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Dear Readers,
It is with great pride that | present to you the 12th issue of the Journal of
International Relations and Political Science Studies, which also marks the
final issue of 2024.

This issue opens with an insightful research article by Fatmanur Parlak (Isik
University) and Alperen Aktas (Marmara University), offering a comparative
study of governance, institutions, and economic performance in Singapore
and South Sudan. Their work sheds light on the contrasting institutional
frameworks and economic trajectories of these two nations, offering
valuable implications for policy and governance.

In the Book and Article Reviews section, we include two thought-provoking
contributions. Dr. Aysegul Guler (Karamanoglu Mehmetbey University)
provides a critical review of Tim Marshall's Duvar Cagi: Neden Bolunmus Bir
Dunyada Yaslyoruz?, exploring the themes of division and belonging in a
world shaped by walls. Sinem Arslan (Bogazici University) contributes with
an incisive review of Ayse Parla's Precarious Hope: Migration and the Limits
of Belonging in Turkey, delving into the complexities of migration, hope, and
belonging within Turkey's socio-political context.

As we conclude this issue, | would like to extend my sincere thanks to the
peer-reviewers of the research article. Their thorough and insightful
evaluations are integral to maintaining the academic rigor and quality of
our journal. | also express my gratitude to our book and article reviewers for
their thoughtful critiques and to our contributors for their engaging
submissions.

Thank you for your continued engagement with the Journal of International
Relations and Political Science Studies.

Sincerely,

Burak Yalim

Managing Editor

Journal of International Relations and Political Science Studies
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Research Article - Arastirma Makalesi

GOVERNANCE, INSTITUTIONS, AND ECONOMIC
PERFORMANCE: A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
SINGAPORE AND SOUTH SUDAN

ABSTRACT

The ongoing debate between democratic and non-
democratic systems has gained significant attention in
contemporary political
authoritarian regimes, the long-standing assumption that
democratic principles are prerequisites for economic

discourse. With the rise of

development has been increasingly challenged. While some
authoritarian regimes, such as China and Singapore, have
demonstrated notable economic successes, others, like
South Sudan, face persistent economic struggles. This
divergence raises critical questions about the relationship
between governance systems and economic outcomes. This
study aims to address the following research question: How
do governance structures, institutional capacities, and
historical contexts influence economic development in
authoritarian regimes? By employing the Most Similar
Systems Design (MSSD), the study compares two
contrasting authoritarian regimes: Singapore, an
economically successful case, and South Sudan, an
economically struggling one. The research incorporates a
structural-historical approach to examine the factors that
differentiate their economic trajectories, such as institutional
efficiency, historical legacy, and policy decisions. The findings
of this study contribute to the broader literature on
authoritarianism and development by offering a nuanced
understanding of how governance systems shape economic
performance. In challenges simplistic
assumptions about authoritarian governance and highlights
the complexities underlying economic success and failure.

doing so, it

Keywords: Democracy, Authoritarian Regimes, Economy,

South Sudan, Singapore
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Introduction

The relationship between governance systems and economic development
remains a topic of enduring academic and policy interest, particularly in light of the
resurgence of authoritarian regimes in the post-Cold War era. Traditionally,
democratic governance has been associated with economic growth due to its
emphasis on accountability, transparency, and institutional checks and balances
(Acemoglu & Robinson, 2006; Sen, 1999). However, the economic achievements of
certain authoritarian regimes, most notably in East Asia, have challenged this long-
standing narrative. Countries like Singapore and China have demonstrated that
substantial economic progress can occur under political systems that restrict civil
liberties and political pluralism, raising critical questions about the assumed
universality of democracy as a prerequisite for development (Rodrik, 2000;
Fukuyama, 2011). In stark contrast, authoritarian states such as South Sudan have
experienced economic stagnation and institutional fragility, which underscores the
heterogeneity of outcomes within similar governance structures.

This study addresses these contrasting outcomes by investigating the institutional,
socio-historical, and policy-driven factors that shape economic development in
authoritarian regimes. Specifically, it compares the economic trajectories of two
seemingly similar systems—Singapore and South Sudan—through the lens of
governance structures and institutional performance. This study compares two
contrasting authoritarian regimes—Singapore and South Sudan—by explicitly
linking institutional capacity, historical legacies, and policy decisions to economic
performance.This analysis builds on existing frameworks, such as Acemoglu and
Robinson’s (2006) thesis on inclusive versus extractive institutions, Smith’s (1966)
structuralist approach to economic development, and Rodrik's (2000) emphasis on
institutional quality as a determinant of growth.

The salient feature of this study lies in its focused comparative analysis of two
authoritarian states with divergent economic outcomes. On one hand, Singapore
represents a case of developmental authoritarianism, where strong institutions,
policy coherence, and effective state capacity have fostered economic prosperity
and global integration (Huff, 1995; Peebles & Wilson, 2002). On the other hand,
South Sudan exemplifies a fragile authoritarian state marked by weak institutions,
endemic conflict, and policy incoherence, resulting in persistent economic
underperformance (De Waal, 2014; Rolandsen, 2015). This dichotomy challenges
simplistic assumptions about authoritarian governance, highlighting the need to
understand the contextual and institutional underpinnings of economic
trajectories.




The study employs the Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD) as its primary
methodological framework to identify and analyze the critical variables that
explain the contrasting economic performances of Singapore and South Sudan.
While the Most Similar Systems Design (MSSD) allows for a structured
comparison between Singapore and South Sudan, its limitations in providing in-
depth analysis are acknowledged. To address this, the study incorporates
additional qualitative case-specific data, such as policy decisions, institutional
structures, and socio-historical factors unique to each country. This multi-faceted
approach ensures a more comprehensive understanding of economic outcomes
within both regimes. However, future studies could benefit from mixed-method
approaches, including field interviews, statistical regressions, and longitudinal
analyses for greater analytical depth. The MSSD is particularly effective for
comparative studies where cases share similar governance structures—such as
restricted political freedoms—but exhibit significant variation in outcomes
(Landman, 2008). By isolating key variables, including institutional capacity,
historical legacies, and policy effectiveness, this study seeks to uncover the
mechanisms through which governance structures influence economic
development. In addition, a structural-historical approach is integrated to provide
a deeper analysis of the institutional frameworks and socio-political conditions
shaping economic outcomes in both cases (Smith, 1966; North, 1990). This dual
methodological approach enables a nuanced understanding of authoritarian
governance and its developmental implications, while addressing potential
limitations such as selection bias and generalizability (Lim, 2010; Gerring, 2004). By
juxtaposing a high-performing authoritarian regime (Singapore) with a struggling
one (South Sudan), the study not only contributes to ongoing debates on
authoritarianism and development but also provides insights into the broader
question of whether economic success is contingent upon democratic
governance or can emerge under alternative political models.

Ultimately, this research underscores the complexity of governance-development
dynamics, offering a theoretically informed and empirically grounded analysis of
economic trajectories in authoritarian systems. It contributes to the existing
literature by moving beyond binary narratives of democracy versus
authoritarianism, emphasizing the role of institutional quality, historical
contingencies, and policy choices as critical determinants of economic outcomes.

I.Defining Authoritarianism

The contemporary global landscape has ushered in an era where democratic
governance is widely recognized as legitimate and enlightened (Caramani, 2020).
Despite this, the resilience and spread of authoritarian regimes in the post-Cold
War period have raised critical questions regarding their adaptability and
influence.




Recent studies highlight the rise of "autocratization," a process where democratic
systems gradually erode through subtle authoritarian practices, such as the
weakening of checks and balances and the curtailment of civil liberties
(Luhrmann & Lindberg, 2019).

The varieties of authoritarian systems have evolved significantly. While Juan Linz
(2000) historically placed regimes between democracies and totalitarian systems,
more contemporary work by Levitsky and Way (2010) emphasizes competitive
authoritarianism, where formal democratic institutions exist but are
systematically undermined by ruling elites. Modern examples, such as Orban’s
Hungary, and Putin’'s Russia, illustrate how leaders consolidate power through
electoral manipulation and suppression of dissent (Bermeo, 2016). These regimes
blur the lines between democracy and authoritarianism by maintaining
institutional facades while subverting their essence.

Recent studies emphasize the role of centralized authority in authoritarian
regimes' durability. According to Magara (2024), authoritarian systems like
Singapore's thrive due to their ability to suppress dissent while fostering
economic growth through technocratic governance. Conversely, fragile states like
South Sudan struggle under authoritarianism, as their governance models are
plagued by corruption and weak institutional frameworks, which prevent state-
building and economic stability.

