besides, it was impossible to conquer
and control them; they would live free or perish. There have, of course,
been tribal societies that were corrupted over time. Collaborators played
a negative role in both the family and the tribe. The tribes, which were
always first and foremost nomadic, were one of the most constructive
of historical forces. The slave, serf, and worker have never given rise
to anything like the historic resistance of the tribes, neither in term of
rebellion nor in the freedom with which they lived lives. They have mostly
(with exceptions) been the masters’ most loyal servants. Perhaps if history
were evaluated in terms of tribal resistance instead of class struggle a
more realistic picture would result. One of the most important distor-
tions of those who have constructed the history of civilization has been
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to downplay the role of the tribe, presenting their historical impact as
negative or not considering their role at all.

The asiret, akind of federation of tribal communities, was even more
important. Asirets arose primarily in response to the attacks of slave-
owning civilization. The need to unite and resist in order not to be wiped
out led to the asiret as an organization. It was a social formation where
military and political organization rapidly developed; it was essentially
a spontaneous military and political force. To function an asiret needed
a shared mindset and organizational unity. Asirets carried with them a
long history and culture. They were the headwaters of the nation cultures.
As well, their contribution to production should not be underestimated.
Their collective social structures made mutual assistance essential. Asiret
and tribal communities had a strong communal spirit, providing one of
the positive qualities of national character but could pose a danger if col-
laborationism developed. Despite the efforts of historians of civilization
to discredit the asirets, they were one of the key motor forces of history.
If they had not resisted in the name of freedom, communalism, and the
democratic tradition, humanity would have been reduced to a servant
masses or a herd. All of this made the asiret a fundamental element of
democratic civilization.

The history of democratic civilization, to a great extent, is the history
of resistance, rebellion, and insistence on the life of the moral and political
society of the tribes and asirets in their struggle for freedom, democracy,
and equality in the face of the attacks by the civilization. The best quali-
ties of society are found in tribal and asiret structures. The nation-state’s
sweeping destruction of the asiret and tribal cultures to gain the domi-
nance for an ethnic group was effectively an all-encompassing cultural
genocide. Although this far-reaching genocidal attack on society has since
been somewhat relaxed, it remains a major threat. In forming democratic
nations, tribes and asirets could make much more positive contributions
than nation-states or state’s nation. This should make clear why asirets
and tribes are seen as essential elements of democratic civilization.

Peoples and Nations

In democratic civilization, the way societies are shaped as peoples and
nations, and their lives are different to those of classical civilization. In
official civilizations, peoples and nations were conceived of as an exten-
sion of the ruling dynasties and ethnic groups. Thus, the history of the
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formation of peoples and nations was fictionalized to give credit to the
ruling dynasty or ethnic group. In this fictional history, the state of natural
society is obscured. Heroes were made of individuals, who were then
declared by the dynasty or the dominant ethnic group to be the founding
fathers of the people and the nation. This is the step after deification and
the step before deification of founding fathers. History, in a way, is the art
of manufacturing this deification and of creating founding fathers. The
reality, of course, was different. Society advanced in the form of tribes
and asirets that developed language and culture as they adopted a more
sedentary life. In maintaining its essential identity—moral and political
society—it began the transition into becoming the people and the nation.
Societies were not born with peoples or nations as their identity. However,
in the Middle Ages they began to draw closer to an identity as the people
and in the modern era as the nation.

Being a people is in a way the material necessary to form the identity
called nation. In the modern era, peoples become nations in two ways. The
official civilization transforms people’s asabiyyah into modern national-
ism, and then attempts to determine the state’s, the bourgeoisie’s, and the
city’s new society form as the state’s nation. A dominant ethnic group
generally plays a key role in this process, and its identity becomes the
identity of the entire nation. Moreover, different tribes, asirets, peoples,
and nations with different identities are forcibly assimilated into this
ethnic group’s language and culture. This is the way of what could be
called “savage nationalization.” This approach of the official civilization
meant the greatest of cultural massacres in all nations and of the lan-
guages and cultures of thousands of tribes, asirets, peoples, and nations.
These peoples and nations are the primary elements that we need most to
focus as we configure the history and system of democratic civilization.

The second way of becoming a nation is to transform the same or
similar language and cultural groups—which are part of moral and politi-
cal society—into a democratic society on the basis of democratic politics.
All tribes, asirets, peoples, and even families play their part as units of
moral and political society in forming such a nation. They transfer their
linguistic and cultural wealth to this nation. This new nation will not allow
any single ethnic group, denomination, belief system, or ideology to domi-
nate. The richest synthesis is always voluntary. Moreover, democratic
politics allows distinct linguistic and cultural groups to live together as
democratic societies under the identity of nation of nations—the common
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lUber-unit of nations. This way is the most suitable to social nature.
Whereas the state’s nation method is the approach of capitalist modernity
and is far removed from natural society and shaped as “one language, one
nation, one country, one (unitary) state.” This is the secular version of the
former “one religion, one god” approach. Thus, it is the new form of capital
and power monopoly and the state. The state’s nation denotes how capital
and power monopolies took their place at the heart of society at the stage
of capitalist transformation and colonized society, dissolving it within
itself. Maximum power is the form that allows for maximum exploitation.
It is alienating society from its moral and political dimension, relinquish-
ing it to death, turning individuals into worker ants, thereby creating a
herd-like fascist society. Profound historical and ideological factors, as
well as factors like class, capital, and power, play a role in this model, the
model most contrary to social nature. Genocides were carried out as a
combined consequence of these factors.

Within the democratic civilization system, nation formations and
fusions are the antidote to capital and power monopolies. It is also the
main way to eliminate the disease of fascism and genocide (the cancerous
metastasization occurring within society), along with their root causes.
Once again, we are confronted with the harmony of social nature with
democratic civilization.

Village and City

Villages and cities will have a different meaning from a democratic civi-
lization perspective (paradigm). Just as agriculture and industry are two
necessary reciprocal fields of production within social nature, the same
is true of the village and the city. The equilibrium between them must
be protected. If it is undermined, we are on the road to ecological disas-
ter, the ratcheting up of class and the state, and the monopolization of
capital. Once price disparities begin to be exploited to maximize profit,
trade becomes an increasingly illegitimate practice. Our watchword must
be: “Yes to the city, but no to the monopoly of class, the state, and capital.”
These fundamental ideas lie at the base of any sound history of the devel-
opment of the city and the village. It is incredibly ironic that the triad of
city, class, and state are defined as civilization, while those communities
living in harmony with true social nature, in a reversal of reality, are
called “barbaric” and “savages.” True barbarism and savagery are the
plunder and destruction of social nature effected by the alliance of this
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triad, represented as a single unit by the city. This irony shows us, once
again, how ideological hegemony stands truth on its head. Throughout
history, ideology has been important both for leading us to the truth and
for steering us away from it.

Democratic civilization evaluates the city, class, and state triad as the
real barbarity, hypothesizes that those who oppose this triad are the true
expression of moral and political society, and ideologizes this.

Village community is important as the first example of settlement. It
is an essential aspect of ecological life that must be renewed in the indus-
trial era. The village is not just a physical phenomenon, it is a fundamental
source of culture. Just like the family, it is a basic unit of society. This is
not changed by the fact that the city, industry, the bourgeois class, and
the state attack the village. It is also of the utmost importance, because
it is the most suitable unit for implementing moral and political society.
The city, on the other hand, will only play a positive role if it undergoes a
clear transformation in terms of population and function to reestablish
its equilibrium with the village. Only a radical transformation can stop it
from being a center for exploitation and oppression and allow it to con-
tribute meaningfully to social development. The city must stop being the
site of the cancerous growth of the middle class and capital in the form of
state and company bureaucracies. This is vital to the liberation of contem-
porary society. In their current form, cities—both in terms of their scope
and their meaning—are the key centers for the rapid depletion of society
(ecological destruction and societycide). All of this stands as unquestion-
able evidence of the failure of classical civilization. There was a single
Rome, and it reigned throughout antiquity. As such, its collapse signaled
the collapse of antiquity. It is the cancerous plurality of our present-day
cities, on the other hand, that make society cancerous. Cities are centers
for absorbing society, including rural and village societies. Humanity, as a
society, must rid itself of this fallen city. Otherwise, the city will certainly
wipe out what remains of humanity’s social nature.

The harmonious unity of village and city is of the utmost ideological
and structural importance to the democratic civilization system. Social
nature can only maintain its existence safely on the basis of this harmony.

Mentality and Economy
The economic foundations of democratic civilization are in a perpetual
conflict with the capitalist monopolies based on social surplus value.
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Taking fundamental social needs and ecological factors into considera-
tion still leaves a lot of room for the development of agriculture, trade,
and industry. Aside from monopoly profit, all revenue should be consid-
ered legitimate. Democratic civilization does not oppose the market. On
the contrary, because it offers a truly free environment, it has the only
genuine free market economy. It does not deny the market’s creative com-
petitive role. What it opposes are techniques for amassing speculative
revenue. Fecundity is the measure for the question of property. The role
of monopoly, as property, always contradicts fecundity. Neither excessive
individual ownership nor state property ownership are consistent with
democratic civilization. Social nature stipulates that the economy be in
the hands of the communities."” In the absence of monopolies, neither the
individual nor the state have anything to do with the economy. Economies
where individuals or the state make economic decisions will either gener-
ate profit or go bankrupt. The economy is always the work of groups. It
is the true democratic sphere of moral and political society. Economy is
democracy. Democracy is especially essential for economy. In this sense,
the economy is neither the base nor the superstructure. It is more realistic
to interpret it as society’s most fundamental democratic action.

Both the analysis of capitalist political economy and Marxist inter-
pretations that alienate economic relations are quite harmful. The action
of the boss and the worker does not constitute the economy. I had to
evaluate the boss-worker dichotomy to portray the monopolist thieves
of the economy, which is the essential democratic act of social nature. If
we include the clan and tribal periods, it is more appropriate to call the
economy the essential activity of moral and political society. In this case,
what I mean by a worker is the concessionist worker who, in the form of
wages, receives a small portion of the value stolen from the other poor
sections of society, in particular unpaid housewives and young women.
Just as the slave and serf were the extensions of their masters and lords,
the concessionist worker is always an extension of the boss. We should
view slavery, serfdom, and becoming a worker with suspicion, oppose it,
and, on that basis, develop our own ideology and practice—that would
be the basic prerequisite for being moral and political. Just as the master,
lord, and boss triad is worthy of no praise, the triad of slave, serf, and
worker, as their extension, should also never be glorified. We should feel
sorry for them, see them as degraded social sectors, and struggle for their
freedom.
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The economy is an essential action of historical-society. No individual
(master, lord, boss, slave, serf, or worker) or state can be the proponent of
economic action. For example, no boss, lord, master, worker, peasant, or
individual from the city can remunerate the work of mothers—the most
historical and social institution. This is because mothers carry out the most
difficult but necessary act of society: maintaininglife. I am not only talking
about childbearing. I look at motherhood more broadly than that; it is a
culture, a phenomenon that is in continuous state of emotional upheaval,
with all mothers’ actions charged with intelligence. I think this is the correct
way to look at it. What sort of reason and conscience are compatible with
treating women—who are constantly rebelling, full of emotions and reason,
always obligatory, arduous, and active—as unpaid laborers? Marxism, the
ideology that best represents the interests of laborers, did not consider the
actions of mothers and other similar social sectors as falling within the
scope of value, thereby legitimizing their unwaged status. This has placed
the boss’s servant in the seat of honor. How can an economic science of
this sort claim to present its solution as a social solution? Sadly, Marxist
political economy is a form of bourgeois political economy. Marxist politi-
cal economy needs to critically examine itself. With its collapse and self-
dissolution after seventy years, real socialism taught us that searching
for socialism in the area of bourgeois profit and an alleged commitment to
socialism that lacks courageous self-criticism provides a very valuable and
unreciprocated service to the capitalist system. How right Lenin and others
were when they said, “The road to hell is paved with good intentions!”**
Could Lenin have imagined that his actions would confirm the accuracy of
this saying? I hope to further develop this analysis in the relevant sections.

