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Abstract

In the wake of the failed coup on 15 July 2016, Turkey’s ruling AKP called citizens to public
squares to take part in ‘democracy watches’ — hybrid events that lasted for 23 days and
were both celebration of the people’s victory over the coup and guard duty to prevent
further coup attempts. From beginning to end the watches were structured around
and choreographed to the needs of the media screen with the twin aims of reflecting
the ‘sovereign nation’ back to itself, thereby textually constituting a particular public to
comprise the ‘New’, post-coup Turkey. This article, based on participant observation
and collected media discourse, examines the relationship between squares, screens, and
publics at the watches. It first compares the watches to the 2013 Gezi Park protests,
detailing how central Gezi’s legacy was to the watches. It next turns to screens, adapting
Kevin DelLuca and Jennifer Peeples’ notion of the ‘public screen’ for the realities of Turkey
in 2016. Finally, drawing on Michael Warner’s framework for publics, it offers the notion
of a screened public: a co-production between government and some citizens that is
directed by authority, via and for the use of screens, toward a political goal.

Keywords
AKP, authoritarianism, democracy watch, demonstration, Gezi Park, public, screen,
Turkey

Five days after the 15 July 2016 coup attempt in Turkey, I walk to central Istanbul’s Taksim
Square for what has now been institutionalized as a nightly ‘democracy watch’ (demokrasi
nobeti). The first thing I see is the massive screen, framed as a silhouette of Turkey. ‘Are you
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ready to take a photo with #publicsquarewatch?’ it asks, then counts down from three to an
extended, six-spotlight flash. The flag-waving crowd is frozen in a giant selfie that lingers for
the next 20seconds, as people scramble for phones to take pictures of the picture of
themselves.!

Moving clockwise from the giant selfie screen, the wall of martyrs killed in the coup
attempt is next, followed by a large stage set over the stairs of Gezi Park. Next is the Atatiirk
Cultural Center (Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi — AKM), where the banner draped shortly after the
coup attempt — the one threatening to hang the putative leader of the coup, Fethullah Giilen,
and his associates — has been removed since this afternoon and replaced by a large flag.

Unlike academics from Turkey, most of whom are banned from leaving the country at this
point, I will depart for a conference the following day. When I return 2weeks later, the
watches are still going on, but the AKM has been covered with a new banner proclaiming the
slogan of what must by now be called a movement: ‘sovereignty belongs to the nation’
(hakimiyet milletindir). I listen as the ubiquitous anthems of this movement — the theme song
from the government’s proto-Ottoman costume drama, Resurrection Ertugrul (Dirilis
Ertugrul, 2014—present), and ‘Dombra’, a homage to President Tayyip Erdogan — give way
to celebrities and politicians on the center stage. Nihat Dogan, a singer and Survivor contest-
ant, delivers a typical speech:?

“Is heroic Taksim here? Are Turkey’s heroes here? Now, for our soldiers guarding the homeland
everyone take their phones in their hands. I want to see the telephones. Let’s shut off the lights
for the homeland. We are guarding our homeland. For the soldiers let’s see the lights, let’s see
the flags. The biggest soldier...”

“IS OUR SOLDIER’, the crowd responds. ‘THE BIGGEST SOLDIER IS OUR SOLDIER.”

“For the police who are back to back with the nation, let’s shine the lights. For the members of
the security forces. Let the hands raised against the police...”

“BE BROKEN. LET THE HANDS RAISED AGAINST THE POLICE BE BROKEN.”

“The year was 1960, 27 May. The nation’s leader was taken down in a coup. Adnan Menderes.
For 18 years in this country we heard the sounds of ‘tanri uludur tanri uludur’® from our
minarets. Andan Menderes arrived and the sounds of Allahu akbar greeted our ears. Allahu
akbar. Tekbir!+”

“ALLAHU AKBAR!”
“I can’t hear.”
“ALLAHU AKBAR.”

“Then what happened? The putschists took him. Do you know when he died? The moment that
the people who voted for him didn’t stand behind him. Martyrs...”

“ARE IMMORTAL, THE HOMELAND IS INDIVISIBLE.”
“I can’t hear.”

“MARTYRS ARE IMMORTAL, THE HOMELAND IS INDIVISIBLE.”