Furthermore, the role of digital technologies in modern authoritarianism cannot
be overlooked. Guriev and Treisman (2020) argue that contemporary autocrats
rely less on overt repression and more on "informational autocracy"—a strategy
that employs media control, disinformation, and surveillance to manipulate public
perception while avoiding the overt violence associated with older forms of
dictatorship. This reflects the dynamic adaptability of authoritarian governance in
the 21st century.Pye (2023) note that such strategies have enabled some regimes
to maintain domestic control while projecting an image of modernity on the
global stage, a phenomenon particularly evident in Singapore's authoritarian
capitalism. In addition, the global rise of populist leaders in ostensibly democratic
systems has further challenged traditional definitions of authoritarianism. Mounk
(2018) contends that populist movements often act as gateways to
authoritarianism by fostering polarization, delegitimizing opposition, and
weakening democratic institutions under the guise of representing the “will of
the people.” This underscores the growing complexity and fluidity of authoritarian
governance, necessitating a more nuanced analytical framework.




Thus, contemporary authoritarian regimes vary widely, both structurally and
operationally, ranging from military juntas to hybrid systems that co-opt
democratic tools. Scholars increasingly emphasize the importance of
understanding these nuances to assess the resilience, adaptability, and societal
impacts of authoritarianism in a rapidly changing geopolitical environment. As
highlighted by Dobos and Micko (2024), this complexity is particularly
pronounced in regions like Sub-Saharan Africa, where the failure to reconcile
historical grievances with modern governance models continues to challenge
state legitimacy and institutional coherence.

Il.Democracy, Authoritarianism, and Economic Stability

The relationship between governance systems and economic development
remains central to political science and development studies. Recent empirical
analyses have challenged traditional assumptions about the superiority of
democratic systems in fostering economic growth. For example, Przeworski et al.
(2000) argue that while democracies tend to promote inclusivity and long-term
growth, they are not inherently superior to authoritarian regimes in generating
short-term economic gains. Indeed, authoritarian regimes like China, Vietnam,
and Singapore have demonstrated remarkable economic success by
implementing decisive policies without political opposition (Caramani, 2020).
Malesky and London (2014) highlight that Vietnam’s economic growth under
authoritarian rule was achieved through institutional experimentation and
gradual market liberalization, enabling economic adaptation while maintaining
tight political control. Similarly, China's “authoritarian capitalism” (He & Thggersen,
2010) illustrates how centralized governance can drive economic reforms and
infrastructure development with speed and efficiency unmatched by democratic
systems. However, the authoritarian advantage is not universal. Knutsen (2011)
notes that while some authoritarian regimes achieve economic success, others—
like South Sudan, Zimbabwe, and Venezuela—are plagued by corruption, conflict,
and weak institutions, resulting in economic stagnation. Recent studies
emphasize that the quality of institutions, rather than the regime type itself, is the
critical determinant of economic stability and growth (North, 1990; Acemoglu &
Robinson, 2019).

Also, recent research highlights the divergent outcomes of authoritarian
governance based on institutional quality. As Haenig and Ji (2024) point out,
Singapore exemplifies an authoritarian regime that has successfully leveraged its
institutional efficiency and global integration to foster sustained economic
growth. In stark contrast, South Sudan’s authoritarian system is characterized by
weak institutions, endemic corruption, and an inability to capitalize on its resource
wealth, leading to economic stagnation and political instability.




A more critical perspective questions the sustainability of authoritarian-led
growth. Haber and Menaldo (2011) argue that while authoritarian regimes may
achieve short-term economic gains, their lack of political accountability often
leads to inefficiencies, elite capture, and economic inequality. For instance,
China's rapid industrialization has resulted in significant environmental
degradation and widening income disparities, highlighting the trade-offs of
authoritarian economic policies. Furthermore, recent global trends demonstrate
that democracies, despite their challenges, tend to foster more equitable and
inclusive growth (Gerring et al, 2020). Democratic systems prioritize the
protection of property rights, political stability, and innovation, which are vital for
long-term economic resilience. Conversely, authoritarian regimes face greater
risks of economic volatility due to their dependence on centralized decision-
making and the absence of mechanisms for institutional correction (Besley &
Kudamatsu, 2008). Aridz and Topdag (2024) argues that the interplay between
governance models and economic outcomes is particularly evident in fragile
states like South Sudan, where authoritarian practices exacerbate socio-economic
inequality and hinder resource management. Meanwhile, Singapore serves as a
counterexample, where institutional coherence and technocratic governance
have enabled long-term economic prosperity, despite its lack of democratic
freedoms.

Ultimately, the democracy-authoritarianism debate underscores that economic
success is not solely contingent on regime type but on institutional capacity,
governance quality, and the ability to adapt to global economic changes. As Sen
(1999) argues, development must be understood as a multidimensional process
encompassing freedoms, equity, and human well-being—factors that
authoritarian regimes often struggle to address.

[1l.Singapore’s One-Party Authoritarianism and Economy

Despite its small size, spanning only 716 square kilometers, Singapore holds a
significant place in debates on democratization (Verweij & Pelizzo, 2009). Contrary
to liberal democratic theory, the nation demonstrates a high level of economic
development and rule of law, despite being governed under an authoritarian,
one-party system. This illustrates that the rule of law does not inherently
guarantee democratic governance. Singapore offers an East Asian alternative to
the Western democratic model (Bell, 1997). Since 1965, the country has been
governed by the People's Action Party (PAP). Following the 30-year rule of Lee
Kuan Yew, his son, Lee Hsien Loong, currently holds power. Although elections are
held every four to five years, they are widely regarded as ceremonial. Singapore’s
authoritarianism is often described as "soft authoritarianism," but fundamental
democratic principles, such as freedom of expression, remain limited.




The opposition is subject to suppression, with opponents of the regime frequently
facing imprisonment. The government prioritizes societal interests over individual
rights in its policy development, which has led critics to accuse the regime of
fostering a "culture of fear" (Leong, 2000). Despite this, Singapore remains
competitive internationally, thanks to its advancements in technology, capital
accumulation, trade policies, and human resources (Toh, 1998). The stability and
continued economic growth of the regime have been central to the persistence
of the one-party rule.

Economic Consequences of the Singapore’s One-Party Rule

Under the 30-year reign of the PAP, Singapore experienced rapid increases in per
capita income. This economic progress altered the country's social dynamics,
significantly reducing poverty levels while improving welfare through
government-supported initiatives in housing, employment, and education
(Rodan, 1998). Between 1960 and 2000, Singapore recorded the highest increase
in national income globally, and by 1997, it ranked eighth in the world in terms of
overall welfare. Per capita income rose from just $511 in 1965 to $54,000 in recent
years (llzins, 2015), increasing the legitimacy and acceptability of the one-party
regime among the population. Although the 2008 global financial crisis slowed
growth, Singapore remains a magnet for job seekers due to its wealth and
prosperity (Verweij & Pelizzo, 2009).

In the 1980s, Singapore's government incorporated information technology into
its strategy to transform the country into a manufacturing hub. Economic
planners sought to promote the widespread application of IT to boost welfare
levels (Rodan, 1998). The government established state-sponsored committees
aimed at computerizing public services, with software and telecommunications
emerging as key areas for future development, supported directly by the state. As
a result, Singapore's economy evolved into a knowledge-based system.

Figure I: GDF per capita of Singapore, from 1960 to 2022




The island attracted workers not only from regional countries such as Bangladesh,
Indonesia, and the Philippines but also from the United States and Europe, lured
by the country’s advanced IT sector and high wages.

Despite its authoritarian nature, Singapore distinguishes itself from other Asian
nations due to its efficient governance, lack of wasteful policies, strong ties
between the government and commercial entities, and the absence of cronyism
(Low, 2000). This combination of factors has allowed Singapore to maintain a
unique position as a prosperous and technologically advanced nation. The GDP
per capita of Singapore, from 1960 to 2022 graphic also highlights the country's
remarkable economic growth under its one-party rule. Singapore's steady rise in
GDP per capita reflects the success of its long-term development strategies,
transforming the nation into one of the wealthiest and most competitive
economies globally.

