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1. Introduction

Throughout most of human history, humans have inhabited or coexisted
with nature. This existence was largely predicated on a perception of the world as
an interconnected, living whole, in which the boundary between the human and
the non-human was often fluid and permeable. In the 16th and 17th centuries,
however, humanity’s view of the universe changed radically. The conception
of an organic universe centered on a living, feminine Earth was replaced by a
mechanistic worldview. Nature was no longer perceived as an active and living
entity, but as a passive, lifeless machine open to human control and exploitation.
This was the result not only of scientific, cultural and industrial revolutions, but
also of instincts as old as human history. Indeed, perhaps the most destructive
of these instincts, the urge to destroy?, has intensified the degradation of nature,
first under the guise of positivism, then humanism-liberalism, and finally
nationalism. Furthermore, this situation is an intellectual reflection of social
codes and cultural patterns that the mechanization process could not completely
eliminate, but increasingly dominated and controlled (Grossmann, 2009). Any
analysis of the modern environmental crisis is therefore incomplete without
a critique of its philosophical and ideological foundations. Accordingly, the
present study begins by defining its fundamental concepts.

Following this mechanical turn, a new moral justification for hierarchy
began to emerge. This signaled the rise of anthropocentrism, as a product of
humanism, enlightenment, and liberalism, and contributed to the formation of
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a subject that justified the domination of nature. This view, which equates value
only with human rationality and wealth, reduced nature to a mere resource and
redefined its value only in terms of its usefulness to human activities. According
to the prevailing view, with this transformation, the organic cosmos or “nature”
centered on a living female Earth has been reconstructed as a dead and passive
concept that must be dominated and controlled by humans (Merchant, 1990).
This approach, often described as a paradigm shift, rendered the concept of a
living universe or intrinsically valuable nature scientifically “incomprehensible”.
It also reduced traditional views and knowledge of nature to superstition, and
made it inevitable to create concepts aimed at manipulating its regularities and
systems for the control of knowledge and domination over nature.

The mechanistic worldview is generally defined by the assumption that
nature is not a living entity with intrinsic value, but rather a complex system
governed by predictable physical laws. If nature is a machine, it becomes
something that can be dismantled, understood, and reassembled for the
common “purpose” of humanity or mankind.> Descartes’ characterization of
animals as unconscious automatons (Descartes, 2006) using his example of a
monkey is important for manipulating nature and eliminating guilt. From this
perspective, even animals are regarded as automatons/machines. Consequently,
the moral barriers to viewing other natural elements such as forests and rivers as
nothing more than timber or kinetic energy are effectively removed. Scientific
forestry and the concept of the “Normalbaum” (standardized tree) (Scott, 1998)
are also important examples of the manipulation and instrumentalization of
nature. This technique, which is the product of an effort to reduce the forest
to a single perspective or mathematical calculation, was a German project
undertaken in the belief that it would facilitate the calculation of revenues and,
consequently, taxation. However, although initially successful, it ultimately led
to the disappearance of forest ecosystems and an increase in harmful species.
Attempts to artificially reintegrate these ecosystems or specific organisms into
the system were only partially successful. The project of “regenerative forestry”
(Scott, 1998) was thus fundamentally flawed from the outset, as it aimed to
establish a virtual ecology while denying fundamental ecological diversity.

However, in order to fully understand the radical nature of this divergence in
the 16th century, it is essential to recognize that the differentiation in humanity’s
understanding of nature did not begin at that time. The “instincts as old as
human history” that contributed to this change operated in the framework
of a comprehension that goes back to the dawn of consciousness. The organic

3 In this context, “Rule I and Rule II in Book III, of Newton's Philosophiz Naturalis Principia Mathematica”
(Newton, 1846, p. 384) are widely regarded as foundational. According to a substantial number of social
scientists, this is the point at which nature becomes simplified, knowable, and its laws universal.
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worldview that preceded the mechanistic model was not a new invention, but
the culmination of thousands of years of human experience and thought. From
the animistic beliefs of early hunter-gatherers, who saw spirits in every rock
and river, to complex agrarian mythologies that linked human survival to the
cyclical life and death of nature’s gods, humanity has always sought to define its
place in a world perceived as overwhelmingly powerful and vital. This ancient
connection consisted of awe, reverence, fear and dependence, and formed
deeply rooted cultural and ethical frameworks. The mechanistic revolution was
therefore not the beginning of humanity’s relationship with nature, but a violent
overturning of a pre-existing, deeply embedded and much older understanding.
For the purposes of this study, however, the analysis will remain focused on the
centuries in which ideologies were influential.

Positivism, with its emphasis on empirical evidence and measurable data,
has systematically devalued traditional, non-mechanistic understandings of the
natural world. This has rendered the conception of a living world scientifically
“incomprehensible” and led to the reduction of such views to superstition.
The development of conceptual frameworks for understanding, explaining,
and manipulating natural systems and regularities has thus become inevitable
for the control and utilization of knowledge. As this use and control became
intertwined with ideologies, it intensified in parallel with the use of reductionist
violence. Just as Nature and Culture have been increasingly juxtaposed, the
relationship between Nationalism and Nature has acquired a similarly complex
character.

It is also necessary to address anthropocentrism as another expression of
humanism and liberalism mentioned above. The approach, which equates value
solely with human reason and well-being and reduces nature to a resource in this
context, has provided a new moral justification for the hierarchical logic of the
old paradigm and defined value in terms of its usefulness to human endeavor.
The sanctification of individual property rights has increasingly legitimized
the partitioning of land and the intensification of exploitation, and has almost
permanently separated economic activity from ecological responsibility. The rise
of nationalism has combined this exploitative hierarchical order, which places
humans at the center of the universe, with the ambitions of states. Consequently,
the power and prestige of nations have come to be measured by their industrial
production capacity and their control over natural resources.