I begin with this description because I wish to discuss the ethos and trappings of these
democracy watches, or ‘guard duties for democracy’, as they might also be translated. The
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watches manifested in public squares across the country the day after the coup attempt, and
ran for 23 days, culminating in a massive rally held at Yenikap: Assembly Field in Istanbul on
7 August. They coincided with the declaration of a State of Emergency (Olaganiistii Hal —
OHAL) that remained in place for 2 full years, until President Tayyip Erdogan secured
unprecedented powers in the 2018 presidential election. The watches heralded the boldest
stage yet of Erdogan’s ‘New Turkey’ (Yeni Tiirkiye) project, a plan to reengineer society
along homogeneous norms that accord with the conservative, pious, Sunni, Turkish majority
that has assured his electoral success since 2002.

While the democracy watches offer much room for discussion, I here confine my remarks
to the relationship between squares, screens, and publics. I begin with a discussion of squares,
and the recent legacy of Taksim Square in particular, highlighting the ways in which the
watches were a response to the 2013 Gezi Park uprising. I next turn to screens, employing and
adapting Kevin DeLuca and Jennifer Peeples’ (2002) notion of the ‘public screen’ as pertain-
ing to both the Gezi protests and the watches. Finally, drawing on Michael Warner’s (2002)
framework for publics, I ask what kind of public was constructed, or screened, at the democ-
racy watches.

Gezi legacy

My opening vignette took place in Taksim Square, birthplace of the Gezi Park resist-
ance, which ignited in late May of 2013 and continued in various forms throughout
that summer. While the Gezi uprising began as a protest against plans to replace a
park with an Ottoman-themed shopping mall, the movement quickly grew to encom-
pass a general dissatisfaction with the increasingly authoritarian encroachments on
everyday life by the ruling Justice and Development Party (Adalet ve Kalkinma
Partisi — AKP) and especially its leader, (then) Prime Minister (now President)
Erdogan.

While the on-the-ground events of Gezi spanned most of the summer of 2013, its
effects in terms of social organizing and politics were much greater. Coalitions, both
robust and fragile, were formed between unlikely allies, and a generation that had been
labeled as apolitical demonstrated both an interest in and a knack for political expression
that had not been seen among mainstream movements in Turkey since the 1970s. People
quickly began to speak of Turkish politics in terms of pre- and post-Gezi.

Of particular interest for the present discussion was Erdogan’s rhetoric about crowds: ‘If
you gather 100,000 I will gather 1,000,000, he warned his political opposition early in the
protests (Albayrak, 2013). Shortly thereafter, he claimed that he had the support of 50% of the
country, and that it was only ‘with difficulty’ that he was holding these people back from the
park, where they would presumably destroy the protestors (Milliyet Staff, 2013). This rheto-
ric cemented an us/them approach by Erdogan that had become increasingly obvious since
2011. It also left open the specter of if and when the ‘us’ that Erdogan spoke of would be
summoned to the streets and public squares.

The 2016 coup attempt was, among other things, an answer to that question. Indeed,
there was a sense among numerous Gezi participants with whom I spoke that the coup
was ‘their’ (Erdogan supporters’) Gezi moment: the time to take to the streets and express
solidarity and heroism in the complex tug-of-war over Turkey’s political direction. If
Gezi set the park, public spaces, and their occupation up as a would-be image of one
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idealized Turkish public, the democracy watches were a dialogical response — a remedia-
tion of space and practice motivated by a different idealized public.

While the topic warrants fuller treatment, four points of comparison should clarify
how the democracy watches were a counterpoint to the Gezi protests. First, in both cases,
hundreds of thousands of people in Turkey came out to public squares as a means of
political expression. Although both movements occurred across Turkey, Taksim/Gezi
was the literal starting point and the symbolic heart of the Gezi movement.

Similarly, on the night of the coup attempt, Taksim was one of the key sites of resistance
where citizens took to the streets to face the insurgent military. Iconic images from Taksim
joined those on the Bosphorous Bridge (since renamed the 15 July Martyr’s Bridge) in
domestic and foreign media, cementing the locale as central to the collective memory of
the night. Taksim’s role in the evening was fortuitous from a symbolic perspective, since it
would provide a rationale of sorts for turning the square into one of the chief meeting spots
for the democracy watches, a move that can be read in part as an attempt to efface the Gezi
legacy.® As such, in both Gezi and the post-coup watches, Taksim and its occupation had a
synecdochic relationship with political meetings taking place across the country.