IV.South Sudan and Internal Turmoil

South Sudan, which gained independence in 2011, is one of the world’'s youngest
countries. However, the country quickly descended into civil war in 2013,
stemming from political tensions between President Salva Kiir Mayardit and his
former deputy, Riek Machar (Radon & Logan, 2014). A semblance of peace was
restored with the signing of the Khartoum Declaration in 2018. Since
independence, the political structure of South Sudan has been largely
authoritarian, with President Salva Kiir Mayardit consolidating power by holding
the roles of head of state, head of government, and chief of the judiciary (Prunier
& Gisselquist, 2003). Despite the lack of a permanent constitution, the interim
provisions grant the president the authority to dissolve parliament, while
prohibiting his removal from office. According to data from Freedom House
(2022), South Sudan ranked among the most repressive countries, scoring just 1
out of 100 points in terms of political and civil liberties. This poor ranking is
primarily attributed to the absence of a fair electoral process, ineffective election
laws, and limited political pluralism and participation. Elections scheduled for 2015
were postponed to 2018, then to 2021, and finally to 2023, undermining any claims
of electoral independence. Although the constitution theoretically guarantees
freedom of the press and expression, in practice, the government censors dissent
and arrests critical journalists. The civil war has also severely curtailed education,
and while the judiciary is nominally independent, it remains largely ineffective.
The ongoing political instability and internal conflict have left South Sudan
among the least developed nations, according to United Nations criteria, with
administrative and socio-historical factors contributing to its economic decline
(Husak, 2022).




From South Sudan's Authoritarianism to Economic Problems

South Sudan remains one of the least developed countries globally, despite its
considerable natural resources. Decades of military dictatorships, internal
conflicts, widespread poverty, and inadequate governance have exacerbated the
country’'s economic struggles. Although endowed with significant resources such
as oil, diamonds, and gold, South Sudan has been unable to effectively capitalize
on these assets due to the protracted civil war (Bas, 2007). Military interventions
have further stifled economic development (Manfredi & Mirghani, 2022).
According to International Monetary Fund (IMF) data, average annual per capita
income fell from $1,000 to $230 following independence in 2011. With limited
success in domestic trade, South Sudan has relied heavily on foreign trade,
particularly the export of oil. Oil revenues account for nearly all of the country's
total exports and over 40% of its GDP (Schull, 1998). Despite numerous conflicts
purportedly fought for democratic reforms, the persistence of authoritarian
governance and social unrest have hindered the nation’s economic progress (Voll,
1992). As a result, South Sudan’s largely rural economy has failed to develop, and
the country has consistently ranked among the most fragile states in Africa since
its independence (Prunier & Gisselquist, 2003).

s

Figure 2: Share of the population with access to electricity of South Sudan from 1990 to 2021

The authoritarian governance of South Sudan, compounded by prolonged
internal conflict, has left much of the population in poverty. The civil war that
erupted in 2013 caused severe damage to infrastructure and hindered agricultural
productivity, pushing nearly 80% of the population below the poverty line (World
Bank, 2023). The figure 2 illustrates South Sudan's chronic underdevelopment in
basic infrastructure. Despite its natural resources, the country's inability to provide
widespread access to electricity reflects the broader economic struggles rooted in
weak governance and prolonged internal conflict.




Heavy reliance on oil has made the economy vulnerable to fluctuations in global

oil prices, while widespread corruption, reflected in South Sudan’s ranking at the
bottom of the Corruption Perceptions Index (180 out of 180 countries), has further
diverted resources away from critical sectors like healthcare and education. The
authoritarian regime’s focus on consolidating power, with frequent delays in
elections and ineffective governance, has prevented the implementation of
meaningful economic reforms, leaving the country’'s economy undiversified and
stagnating.

V.Comparison of Singapore and Sudan: The Relationship Between
Authoritarianism and Economic Development

The debate surrounding the relationship between authoritarianism and
economic development is marked by two primary perspectives. One view posits
that authoritarian states can achieve economic development more efficiently,
while the opposing perspective argues that democratic states are more likely to
experience sustainable economic growth. The cases of Singapore and South
Sudan provide a valuable framework for analyzing the relationship between
authoritarian governance and economic development, as they present
contrasting outcomes within similar political frameworks.

Singapore, governed by a form of soft authoritarianism under a one-party system,
exemplifies an authoritarian state that has achieved considerable economic
success. Its policies focused on technological advancement, attracting foreign
investment, and fostering innovation have earned widespread acceptance among
its citizens (Bell, 1997). The People's Action Party (PAP), which has been in power
for over three decades, has implemented policies that prioritize the development
of information technologies and transforming the country into a global
technological hub, thus fostering significant economic growth.

In contrast, South Sudan, also an authoritarian state, has struggled to achieve
comparable economic progress. Known for its political instability, military coups,
and internal conflict, South Sudan has yet to establish the political and economic
stability necessary for development. Elections in the country are repeatedly
postponed, and the state is further destabilized by ongoing rebellions and crises.
The country's pre-independence rural economic history, coupled with the lack of
technological infrastructure necessary to harness its natural resources, has
rendered its economy dependent on foreign trade. Unlike Singapore, South
Sudan has failed to develop the internal social and institutional dynamics
necessary for economic growth, resulting in a repetitive cycle of socio-historical
challenges.




As Smith (1966) suggests in his structuralist perspective, the institution of the
state plays a critical role in shaping the political system and its corresponding
order. The divergent trajectories of Singapore and South Sudan reflect the impact
of structural differentiation within authoritarian regimes on economic
development. Within each country, specific factors highlight internal disparities.
In Singapore, the alignment of policy coherence with institutional efficiency has
fostered technological innovation, foreign investment, and infrastructure growth
across different sectors. Comparatively, South Sudan's institutional fragmentation,
compounded by regional inequalities and resource mismanagement, has led to
varying economic conditions within its provinces. These internal dynamics
underscore the need for comparative analysis not only between the two countries
but also within their respective governance and institutional frameworks. The
results indicate that institutional efficiency and historical continuity in Singapore
fostered economic growth, whereas in South Sudan, institutional fragmentation
and internal conflict impeded development. Singapore successfully leveraged its
governance to integrate into global markets and attract significant investment,
which contributed to its sustained economic progress. In contrast, South Sudan's
reliance on oil exports, combined with governance weaknesses and prolonged
instability, left its economy vulnerable to external shocks and stagnation. These
findings underscore the critical role of governance quality in shaping economic
trajectories, highlighting how institutional strength and stability can drive growth,
while institutional fragility and conflict hinder development. Singapore's ability to
establish functional institutions has facilitated its economic success, despite its
authoritarian governance. In contrast, South Sudan’'s authoritarianism,
compounded by internal conflict and institutional dysfunction, has hindered its
economic development. As Lindstaedt (2020) observes, authoritarian regimes
differ in their structures and capacities, which, in turn, shape their social and
economic outcomes.

Thus, it is not accurate to assert that authoritarian states are inherently
economically developed or underdeveloped. Rather, this assessment must
consider the socio-historical foundations of each state and its society (Hosseini,
2005). Singapore's relatively stable authoritarian regime, characterized by
effective state-building and positive economic policies, contrasts sharply with
South Sudan’s more turbulent and economically stagnant authoritarianism.
Consequently, the relationship between authoritarianissm and economic
development is contingent upon the specific political, institutional, and historical
contexts of each state. This study builds on existing findings by Acemoglu and
Robinson (2006) and Rodrik (2000), reinforcing that institutional quality
significantly impacts economic outcomes.




Singapore aligns with developmental authoritarian models like China and

Vietnam, where strong institutions and governance have driven economic

growth. In contrast, South Sudan mirrors cases of fragile states such as Zimbabwe

and Venezuela, where weak institutions and instability have hindered

development. Comparative research across other authoritarian states could
provide further insights into the complex relationship between governance and
economic performance. Future research may explore the role of international
organizations in mitigating economic instability within fragile authoritarian
regimes, conduct longitudinal studies to analyze shifts in institutional quality and
economic outcomes over time, and examine democratic transitions in formerly
authoritarian economies to identify pathways for sustainable development.
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Figure 3: Foreign direct investment, net inflows as share of GDP, 1970 to 2022

In addition to the political and institutional factors shaping the economic
outcomes of authoritarian regimes, it is important to consider external influences
such as globalization, international trade partnerships, and foreign direct
investment. In the case of Singapore, its strategic integration into global markets
and ability to attract foreign investments have played a critical role in sustaining
its economic growth. South Sudan’'s limited engagement with the global
economy, compounded by its ongoing internal conflicts, on the contrary, has
hindered its ability to leverage such external resources for development. These
external dynamics further underscore the complexity of the relationship between
governance structures and economic performance, demonstrating that while
internal factors are pivotal, the broader geopolitical and economic environment
also significantly influences a nation’s developmental trajectory.