The economy can be thought of as the main moral and political act
of historical-society that, should it prove necessary, could possibly be
turned into an abstraction and a science. But to envisage Eurocentric
political economy as a science is to intellectually fall prey to the second
most exploitative mythology after Sumerian mythology. A radical scien-
tific revolution is vital in this area.

We must insist that economic activity is the most moral and politi-
cal of social activities. With this characteristic, economy must be the
top priority of democratic politics. The democratic civilization system
promises a true revolution and a correct interpretation of the economy of
historical-society. This is a thousand times more important to the health
of society than any medication could be.
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Contrary to popular opinion, society’s mentality is not a superstruc-
tural element far removed from the economy. In fact, this and other base
and superstructure distinctions complicate our understanding of social
nature. Intelligence in nature is most intense in social nature. To think of
separate elements of mentality may be seen as out of place. But science
has been detached from historical-society, put to service by official civi-
lization, and has been reduced to the most efficient source of power for
rulers. This is why it is important that we look closely at the mentality
and structure of life in a democratic civilization. Opposition and the con-
struction of alternatives to the mentality and structure—the ideological
hegemony and science—of the official civilization have been constant.
Movements based on ideological struggle and alternative science have
never been absent. Classical civilizations have primarily exploited the
analytical development of intelligence, and have used an array of decep-
tive, intimidating, and delusional fiction and symbolism to cover up this
abusive reality. They have consistently advanced the idea that it is futile
to search for other truths, using mythology, religion, philosophy, and
science to assert that their material reality is coterminous with general
social reality.

This suggests that the “monistic” ideal capital monopoly is the “only
right path.” They have attempted to reduce the extraordinary diversity
of first and second nature to uniformity to prove that this is our only
option. A small amount of the surplus value they have amassed was used
as intellectual capital, assuring constant ideological hegemony. Schools
and educational systems became locations and structures where their way
oflife was learned by heart. They have used the university not as a site for
grappling with truth and social identity, but as an area of exclusion and
denial. In the name of objectivity, the content and structure of science has
been carefully designed to objectify the reality of historical-society and
prevent it from acting as a subject. Mechanisms within a rigid civiliza-
tional line are presented as the ideal universal rules and forms.

The harmony of democratic civilization with that of social nature can
be seen in the development of the mind. Even the clans, having a childlike
mentality, were aware of their animate connection to nature. The idea of
“dead nature” is betrayal and falsification on the part of civilization forces,
with their mentality that is increasingly detached from nature. Today’s
global financial era fails to apprehend the vitality and divinity it sees
in “money” in any natural formation. In this sense, the clans were more
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advanced in their understanding of nature’s vitality and divinity than
are present-day monopolisms. Tribes, asirets, peoples, and democratic
national structures have become the realm of existence of an animate
mentality. For these social formations, intelligence and structure are for
bonding with life. Analytical and emotional intelligence can only achieve
dialectical unity within the democratic civilization system.

Democratic civilization’s mentality has always included skepticism
about official schools, academies, and universities, and throughout history
it has developed alternatives, from prophets to philosophical schools, mys-
ticism to natural sciences, and the many maqam,” dervish convents, ocak
sects, madrasahs, monasteries, tekkes, mosques, churches, and temples.
As we can see, a dual as opposed to singular existence of civilization is
apparent in all areas of social nature. The issue is not to get bogged down
by the official singular structure but to develop an analysis based on the
naturalist side of this contradiction, and with it the diversity of free life
that makes democratic civilization possible.

Democratic Politics and Self-Defense

Politics and security, as elements of democratic civilization, are essential
to the existence of moral and political society. Another specific category of
democratic politics would be extraneous, since society itselfis understood
to be political. However, there is a difference between the two. A political
society is not necessarily synonymous with democratic politics. In fact,
throughout history the official civilization has overwhelmingly imposed
the domination of despotic kingdoms on political society. Political society
does not disappear under the weight of this domination, but it cannot
democratize itself either. Having an ear does not guarantee hearing;
sound health is also required. Similarly, having a political social fabric
does not guarantee that it will always function freely. The healthy func-
tioning of these structures requires a democratic environment.

In general, a democratic environment and the political structure of
society can be called democratic politics. Democratic politics does not just
denote a way of doing things, it also indicates the totality of the institution.
In the absence of political parties, groups, assemblies, media, meetings,
and other such institutions and activities, a democratic politics praxis
cannot develop. The true role of institutions is to facilitate discussion
and decision-making. Life cannot continue in the absence of discussion
and decision-making when it comes to all the common affairs of society.
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The result will be either chaos or dictatorship. This is always the fate
of a society that is not democratic. Such societies are always oscillated
between chaos and dictatorship—it is one or the other. The development
of moral and political society in that environment is unthinkable. This
makes the primary objective of political struggle, which is to say, demo-
cratic politics, the formation of a democratic society and finding the best
approach to common affairs through discussion and decision-making
within this framework.

The primary goal of politics—deprived of its real function—in the
environment and in the institutions of bourgeois democracy is, above all,
to hold power. Power, on the other hand, is about getting a share from the
monopolies. Obviously, this cannot be the objective of democratic politics.
Even if democratic politics are to operate within the institutions of power
(e.g., the government), their fundamental task remains the same. This task
is not to seize a share of the monopolies but to arrive at and implement
decisions that serve the vital interests of society as a whole. It is meaning-
less to say that “as a rule, we should not participate in bourgeois democra-
cies.” In fact, it is necessary to understand how to conditionally operate
in that arena. Unscrupulousness can only benefit the pseudo-politics of
the ruling class.

Itis important to always keep in mind that democratic politics require
competent cadre, media, political party organizations, and civil society
organizations, as well as continuous education and propaganda. We could
define the required features of successful democratic politics that attain
results as based on an overall respect for diversity within society as a basis
for equality and reconciliation, a rich and courteous open discussion,
political courage, the prioritizing of morality, a good understanding of
the issues at hand, a grasp of both history and the present, and a holistic
and scientific approach.

Self-defense is the security policy of a moral and political society.
More precisely, if a society cannot defend itself, its moral and political
features become meaningless, and society is either colonized and goes
into decline or must resist and try to regain its moral and political quali-
ties and its capacity to function. This process could be called self-defense.
A society that insists on determining its own course, that rejects colo-
nization or any form of imposed dependency, must be capable of self-
defense and have strong institutions. Self-defense is not only required
to face external threats, conflicts and tensions will also occur within the
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structures of the society. Let’s not forget that historical-societies have long
been the subject of class division and submersed in power, which means
that they will want to maintain these characteristics for a while. These
forces will resist with all their might to protect their existence. Therefore,
self-defense as a widespread social necessity will have an important place
on the agenda for some time to come. In fact, to be effectively implemented,
decision-making capacity needs to be reinforced with self-defense.

Moreover, power is not only external but has seeped into every nook
and cranny of society. It is vital that self-defense takes places in as many
of these nooks and crannies as possible. Societies without self-defense
are societies that have surrendered and been colonized by the capital and
power monopolies. Self-defense has always been an issue for all of the
different historical social units, including clans, tribes, asirets, peoples,
and nations, as well as for the religious communities, villages, and cities.
Capital and power monopolies are like wolves pursuing their prey; they
seize what they want from those who lack self-defense—like grabbing a
stray sheep from a disbanded flock.

It is imperative that self-defense be established and always be at the
ready to defend democratic society and ensure its continued existence, at
a minimum, inhibiting the attacks and exploitation of capital and power
monopolies. It is important not to fall into either of two mistakes, since
we will be living with capital and power apparatuses for a while. The first
mistake is to entrust self-defense to the monopolistic order. We know of
thousands of devastating examples of this error. The second mistake is to
try to become a power apparatus under the rubric of forming a state to
counter the existing state. Real socialist experience has sufficiently eluci-
dated the consequences of this error. As such, meaningful and functioning
self-defense will continue to be a factor in democratic civilization that
cannot be ignored historically, at present, or in the future.

It is surely possible to increase the elements of democratic civiliza-
tion and explain their essence, but I believe that this presentation is suf-
ficient to make clear the importance of the topic.
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Democratic Modernity versus
Capitalist Modernity

The research methods used by the Eurocentric social sciences for inves-
tigating truth are quintessentially hegemonic. They make alternative
paths of truth virtually impossible in two fundamental ways. The first is
the monistic-universalist approach. Truth is always reduced to “one.” The
second is the infinite relativist model. To say that everyone has a truth of
their own is essentially to say that there is no truth. This is like saying
that everything changes in order to prove that nothing changes. It is clear
that both methods have reductionism in common. They openly reflect
their character by reducing truth to “one,” whether through universalist
“monism” or relativist “singularism.”
Undoubtedly civilizational monopolism lies behind these methods.
Its foundations date back to when the Sumerian priests constructed “En”
as the greatest god. The reason for exalting “En” was the need to legitimize
the emerging hierarchy and monopolism of the city, class, and state and
to make them dominant and hegemonic in social mentality. “First cause”
in Greek philosophy, God as the greatest invention (Plato and Aristotle’s
understanding of God), has the same source. In monotheistic religions, the
form assumed by “En” is “Allah,” the god of all worlds. “E1” has its roots in
“Elah.”* “El” became “Jupiter” with the emergence of Rome. The attempt to
use such religions or mythological concepts to legitimize the construction
of god-kings and imperial regimes in any society can be widely observed.
Almost all kingdoms, empires, and despotic regimes endeavor to use such
concepts to exalt themselves and attain ideological hegemony. Without
this hegemony, these regimes are unlikely to survive.
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During its sixteenth-century ascension, European capitalist monopo-
lism, as civilization’s new hegemonic center and form, was clearly aware
that it would not achieve dominance without a similar effort. Money-
capital (a form of capital that differs from agricultural capital and com-
mercial capital, as well as from capital as an instrument of power), which
until then had hidden itselfin the cracks and backrooms of society, began
for the first time to rise above society as a hegemonic force and gradually
infiltrated its every pore.

The search for new method by Roger Bacon, Francis Bacon, and
René Descartes, who had their roots in Christian, and, therefore, Middle
Eastern-Sumerian, theology, was closely connected to this material
hegemonic rise. The truth they were pursuing, whether in method or
content, had a share in this new kind of capital and its hegemonic rise. As
capitalist monopoly consolidated its hegemony, it also consolidated and
perpetuated its ideological hegemony. We can only provide a scientific
explanation of the new revolutions in method, philosophy, and science
by looking at the transformative effects of these material conditions. No
doubt, attributing everything to capitalism leads to scientific blindness
and would fall into a trap and into the most vulgar reductionism. But if
we ignore the importance of connections between them, the exploration
of truth will be crippled and lose its value amid metaphysical narratives.

In explaining the concept of modernity, it is necessary and very
instructive to take the formation of this methodology and truth into
account. Modernity as a concept means time, the present. There are dif-
ferent moderns, depending on the age. From Sumerian modernity to
Roman modernity, and even before and after them, there have been and
are many examples of modernity. Who could deny that at a certain time
Roman modernity was proudly lived in all centers of civilization? Are we
not in awe when the archeological records tell us that the Sumerians and,
even before them, Upper Mesopotamians presented perhaps the most
spectacular examples of modernity in terms of time and scope? Could we
explain these revolutionary material cultures if they were not charged
with meaning?

When Anthony Giddens emphasized the difference between capital-
ist modernity and all other modernities, he contributed to explaining the
truth to a certain extent Obviously, it is possible to understand Giddens'’s
perspective; he s, after all, a child of English hegemony. To claim that capi-
talist modernity is unprecedented is a sort of debt to or worship of their
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country and the new God, the nation-state, required of any contemporary
intellectual. His description of the three pillars on which capitalist moder-
nity rests is quite instructive. But he separates modernity from capital-
ism and treats it as a superior category. As a result, he clearly adopts the
“singularity” attitude that dominates the methodology of social sciences.
He does not want to give any other kind of modernity a chance. If there
is a modernity then it is unprecedented; two kinds of modernity cannot
exist simultaneously! This is the mentality that dominates all schools of
the social sciences, whether left, right, or center. No leftist intellectual,
including Karl Marx, doubted the singularity of modernity or that this
modernity was European. Center and right-wing intellectuals, the liberal
intellectuals, were sure that it represented the last word of truth (how
very similar to the “last prophet” discourse of medieval Islam!). It is only
recently that different postmodern discourses have begun to surface.