Closely related to this is the second point, that participation in each event was in some
ways an answer to a call made on behalf of a greater imagined community (Anderson,
2006 [1983]), framed within the borders of Turkey. During Gezi, the highly visible pres-
ence of groups such as the secular and nationalist Youth Union of Turkey (Tiirkiye
Genglik Birligi — TGB) imparted a distinctly nationalist flavor to many events. And,
while Gezi was unique in the degree to which members of markedly different groups,
ranging from environmentalists to LGBTQ activists to anti-capitalist Muslims to staunch
Kemalists to Kurds (Yoriik, 2014), attempted to welcome and accommodate each other,
there was nonetheless tension between the various imaginations of community evoked
and invited by Gezi (Acar and Ulug, 2015). Appeals to solidarity with groups ranging
from Occupy to various participants in the Arab Spring notwithstanding, however, the
Gezi movement was clearly contained in terms of its goals, which were focused on
changing the political scene of Turkey.

While the imagined community of Gezi was marked by a tensely nuanced inclusivity, that
of the democracy watches was overtly Turkish. Although the official speeches of politicians
and, occasionally, celebrities, paid brief homage to the myriad ethnic and political groups that
comprise the country, the tenor of the watches was deeply nationalistic. The coup was under-
standably viewed by many as an existential threat to the nation-state, and that uneasy hyphen
was largely erased at the watches, where Turkish ancestry, political identity, and sacrifice for
the nation were treated as one and the same with the struggle against would-be putschists.

Third, both movements were perceived as having a direct relationship with Erdogan.
Although Gezi began as a movement against particular forms of urban development, this
cause was quickly subsumed by a larger struggle against AKP policies oriented toward
lifestyle change, and Erdogan was the chief spokesperson for these policies. This general
trend was exacerbated when Erdogan himself personalized the issue, contravening the
more conciliatory rhetoric and actions of other AKP politicians and taking a hard stance
at every stage of the protests. If Gezi became a movement against Erdogan, the democ-
racy watches were very much in support of him, not least because the coup was seen as
a direct attack on the President himself.
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Finally, both demonstrations drew the participation of media and celebrities, the latter
of which received ample commentary and, thus, further media coverage. During Gezi,
numerous figures ranging from Can Bonomo, who represented Turkey in the 2012
Eurovision song contest, to Halit Ergeng, who played Sultan Siileyman in the then airing
hit serial Magnificent Century (Muhtesem Yiizy1l,2011-2014), participated in protests. At
the democracy watches, the number of celebrity participants was even greater, and nota-
bly included Engin Altan Diizyatan, who plays the title character on government broad-
caster TRT’s hit serial Resurrection Ertugrul (Dirilis Ertugrul). Ertugrul is the AKP
government’s response to Ergeng’s Siileyman, for whom Erdogan had shown great con-
tempt (Carney, 2014).

Public screen

The heavily mediated nature of both events suggests that the notion of the public screen
may be useful for understanding them. My use of this concept adopts and adapts Kevin
DeLuca and Jennifer Peeple’s (2002) coining of the phrase in relation to the 1999 anti-
WTO protests in Seattle. For DeLuca and Peeples, the public screen is a take on
Habermas’ public sphere that recognizes the realities of participatory politics in an era of
mass media, particularly the fact that the majority of political communication is now
mediated through screens of various sorts. The public screen is characterized not by
deliberation, where co-presence and rational dialog are idealized norms but, rather, by
dissemination: ‘the endless proliferation and scattering of emissions without the guaran-
tee of productive exchanges’ (DeLuca and Peeples, 2002: 130-131).

Modes of communication have shifted since DeLuca and Peeples wrote in 2002, and
the one-to-many broadcast model they analyzed has ceded ground to the many-to-many
model of social media that allows for different forms of participation and privileges hits,
retweets, viral spread, and memes, among other behaviors. In short, dissemination in
more directions on a much greater scale. In addition, while DeLuca and Peeples referred
to the public screen as a metaphor, the ubiquity of handheld mobile devices among those
with access to technology has made the literal presence of the screen itself all the more
relevant.

In a related project, Valentina Marcella and I examine the use of satirical memes from
Gezi in light of the public screen, suggesting that the situationist détournement character-
izing much of the uprising was key in the formation of what Michael Warner (2002) calls
a public (Carney and Marcella, 2017). I propose here that a radically different manifesta-
tion of the public screen was central to the ethos of the democracy watches and, further,
that by focusing on the use of public screens we can learn much about the desired public
in the AKP’s nation building project: ‘New Turkey’.