Conclusion

In conclusion, it is overly simplistic to assert a direct and uniform relationship
between authoritarianism and economic development. While theorists such as
Samuel Huntington argue that authoritarian regimes can more effectively
implement state policies and economic reforms, contemporary examples
demonstrate that the relationship is more complex and context-dependent.
Authoritarian states such as China and South Korea have successfully challenged
Western democratic hegemony, yet the development trajectory of a state is
shaped by multiple factors beyond its political regime alone. This dynamic is
particularly evident in the cases of Singapore and South Sudan. Singapore's
single-party authoritarian government has successfully capitalized on its historical
and national resources, significantly increasing per capita income and
transforming the nation into a hub of technological advancement and economic
prosperity. Conversely, South Sudan represents an example of a fragile
authoritarian state, unable to manage internal civil conflicts and socio-political
unrest, thus inhibiting its economic growth. Therefore, when comparing the
economic outcomes of states in relation to their governance systems, it is
essential to consider additional factors intrinsic to each country's socio-political
and historical context. Adopting a structural approach provides a more nuanced
understanding of these dynamics. States like Singapore, which have established
strong institutional frameworks, can achieve economic development despite their
authoritarian governance. In contrast, economic development is more
challenging in states with unstable internal dynamics, such as South Sudan. The
comparison between Singapore and South Sudan highlights the necessity of
examining a state’s institutional capacity and socio-historical conditions to fully
understand the relationship between political regime types and economic
development.




Bibliography

Acemoglu, D., & Robinson, J. (2006). Economic origins of dictatorship and democracy. Cambridge
University Press.

Acemoglu, D., Naidu, S., Restrepo, P., & Robinson, J. A. (2019). Democracy does cause growth.
Journal of political economy, 127(1), 47-100.

Anckar, C. (2008). On the applicability of the most similar systems design and the most different
systems design in comparative research. International Journal of Social Research Methodology,

11(5), 389-401.

Arioz, Z., & Topdag, D. (2024). Fragile States and Aid Allocation for Sub-Saharan African Countries:
An Empirical Research. Uluslararasi iliskiler Dergisi, 21(81), 45-509.

Austin, I. P. (2009). Singapore in transition: Economic change and political consequences. Journal
of Asian Public Policy, 2(3), 266-278.

Bas, S. (2007). Bagimsizligindan gunumuze Sudan; siyasi ve ekonomik yapi (Master's thesis, Sosyal
Bilimler EnstitUsu).

Bell, D. A. (1997). A communitarian critigue of authoritarianism: the case of Singapore. Political
Theory, 25(1), 6-32.

Bermeo, N. (2016). On democratic backsliding. Journal of Democracy, 27(1), 5-19.
Besley, T., & Kudamatsu, M. (2008). Making autocracy work. The Economics Journal, 118(531), 1-24.
Bilgenoglu, A. (2013). ingiliz sémurgeciliginin Misir ve Sudan érneginde karsilastirmali bir

cozUmlemesi (Doctoral dissertation, DEU Sosyal Bilimleri Enstitsu).

Bogaards, M. (2009) How to classify hybrid regimes? Defective democracy and electoral
authoritarianism, Democratization, 16(2), pp. 399-423.

Brownlee, J.,, (2007). Authoritarianism in an age of democratization. Cambridge University Press,
pp. 1-43.

Caramani, D. (2020) Comparative Politics, Oxford University Press, pp. 35-66.

Chang, Y., & Wong, J. F. (2003). Qil price fluctuations and Singapore economy. Energy policy, 31(11),
1151-1165.

Chee, C. H. (1976). The role of parliamentary politicians in Singapore. Legislative studies quarterly,
423-44].

De Waal, A. (2014). When kleptocracy becomes insolvent: Brute causes of the civil war in South
Sudan. African Affairs, 113(452), 347-369.

Devecioglu, K. (2017). Turkiye-Afrika iliskilerinin Politik Ekonomisi: Sudan Ornegi (Doctoral
dissertation, Ankara Yildirim Beyazit Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstittsu).

Dobos, B., & Micko, B. (2024). Nomos, Hostis, and War: State-Building Process and Armed Forces in
Africa. Armed Forces & Society, 50(2), 539-561.




Eltahir, Y., Abdelmotlab, A, Mousa, E. Y. M., & Yousif, F. (2021). The Sudan economy" challenge and
suggestions" Meta study. Global Journal of Economics and Business, 11(3), 471-476.

Faure, A. M. (1994). Some methodological problems in comparative politics. Journal of Theoretical
Politics, 6(3), 307-322.

Fukuyama, F. (2011). The origins of political order: From prehuman times to the French Revolution.
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux.

Ganesan, N. (1996). Democracy in Singapore. Asian Journal of Political Science, 4(2), 63-79.
Gerring, J. (2004). What is a case study and what is it good for? American Political Science Review,

98(2), 341-354.

Gerring, J., Bond, P., Barndt, W. T., & Moreno, C. (2005). Democracy and economic growth: A
historical perspective. World politics, 57(3), 323-364.

Gerring, J,, Thacker, S. C,, & Alfaro, R. (2020). Democracy and human development. Journal of
Politics, 74(1), 1-17.

Guriev, S., & Treisman, D. (2020). Informational autocrats. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 33(4),
100-127.

Haber, S., & Menaldo, V. (2011). Do natural resources fuel authoritarianism? American Political
Science Review, 105(1), 1-26.

Haenig, M. A, & Ji, X. (2024). A tale of two Southeast Asian states: media governance and
authoritarian regimes in Singapore and Vietnam. Asian Review of Political Economy, 3(1), 4.

He, B., & Thggersen, S. (2010). Giving the people a voice? Experiments with consultative
authoritarian institutions in China. Journal of Contemporary China, 19(66), 675-692.

Henderson, J. C. (2012). Planning for success: Singapore, the model city-state?. Journal of
International Affairs, 69-83.

Hosseini, H. (2005). An economic theory of FDI: A behavioral economics and historical approach.
The Journal of Socio-Economics, 34(4), 528-541.

House, F. (2022). Freedom in the World 2022-South Sudan.

Huff, W. C. (1995). The economic growth of Singapore: Trade and development in the twentieth
century. Cambridge University Press.

Husak, J. (2022). EU democracy promotion in contemporary sub-Saharan Africa: the case study of
South Sudan.

lIzins, P. (2015. Why do the 'soft' authoritarian regimes in Southeast Asia persist, University of
Sussex.

Kao, P. S. (2022). The Political Economy of Singapore and Its Development Strategies under USA-
China Power Rivalry: A Choice of Hedging Policies. The Chinese Economy, 1-13.

Knutsen, C. H. (2011). Democracy, dictatorship and protection of property rights. Journal of
Development Studies, 47(1), 164-182.




Lachapelle, 3., & Hellmeier, S. (2022). Pathways to democracy after authoritarian breakdown:
Comparative case selection and lessons from the past. International Political Science Review.

Lam, N. M. (2000). Government intervention in the economy: a comparative analysis of Singapore
and Hong Kong. Public Administration and Development: The International Journal of
Management Research and Practice, 20(5), 397-421.

Landman, T., (2008). Issues and Methods in Comparative Politics: An Introduction. Routledge, pp.
24-45,

Leong, H. K. (2000). Citizen participation and policy making in Singapore: Conditions and
predicaments. Asian Survey, 40(3), 436-455.

Levitsky, S. & Way, L.(2002). The rise of competitive authoritarianism. Journal of Democracy. 13(2),
pp. 51-65.

Lijphart, A. (1971). Comparative politics and the comparative method. American political science
review, 65(3), 682-693.

Lim, T. C. (2010). Comparative politics: An introduction to political science and comparative
methods. Saylor Foundation.

Lim, T. C. (2010). Doing comparative politics: An introduction to approaches and issues (pp. 24-25).
Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Lingle, C. (1996). Singapore's authoritarian capitalism. Edicions Sirocco, SL.
Linz, J.3J., & Linz, 3. J. (2000). Totalitarian and authoritarian regimes. Lynne Rienner Publishers.

Low, L. (2001). The Singapore developmental state in the new economy and polity. The Pacific
Review, 14(3), 411-441.

LUhrmann, A, & Lindberg, S. I. (2019). A third wave of autocratization is here: What is new about it?
Democratization, 26(7), 1095-1113.