Nietzsche’s critique of modernity is important. Religious critiques of
modernity, on the other hand, are only possibly meaningful from the point
of view of their own modernity (antiquity, which lags behind modern
times). Michel Foucault’s assertion that modernity results in the “death
of man” is important but insufficient’ Real socialism, on the other hand,
despite assertions to the contrary, never thought of representing a dif-
ferent modernity either theoretically or practically. While spokesper-
sons for real socialism often claimed to represent a new civilization, they
were referring to development and competition with capitalism in all
areas. They thought they were closer to the basic templates and pillars of
capitalist modernity (industrialism, the nation-state, and state capitalism
replacing private capitalism) than capitalism itself, and thus declared it
their primary task to overtake the capitalist system. The real socialist
experiments, particularly in Russia and China, quickly proved to be the
fresh blood needed by capitalist modernity. The primary goal of all of
the national liberation movements, seen as the peak of success, was to
catch up with the dominant modernity as quickly as possible, thereby
achieving a happy life. No one really doubted this theoretical and practi-
cal orientation.

However, if the content and form of the last four hundred years of
dominant modernity is examined, we will not only conclude that this is
just the most recent manifestation of the times (modernities) of the five
thousand years of civilization. At the same time, it will be easy to analyze
once we see that they go hand in glove and are links in a chain.
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With my defense, whether in this volume or in the two previous
volumes, I tried to shatter this understanding of a singular universal
modernity and to prove that an alternative to the dominant modernity
always exists and, despite all attempts to suppress and disguise it, con-
tinues to exist in all its forms and contents as one side of a dialectical pair
of opposites. Democratic civilization (given that civilization corresponds
to the concepts of time, era, and modernity) may be inadequate as aname
and could be criticized extensively. But when I considered the historical-
society nature of society (Fernand Braudel’s approach to this issue was
encouraging) and visualized the movements that represent the carriers
of the history of clans, asirets, tribes, peoples, religious communities,
and similar communities, I could neither emotionally nor intellectually
designate these movements as “barbarian” or as “religious reactionaries.”
After I realized with a certainty that dialectics do not necessarily func-
tion through opposing poles bent on each other’s destruction, it was no
longer difficult (as observed in the universal becoming) to establish that
civilization is not a monistic but a dichotomous process in the (mostly)
non-destructive dialectical development of historical-society. Although
under very difficult conditions and poorly equipped, I have attempted to
present my ideas in these volumes. What both amazes and infuriates me
is that despite being fully equipped to do so, Eurocentric social scientists
have not tried to systematize this dichotomous state of civilization as two
different modernities.

Let’s take another look at what the three fundamental factors of
Anthony Giddens’s modernity entail and what responses its antithesis,
the concept of democratic modernity, offers.

Deconstructing Capitalism and Modernity

According to Anthony Giddens, capitalism first appeared in Europe. An
overwhelming number of Eurocentric social scientists hold a similar
view. According to them, in no other period and location in history was
such a development seen. The capitalism referred to here is the capital-
ism that rose as the world hegemonic power center in sixteenth-century
Dutch-English capitalism, with Amsterdam and London as its hub. There
is some truth in this, in that, subsequently, Amsterdam and London took
over the hegemony of the classical global center of civilization from this
century onward. The question of how this shift in hegemony occurred is
the subject of an extremely large body of literature dealing with this phase
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of world history. I cannot and need not repeat all this here; I will simply
remind you to keep it in mind. I touched upon these issues in the previous
two volumes. What is more important is what remains incomplete and
incorrect about this observation.

a) The assertion that capitalism is singular is simply incorrect. I have
presented a comprehensive analysis that shows that the first capital
monopoly arose in the Sumerian priests’ temple (the ziggurat was perhaps
the first bank and the first factory). In this context, we can comfortably
conclude that we owe the formation of the city, class, and state triad as
the first hegemonic monopoly to the Sumerians. After I encountered the
views of Andre Gunder Frank and his friends who share his way of think-
ing about central civilization and the world system," I felt particularly
strengthened in my views. But I emphatically argue that the monopoly
of power represents another form of capital monopoly. I have stressed
that the importance of grasping that power is one of the four main forms
of accumulation. The first monopoly was established over agriculture,
which was becoming more productive. The surplus product necessitated
trade, allowing a trade monopoly to develop. In addition, the first indus-
trial monopoly was established over craftspeople in the city and temple.
The city administration, on the other hand, had taken on military and
administrative tasks; it worked closely with three previously mentioned
monopolies to form a strong monopoly of power. The unequal distribu-
tion of power among them necessitated hegemonic relations. Initially the
priests were the main hegemonic power, but that eventually changed. In
short, both monopoly and a hegemonic character already existed in the
founding phase. In the two previous volumes, I roughly traced the histori-
cal course of these developments. Another very important observation is
that no matter how much internal conflict exists among them, monopolies
within civilization react to external forces (the forces of democratic civili-
zation) in a united way and historically behave like the links of a chain. No
civilization would have developed without the legacy of the previous ones.
I am talking here about the central civilization system, not the Chinese or
Incan civilizations.

I had also tried to present in detail the story of the formation of the
European link in the chain. I especially emphasized its relationship with
Eastern civilization (even the Neolithic Age of the East) and the role of
Venice in transferring these values for over three centuries. It could be
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claimed that the highly advanced quality of money-capital was a singular-
ity of European civilization after the sixteenth century. Undoubtedly from
this century onward, the money-capital monopoly succeeded in establish-
ing its hegemony in Europe. It is possible to speak of a singularity or being
unprecedented in this sense. But clearly it is not possible to conclude
that Europe is the homeland of money-capital, or that it emerged for the
first time during this era. Other items that were used in a similar way to
money existed long before the civilization. Experts researching antiquity
agree that obsidian and other similar materials were the first to assume
the role of money. Various valuable materials still play a similar role in
primitive communal societies. We know that the first coins were minted
by the Kingdom of Lydia, on the eastern shore of the Aegean Sea, around
560 BCE, and that they were made of gold and silver and bore the image of
Croesus.’ The same is true of money-capital accumulation. Accumulation
is avery old tradition. Valuable metals and goods have been accumulated
throughout history in this sense. Archeological records offer plenty of
examples, and the old expression “as rich as Croesus” also bears witness
to this reality. But nothing can tell the story of the use of money-capital
to produce profit in such an original and attractive way as the Assyrian
karum (simultaneously meaning money, trade, the market, and a ware-
house).’ There were many cities in the East that were home to money-
capital thousands of years before Venice, Amsterdam, and London.
What is singular about European money-capital was its rise and its
establishment of hegemony. For the first time, Karl Marx regards this kind
of hegemony of capital as something positive and speaks of its favorable
and progressive role in shaping modernity. Immanuel Wallerstein likens
this hegemony to a lion breaking out of its cage, but he also feels the need
to emphasize that its role is positive. When he links the emergence of the
new hegemony to the weakening of the Church and the kingdoms, as well
as tothe Mongol invasion developing in the East, it is as if he is confessing
that he is faced with great question marks. Ultimately, he concludes that
this was not the best course for history to take. This is not the place to
present the horrifying balance sheet of the last four-hundred-year reign
of money-capital. However, it is not difficult to understand the kind of
hegemony we are up against if we consider the number of people who have
died or been wounded in wars, the number and duration of these wars, the
devastating consequences of economic crises, the rates of poverty and
unemployment, and, most importantly, its role in the ecological crisis.
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b) That the modernity that rests on capitalism is singular is insufficient and
incorrect. Nonetheless, this assertion by the Eurocentric social sciences
is quite comprehensive and all-encompassing. And it is not so different
from previous civilizations in claiming that its existence as a world-system
and its all-encompassing reach mark “the end of time” and are “the last
word” of truth. Furthermore, it makes this assertion even more absolute,
using science as its weapon. Liberalism, having established its ideological
hegemony, joins the media monopolies in claiming that this assertion is
a common truth of all humanity. To this end, it makes an extraordinary
effort to create ages within the age (e.g., the media age, the information age).
Although it recognizes the importance of presenting the content and form
of reality within its historical dimension, it does not refrain from con-
structing a futurology (the science of the future) detached from both the
past and the present. It is amazingly concerned with the “now” and instills
an ethos of “live the now; all else is meaningless” as a fundamental doctrine.

Neoliberalism, formed from all sorts of old and new ideas and ideo-
logical templates with an eclectic approach, smacks of the decline of Rome,
only much worse. We are in a period where the three S’s, sports, sex, and
art [Turkish: sanat], have been maximally ideologized.” All three have
been given a religious dimension. It is really difficult to find another reli-
gion today that is more of an opiate than soccer, which has been trans-
formed into a fiesta in the stadiums. We are seeing a similar development
in the field of art, which has been transformed into an industry. The most
basic of natural instincts, sexuality, has been turned into the sex industry.
Sex with its opiate effect has also been transformed into a religion on par
with sports and the arts. It might be more appropriate to refer to this triad
as the religious celebrations—the fiesta—of capitalist modernity. Even
religious fundamentalism, which pursues the goal of the religious rule,
is a current of modernity, no matter how anti-modern its facade.

When examined in depth, it would seem that the modernity influ-
enced by capitalism is the most insecure of modernities. Its need for such
broad eclecticism proves this. Although postmodernism was a product
of this insecurity;, it failed to provide an alternative to modernity. Its only
goal was to open a window for all those intellectuals who were sick of
modernity. In terms of its way of life, it was deeply immersed in capi-
talist modernity. A typical example would be the philosopher Theodor
Adorno saying, “Wrong life cannot be lived rightly,” in Minima Moralia.’
He explained modernity in a very clear and concise manner but offered
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no alternative. This is among the reasons why the revolutionary youth
turned against him. Neoliberalism actually wanted to renew the flaking
varnish of modernity. But despite its add-ons and innovations, whitewash-
ing the contradictions of the age of global financial monopoly and saving
the system is no easy task.

Andre Gunder Frank came very close to discovering the truth when
he determined the role and importance of European civilization within
the five-thousand-year-old civilizational process. But he also profoundly
regretted that, apart from some generalities, he could not develop and
present an alternative or any solutions. But he retained hope. The formula
of “unity in diversity” within the classical civilization is a correct but
extreme generalization. There is no explanation offered of how to achieve
this. His error, however, is the hope that a better and different modern
life (in theory and practice) is possible within the system. Immanuel
Wallerstein is positive and radical in this regard; he does not believe in
a solution within the system. He repeats tirelessly that the current crisis
is systemic and structural and suggests that we devote ourselves whole-
heartedly to the intellectual, moral, and political tasks that he correctly
defines. His shortcoming, however, is that he does not present a compre-
hensive answer to the question of what kind of system. However, he offers
a sincere self-criticism when he says, “We have all drunk from the same
cups in the sacred temple of the bourgeoisie.” At the same time as he
metaphorically expresses his fear of the wrath of the gods, he talks about
the ways in which intellectual capital is strongly dependent on capital-
ist modernity and how difficult it is to make a radical break. In short, he
makes many points that provide necessary lessons.

On the other hand, my situation is best expressed in the saying: “It is
of no use to try to escape death.” I fled from capitalist modernity, but this
flight was not enough to escape its clutches. Therefore, instead of dying
in its clutches, I decided that trying out the alternative would be more
realistic and courageous. Thus, I was neither content with speaking the
truth like Nietzsche or announcing the death of humanity like Michel
Foucault nor, like Theodor Adorno, did I resign myselfto fate, sulking and
saying, “What cannot be cured must be endured.” I also did not find it suf-
ficient to seek shelter under the slogan “unity in diversity.” Moreover, con-
trary to Immanuel Wallerstein, I did not believe that it was sufficient to
determine the importance of the intellectual, moral (ethical), and political
tasks. However, these people of thought and virtue have doubtless made
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significant contributions to this attempt of mine and gave me courage.
However, “wrong life cannot be lived rightly” is not something that could
have been true for me. I never lived that way. I ran after it alot, but neither
my strength nor my faith was enough to grasp the capitalist modern life.
But what is more searing is that the human who rebelled within me kept
saying, “Don’t sell us out; whatever you seek, find it within yourself’ I am
writing about my rebellions.