Woatch and screen

Let me begin by enumerating the screens at work in the Taksim watches, and noting key
points about each. First were the countless mobile phone screens. These devices were, of
course, employed for everyday tasks, such as communicating and taking pictures, but
some of these uses had a particular inflection at the watches. Watchers were, for
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example, invited to use the ‘#publicsquarewatch’ (#meydannobeti) hashtag on social
media apps, and to hold up their phones as lights when being filmed for the nation. These
screens also had a special resonance at the watches due to the twofold role they were
perceived as having in thwarting the coup. First, because Erdogan had famously called
CNN Turk presenter Hande Firat via FaceTime on live television to denounce the coup
and summon people to the streets. Second, because numerous mobile phone operators
had sent messages out to subscribers echoing Erdogan’s call for citizens to come to the
streets.

Shifting from the handheld screen to the infrastructural, the largest active screen at the
watches was the giant selfie screen, set up to take pictures of those who had reported for
watch duty. The images were framed within the borders of Turkey and projected out to
the world via social media accounts on Twitter, Instagram, and Facebook, where users
were encouraged to find and share them, though in practice I saw many people taking
pictures of the selfies with their cameras. While this screen was primarily used to reflect
the public, it was sometimes commandeered to show activities on the main stage, as
when Istanbul Mayor Kadir Topbas spoke. In this sense, it also had a disciplinary func-
tion, reminding people when their attention should be focused on the main stage.

Perpendicular to the selfie screen was the martyr’s wall, a billboard listing the names
of those killed in the struggle against the coup. This feature was also prominent at the
final rally at Yenikap1 and at numerous other spots throughout Turkey. The dual slogans
on the wall — ‘sovereignty belongs to the nation’ and ‘the homeland is grateful to you’ —
intimate both the responsibility expected and the price paid by these model citizens. This
and other memorials and reminders erected or employed in the days after the coup par-
take in a politically motivated glorification of death in service of the nation that is far
from unique to the AKP regime in Turkey, although it has taken on particular inflections
during their tenure.®

Once again, perpendicular to the martyrs’ wall and occupying the steps that provide
entry to Gezi Park was the main stage — a triptych consisting of a central stage flanked
by two giant screens. Key to the dynamics of this stage were the crane-operated camera
and copious lighting that allowed varied shots and presentations of the crowd back to
itself. During the times I was present, it was indeed shots of the crowd that filled the side
screens for the majority of the time, providing a live-action selfie of sorts. A similar setup
was used at the Yenikapi rally.

Finally, once again perpendicular to the main stage in a stepwise fashion, the Atatiirk
Cultural Center (AKM) formed the fourth large screen at Taksim. While I do not have the
space here to detail the rich history of this building (but see Giil et al., 2014; Whitehead
and Bozoglu, 2016), which was demolished in 2018, one of its most iconic moments
came during the Gezi protests, when its architectural role gave way to use as a screen for
countless political messages. It remained a palimpsest for slogans until its demolition,
albeit those sanctioned by the AKP government after late 2013. In the immediate after-
math of the coup, it featured a large banner referring to the Giilen movement, presumed
instigators of the coup, as ‘satan’s dogs’, and threatening to hang them from their own
leashes. This was later replaced with the ubiquitous sovereignty slogan.

The spatial politics of these screens warrants brief comment. Proceeding stepwise
from the recently extended portion of the square to its center, they physically walled off
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Gezi Park from Taksim, just as they figuratively sought to displace the legacy of the Gezi
protests.” Indeed, although both the martyrs’ wall and the AKM carried messages, I sug-
gest that their function of a screen as veil (rather than as surface for images) was of equal
or greater importance. Also of interest was the use of barricading around the main stage.
A horseshoe-shaped corral was erected at night to make sure the crowd was properly
placed for the camera, thus ensuring full shots, even with a relatively modest crowd.

Reflecting deflecting

All of these screens and strategies were a means to reflect the public back to itself through
a very particular set of lenses. I highlight here just four aspects of this reflection. At the
literal level, the public was reflected back to itself as an image. Importantly, this image
was both displayed onsite and, in many cases, broadcast nationally, giving members a
taste of what might be called fame. For the most part, however, this fame was not indi-
vidual. Rather, the images captured by the giant selfie wall and the triptych stage were of
groups. Indeed, the corral fencing was meant to facilitate and emphasize group shots.