Magara, |. S. (2024). State-building South Sudan: international intervention and the formation of a
fragmented state: by Sara de Simone, Leiden, Brill, 2022, xii+ 214pp.,£ 64.14 (paperback, also
available as ebook), ISBN 978-90-04-51189-7.

Malesky, E., & London, J. (2014). The political economy of development in China and Vietnam.
Annual Review of Political Science, 17, 395-419.

Manfredi Firmian, F., & Mirghani, O. (2022). Can Sudan's Democratic Transition Be Salvaged?.
Middle East Policy, 29(2), 134-149.

Means, G. P. (1996). Soft authoritarianism in Malaysia and Singapore. Journal of Democracy, 7(4),
103-17.

Merry, S. E. (2016). The rule of law and authoritarian rule: Legal politics in Sudan. Law & Social
Inquiry, 41(2), 465-470.

Mounk, Y. (2018). The people vs. democracy: Why our freedom is in danger and how to save it.
Harvard University Press.




North, D. C. (1990). Institutions, institutional change and economic performance. Cambridge
University Press.

Ofori, G. (1988). Construction industry and economic growth in Singapore. Construction
Management and Economics, 6(1), 57-70.

Ooi, S. M. (2016). Rethinking Linkage to the West: What Authoritarian Stability in Singapore Tells Us.
International Journal of Asia Pacific Studies, 12(2), 1.

Our World in Data. (2024). Foreign direct investment, net inflows as share of GDP, 1970 to 2022.
Retrieved from Our World in Data: https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/foreign-direct-investment-
net-inflows-as-share-of-gdp?tab=chart&country=SGP~SSD

Our World in Data. (2024). GDP per capita. Retrieved from Our World in Data:
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/gdp-per-capita-worldbank?
tab=chart&country=SGP~OWID_WRL

Our World in Data. (2024). Share of the population with access to electricity. Retrieved from Our
World in Data: https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/share-of-the-population-with-access-to-
electricity?tab=chart&country=SSD~OWID_WRL

Peebles, G., & Wilson, P. (2002). Economic growth and development in Singapore: Past and future.
Edward Elgar Publishing.

Pepinsky, T. B. (2008). Capital mobility and coalitional politics: authoritarian regimes and economic
adjustment in Southeast Asia. World Politics, 60(3), 438-474.

Pirili, R. M. (2016). Devlet ve Otoriterlik Uzerine. iktisat ve Toplum Dergisi, 68, 12-19.

Prunier, G., & Gisselquist, R. (2003). The Sudan: a successfully failed state. State failure and state
weakness in a time of terror, 101-127.

Pye, L. W. (2024). The new Asian capitalism: A political portrait. In In search of an East Asian
development model (pp. 81-98). Routledge.

Radon, J,, & Logan, S. (2014). South Sudan: Governance arrangements, war, and peace. Journal of
International Affairs, 149-167.

Rahim, L. Z,, & Yeoh, L. K. (2019). Social policy reform and rigidity in Singapore’s authoritarian
developmental state. The Limits of Authoritarian Governance in Singapore's Developmental State,
95-130.

Rodan, G. (1998). The Internet and political control in Singapore. Political Science Quarterly, 113(1),
63-89.

Rodrik, D. (2000). Institutions for high-quality growth: What they are and how to acquire them.
Studies in Comparative International Development, 35(3), 3-31.

Rolandsen, @. H. (2015). Another civil war in South Sudan: The failure of guerrilla government?
Journal of Eastern African Studies, 9(1), 163-174.

Romer, P. M. (2009). Two strategies for economic development: using ideas and producing ideas.
In The strategic management of intellectual capital (pp. 211-238). Routledge.



https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/gdp-per-capita-worldbank?tab=chart&country=SGP~OWID_WRL
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/gdp-per-capita-worldbank?tab=chart&country=SGP~OWID_WRL
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/share-of-the-population-with-access-to-electricity?tab=chart&country=SSD~OWID_WRL
https://ourworldindata.org/grapher/share-of-the-population-with-access-to-electricity?tab=chart&country=SSD~OWID_WRL

Rotberg, R. I. (Ed.). (2004). State failure and state weakness in a time of terror. Brookings Institution
Press.

Schedler, A, (2005) Electoral authoritarianism, in Emerging trends in the social and behavioral
sciences. Wiley.

Schull, T. J. (1988). Rift basins of interior Sudan: petroleum exploration and discovery. AAPG bulletin,
72(10), 1128-1142.

Sen, A. (1999). Development as freedom. Oxford University Press.

Smith, A. (1966). The concept of structural change and its implications for development. In
Readings in Development Economics. Penguin Books.

Sgrensen, G. (1992). Kant and processes of democratization: Consequences for neorealist thought.
Journal of Peace Research, 29(4), 397-414.

Toh, M. H. (1998). Competitiveness of the Singapore economy: a strategic perspective. World
Scientific.

Verweij, M., & Pelizzo, R. (2009). Singapore: Does authoritarianism pay?. Journal of Democracy,
20(2),18-32.

Voll, 3. O. (1992). Turabi's Revolution: Islam and Power in Sudan (by Abdelwahab El-Affendi)(Book
Review). American Journal of Islamic Social Sciences, 9(2), 262.

Wrage, S. (1997). Exploding the myth of the authoritarian advantage.

Yilmaz, B. (2023). Lee Kuan Yew: Uluslararasi politikanin bUyUk ustasi ve Singapur ekonomik
mucizesini yaratan devlet adami: Cin ve Amerika Birlesik Devletleri Uzerine elestiriler.




Dr. Aysegul Guler
Karamanoglu
Mehmetbey University

Received/Gelis Tarihi
07 December 2024

Accepted/Kabul Tarihi
19 December 2024

Publication/Yayin Tarihi
31 December 2024

Corresponding
Author/Sorumlu Yazar
Dr. Aysegul Guler
aysegulguler@kmu.edu.tr

Cite this article
Guler, A. (2024). [Review of the
book Duvar Cagl; Neden
Bolunmus Bir DUnyada

Yasiyoruz?, by T. Marshall, Trans.

B. YUksekkas]. Journal of
International Relations and
Political Science Studies, 12(1),

19-24. istanbul: Epsilon Yayinevi.

Content of this journal is
licensed under a Creative
Commons Attribution-
Noncommercial 4.0
International License.

2 f
N
Y4

JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
AND POLITICAL SCIENCE STUDIES

ULUSLARARASI ILISKILER VE SIYASET BILIMI CALISMALARI DERGISI

Book Review - Kitap incelemesi

DUVAR CAGI; NEDEN BOLUNMUS
BiR DUNYADA YASIYORUZ?

YAZAR
TIM MARSHALL
CEVIRMEN
BURHAN YUKSEKKAS

EPSILON YAYINEVi, 2024, 274
SAYFA,
ISBN 978-625-439-091-2

THE AGE OF WALLS: WHY WE LIiVE
iN A DIVIDED WORLD

AUTHOR
TIM MARSHALL
TRANSLATOR TO TURKISH
BURHAN YUKSEKKAS

EPSILON PUBLISHING, 2024, 274
PAGES,
ISBN 978-625-439-091-2



https://journalirpols.com/?lang=en
https://dergipark.org.tr/en/pub/jirps
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9952-6752

Tim Marshall uzun dénem muhabirlik yapmis uluslararasi iliskiler uzmani bir
yazardir. The Times, Independent ve Guardian gibi gazetelerde haberler yapmistir.
Uluslararasi ¢ok satan Cografya Mahkumlari kitabinin da yazaridir. Duvar Cagi
Neden Bolunmus Bir DUnyada Yasiyoruz? kitabr milliyetcilik, kimlik politikalari,
gorunmez bariyerler hakkindadir. Kitap giris, sekiz bélum ve sonu¢ kismindan
olusmaktadir.

Giris kisminda duvar tabirinin bariyerler, citler ve bélunmeler icin kullandigi ifade
edilmistir. Duvarlarin hangi tarafinda durulursa durulsun yakindan bakildiginda
duvarlar hem boyut hem de temsil ettikleri yUzunden ezici hissettirmektedir.
Fiziksel duvarlar tugla, beton ve kablolar gibi gdézUkse de bunlar boélUnmenin
baslangicidir. Bélunmeler kuresellesmis bir dunyada kimlik mucadelelerine
neden olmaktadir. Kimlik mucadeleleri ayrisma olusturabilecek milliyetcilik ve din
ile politikanin kesistigi yerlerde yasanmaktadir. Kimlikler digerleriyle rekabet edip
catismaya yol acabilir. Kimlik catismasi “onlar ve biz" ekseninde devam
etmektedir. Bizleri ayiran seyin ne oldugunu anlamak bugunu anlamayi
saglayacaktir.