One might ask, “What can you do about the triad of forces of moder-
nity that have taken root in every mind and soul for five thousand years
and in the last four hundred years have seized every social value, whether
inside or outside, from the highest layers of the air to the deepest layers of
the earth, turning them into commodities to be bought and sold, and which
have become a million times stronger than the orders of the Nimrods and
the pharaohs?” But, of course, I am posing the question incorrectly, in a
way that modernity wants. What I hope to show is that there is no positive
value to such a question or the construct that lies behind it.

I have neither discovered nor invented democratic modernity.
Although I have a few things to say about its reconstruction, that is not
terribly important; to be more precise, the real important point lies else-
where—and that is that democratic modernity has been dichotomous
since the emergence of official civilization, whenever and wherever it
arose. What I am trying to do, even if only in broad terms, is to give due
recognition to this form of civilization (the unofficial democratic civiliza-
tion; the name is not so important) that exists whenever and wherever
official civilization exists and to meaningfully clarify its main dimensions
in a way that arouses interest. Additionally, I will try to understand and
define its basic forms of mentality, structures, and living society.

There is nothing incomprehensible about the fact that whenever and
wherever the supposedly singular civilization (the modernity of different
eras) existed, a counterpart has necessarily existed for dialectical reasons.
Itis rather incomprehensible that this natural consequence of the dialecti-
cal method has not been systematically expressed throughout the history
of civilization and has not been given a voice. From Sumer to Egypt and
Harappa, from China to India and Rome, when all these civilizations took
form, was there no reaction, no ideas, and no social structures among the
numerous tribes, agirets, and religious communities that were oppressed
and enslaved, but who rebelled from the Great Sahara to the deserts of
Central Asia and from Siberia to Arabia? Could it be possible that nobody
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thought of this? Is it really possible that the agrarian-village communities
fed all civilizations for ten thousand years but never raised their voices,
never reacted, and never had counter-structures? Is that conceivable? Is it
just? If they were exposed to all sorts of repression and exploitation by the
rulers of the cities that they had built with their own hands for thousands
of years, would the working peoples sit there quietly and be grateful for
their fate? Is that really possible?

It is possible to ask thousands of questions about different areas
and periods, and there are answers. What is missing is the weaving of a
system of civilization (construct of thought, theory) from the answers to
these questions. There are also counter-structures (the attitude of moral
and political society). The level of interest shown for the despotic, impe-
rial, and power and capital monopolies is not shown for the situation and
development of moral and political society, the basic state of social nature.

Take Islamic civilization, with which I am quite familiar. Even the most
minute details are recounted in the extensive stories of the caliphs, sultans,
emirs, and sheikhs, but the stories of the believers, sects, and denomina-
tions spread across three continents, and their resistance, longings, and
convictions are either not deemed worthy of a similar treatment or are
distorted. Clearly there is an internal conflict and dichotomy within civili-
zation, but while one side is exalted by boundless praise, its opponents are
abased. [ have witnessed this myself; I have observed Alevi Kurds, Sunni
Kurds, and Yazidi Kurds. I can unequivocally say that the civilization of the
Alevi and Yazidi Kurds, distilled over thousands of years, is more moral
and political than the counter-civilization. But the classical discourses of
civilization are full of unspeakable slanders against the Alevis and Yazidis.
Of course, when I say that I am not talking about the laborers or tribal and
asiret cultures that belong to the Sunni faith. All these social sectors are
part of democratic civilization. Examples of this can be shown at all times
and in all places, but this will suffice to explain what I mean.

Itis important to clarify another point about modernity. In a way, the
term capitalist modernity is incorrect, and it should be noted that I use the
concept conditionally. If the concept of capitalist society is ambiguous and
risks obscuring reality, this is even more true of the concept of capitalist
modernity. Modernity in general is a given era’s social way of life. It is the
material and immaterial culture that contains all the elements of technol-
ogy, science, art, politics, and fashion that shape a certain period. In this
sense, it is a grave mistake to attribute modernity to capitalism. In fact,
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many of its elements are overwhelmingly opposed to capitalism, which
is essentially a monopoly. Moral and political society, which is social
nature’s main mode of life, is opposed to civilization in general and to capi-
talist civilization in particular, so it holds a similar position in modernity.
Modern society is not a capitalist society. So why do I use the term capi-
talist modernity? Because capitalist monopoly and its hegemonic allies
would like to shape not only society but the modernity that is understood
to be the way of life of this particular time. Together with its ideological,
political, and military allies, it systematically strives through education,
military barracks, places of worship, and the media, to appear to be the
creative force of the era’s way of life. It creates a dominant mentality that
reflects ownership of what does not belong to it. If its propaganda effort
has been successful, then it has shaped society or modernity.

Anthony Giddens most probably does not realize that he is caught in
a dilemma when he considers capitalism to be the most important pillar
of modernity. The crucial question is which gave rise to or determines
the other. It is unthinkable that modernity gave rise to capitalism; moder-
nity is lived as an era specific to social nature. But when oppressive and
exploitative monopolies took the form of the city, the class, and the state
they tried to shape the way of life of that period and take credit for its
development. We have to admit that they were mostly successful, but it
was a propaganda success. An entire era has been attributed to impostors.
When using the concept of capitalist modernity, we should always keep
this in mind. But social nature never totally adopts the colors or way of
existence of capitalism or any other monopoly as its own identity. It is also
impossible for social nature, as selfhoods, to transform into a network of
oppressive and exploitative monopolies. Just as we have shown that pure
capitalismis impossible, it is also impossible to realize a pure civilization.
We should ask those who think it is: When there remains no society to
exploit and rule, how will the city, the class, and the state live on as they
are? How will they even maintain something as basic as their material life?
That, however, doesn’t mean they can’'t shape and exploit the social nature
of the period. If we speak of Europe, for example, we cannot attribute the
Renaissance, the Reformation, and the Enlightenment to capitalism. The
creators of the Renaissance were not the owners of money-capital and
the rulers, who nonetheless hoped to use their money and their power to
leave their mark on it, knowing they would earn even more money and
power if they were successful.
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Its counterpart, society, which is targeted by money-capital and the
rulers, can also leave its mark on the way of life of an age, and there are
a variety of examples of the various ways it has done so. The selfhood
of social nature also tends in this direction. Society is overwhelmingly
anti-capitalist, because it experiences the exploitation and domination of
capital monopoly on a daily basis. Youth, women, the unemployed, colo-
nized peoples, many religious communities, and all communities that live
off their own labor are the main block (demos) of historical-society that
give the way of life, the modernity of an era, its true color."” As a matter of
convenience, we call all of these and similar groups the demos. Democracy
is the expression of the self-governance of these groups. Although these
are political concepts, “democratic society” and “democratic modernity”
are closer to its essence, because the realm and the groups they cover
constitute the main block of the society. Therefore, I ask that you bear with
my frequent use of these terms. When I speak of the option of democratic
modernity, this is what [ mean. Therefore, both the concepts of a singular
modernity and of modernity influenced by capitalism are quite dubious
and contain a high likelihood of error.

What will determine any given modernity’s color are the ideas, struc-
tures, and struggles of its opposing poles and the extent of their success.
To call either pole entirely capitalist or entirely democratic is to fall into
blind and crude reductionism. In any case, when we talk about society we
should use the concept of “entirely” sparingly. Social nature is complex
and never corresponds entirely to one thing or one color. We must not
forget that contradictions require differences. Diversity is the meaning
oflife. The end of contradiction and differentiation would spell the end of
life. Even death is nothing but proof of life. Can you imagine, for example,
a life that has been condemned to last an eternity, a life with no death?
Such a life would be great torture. If it is not for the purpose of crush-
ing opponents, seeking similarity at all times is the negation of life. The
efforts of fascism or capitalist modernity—besides fashion, what is called
fashion is the most fraudulent art form invented by capitalism to conceal
its hostility to life, demonstrated through the torture of making things
similar—to liquidate all social differences and reduce them to a single
color is more proof of its hostility to life.

In conclusion, although we describe modernity as a dubious concept, it
is nonetheless important to determine its scope and duration. Reducing
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it to singularity is rife with serious errors. Describing modernity as con-
temporary, as the present of the civilization, requires us to make careful
choices about its social context. The sweeping shortcomings and errors
of the social sciences in this respect are obvious. We can best explain this
by the pressure of the capital and power monopolies and the money on
which these sciences depend. Science breeds power and power breeds
capital, but the inverse is also true. Despite this, the main block of social
nature remains democratic in the age of capitalist hegemony. Therefore,
there is no reason to believe that modernity, which is the era’s way of
life, cannot be democratized. The social scope of democratic modernity
exceeds that of the modernity of the capitalists and their collaborators
many times over. To understand this, we only have to learn to think
correctly.

The Industrialism Dimension of Modernity and Democratic
Modernity
Itis true that our era (our modern way of life) is unprecedentedly depend-
ent on industry. It cannot be denied that the industrial revolution that
occurred in the nineteenth century is the second major social revolution
after the agricultural revolution. Just as was the case with the accumu-
lation of capital, the assertion that industrialism is an unprecedented
aspect of our modernity is an exaggeration. There were several industrial
advances in social nature, in particular in Neolithic agricultural society
and later in societies of the civilizational period, although not to the same
extent as in the nineteenth century. Progress is continuous, because all
technical developments are in a way industrial achievements. During
periods of accelerated development, however, qualitative leaps have taken
place. Thousands of inventions can be listed in the field of industry, includ-
ing the first pottery industries, hand mills, weaving looms, the wheel, the
plow, the hammer, the anvil, the ax, the knife, the sword, the mill, papyrus,
paper, and various metal tools. Of course, it is nonetheless indisputable
that at the beginning of the nineteenth century, under English leadership,
the most significant industrial revolution to date took a huge leap forward.
While this is an important feature of modernity, it does not guarantee
singularity. It merely describes a difference.

We have a different situation in the transition from industry to indus-
trialism. Industrialism expresses the ideological character of industry.
The industrialism that developed to the detriment of agriculture and the
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village, as well as traditional urban crafts, is at the root of all of the current
diseases of modernity, in particular ecological disasters. There is no doubt
that industrialism is the ideology of capital monopolies. At the end of the
eighteenth century, the capitalist monopolies had large sums of money
and capital but had limited (traditional) ways to use it. The reason they
turned to industry was to prevent the fall in their rate of profit and instead
further increase it (the law of profit). This is especially true of the textile
industry. As mechanical production coincided with new energy sources
(coal, steam, and electricity), a sudden explosion of production maxi-
mized the profit rates. The phenomenon of nation-states and the fierce
competition between them are both related to these new rates of profit.
Industrialism outperformed everything else. It became the most sacred
doctrine of the nation-state. This race among nation-states continues una-
bated to this day, and it is generally agreed that the consequences have
already reached drastic proportions—not only ecological destruction
in the narrower sense but also the more profound and comprehensive
cultural and physical genocides and local, regional, and global wars of an
unprecedented dimension, as well as the use of ideological and metaphysi-
cal methodologies, along with the growing power of the nation-states, to
increasingly detach society from its moral and political identity. In this
sense, societycides are closely connected to the tendency or religion of
industrialism. This is why the science and technology used by industry
have attained a historically incomparable ideological quality.

Industrialism, as an unprecedented development of modernity, con-
stitutes the greatest threat society faces and one that lies at its very heart.
Industrialism is the essential factor for the constant growth of power,
which destroys agrarian-village society, leads to the cancerous growth of
the city, keeps the society under total surveillance and control, and seeps
into all of society’s pores without exception. The nation-state, as the fun-
damental form of industrialism’s power and ideological hegemony, plays
the leading role in all these processes.