Beyond visual reflection, members of this public were also constructed as ideal citi-
zens. Dogan’s call and response is one example of this construction: he models ideal
behavior by prompting the crowd to praise soldiers and police, then join in the chant of
Allahu Akbar, thus linking those present to Islam, before ultimately moving to praise the
martyrs who had given up their lives in the course of saving the nation. The (implicitly
male) militaristic Muslim, who is willing to die for his country is perhaps the most salient
version of the ideal citizen, though others were offered as well.

A further means by which the public was reflected back to itself was through identifi-
cation with President Erdogan. Folk singer and AKP politician Ugur Isilak’s upbeat over-
ture to Erdogan’s greatness, ‘Dombra’, was perhaps the most affective onsite means for
forging this relationship, not least due to its function as a powerful earworm. But flags,
ribbons, slogans, and various other forms of Erdogan imagery were ubiquitous at the
watches as well. So strong was this identification that some, including a cab driver whom
I met upon my return to the country in early August, simply referred to the watches as
‘guarding Tayyip’. This both marked a closeness with the leader by using his familiar
name and, more importantly, suggested that Tayyip was a metonym for the fate of the
nation.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the watches offered a narrative reflection as
well, as members of the public were sutured into a heroic tale, often by celebrities. Nihat
Dogan’s first words upon addressing the crowd were, ‘Is heroic Taksim here?’ And the
story he related included not only triumph of the moment, but a shameful historical coun-
terpoint to throw that triumph into relief: the 1960 coup and the subsequent execution of
Prime Minister Adnan Menderes. (An episode in which the public clearly failed, at least
in Dogan’s version of history.) Such stories were common during the watches and,
though they varied from teller to teller, they inevitably interpellated the public by narrat-
ing the deflected coup as apotheosis.

Appearing at Taksim,® actor Necati Sasmaz, star of Valley of the Wolves (Kurtlar
Vadisi, 2003—present), a nationalist crime drama that blends contemporary news items
into a fictional scenario, praised the ‘saintly’ nation for its role in what he called ‘the war



Carney 145

for democracy’. He explained how his television show had attempted to share with its
public the realities of plots and characters behind the coup even before it occurred, and
he vowed to continue providing ‘the truth’ to viewers.

While Sasmaz’s narration was simultaneously retrospective and predictive, most
speakers tended, like Dogan, to weave the public into a story of the Turkish past.
Resurrection Ertugrul actor Mehmet Cevik who, like Sasmaz, blurred the lines between
the character he plays on television and his role as celebrity, told a tale that began in the
13th century, stopped briefly at the battle of Gallipoli, and ended, like the others, with the
thwarted coup.® History was indeed one of the master terms at the watches, as partici-
pants were invited to write their own versions of this momentous occasion. A booth
containing notebooks was set up and advertised thus: ‘The nation is writing a legend. The
ones who write history are writing their feelings. Write your feelings so that Turkey
might read it’.1° For 23 nights in Takism, and across the country, the watches were the
teleological culmination of Turkish history.

New Turkey - screened public

If the watches mark the climax of a particular version of Turkish history, the denouement
of that story is surely ‘New Turkey’ (Yeni Tiirkiye). This is Erdogan’s redo on the experi-
ment of the Turkish Republic, which was too secular and Westward-leaning for him and
his constituents. The slogan, which has been used various times in the course of the
Republic, gained its recent inflection during the 2014 municipal election cycle, and the
project has expanded in scope ever since. The goal is a more homogeneous population
that is conservative, pious, Sunni, and, preferably, ethnically Turkish. This project cur-
rently appears to reflect a slight majority of the population in Turkey, and the rhetoric of
its proponents suggests that it aims to convert, coerce, or eliminate the remainder.!!
Based on data gathered by the polling firm KONDA, the majority of those participating
in the democracy watches were conservative, religious, ethnically Turkish, AKP support-
ers, making them quite clearly a part of New Turkey (KONDA Staff, 2016).

While New Turkey is posed against the mores of Atatlirk’s Republican reforms, it
nonetheless borrows without irony a host of the Republican tactics, chiefly in the form of
a top-down approach to social engineering that works through various institutions to
effect wide-scale transformation. If it borrows, however, it also creates. The AKP was
able to make top-down reforms because it first worked from the grassroots. And, as I
suggest above, the era of ubiquitous screens allows myriad new opportunities to summon
and reflect a public.