Birinci  bolum “Cin” basliginda Ulke tarihsel olarak ele alinarak, Ulkenin
birlestiriimesinin her dénemde zor bir goérev oldugu, farkli etnik kdkenlerden
insanlarin farkli diller konustugu, bes cografi zaman kusaginda bulundugu
anlatilmistir. Ulkeyi butUnlestiren unsurun uzunlugu 21 bin kilometreden fazla
olan Cin Seddi oldugu anlatilmistir. Ulkeyi cevreleyen Cin Seddi bati ile kuzey
arasinda tarim alanlarini gelistirerek istikrari saglamistir. Boylece Cin'in guvenligi
pekistirilmistir. Ancak bazi komunistler duvarin feodal gecmisi hatirlattigini ve
tahrip edilmesi gerektigini dusunmustur. 1984 yilinda Cin Seddi'ni sevme ve
restore etme fikri aslinda Cin'in turizm ve doéviz beklentisinin bir neticesiydi. En
buyUk boélunme kent ile kirsal, zengin ile fakir arasindadir bundan Komunist Parti
endise duymaktadir. Kisilerin her turla bilgisinin kayit altinda oldugu sistemde
herkes yakindan takip edilmektedir. Sehirlere goclU engellemeye yonelik
politikalarla insanlar kirsal veya kent sakini olarak siniflandiriimistir. Ancak devlet
katuge gecilen yer ile nerede yasanacagina ve devlet hizmetlerinin nereden
alinacagini da belirler. Ornegdin kirsal yerde kayith biri Sangay'da sosyal guvenlik ve
saglik hizmetinden faydalanamaz. Bir diger duvar halkinin dijital baglantilarini
kesmektir. Buyuk guvenlik duvari olarak bilinen durum “Altin Kalkan” olarak
adlandirilir. Amac¢ nufusu demokrasi, ifade 6zgurlugu ve teknolojisiz kultur gibi
zararl fikirlerden korumaktir. Cin'de yasayanlar Facebook, YouTube, Uluslararasi
Af OrgUtlu gibi internet sitelerine erisim sadlayamaz. Yonetime goére internet
ekonomik ve toplumsal istikrari bozabilecek niteliktedir.




ikinci bdlum “ABD” baslhdinda ise Baskan Trump'in ilk doneminde ABD-Meksika
sinirina izinsiz géc¢u azaltmak icin duvar insa etme amacindan bahsedilmistir.
Duvar Amerikalilart Amerikali olmayanlardan ayirmayl amaclarken, dnce Amerika
yaklasimini yansitmaktadir. Amerikali secmenlerin bir kismi nufus degisiminden,
beyaz codunlugun azalacagdindan, ingilizce konusulan bir Ulke olmaktan
cikacaklarindan endiselenmektedir. Aslinda duvar Trump yonetimiyle gundeme
gelmemisti éncesinde de vardi. 2000'lerin basinda baskan George Bush Guvenli
Cit Yasasini onaylayarak duvar insa edilmesini kabul etmistir. ABD icin duvarlarin
ironik bir yénu vardir. Cunku pek cok kisi ABD'ye turist vizesiyle yasal yollardan
girip yerlesmektedir. Ayrica duvarin dtesindeki Meksika'nin cok kati gog¢ yasalari
vardir. Meksika yillik olarak ABD'nin yaptigindan daha fazla Kisiyi sinir disi
etmektedir. ABD-Meksika arasinda farkliliklar olmasina ragmen Ulke ekonomileri
birbirine baglanmaktadir. ABD irkciligin buyuk mesele oldugu bir yerdir, bu en
aclk sekilde siyahlarla beyazlar arasinda gédzlemlenir. Amerika'da siyah olarak
dogmak beyaz birine gére buyuk ihtimalle daha yoksul, daha az egitimli ve daha
az saglikli olmak demektir. Dini farkliliklarin da fazla oldugu ABD, kimlik
siyasetinin yukselisiyle kutuplasip ayrisan bir yapidadir. Duvarlar Amerikan
tanimini gerceklestirme amaci tasisa da ABD giderek bolunmus hale geldiginden
daha rasyonel ve acik fikirli yaklasimlara ihtiya¢c duymaktadir.

Uclncl bolum “israil ve Filistin” de ise bu bolgelerin duvarla ayrildigi anlatiimistir.
iki Ulke arasindaki sinir 1948 israil'in ortaya cilkmasindan bu yana tartisma
konusudur. Yesil Hat ateskes cizgisi Uzerinde anlasilmasina ragmen israil Golan
Tepeleri, Sinai bdlgesi, Bati Seria ve Gazze'yi isgal etmistir. Filistinlilerin gorusu
bariyerin haksiz yere toprak almak icin bahane oldugudur. israil tarafinda ise
duvari destekleyenler codunluktadir ve israil duvarin glvenligi icin hayati rol
oynadigini éne surmektedir. Gazze hem israil hem de Misir cikislari kisith citlerin
arasinda sikismis durumdadir. iki devletli cézUmudn olma ihtimali sinirin nereden
gececeqi, taraflarin uzlasisi gibi zorluklar nedeniyle mumkun gdzukmemektedir.
Bolunme Yahudiler icin Aglama Duvari’'nda da bulunur. Duvara kadarki acik
alanin Ucte biri kadinlara, genis kismi ise erkeklere ayrilir. Sinagoglarda da durum
benzerdir, cemaat kisimlara ayrilmistir. Ancak herkes bundan hosnut degildir, bazi
kadinlarin toplu dua, erkekler gibi dua sallari giyme gibi istekleri vardir. Bu tur
istekleri dile getiren kadinlar icin polis korumasi gereken olaylar yasanmistir.
Dorduncu bolum “Ortadogu” da ise kucuk duvarlarin varligindan, bu sayede
guvenligin tesis edilmeye calisildigindan, risk altindaki kent merkezlerinde
duvarlarin yukseldiginden bahsedilmistir. Catisma nedenlerinin genelde Sunni-Sia
arasindaki ayrismalari oldugundan, Suudi Arabistan’in kuzey ve guney sinirina
citler ordugunden, Kuveyt'in cephelerini c¢itle kapattigindan, Tunus, Misir'in
sinirlarinda citler rmesinden bahsedilmistir.




Araplarin  milliyetcilik ve suni sosyalizmi denedigi ancak Birlesik Arabistan
hayalinin gerceklesemedigi, birlesik bir bolge haline gelemedikleri anlatilmistir.
Simdi bile Arap Ulkeleri ve halklari bolunmus, codu catismadan yipranmis,
jeopolitik mUcadeleleri surduren yerlerdir.

Besinci bélum “Hindistan Altkitasi” Hindistan'in Banglades cephesinin en uzun
sinir ¢citinden bahsedilmistir. Citin gerekcesi silah, esya kacakciligl, sinir 6tesindeki
isyancilari caydirmak, yasadisi gocu engellemektir. Hindistan ayrica Pakistan'in da
egemenlik hakkini ilan ettigi Kasmir boyunca da bariyer insa etmistir. Pakistan
BM kararlari ve yerel anlasmalara aykiri oldugu gerekcesiyle bariyer insasini
elestirirken Hindistan ise onlem alma amacl oldugunu iddia ederek bariyerleri
mesrulastirmak istemektedir. Hindu toplumundaki kast farki insanlar arasinda
derin etkileri olmus duvar gdrevi gormustur. Hatta bu konuda yuksek kasttan olan
Mahatma Gandhi “Hindu toplumu ayakta duruyorsa, bunun sebebinin kast
sistemi Uzerine kurulmus olduguna inaniyorum..kast sistemini yok etmek
hindularin kast sisteminin ruhu olan kalitsal meslek prensibinden vazgecmesi
anlamina gelir. Kalitsal prensip edebi prensiptir. Onu degistirmek duzensizlik
cikarir” demistir. Ancak sehirlere gocun artmasiyla hangi kasttan olundugu daha
az belirgin olmaktadir. En asagilayici sosyal sistemlerden biri olan kast sistemi
yuzunden olusan duvarlar goc¢ hareketleriyle zayiflamaya baslamistir.