Humanity, as a social nature, has long been under the “end of the
world” threat of industrialism as one of the unprecedented developments
of modernity. All the catastrophes that have flared up portend the danger
to come. In the final analysis, capitalism, with its greed for constant accu-
mulation and permanent growth on the basis of “the law of maximum
profit,” is synonymous with hostility toward society and plays an essential
role in this hostility. To continuously impose the law of accumulation on
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social nature is societycide itself. Material and cultural genocides are
the initial steps in this process. Scientists of reason and conscience agree
that if measures are not taken we are on our way to the end of the world.
Industrialism, the second unprecedented singularity of modernity, is
therefore not simply content with shaping modernity with its “Siamese
twin,” capitalism, it also triggers economic crisis through modernity and
is the main cause of the cancer eating away at all of the vital fabric and
elements of society.

It is precisely here that the position of democratic modernity in social
existence not only becomes clearer, its absolute necessity is obvious.
Society shall either continue its gallop toward the end of the world or
embrace democratic modernity and with a push for its reconstruction to
stop this headlong plunge. The price of letting things drift is constantly
and immeasurably rising every day.

These findings do not mean that industry is entirely negative; they
draw attention to the disaster of profit-seeking industrialism. As with
analytical intelligence, industry used for the benefit of moral and politi-
cal society could lead to a paradisiacal life. An industrial offensive that
goes hand in hand with ecology and agriculture will not only solve the
most fundamental economic problems but could also turn all other side
effects of the problems into positives. It isn’'t hard to see that halting the
rampant automobile madness could have revolutionary consequences
in many areas, from oil production to transport and from pollution to
human biology. If we look at the acceleration of the industrialization of
the seas alone, and the rate at which both the sea and the land are being
devastated, we can see how vital it is to have a clear limit on the number of
vehicles used for transportation. Of course, this is not the place to discuss
at length the results of radical changes that would limit industrialism in
countless sectors, from nuclear energy to cultural industrialism. [ wanted
to take the opportunity to draw attention to the consequences of limiting
industrialism. Understanding its revolutionary implications is sufficient
to demonstrate the great importance of the subject.

Bringing an end to the fixation on the law of profit would require far-
reaching social action. Since the main driving force behind democratic
modernity is not profit, it gains vital importance as the most appropriate
option for civilization. The main concern of the moral and political social
system not based on the system of class, capital, and profit is to safeguard
its own identity and to bring to life the instruments of democratic politics.
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Liberalism sets the goal of unlimited earnings and the passion for profit
before the individual. To do so, it constantly propagates the idea that capi-
talist and industrialist modernity is the only possible way of life. A bit like
the religions of antiquity, it finds it necessary to consecrate its system, so
to speak. Cultural industrialism is the new form of this boundless conse-
cration. Economic class struggle, all kinds of power struggle, and ecologi-
cal and feminist movements will only be able to stop a modernity that has
grown so enormous with an alternative modernity. Four hundred years
of capitalist modernity make this clear.

We do not need to be great social scientists to understand that the
dissolution of real socialism was the result of its inability to develop an
alternate modernity. We may well assume that if real socialism had found
a solution to the question of industrialism it could have maintained its
superiority. Ifin the struggle against the capitalist hegemony that literally
did everything to shape modernity, all of the forces with a real socialist
line and all the other main opposition groups (utopian, anarchist, eco-
logical, feminist, and national liberation movements) had determined at
least one main theoretical and practical point of orientation in the strug-
gle for their own modernity, the modernity of today’s world would prob-
ably look quite different. Their common point of defeat was not asking

“which modernity?” and jointly pursuing a theoretical and practical line
in response; they were up to their necks in the way of life that capitalism
and industrialism dictated and did not see any harm in this way of life.

Moreover, and most importantly, instead of criticizing state national-
ism as an aspect of modernity, they accepted it as the main form of their
way of life. Under these circumstances, it becomes difficult and doubtful
for the opposition, particularly left-wing opposition, to present and attain
its promise.

I am astonished by the slogan “another world is possible.” The fact
that this slogan is presented as if it were an important discovery only rein-
forces my astonishment. Now that the massive problems of modernity are
out in the open, the ship of the system is already sinking and falling apart
piece by piece, and even nature is rebelling, such a slogan, presented like
a new discovery, leaves me speechless. Since the problems and madness
(i.e., the way of life) of the ruling modernity (characterized by capitalism
and industrialism) are now perfectly apparent, one should not be content
with criticism of modernity’s main elements but ask: “What alternatives
can you come up with and actually build?”
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In the past, religion, philosophy, moral teaching, virtue, and wisdom
developed in response to the problems of modernity in their respective
eras. Whether or not they were adequate responses is open to discussion.
What’s important is that there was never a lack of effort in the name of
moral and political society. In the light of these experiences, democratic
modernity only makes sense if it confronts capitalist modernity with
comprehensive analyses and answers to specific problems. Contrary to
popular belief, history and the present are not realms absolutely ruled
by the forces of civilization, although a mass of propaganda asserts that
to be the case. Just as not all histories written are true, not everything
asserted by present-day social sciences about current modernity is accu-
rate; it is mostly the rhetoric of ideological hegemony meant to confuse,
dazzle, and establish dogmas. Democratic politics, in the narrow sense, is
not only a means of making political society function, it is also the act of
explaining historical-society in all its aspects. Moral and political soci-
ety’s great decision-making capacity and power to act is only revealed
when its efforts to explain capitalist and industrialist modernity through
democratic politics unite with truth. Then and only then will there be an
adequate answer to the question: “What kind of a modernity and modern
life?” The last four hundred years of experience with capitalist hegemony
proves that no other approach is capable of producing adequate and prom-
ising responses. Democratic modernity would be a suitable response to
this historical experience, both in thought and in practice.

The Nation-State, Modernity, and Democratic Confederalism
Modernity’s third and most important discontinuity, the nation-state, is
the most fundamental instrumental form of capitalism’s action to conquer
and colonize society. While liberalism presents itself as the totality of
goals (the sum of ideas), the nation-state represents the fundamental form
of power. The most far-reaching conquest and colonization that the society
has ever experienced, both internally and externally, would not have been
possible without the nation-state form.

The nation-state is also the subject around which the social sciences
have created the most distortions, blindness, and dogma. We cannot
really say that there has ever been a thorough analysis of the state. Even a
Marxist like Lenin when he embarked on one of the greatest social revo-
lutions failed to liberate “the question of power and the state” from the
nation-state pillar of modernity in his attempt to analyze it.* And this is
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an understatement: he could not even refrain from assessing the rapid
transformation of the soviets—an organization of democratic society—
into a nation-state as a consolidation of the revolution, despite all criti-
cism. The Chinese nation-state, which is currently of the greatest service
toworld capitalism, is nothing more than a sprawling example of the same
approach.

There is some truth to Anthony Giddens’s approach to the nation-
state’s singularity. However, this approach is highly inadequate in terms
of the nations-state’s chain-like dependence on the historical cumulative
power monopolies. I tried to define the nation-state in detail in the two
previous volumes. Here, [ will illuminate the nation-state from different
angles and extend the presentation by way of necessary conclusions.

Above all, the nation-state should be considered the maximum form
of power. No other state form possesses the same power as the nation-state
(it may be more correct to speak of a state-nation). The most important
reason for this is that the upper echelons of the middle class have been
increasingly involved in the monopolization process. We must never
forget that the nation-state is the most developed and complete monop-
oly. The commercial, industrial, and financial monopolies are maximally
allied with the power monopoly at the level of the nation-state. What we
have is the most developed unity of all the monopolies. In this context we
must also consider ideological monopoly an inseparable part of the power
monopoly.

One of the areas where the social sciences are most misleading is in
relation to monopolies. They attach great importance to positioning the
power apparatuses as discrete from the supra-economic institutions, i.e.,
the commercial, industrial, and financial monopolies. Thus, they want to
present power in general and the state in particular as if they are distinct
from monopoly. This is one of the essential points that has crippled the
social sciences. The difference between supra-economic monopolies and
power monopolies is best explained as a division of labor. Apart from
that, they definitely constitute a historical totality. At this point I must
quote a sentence by Fernand Braudel that I find very impressive. Braudel
says: “Power like capital can be accumulated.”*? It would seem that he has
grasped the totality of the two. In any case, he is wise and has illuminated
the subject in many ways.

Power is not simply accumulated like capital; it is the most homoge-
neous, refined, and historically accumulated form of capital. I would like
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to repeat this: power is the most homogeneous, refined, and historically
accumulated form of capital. Other supra-economic capitals are accu-
mulated in different ways; they change ownership and are organized.
We regard them all as monopolies, because they are all supra-economic,
and the seizure of social values in general and of social surplus values
in particular make up their character. In short, whether in the form of
taxes, profits from companies, or completely open plundering, all such
extractions from society have a monopolistic nature. Therefore, the term
monopoly is appropriate and should be well understood.

The historical peculiarity of the nation-state is its ability to unite all
these monopolies within itself in a cohesive way. The nation-state is the
maximum totality of capital, and this is the basis of its strength. It also
follows that it is the most effective instrument of capital accumulation. It
came as a surprise when, after seventy years, the nation-state built by the
Bolshevik Party showed itself to be a gigantic totality of capital. However,
if we look at the issue from the perspective of our nation-state analysis,
this situation makes perfect sense. The nation-state is the most straight-
forward and typical organization of capital as a state. With the nation-
state, it is not possible to organize socialism but, at best, capitalism at its
purest. Itis about as possible to make the nation-state socialist or to regard
it as socialist as it is to turn a mule into a horse!

Nevertheless, we cannot explain the nation-state’s singularity by sep-
arating it from historical forms of state. No matter how developed it may
be in comparison to the earlier historical forms of the state, what is deci-
sive is the historical accumulation of power. Let’s have a look at England,
the first country to have organized the nation-state. England was in the
grip of the power of Spain, France, and the Normans at the beginning of
the sixteenth century. Were it unable to organize itself as a nation-state, its
liquidation seemed imminent. England was a kingdom. One after another,
dynasties had risen and fallen. Its economy was built on migrations from
Europe beginning in the Neolithic Age. What made it distinct from other
European countries was that it was an island. It built its nation-state on
the basis of these concrete historical conditions. History clearly shows
how the increased strength of the sterling was accompanied by debt and
maximum monopolization of the economy:. It is well-known that England
turned to industrial revolution to make a hegemonic leap forward. So
without its basis in English history, and in particular in dynastic history;,
and without being dynastic itself, the English nation-state not only could

210



DEMOCRATIC MODERNITY VERSUS CAPITALIST MODERNITY

not have been founded; it would have been unthinkable. Dynasties rep-
resent the longest lasting and most comprehensive state form in history,
and this is why England still has not abandoned the prestige of the dynasty.
Democracies and republics have been much more limited. Empires are an
altogether different state form. In the absence of accumulation of power as
monopolies filtered and refined over thousands of years, states in general
and nation-states in particular would not have been possible.

I have only touched upon the link between the nation-state and theo-
logical sources, but this is an extremely important issue. Carl Schmitt
elucidated another aspect of the reality when he said that all contempo-
rary political concepts originate in theology (the science of god). A close
look at sociology should make it fairly clear that religion, and with it the
image of god, is the oldest form of social identity. Religion and god should
not be understood as conscious fictitious identities, but as a necessity
of the age of thought. Collective imagination led society to identify with
the most sacred concepts. Society regarded this as a way of securing its
survival. The roots of divinity lie in the sacralization of social existence.
In time, as the divergence of power and the state from society accelerated,
attributes such as holiness and divinity were removed from the collective
identity of society as a whole and attributed to the owners of power and
the state. Ideological hegemony plays an important role in this develop-
ment. Establishing that power and the state are of divine origins opens
the way for those in power and in the state to assert their holiness and
divinity. From there, arriving at the concepts of god-king and god-state is
not that difficult. The concepts of God’s messenger and God’s shadow would
follow in due course.

Although the secular state acts as if it had nothing to do with this
process, this is not true. Since secularism was a basic principle of the
Masonic lodges, which rejected the influence of the Church, it is in the
nature of things that it owes its existence to a large extent to this concept
as an antithesis to the spiritual principle. We must emphasize that laicism
is not as secular and worldly as is thought nor is spirituality otherworldly
or focused on the great beyond. Both of these concepts are worldly and
social. The great difference perceived between them rests on ideological
dogmas.