I have used the term public throughout to refer to the group assembled for the democ-
racy watches, and suggested that screens and screen practices were instrumental in con-
structing this public. If we turn to Michael Warner’s description of a public, however,
some constitutive factors are missing. A public, for Warner (2002), is a self-organized,
text-based social space created by the reflexive and temporal circulation of discourse
among strangers and engaging in poetic world-making. I conceive of text broadly enough
to include the narrative and the visual constructions of the group, and thus find this cri-
terion satisfied. Similarly, the watches were clearly spaces based on discursive practice
and stranger sociability. Furthermore, world-making was apparent in the narratives told
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to and by members of this group. Indeed, the participation of celebrities from popular
drama programs and the blending of fact and fiction, history and heroism entailed therein
attests to a potentially powerful form of world-making.

When it comes to whether this group was self-organized, however, the use of screens
I have described calls this into doubt. The screens and their accompanying architecture
were there to guide, direct, and even discipline members of the group. Likewise, the
frequent retreat to call and response among the crowd leaves the question of reflexive
circulation of discourse ambiguous at best. In this respect, though I have referred to the
use of screens for reflecting a public above, it may be more appropriate to speak about
the screens as sites for the projection of a particular version of that public. With this in
mind, I will invert DeLuca and Peeples’ term and suggest that what emerged at the
watches was a screened public. This is public as co-production between a government
and some of its citizens. A powerful public that assembles for a political purpose, but is
directed by authority, by and for the use of screens, toward that goal.

It is likely in general, and certain in the case at hand, that such screened publics bear
a doppelgénger. Just as the screens at Taksim elided both the views and memories of
Gezi, the watches constituted a second screened public: one not summoned to the screens
but, rather, hidden by them. Indeed, the screen as veil may be even more important than
the screen as projection for the political future of Turkey. In this light, the name of the
watches is yet another facet of the screen with a dark twin. The so-called ‘democracy’
watches heralded a state of emergency that lasted for 2 years, severely curbing the pos-
sibilities for democracy during that time. This state was only lifted in the wake of
Erdogan’s 2018 election to a 5-year term in a newly defined presidency where he has far
greater power over all branches of government. The New Turkey born of the watches is
a social order in which the public screens of oppositional media have gone dark and
publicly oppositional figures have found themselves imprisoned or on trial. In this order,
‘watching for democracy’ is synonymous with ‘guarding Tayyip’, and public reflection
has given way to the projection of an obedient, screened public.
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Notes

1. Itoo used my phone to capture images during my visits to Taksim, and I have compiled a
short video of the scenes I describe here. It is available at the following link: https://youtu.be
/qJdC_2bhOyY

I here present an edited version of his 10-minute speech.

Turkish, rather than Arabic, for ‘God is great’ (Allahu akbar).

The name for the chant of ‘Allahu akbar’.

Although Taksim is a veritable palimpsest for political movements, with a symbolic impor-
tance established long before the Gezi uprising (Giil et al., 2014; Whitehead and Bozoglu,
2016), Gezi was both the largest and the most recent event to take place there prior to the
coup attempt, and it was the only event to date, other than the would-be coup, to substantially
challenge the AKP government.
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6. In arecent paper (Carney, 2018), I examined the rise of both representational and literal nec-
ropolitics under the AKP regime.

7. While the AKM did not wall off Gezi Park, due to its position, covering the building with a
slogan was itself a form of screening out the Gezi legacy.

8. One of numerous watches he attended.

9. Cevik was one of many Resurrection Ertugrul cast members to speak at the watches, practic-
ing what I call a prescriptive activation of the Resurrection text (Carney, 2018). While other
cast members spoke at Taksim, I have records of Cevik speaking at watches in Kocaeli and
Bursa.

10. ‘Millet destanini yaziyor. Tarih yazanlar duygularini yaziyor. Duygularini yaz Tiirkiye oku-
sun’. This project, which filled 27 notebooks from Taksim alone, was later said to be set for
publication by the Beyoglu Municipality (Demir and Baser, 2016).

11. For more on ‘New Turkey’, see Alyanak and Kurt (2015), Sezal and Sezal (2018), Waldman
and Caligskan (2017), and Yesil (2016).
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