Altinci  bélum “Afrika” Fas duvarindan bahsederek baslamistir. Avrupali
somurgeciler Afrika kitasinin sinirlarini haritada cgizerek ulus devlet olusturmus
ancak bunlar kitadaki gelenek, kultur ve etnik kdkene dikkat etmemistir. Afrika'da
kabileye ait olma énemlidir. Portekizliler 1485'de kitada Benin imparatorlugu'na
geldiklerinde kendi baskentlerinden daha buyuk kentsel alanlar gérup hayran
olmustur. Sehir yirmi metreye ulasan duvarlar ve derin hendeklerle cevrilmistir.
Sémurgeciligin yasandigi kitadan sdomurgeciler ayrilirken suni Ulkeler birakmistir.
Bu yuzden i¢ savaslar kitada cokca yasanmistir. Digerlerine gére daha zengin olan
Afrika Ulkeleri yoksul gocmen akisi istememektedir. En zengin Ulkelerden Guney
Afrika gocmenler icin cekim noktasidir ve sinirlari boyunca ¢it vardir.

Yedinci bdélum “Avrupa” da ise kitada 20.yuUzyillin en buyuk bélunmesi olarak
Berlin'deki duvari gosterir. Amac isgalcileri puskurtmek degil insanlari icerde
tutmaktir. O donemde serbest dolasim 6zgurlugu kisitlanmis, demir perdenin
gecilmesi oldukca zorlastiriimisti. Ancak zihinlerde olusan soyut duvarlar da s6z
konusuydu. Bati ve Dogu Almanya birlesmesinde bu net goruldu. Birlesmeden
sonra Bati Almanyalilar memnun olsalar da zamanla basarisiz ekonomiye sahip
dogu kismin nufusunu devralmanin mali bedeli karsisinda hosnutsuz olmustur.




Ayrica Dogu Almanyalilar da zorunlu yeniden egitim nedeniyle asagilanmis
hissettiginden bahsetmektedir. 2010'da eski dogulu olan Sansolye Merkel'e en
sevdigi yemek soruldugunda et ve tursuyla yapilan Rus kékenli Dogu Almanya
corbasi “solyanka” cevabi mansetlere cikmistir. Dogu devletleri AB'ye dahil
edildiginde batiya dogru hizli gé¢ yasanmasi gécmenlere yonelik tutumunu
sertlestirmistir. Duvarlar Rusya'yla sinirlari olan Estonya ve Letonya'ya yukselir.
Avrupa Soguk Savas'ta oldugu gibi ayni uzunlukta fiziksel bariyerlere sahiptir.
Milliyet¢ci ve asiri sagcl partilerin - yukselise gectigi  Avrupa, AB icin
endiselenmektedir.

Sekizinci  bdélum “Birlesik Krallik” Roma'nin fethettigi Britanya'yl kuzey
kabilelerinden korumak icin MS. 122'de tastan insa ettigi Hadrian Duvarini anlatir.
Duvar medeniyet ile barbarlari, ingilizler ile iskoclari ayirirdi. GUndmuzde
cogunlugu yok olan duvar sonrasinda adada birliktelik hissi olusturulmaya
calisilmistir. Brexit derin ayrismalari ifsa edip eski ayrismalari siddetlendirdi.
iskocya ve Kuzey irlanda, AB'de kalma ydnUnde oy verdi. ingiliz toplumunda en
acik sinirlardan biri sinifla ilgilidir. Birlesik Krallikta nufusun sadece % 7'si bagimsiz
okullarda egitim gdérmus ve bunlar yargiya, silahli kuvvetlere, BBC'ye, siyasi
partilerdeki yUksek makamlara hakimdir. Ornegin yUksek yargiclarin % 77 6zel
okul egitimlidir ve bu Kkisiler is dunyasinda daha basarili olacak baglantilar
kazanmaktadir. AB'den ayrilma yoénunde oy verenlerin cogu daha yoksul
yerlerdendi, bu da zengin ve fakir arasindaki geleneksel sinif ayriminin bir
yansimasidir. Go¢ hareketleri Ulke acisindan degisime yol acmistir. Birlesik Krallik’a
2015'de Polonya'dan 900 bin Kkisi gelmistir. Bazi Britanyalilar bu durumdan
rahatsiz olmustur. Ulkede din farkhliklari da belirleyicidir, en yaygin ikinci din olan
islam’in yUkselisinin devam edecedi dusuntlmektedir. Kraligin milliyetci hisler,
sinif ve din ayrimlari karsisinda sinav verdigi soylenmistir.

Sonu¢ kisminda ise duvarlarin bolunmeleri temsil ettigi, gérunuste asilamaz
oldugu ve bunun korkutucu etkilerinden bahsedilmistir. Duvar insa etme
egiliminin hatali ¢6zUm oldugu varsayimlari elestirilmistir. Cunkud duvarlar
Ulkelerin kalici ¢ozumler Uretmesi icin sorunlara gecici ve kismi hafifleme saglar.
Catisma yasanmayan alanlardaki duvarlarin go¢ politikasinin geregi olarak insan
akisini durdurmada gerekliligi belirtilir. GocU engellemek icin Marshall Plani
benzeri bir planin uygulanabilecegi, bdylece gbéce karsi dnlem alinabilecegdi
anlatilir. Ancak gé¢ devam edecektir ve gelismis varlikl Ulkeler bunu kendilerine
yoénelik tehdit olarak algilayacaktir. Bu da ilerde duvar insa etme planlarina ivme
kazandiracaktir.




Yazar fiziki duvarlardan bahsetmis ancak zihinlerde olusan duvarlara da yer
vermistir. Kitap bélumlere ayirirken bazi béliumlerde kita ayrimi yapilmis, bazilari
ise Ulke bazinda ele alinmistir. Ozellikle israil ve Filistin bolumu israil'in bakis
acisina oldukca agirlik verdigi icin yeterince incelenmemis ve eksik kalmistir.
Afrika bolumu icin de durum benzerdir, kita ¢cok genis oldugundan her Ulkenin
incelenmesi mMUmkun olamamis ve yuzeysel bir bolum icerigi olusmustur. Kitap
genel olarak okuyucunun siyasi tarih ve guncel meselelerde fikir sahibi olmasi icin
baslangic asamasinda yeterli bir eser olmustur.
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Migration stories are grounded in two fundamental emotions: hope and fear.
While hope threads through these narratives as a shared theme, its expression
and experience differ widely among migrants. In Precarious Hope: Migration and
the Limits of Belonging in Turkey, Ayse Parla reframes hope not as an individual
sentiment but as a collective condition shaped by economic and legal structures.
This approach provides a nuanced lens for understanding the emotional and
structural complexities of migration. Parla illustrates these dynamics through the
case of Bulgaristan migrants[l], a group perceived as relatively privileged in
Turkey due to their ethnic ties. She highlights how migrants from various ethnic
and religious backgrounds who come to Turkey encounter starkly different
capacities for hope under its migration and citizenship regimes. Her focus lies on
post-1990 Bulgarian migrants who, driven by economic concerns, often worked in
informal sectors and—unlike earlier waves of migrants—were denied automatic
citizenship. Through this lens, Parla examines the “precarity” of hope that
emerges from Turkey's ethnic-based migration and citizenship policies, especially
during the prolonged citizenship application processes. As she notes: “This book
thus invites the reader to rethink the limits of belonging in contemporary Turkey
from the perspective of those to whom legal and cultural privilege is intimated,
promised, and occasionally delivered.” (p. 21).

Now available in Turkish as Kirilgan Umut: Turkiye'de Go¢ ve Aidiyetin Sinirlari
(2023)[2], translated by Yunus Cetin and published by iletisim Yayinlari, Ayse
Parla's book represents a remarkable scholarly contribution to migration studies.
By seamlessly merging philosophical debates on hope with anthropological
methodologies, Parla offers both a historical critique of Turkey's migration and
citizenship regimes and an intimate, ethnographic exploration of the lived
experiences of Bulgarian migrants. This interdisciplinary approach provides a
fresh and critical perspective on migration studies, challenging the discipline's
traditional focus on nationalism while opening new avenues for examining the
intricate interplay of policy, identity, and emotion. The book is thoughtfully
structured, featuring an introduction, four richly detailed chapters, and a
conclusion, each of which weaves theoretical discussions with empirical data to
analyze various dimensions of hope among Bulgaristanli migrants.