It is therefore to be expected that the image of the divine origin of
power and the state, which was present at all times, will also be reflected
inour time. It is unthinkable that today’s state remains unaffected by this.
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The term was given shape throughout history. The concepts of secular
power and a secular state are contradictory and dubious.

The nation-state is laden with more divine concepts than we recog-
nize. It is subject to more consecration ceremonies than anything that
preceded it. The concepts it rests upon and its chosen images, such as
fatherland, flag, unitarianism, independence, and holiness, along with
the national anthem and heroic stories, possess more divine prestige than
was the case in god-kingdoms. No form of state has wrapped itself in so
much ideological, legal, political, economic, and religious armor as the
nation-state, primarily because it is the essential source of income for an
increasingly inflated civil and military bureaucracy. When the state chair
is pulled out from under it, the bureaucracy is like a fish out of water. For
the bureaucracy, the state is a matter of life and death, and this is a key
reason for wrapping the state in the highest level of divine prestige pos-
sible. If capitalist modernity, more than any other modernity, emphasizes
the state and creates a tempest in a teacup around it, this is because of the
change in class structure. There is a close connection between modernity
and the nation-state and the pursuit of the “unitary state” and “unitarian-
ism” and the concept of the unity of God in particular. Just as some tribes
and peoples were eliminated from history or absorbed by the dominant
tribe and people, so their gods were also eliminated or absorbed by and
united with the dominant god of the tribe and people. If we look at the
concept of the unity of God from this sociological perspective, it is easier
to grasp its meaning. It contains colonialism and assimilation.

The unitary nature of the nation-state is historically rife with divinity.
The complete disarmament of their subservient societies and the transfer
of the complete monopoly of arms to the modern state has led to this uni-
tarianism, but at its core there is a devastating monopolization of exploita-
tion and colonialism. Theorists of sovereignty, in particular Hobbes and
Machiavelli, by defining the modern state in the name of science, pro-
vided the greatest service to capitalist monopoly. The concentration of all
weapons within a monist structure in the name of social peace led to an
unprecedented political weakening of society and thus to the deprivation
of'its entire economic existence. Since power and the state will ultimately
act like a monopoly, there is no social value that they cannot seize, given
the armed forces concentrated in their hands. They will shape society as
they wish and eliminate anything undesirable. This is, in fact, how history;,
including its unimaginable genocides, has unfolded.
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The nation-state, as the common denominator of all monopolies, is
not content with being built on the theft, conquest, and colonization of
social material culture, it also plays a decisive role in the assimilation of
immaterial culture. In the name of the “national culture” it usually gives
official status to the cultural norms of a dominant ethnicity or religious
community and declares war on the remaining cultural entities. Arguing
that they are “harmful to national unity,” all of the religions, ethnicities,
peoples, nations, languages, and cultures that have preserved their exist-
ence for thousands of years are eliminated either by force or through
material incentives. Languages, religions, denominations, ethnic tribes,
and asirets, along with peoples and nations, have fallen victim to these
policies, or, rather, these genocides. Material genocides (physical anni-
hilation) are only a drop in the ocean compared to immaterial genocide.
Linguistic and cultural values filtered through the thousands of years are
sacrificed together with the carrier groups in an act of madness conse-
crated to the sacred act of creating national unity.

The nation-state’s concept of “fatherland” and “homeland” (vatan) is
much more problematic. Territories that are put under state domination
and monopoly, however this is achieved, are symbolically portrayed as the

“holy homeland” or “holy fatherland.” But these homelands have actually
been turned into the common property of monopoly alliances. The system
they built is a more profound form of colonization than that experienced
in earlier colonies. While in the past there was a single type of colonial-
ism for a given country, today, there are as many kinds of colonialism as
the number of monopolies the modern nation-state establishes over its

“holy homeland.” Just as the colonized peoples were disarmed, the people
of the “holy homeland” are similarly disarmed and rendered incapable of
resisting any form of exploitation. Their labor in particular but also their
material and immaterial cultural entities are subjected to multilayered
exploitation. There is no other way to satisfy the cancerous growth of
monopolies of bureaucracy.

Nation-state diplomacy is built to ensure coordination with exter-
nal monopolies—the other nation-states—and to pursue the affairs of
the global system of nation-states. Given the logic of the global capitalist
system, if a nation-state is not recognized by other nation-states it cannot
exist for even twenty-four hours. Without the consent of hegemonic
power, the existence of a nation-state cannot be permanent. All of their
stories are recorded in the hegemon’s book. Those who break the rules
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will either meet Saddam’s fate or be driven to bankruptcy and toppled by
sanctions. It is assumed that every nation-state knows very well, either
during its foundation or soon thereafter, that without the permission of
a hegemonic power its existence cannot be permanent. Even the Soviet
Union and the Chinese state were no exception to this rule.

Another fundamental feature of the nation-state is that, for obvious
reasons, its structure is very much closed to plural or diverse political
formations, because they would be an obstacle to monopoly exploitation
within the given borders. It is in the nature of things that if moral and
political society is constituted by various political structures, especially
democratic political structures, the monopolists’ area of domination will
shrink considerably. Terms such as the indivisibility of sovereignty, territo-
rial integrity, unitary structure, and the like were conceived for this reason.
The intention is not to share the value of the country with its people and
social groups. This, in fact, plays a major role in the destruction of the
immaterial culture. Although political and democratic pluralism is the
best regime for both freedom and equality in diversity, any act to achieve
it is presented as dangerous and illegal, because it “puts the territorial
integrity of the country and its regime in danger.”

The nationalist identity so often used by the nation-state may have
made it the greatest collaborationist representative of hegemonic power
of all time. In a nationalist guise, it is the most loyal collaborator of the
global capitalist system. No other institution is as dependent as the nation-
state on the central power of global capitalism nor is any as great a lackey
of that power. This character is the reason for the internal colonialism.
The more nationalist the behavior of a nation-state, the more it serves the
hegemonic power of the world system. To consider the nation-state that
has been carefully prepared, formed, and systematized by hegemonic
power over the last four hundred years to be the most nationalistic state
is to have failed to learn anything from the terrible hegemonic power
struggles of the world system.

When analyzing the concept nation-state, it is important not to
confuse it with other issues and arrive at erroneous conclusions. First,
it is necessary to clearly define the concept of nation-state. The states in
history have generally defined and presented themselves as organizations
limited to their members. They had to be accepted as cadre states, convinc-
ing, praising, ennobling, and even deifying each other. This approach
changed with the onset of the nation-state. From then on, it had to present

214



DEMOCRATIC MODERNITY VERSUS CAPITALIST MODERNITY

itself as encompassing the greatness, sublimity, and holiness of the nation-
state god not only to the cadres of the state but to each of the individuals
in society, called citizens, who are its subjects. The whole of society was
virtually absorbed by the nation-state. This amounts to being confined in
an iron cage. Until we grasp this fact, we cannot understand the nation-
state or modernity. A primary difficulty in understanding the nation-state
correctly is that it is always discussed in the context of the republic and
democracy. The nation-state is not a republic and has, in fact, developed
in opposition to the philosophy, basic institutions, and function of the
republic. The nation-state is, in fact, the negation of the republic. The
still influential view and official doctrine of the real socialist left for the
past 150 years that “democracy and socialism cannot exist without a cen-
tralist nation-state” is a terrible self-deception. The grave consequences
of this were particularly apparent in Germany with the assassination
of Rosa Luxemburg and many other socialists and democrats. Another
example would be the dissolution of the real socialist system. No other
self-deception has done so much harm to socialism and democracy. The
republic and democracy can only attain their true meaning through plu-
ralistic and democratic political structures that are directed against the
monopolism of the nation-state. Only then can a meaningful patriotism
and alife of unity in diversity be realized through a pluralistic-democratic
republican regime.

Under today’s conditions, as the monopolies of global financial
capital compete for hegemony, we observe their attempts to restructure
the old nation-states. This tendency of neoliberalism is understandable,
even ifitis masked as other goals (especially the deceptive mask of democ-
racy). In many respects national monopolism cannot compete with global
monopolism, cannot meet the requirements of global policies, and cannot
implement them quickly enough. Therefore, it leads to stagnation in the
system as a whole. The efforts to rebuild are not meant to liquidate the
nation-state but to subordinate it to the demands of the new global hegem-
onic financial capital.

The nation-state is not afraid to use four main ideological forms,
intertwined and eclectically, in the service of the ideological hegemony
with which it has imbued society. Nationalism, as the basic ideological
form of the nation-state, has been given a totally religious essence. As
much as the nation-state belongs to capitalist modernism, nationalism,
likewise, is a modernist religion. It was cultivated as the social religion
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of positivist philosophy. We should think of patriotism as an expression

of social nature, as the opposite of nation society. Nationalism, in this

regard, is the most anti-nation ideology. Nationalism provides an unparal-
leled service to exploitative monopolies by placing the nation, which is a

democratic phenomenon, under the ideological hegemony of capitalism.
It turns the entire nation into the common property and a colony of the

monopoly alliance (commercial, industrial, financial, and power monopo-
lies), with nationalism in particular fulfilling this function in the garb of
a positivistic and nationalistic religion.

Nationalism, as the religion of the nation-state, however contradic-
tory this may appear, manifests itself as two phenomena that are basi-
cally the same. The first is the divinity of the “unitary state.” Within the
nation, it is very sensitive to the need for a one-god state. In the interna-
tional arena, this one-god form expresses itself as the super-hegemon
(the president of the US, the super-hegemon, George W. Bush claiming,
“I am driven with a mission from God” proves this)."”* In Hegel’s words,
although he intended them for Napoleon and France, the super-hegemon
is the “march of God on earth.”** Second, every nation-state as God is a
nation idol of the super-hegemon. Thus, the multiplication of the nation-
state in this way does not mean that its unity is fragmented and that a
transition to a polytheistic system occurs. It is rather the multiplication
of'idols. The source of this in philosophy is positivism. The nation-state’s
second most important eclectic ideology is positivist scientism. It is the
ideological source closest to nationalism. They foster one another. Its
founder Auguste Comte explicitly wanted to construct positivism as a
secular, universal religion. However, positivism did not hold up as well
as Marxism. Nevertheless, it remains the fundamental religion of secular-
ism. Nietzsche hit the nail on the head when he correctly observed that
positivism that claims to be the opposite of metaphysics is itself the most
vulgar form of metaphysics. As one of the favorite ideological variants of
modernity, it has become a hegemonic ideology that distorts, blinds, and
idolizes the social sciences.

Positivism as a science (then called scientism) is the most vulgar phi-
losophy of phenomena. A phenomenon is the visible part of reality; in
positivism, however, the phenomenon is reality itself. Thus, if something
is not a phenomenon, then it is not real. But, on the other hand, we know
from quantum physics, astronomy, and biology, and even from the sub-
stance of thought itself, that most of reality occurs in worlds that cannot
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be seen by the naked eye. In the relationship between the observed and the
observer, reality (truth) has assumed a highly mysterious character that
eludes physical measurability and description. Positivism, in negation
of this depth, most resembles the idolatry (paganism) of antiquity. The
idol, which appears as a phenomenon, reflects the common link between
paganism and positivism. Therefore, all brains washed by the religion of
nationalism in the nation-state see the world as consisting of simple phe-
nomena and perceive this as akind of worship. The obsession of consumer
society with the “object” is that worship itself. In this sense, the forma-
tion of consumer society as a product of the nation-state environment is
highly important and easily grasped. On the one hand, this means that all
individuals in society, as prisoners of the commodity (in the nation-state
and in consumer society, the commodity has completely become an idol)
and as extreme consumers offer the capitalist monopolies the possibility
of extreme profit. On the other hand, a society that has been taken captive
by consumerism, which has attained a sort of religious veneer, is turned
into the most obedient, assimilated, and easily ruled society. The society
that has fallen prey to a terrible nationalist mindset expresses this truth
very clearly.