[11 As Ayse Parla states in the introduction of the book, due to the violent assimilation policies the
Turkish minority in Bulgaria endured between 1984 and 1989, Bulgarian Turks avoid ethnic
identification by using the term “Bulgaristanl” (from Bulgaria), which emphasizes geographic
origin rather than ethnicity. Therefore, she uses the term “Bulgaristanli” throughout the book. For
instance: Bulgaristanli (of/ffrom Bulgaria), Bulgaristan gécmeni (migrant of/ from Bulgaria), and
Bulgaristan Turku (Turkish from/in Bulgaria) (p, 10).

[2] Ayse Parla, Kirllgan Umut Turkiye'de Goc ve Aidiyetin Sinirlari (Cev.Y.Cetin) istanbul:
lletisim Yayinlari, 2023, s 312, ISBN: 978-975-05-3520-8




Parla’'s meticulous attention to detail shines through in the epilogue, which
provides an insightful reflection on her methodology, further enriching the book's
academic depth.

Following the collapse of the communist regime in Bulgaria in 1990, an ensuing
economic crisis catalyzed a new wave of migration to Turkey. In contrast to earlier
migratory movements—those triggered by the violent dissolution of the Ottoman
Empire and the subsequent social engineering processes of emerging nation-
states—the motivations behind these more recent migrations were
predominantly economic. This shift in migratory patterns engendered a hierarchy
of acceptance, even among migrants hailing from the same region. In the
introductory chapter, “Shielding Hope”, Parla delineates the overarching
framework of the book, illustrating the limitations of Turkey's migration and
citizenship regime, which initially embraced Bulgaristanli migrants through the
rhetoric of kinship but began encountering its structural boundaries by 1990. She
explicitly outlines her aim to critically examine the nation-state-driven migration
and citizenship policies of Turkey, positioning her work in dialogue with the
existing academic discourse on the subject.

“The Historical Production of Hope”, opens with a detailed examination of the
transformation of Turkey's migration and citizenship regime, which, for much of
the 20th century, favored individuals of “Turkic origin” and readily granted
citizenship to groups with cultural affinities to Turkish heritage. However, this
preferential treatment culminated in a significant shift with the enactment of the
Citizenship Law in 2009. Parla uses this historical juncture to establish a nuanced
framework for understanding the relative privileges embedded within Turkey's
migration policies, particularly as they pertain to the post-1990 influx of
Bulgaristanli migrants. Drawing on both historical and legal perspectives, she
identifies the "hope” that emerged from the relative privilege these migrants
experienced in comparison to previous waves. This hope, Parla argues, was
grounded in the historical continuity of Turkey's ethnic-based policies, which,
although modified by the changing political landscape, continued to offer
favorable treatment to those of Turkish descent. Through vivid personal narratives
of Gulbiye and Elmas, Parla underscores how regime violence and economic
deprivation intertwined to fuel migration from Bulgaria. Moreover, she traces the
establishment of migrant associations by earlier Bulgarian migrants, emphasizing
their critical role in facilitating the citizenship struggles of their more recent
counterparts. In doing so, Parla highlights the complex dynamics of migration as
both a legal and social process, shaped by both state policies and the lived
experiences of individuals navigating these shifting terrains.




The second chapter, titled Entitled Hope, explores the sense of entitlement
among Bulgaristanli migrants, exemplified by Nebaniye, who believes that, unlike
migrants from regions such as Georgia, Uzbekistan, or Africa, her ethnic
connection to Turkey as “kin” guarantees her inherent right to citizenship (p. 69).
Despite the legal challenges they face, Bulgaristanli migrants continue to
perceive themselves as more privileged due to their ethnic ties to Turkey, even
though they share the same legal status as other migrant groups in the post-1990
period. By examining the transformation of Turkey's migration and citizenship
regime, Parla underscores how the historical legacy of kinship-based privilege
shapes the self-perception of these migrants, despite the evolving legal
landscape. This sense of privilege stands in stark contrast to the precarious
experiences of other migrant groups, such as Festus Okey, a Nigerian footballer
whose tragic and mysterious death in police custody highlights the stark disparity
in treatment compared to the relatively favorable reception extended to
Bulgaristanli like Nurcan and Hosgul.

The third chapter, titled Precarious Hope, presents a detailed analysis of the
precariousness inherent in the experiences of Bulgaristanli migrants, with a
particular focus on gender and generational hierarchies of vulnerability. Through
Ayse Parla's extensive fieldwork, the chapter examines how the intersection of
gender and ethnicity shapes the experiences of Bulgaristanli migrant women,
who, despite their relative privilege due to their ethnic kinship, are nonetheless
subjected to gendered violence and marginalization. The chapter also explores
the vulnerabilities faced by children, who, like women, occupy the lower rungs of
the hierarchy of precariousness within migration. Parla reveals how, in the 1990s
and early 2000s, Bulgaristanli children were smuggled across borders by
"channelers" and faced uncertain access to education in Turkey. This chapter
underscores how state and associative mechanisms interact with migrants’
citizenship struggles and how these migrants' lives are framed within both
gendered and ethnically inflected discourses.

The fourth chapter, titled Nostalgia as Hope, critically examines the rhetoric
framing migration from communist Balkan countries, particularly Bulgaria, as an
escape by soydas[3] from communist persecution between 1950 and 1989. With
the fall of communist regimes, this justification for migration lost its relevance in
Turkey. Parla explores how the shift in migration and citizenship policies, along
with the transition to a free-market economy, has reshaped migrants' memories
of communism.

[3] The rhetoric of soydas is a discourse used by Turkey during the Cold War to legitimize the
migration of Turkish and Muslim minorities from communist Balkan countries by emphasizing
their shared ethnic and cultural ties.




She interrogates this rhetoric while also delving into the persistent nostalgia for
komunizma (p.138) which continues to shape the memories of migrants despite
the violence they have experienced. The recollections of Bulgaria's communist
past are multifaceted, especially regarding women's participation in the labor
market. While some view this involvement as an attempt to erase Turkish and
Muslim identities and impose a double burden, others interpret it as a step
toward women's emancipation (p.143-150). Through the personal stories of
migrant women, Parla demonstrates how these individuals reconstruct their
memories of communism considering their current migration experiences. This
chapter, therefore, reveals the complex intersection of historical memory, gender,
and migration within shifting political landscapes.

In the conclusion, titled Troubling Hope, Parla begins with a dialogue about hope
between Gulcan, who has lived undocumented for three years, and her sister
Nefiye, who still holds a valid residence permit, as they wait in line at the
Foreigners' Department. Gulcan, with little chance of benefiting from the 2011
amnesty, says to her sister, who has no chance at all: “But don't say things like that
again to make my hope empty.” (p. 164) After this poignant moment of unfulfilled
hope, Parla shifts the focus from Bulgaristanli migrants to a broader intellectual
discussion of hope. In the epilogue, A Note on Method, or Hopeful Waiting in
Lines, reflects on the methodological choices that shaped the field research for
this book. This research is a successful example of the anthropology of waiting,
exploring how the experience of waiting becomes a space of anticipation,
powerlessness, and, often, prolonged uncertainty for migrants. Waiting is an
integral part of the migrant experience, deeply shaping their narratives of hope,
frustration, and survival. Through the lens of waiting, Parla examines the socio-
political and emotional dimensions that define the precarious lives of migrants,
emphasizing how waiting is not simply a passive moment, but a significant site
where identities, power dynamics, and aspirations are continuously negotiated.

Parla’s study is based on a well-structured three-phase ethnographic research.
The first phase is her doctoral research, conducted between 2002 and 2003, which
explores how Bulgarian Turks, expelled from Bulgaria in 1989 and migrated to
Turkey, were both embraced as “ethnic kin” and marginalized as “Bulgarian
migrants.” The second, and most significant, phase of the fieldwork spans 48
months from 2008 to 2013. The third and final phase consists of an additional 12-
month fieldwork conducted in 2013 (p. ix-xii).




During her ethnographic research, she also visited Bulgaria with her interlocutors.
Her observations of everyday life in Bulgaria during these visits helped her better
understand why these migrants continue to nourish hopes of obtaining Turkish
citizenship. However, Parla does not fully address the northern-southern divide
among Bulgaristanli Turks, even though she mentions it in the methodology
section. Most of her interviewees are from the northern region, which means their
experiences are shaped by greater influences from communism and Bulgarian
culture. This distinction is not consistently reflected in her analysis, as all the
women whose stories are presented in the chapters are from the northern region.