The third important ideological structure is social sexism. Sexism
has been the weapon most often used by the civilization systems against
moral and political society throughout history. The multipurpose coloni-
zation of women is a brilliant and exemplary narrative. Women produce
offspring, are unpaid workers, do the most difficult work, and are the
most obedient of slaves. They are permanent objects of sexual desire and
a means of advertising. Women are the most valuable of commodities;
indeed, we might say that women are the queens of commodities. They,
as a constant tool of rape, appear as a factory for the production of men’s
power and potency. As pieces of jewelry with beauty and voices, they also
immaterially uphold the male-dominated society. Nowhere have women
fallen so deeply in every respect in male society as in the structures of the
nation-state. Women, with the image of goddesses in nation-state society
(the common conception or identity of women), appear at first glance as
objects of worship. But here the attribute “goddess” signifies the deepest
humiliation and is suitable for brothels. The woman as this goddess is
a woman who has been most severely insulted and entirely humiliated.
On the one hand, the sexism in nation-state society endows men with the
maximum power (all dominant men play the sexual act in their heads as
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“I have finished the whore” or “I am done”), on the other hand, through
women it transforms the society into the deepest colony. In this sense,
women in the nation-state are the most developed colonized nation within
historical-society.

The nation-state does not refrain from using religion as a premodern
tradition intertwined with nationalist ideology, because religion is still
very influential in societies. Islam in particular is still very much active
in this regard. But as a result of its use in modernity, the religious tradi-
tion is no longer the religion it once was. Whether in its radical or more
moderate forms, religion, as used in modernity by nation-states, has been
detached from its real social function (its important role in moral and
political society) and presents itselfin a castrated form. The role of religion
in society is the role the nation-state allows. Major obstacles are placed in
the way of religion that prevent it from continuing its positive function
in moral and political society, laicism foremost among them. Thus, we
should not be surprised when struggles occasionally flare up between
religion and laicism. The nation-state does not totally abandon religion
as an ancient tradition, not only because religion still has great weight in
society but alsobecause its structure is charged with nationalism and very
suitable for its use. Sometimes religion itself assumes the role of national-
ism. The Shi’sm on display in Iran is the Iranian nation-state’s strongest
hegemonic ideological weapon. This Shi'ism is an extreme example of
religious nationalism, but there are many similar examples. In Turkey,
Sunnism is the religious ideology that is closest to nationalism and the
one that most easily becomes nationalist.

It will not suffice for the nation-state to solely use fascism, the most
terrible form of violence, to secure the fourfold monopolistic exploitation
it has taken over (trade, industry, finance, and power monopolies). This
requires the hegemonic use of the four eclectic ideologies at least as much
as the systematic violence of the fascist regime. The fascist regime cannot
be maintained without ideological hegemony.

Democratic modernity responds to the homogenization (uniformiza-
tion), herd-like, and mass-like society that the modern nation-state strives
to achieve by adopting a universalist, linear-progressive, and determin-
istic (methods closed off to probabilities and alternatives) method with
pluralistic, probabilistic methods that are open to alternatives and make
democratic society visible. It develops its alternative through its ecologi-
cal and feminist characteristics that are open to diverse multicultural,
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non-monopolistic political structures, as well as with an economic struc-
ture that meets basic social needs and is controlled by the community:.
Democratic modernity’s political alternative to capitalist modernity’s
nation-state is democratic confederalism.

We can briefly describe the characteristics of democratic
confederalism:

a)

b)

9]

Democratic confederalism is open to different multilayered politi-
cal structures. The complicated structure of contemporary society
requires different horizontal and vertical political structures. It
holds central, local, and regional political structures together
in equilibrium. Pluralistic political structures are better suited
to finding the right solutions to social problems, because they
respond to specific conditions. Cultures and ethnic and national
identities have the natural right to express themselves in politi-
cal structures—or, rather, it is a requirement of moral and politi-
cal society that they do so. It is open to a principled agreement
with state traditions, whether in the form of the nation-state, the
republic, or bourgeois democracy. They can coexist on the basis
of a principled peace.

Democratic confederalism is based on moral and political society.
Social forms that consist of capitalist, feudal, industrialist, con-
sumerist, and other template projects based on social engineer-
ing are seen in the context of capitalist monopolies. While such
societies don’t actually exist, their propaganda does. Societies
are basically political and moral. Economic, political, ideological,
and military monopolies are apparatuses gnawing away at the
fundamental nature of society, chasing after surplus value and
social tributaries. They have no intrinsic value. Even a revolution
cannot create a new society. Revolutions can only play a positive
role as an operation to restore the worn-out and lapsed moral
and political fabric to its proper function. Everything else will be
determined by the free will of moral and political society.
Democratic confederalism is based on democratic politics. In con-
trast to the rigidly centralist, linear, bureaucratic understand-
ing of the governance and administration of the nation-state, all
social groups and cultural identities realize the self-governance
of society in political structures that allow them to express
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themselves. Affairs are dealt with by leaders elected to office not
appointed. The key is an ability to make decisions on the basis of
discussions and at assemblies. There is no room for a leadership
that acts as it wishes. From a general coordinating body (assembly;,
commission, congress) to local bodies, the democratic governance
and supervision of social affairs are carried out by a bouquet of
bodies that seek unity in diversity and are multi-structured in a
way that suits the composition of all groups and cultures.
Democratic confederalism is based on self-defense. Self-defense
units are the basic force, they are not a military monopoly but
are under the tight control of democratic organs in accordance
with society’s internal and external security needs. Their task is
to validate the will of democratic politics, i.e., moral and politi-
cal society’s egalitarian decision-making structure based on
freedoms and diversity, and to render harmless any internal or
external force that attempts to frustrate, prevent, or otherwise
undermine this will. The command structure of the units isunder
the dual control of both the organs of democratic politics and unit
members and can easily be changed, if necessary, by motions and
their democratic approval.

Democratic confederalism leaves no room for hegemony of any
sort, particularly ideological hegemony. While the principle of
hegemony is active in all classical civilizations, democratic civi-
lizations and democratic modernity do not tolerate hegemonic
powers and their ideologies. If hegemonic powers and their ide-
ologies cross the boundaries of different levels of expression and
democratic governance, they will be neutralized by self-govern-
ance and the freedom of expression. Collective management of
social affairs requires mutual understanding, respect for differ-
ent proposals, and commitment to democratic decision-making.
While the general governance concepts of classical civilization,
capitalist modernity, and the nation-state overlap, there are major
differences and far-reaching contradictions between these con-
cepts and those embraced by democratic civilization and demo-
cratic modernity. Succinctly put, what underlies the differences
and contradictions is bureaucratic and arbitrary governance, on
one side, and democratic moral leadership, on the other.
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There can be no ideological hegemony in democratic confed-
eralism, instead pluralism is even valid among different views
and ideologies. The leadership has no need of ideological camou-
flage to strengthen itself. As such, there is no need for nationalist,
religionist, positivist scientist, or sexist ideologies, and the estab-
lishment of hegemony is rejected. As long as society’s moral and
political structure is not worn-out and hegemony is not sought,
every opinion, idea, or belief can be freely expressed.

f) Democratic confederalism favors a World Democratic Confederal
Union of national societies, as opposed to the union of nation-
states under the control of super-hegemonic power in the United
Nations. For a safer, more peaceful, more ecological, more just,
and more productive world, we need a quantitatively and quali-
tatively strengthened union of much broader communities based
on the criteria of democratic politics in a World Democratic
Confederation.

Finally, we could continue to compare the differences and contrasts
between capitalist modernity and democratic modernity endlessly. They
exist not only as anidea, but concretely, as two vast, existing worlds. These
two worlds, which have at times over the course of history mercilessly
fought each other as dialectical opposites, as well as having often lived
in peace, have a similar relationship and similar contradictions today,
sometimes finding themselves in conflict and making peace at other times.
The outcome will undoubtedly be determined by those who, in the present
systemic, structural crisis, make the departure in favor of the good, the
true, and the beautiful in the intellectual, political, and ethical spheres.

Jewish Ideology, Capitalism, and Modernity

A correct narrative of the development of historical-society would be
difficult without a proper understanding of the past and present story of
the Hebrews. To regard the Hebrews in history and Jews in the present
simply as one of many ethnic communities or nations would be totally
inadequate. It is particularly important to evaluate them as a fundamental
source of culture with roots in the Middle East but having a major impact
and influence on the whole world. Here I am not talking about culture in
the narrow sense, I am talking about the totality of material and immate-
rial culture. There are two serious errors that we must guard against:
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first, the overblown glorifying view that the Jews are a power that rules
the world, which also includes the sobriquet “God’s chosen people.” The
more we guard against such exaggerations, which are very susceptible
to abuse, the easier it will be for us to grasp the subject realistically. The
other view is one that demonizes Judaism, making it the scapegoat for all
evil, as is often the case. This view, at least as much as the first, leads to
faulty calculations, and staying clear of the effects of this view will better
clarify the subject.

In the previous volumes of this manifesto, I have endeavored to
present the Hebrews from different perspectives within the framework
of the Abrahamic religions. Now, however, I will try to substantiate my
view from other angles, essentially treating Judaism and the Jewish ques-
tion in the context of capitalism and modernity.

The Jewish diaspora and its scattering around the world began after
the second destruction of the Temple in Jerusalem around 70 CE and had
significant consequences in the Middle East, Europe, and eventually the
whole world. In fact, similar things had already happened. The problems
caused by the exodus of the prophet Abraham from Urfa to the vicinity of
Jerusalem have a continued and increased impact on a world scale. The
Egyptian adventure of his descendants, the events surrounding Joseph,
and the exodus of Moses from Egypt have left their mark on the world. The
compilation of the Holy Scripture, even before that the establishment of
the first Kingdom of the Hebrews, the Babylonian exile, and the relations
with the Persians and Greeks that began at that time all had important con-
sequences. All these developments together with their impact have their
place in the history of civilization. The compilation of the Holy Scripture
was a monumental undertaking in its own right, and it served to make the
Abrahamic religions quasi-official. To have a book was an event of great
historical influence.

From 70 CE onward, however, the diaspora had much more radical
effects. It is not possible for me to write a comprehensive history here;
[ will have to content myself with a very brief assessment. It is generally
accepted, for example, that as a result of diaspora and migration, there
was a division into Sephardim in the East and Ashkenazim in the West.”
The influences were correspondingly different. The Eastern Jews first
spread to present-day Syria, Iraq, and Iran, the shores of the Caspian Sea,
in Russia, and probably later to Central Asia, where they lived in signifi-
cant colonies. There was also constant migration to and colony building
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in the West, in the sphere of influence of the Roman Empire, from North
Africa to Eastern Europe, from the Iberian Peninsula to the Balkans.
Anatolia, on the other hand, appears as the center where the division into
Eastern and Western diaspora took place. Until the fall of Rome, the reli-
gious dimension of Jewish influence was decisive. Both as a Mosaic faith
and in the form of the Christianity that developed from it, it undoubtedly
had aleading influence. It established a kind of spiritual empire of its time.

This question of how the relationship of the Jews to money developed,
how they turned it into a material force equal to their immaterial influ-
ence, would undoubtedly be the subject of a longer investigation. One
strategic issue they tackled was immaterial culture, including religion,
literature, and science, while their second strategic effort was at the level
of material culture. Both are historically significant. I suspect that during
these centuries, Jews were very conscious of the importance of strategic
leadership at both levels and, therefore, actively sought to achieve it. The
main reason for this was their concrete living conditions. Their small
number, their position in the clasp of two civilizations, one with Western
roots and the other with Eastern roots, and their awareness of themselves
as “God’s chosen people” (here we face a sharp ideological hegemony)
required a constant strategic search. Their small population, their migra-
tion, their holy faith, and the constant threat of massacres sharpened their
awareness of what they were doing and forced them to develop “liberation
strategies”—oh, how this resembles revolutionary liberation strategies!
Their way of life required them to think strategically and develop instru-
ments of liberation. Otherwise, as happened to thousands of other tribes,
they would have disappeared.

In this situation, their only salvation was constant resistance, which
requires two things: faith and material means. Faith is the spiritual stra-
tegic element, money the material. Therefore, in Judaism, religion and
money have become two indispensable resources that unite in the goal of
liberation. If we look for the reason for the sovereignty of the Jews in ques-
tions of money and religion and meaning, the answer is clear: they have no
other choice. Their circumstances require constant resistance if they are
not to disappear, as well as to ensure a decent quality of life (because they
believe they are God’s chosen subjects). Without strategies for liberation
(ideological leadership) and without money as strategic material potential
(material leadership), continued resistance would be a difficult art. To
resist without these resources, you have to either be in the desert like the
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Arabs or in the mountains like the Kurds. The Jews have access to neither.
What remains are ideological and material resources.

Although still debated, it seems quite clear that Christians within
Rome played a major role in its collapse. In light of the Jewish roots of
the very first Christian, Jesus of Nazareth, the role of a wing of the Jews
in the decline of Rome is indisputable. In a sense, they took revenge for
the double destruction of the Temple in the Jewish capital of Jerusalem.
Also, the beheading of St. Paul (born in Tarsus, one of the first Christians,
and the most important author of Christian doctrine) in Rome could not
go unanswered. The fact that thousands of Christians were crucified or
thrown to the lions was, so to speak, part of their resistance. The first
successful offensive of the diaspora was to use Christianity as a strate-
gic spiritual force. Objectively, therefore, we can confidently claim that
the destruction of Rome from within was the consequence of the first
major strategic spiritual offensive of the Jewish diaspora. Undoubtedly
the attacks by the Germanic, Hunnish, and Frankish tribes also contrib-
uted to the fall of Rome. Nevertheless, the internal factors were decisive.

The next step in the development of Western Judaism after the fall of
Rome took place on the material level with the founding of cities (the first
European revolution from the tenth century onward) and the creation
of markets around them. The increase in commodity, money, and trade
relations provided the Jews with the opportunity to make a second move
in which money was of strategic importance. Sovereignty over money
meant having a role in the city, i.e., in the government of the new emerg-
ing states. But by the tenth century, the spiritual conquest of Europe—its
Christianization—was complete. This conquest was to have a strong indi-
rect influence on the Jews, both positively and negatively. The positive
aspect was the conquest of Europe by an Abrahamic religion. The negative
side was that the Mosaic faith, as a limited tribal religion, was increasingly
cornered. From pagan tribal Europe to the times of Hitler and even until
today, people have claimed that the spiritual power of the Mosaic faith
and the financial power of Judaism is behind its many problems and crises.
The decisions of the Third Lateran Council of 1179, which forced Jews into
ghettos for the first time, were a consequence of this."

From the tenth century onward, Judaism continued to develop as
Europe’s (including Russia’s) strategic ideological and material force. In
new cities, one of the rich and one of the intellectuals was often a Jew.
This inevitably led to envy, contradictions, and conflicts. The formation

224



DEMOCRATIC MODERNITY VERSUS CAPITALIST MODERNITY

of the first ghettos was a harbinger of future developments. In view of
this new situation, Jews developed new strategies and tactics: conversion
[donme in Turkish] and the secular-laicist movement."” Both were to have
profound consequences. With these two new strategic moves, however,
Jews initially successfully emerged from the Middle Ages. We must not
forget that Abraham and Moses had already used the strategy of formally
turning away from an earlier religion. The exoduses of Abraham from
Urfaand of Moses from Egypt can be seen as strategic spiritual offensives.

The Masonic lodges, founded by—among others—Jewish stone
masons in the Middle Ages, can be imagined as the first secular-laicist
movement.'* In Amsterdam, one of the original temples of capitalist
modernity, the great Jewish philosopher Baruch Spinoza became the
mastermind of the first great secular-laicist philosophical awakening.
Laicism is a hotly debated topic in Turkey and in other countries desig-
nated as Muslim. I think that terms such as capitalist society or socialist
country are propaganda terms, and that terms such as secular, Muslim,
Christian, or Buddhist country are also used with similar intentions. For
societies, I find descriptions addressing whether or not they are “moral
and political societies” to be a more realistic approach. Laicism in the
sense of secularization has a positive function in creating a distance and
liberation from religious dogmatism. However, if laicism is used in the
sense of laicité [France] or laiklik [Turkey], it can itself quickly become a
dogmatic antipode. Laicism in this sense is no longer very different from
other religionisms. The stronger anti-Judaism becomes, the more conver-
sions (of faith) increase. Before I continue with the description of Judaism
in the era of the nation-state, | must address the extremely influential and
interesting events in the Middle and Far East.

Until the emergence of Islam, Jews had good relations with the
Persian-Sasanian state. It is said that Jews had great influence in the
palaces. Esther, the first prophetess mentioned in the Holy Scripture,
was known to have played an important role in the Sasanian palace. It
is likely that Jews were important for commercial and financial affairs,
as well as for ideological developments in the empire. Cyrus, founder
of the Persian Empire,'” had liberated the Jews (exiled to Babylonia from
597 to 539 BCE by the Babylonian ruler Nebuchadnezzar), which served
to create a strong tradition. In the history of Iran, Judaism has always
been a force not to be underestimated. This is similar for Arabia, North
Africa, and even East Africa, especially Ethiopia. The Jewish influence
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on all developments in material and immaterial culture should also not
be underestimated.

At the time of the origin of Islam, the Jews emerged as a religious
trading group with possessions in the fertile regions. They were appar-
ently the most important of the non-Arab Semitic groups. The Assyrians
found themselves in a situation similar to that of the Jews.

In a sense, with the Islamic awakening, the Arabs pursued, among
other things, the goal of establishing their own trade and power monop-
olies opposing Jewish monopoly. That Islam is strongly influenced by
Judaism only confirms this. We can compare this with the establishment of
the nation-state in capitalist modernity. The Arabs responded to medieval
modernity with Islam. This fact underlies the ideological and material
conflict with Jews and Judaism. We must point out that the class dimen-
sion played a major role in the Islamic awakening, as did the ethnic dimen-
sion. The rapid spread of Islam and the harsh way the initial resistance
of the Jews was crushed left the Jews fearing another catastrophe like
that they had faced under Roman rule. They had two options: another
exile or conversion. Some Jews probably fled to Iran, North Africa, and
Anatolia. Others superficially accepted Islam but disguised themselves
and practiced taqiyya° thus going in the direction of becoming dénme. It
is very likely that Jewish converts were involved in many uprisings and
denominational movements against the chauvinist Sunni Arab rulers.
The involvement of Jews in the emergence of a number of oppositional
currents, particularly in Iran and Mesopotamia, is certainly a subject
worthy of more research.

The most significant development was the founding of the Jewish
state of the Turkic Khazars on the northern shores of Caspian Sea in a
part of today’s Turkmenistan and Azerbaijan. Seljuk Beg, the eponym of
the Seljuks, is said to have held the position of a commander in this state.
An important indication of a connection to Judaism is the fact that three
of his sons had Jewish names?! Given this, we can assume that, as in many
movements coming from Iran and directed against Arab rule, Judaism
played a role in the Seljuk movement that should not be underestimated.
This toois animportant issue that requires further research. Anatolia was
already an important center for Judaism in ancient times. Like the Greeks,
Jews were also involved in founding many cities. There was a competi-
tive relationship among them. Traditionally, Jews gathered in Anatolia
when they were in trouble in the West and in Arabia. The fact that they
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considered Anatolia a second home after Israel becomes clearer from this
historical perspective. Moreover, Anatolia has always been a large market
for money and trade, as well as being central to ideological movements in
which Jews played a role.

Jews who were expelled from Spain in 1391,7* 1492, and around 1550
settled in Anatolia in several waves of migration. When we consider the
influence they gained in the Seljuk and Ottoman sultanates, we under-
stand how firmly they were anchored. In addition, there were also a large
number of dénme who converted to Islam. Within this donme move-
ment, Sabbatianism played a role from about 1650 onward (there was a
strong dénme movement centered in the region of Izmir and Manisa)**
Sabbatians gained considerable influence over Ottoman monetary
and financial policies. Perhaps they were also teachers who helped the
Ottomans understand the importance of money and trade. Although there
were occasional serious conflicts and the confiscation of their property
(miisadere),” their role in the appointment and removal of numerous
sultans cannot be denied.

It turns out that conversion was the third strategic departure neces-
sary for Judaism to survive. Without converting, the Jews could not have
maintained their existence either within the Muslim majority in the East
or the Christian majority in the West. Conversion should be seen as a sur-
vival strategy. As long as religious dogmatism persists and does not recog-
nize freedom of expression, as with other similar ideologies, tendencies
toward renegading and conversion will inevitably arise. With the help
of these three strategies, the Jewish managed to survive the Middle Ages.

Aswell as in staying alive, their ideological power also allowed them
to influence the spiritual sphere. The large number of Jewish intellectu-
als, writers, thinkers, ideologues, and scientists is connected with the
intellectual leadership for which they always felt a need. That anumber of
religious, philosophical, and scientific movements developed in Judaism
is an indispensable aspect of their survival strategy.

The conversion strategy would develop its true significance in the age
of nation-states. England, as the first nation-state, is key to understanding
this. The kings of the two great powers, Spain and France, who massacred
and exiled both Jews and those who had converted from Catholicism to
Protestantism, tried everything in the sixteenth century, including war, to
neutralize England in Europe and prevent its rise. The Jews were safest in
[zmir, Amsterdam, and London. They maintained close relations with each
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other, and there were also efforts to forge an alliance between England,
Netherlands, and the Ottomans. In the sixteenth century, they increasingly
made London their center, a position it continues to hold until this day.

It was in this century that the construction of the nation-state began
in England. As pointed out earlier, the nation-state means that not only the
cadres of the state but all citizens have a common ideological framework,
as in a religion, with citizenship making every member of society also a
member of the state. This means the further development of a character-
isticthat the Hebrew tribe has always had, first as a people [kavim], then as
anation-state. The Hebrews, first as a tribe, then as a people, and finally as
anation form a whole, both ethnically and religiously. More precisely, eth-
nicity is at the same time religiosity, and religiosity is ethnicity. Moreover,
regardless of the division between those who rule and those who are ruled,
they share a common goal. To put it clearly; nation-statism derives from
Hebrew tribal ideology, which has been adopted in a modified and adapted
form by all other peoples and nations. This is my personal interpretation,
and I consider it important.

The modern capitalist state, organized on the basis of Hebrew tribal
ideology presents itself as a nation-state (currently Israel). More impor-
tantly, in ideological—not racial —terms the core of any nation-state is of
a Zionist character (Zionism as Jewish nation-statism). The nation-state
is the state form that Judaism has taken as its model in capitalist moder-
nity. Werner Sombart probably exaggerates when he considers capital-
ism to be a work of Judaism.* The great British philosopher of history
R.G. Collingwood, on the other hand, when he remarked on the defini-
tion of nation-state nationalism—if I remember correctly—that “Jewish
universalism has triumphed, but in the person of the one behind their
genocide,”” wanted, in my opinion, to express just this fact. The nation-
state has won; this victory is based on Jewish ideology (tribalism, nation-
alism, Zionism). But with the nation-state, it has ultimately created the
perpetrator of the genocide of its own people. This statement is significant
and explains a general characteristic of nationalism. Every nationalism
is Zionist. So Arab nationalism is also Zionist. It is not wrong to define
Palestinian, Turkish, Kurdish, and Iranian-Shiite nationalism as essen-
tially forms of Jewish ideology primarily used by nationalist monopolies.
Anyone who studies English and Dutch nationalism will find that Jewish
monopolies played a major role in its development, not only theoretically
but also concretely through the power of money and capital.
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We must not consider this to be a conspiracy or to be motivated
by any ulterior motive. Jews, as merchants and bankers, concentrated
a lot of capital in their hands and made enormous investments in the
construction of every nation-state, thereby gaining a place to live. The
nation-state led to the rapid growth of Jewish capital. If Werner Sombart
had described the role of the Jews in the development of capitalism in
this way, he might have been closer to the facts. As Jewish capital grew
around the world, it, of course, produced its own counterpart. That is the
origin of the present conflict between national monopolies and supra-
national monopolie