The desire to control or dominate nature is often reframed as a matter
of national security, thereby linking the control of nature with geopolitical
strategies. Although geopolitical projects pursue different primary objectives,
their shared commitment to subjugating the natural world constitutes a
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significant common ground. From this ideological foundation, a justification for
destruction emerges, framed as a necessary precondition for advancing scientific
reality, humanism, and national destiny.

2. Bending Concepts Towards Nature

The modern tendency to refer to nature as the “environment”, thereby
externalizing it, is symptomatic of a profound historical change. To understand
this, we must compare our present situation with first nature. This was not
a world free of humans, but rather the natural world as experienced by early
human communities living in close integration with it. In this state of deep
interconnection, there was no distinct “environment” to be externalized;
humanity was an intrinsic part, the ultimate “insider”, living within the rhythms,
peculiar regularities and irregularities of the world.

The concept of the “insider” will be considered in this study along with
its contrast. Before addressing the concept of “outsider”, it is essential to
briefly mention the concepts of first and second nature in order to explain the
conceptual framework of this study (Bookchin, 1991). While first nature can
be understood as the pristine, wild environment untouched by human hands,
second nature is the “constructed” or modified environment that emerges as
a result of human intervention, such as agricultural lands or urban centers.
The dynamic between these two forms of nature directly affects our sense of
belonging. An individual may feel like an “insider” in the familiar, constructed
landscape of a city (second nature), or even “in nature” in a constructed or
national park, while in the untamed wilderness of first nature they may feel like
a complete “outsider” or, in some cases, the reverse.

The separation we now feel is a product of second nature. This is the
world built by dominating, modifying and controlling the first one: cultivated
fields, managed forests and sprawling cities. The creation of this second nature
fragments the original sense of wholeness. From within this constructed reality,
we see a separate “‘environment”. Thus, the modern feeling of being “alien” to
nature is not just an abstract idea, but a lived reality arising from the fact that
we now live primarily in a second, human-made world.

In this particular context, it is necessary to reconsider the definition of
nationalism. Nationalism can be defined as an ideological construct that
combines a homogenous “Culture” with a demarcated and controlled “Nature”.
It asserts that a particular people (nation) have an inherent, almost biological
claim to a particular territory (homeland). In this context, the natural world is
no longer defined as a complex, living system, but rather thought of as a national
asset and a type of resource to be used. While positivism derives measurable laws

109



Current Issues of Turkish Nationalism in the 21 Century

and regularities from the disorder/unknown of the cosmos, nationalism derives
a simplified, unified identity from the complex reality of different peoples
and ecosystems, making the issue more predictable and understandable. The
resulting framework is one in which land is enclosed, forests are reduced to
timber, rivers are transformed into energy resources, and a broader movement
occurs from abstract multiplicity towards concrete singularity.

An examination of this transformation reveals that it engenders direct and
long-term consequences. Among these, the most significant is arguably the shift
in political attitudes towards nature. Natural elements such as rivers, forests,
and mountains have traditionally been regarded as possessing inherent value
due to their intrinsic ecological significance and/or their local and regional
benefits. However, it is now increasingly proposed that these elements should
be considered valuable to the extent that they serve a purpose, that is, to the
extent that they can be instrumentalized. This redefines nature and natural
elements. The utilization of natural elements is evolving from a mere response
to environmental degradation to a strategic imperative with the potential to
fortify the nation-state and safeguard its future. Consequently, any action that
aligns with this objective can be conceptualized as a manifestation of patriotism.
This condition, in which land and other natural elements are subjected to
forms of delimitation or determination, enables their use as instruments in
the construction of sociological identity and, when necessary, social division,
manifesting as a distinction between “insiders” and “outsiders”. When Turkish
nationalism is examined in this light, it becomes evident that phenomena
capable of being transformed into such instruments have been established. As
the historical record suggests, similar patterns can be identified in numerous
ancient Turkish communities. In the context of the transition from community
to society and statehood, the process of instrumentalization becomes more
clearly observable.

It may be consistently argued that nationalist processes of redefining/
reshaping nature have led to its strategic manipulation, both spatially and
qualitatively. Essentially, when one considers that the social unconscious also
comes into play, or that it never fully ceased to be influential, it can be suggested
that social perceptions of nature and culture, and even social decay in general, are
fundamental elements. According to this perception, the significance attributed
to natural elements derives not only from their intrinsic values, but also from
their historical depth and roots. Modern nation-states, through these natural
elements that have become symbols, have sought to establish a redefined/
altered connection for the sake of instrumentalization, claiming prehistoric
origins. The redefined nature, symbols, and historical roots can actually be
considered a major deviation or gap. This gap may enable states to act selectively,
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discriminatorily, and discontinuously regarding their historical origins and to
create instrumentalized myths. In addition, it may transform the distinction
between “insiders” and “outsiders” into a more concrete conceptual category.
The nation-states’ “partisan” appropriation and redefinition of nature is one of
the most important causes of the persistent tension between nationalism and
nature, as it once again confirms that there are gaps and flawed moments that
set the stage for the domination of nature.

3. Dilemma of Two N's (Nature and Nationalism)

An examination of the origins of property and borders reveals some of
the reasons behind the dichotomy between nationalism and nature. In the
philosophical framework proposed by John Locke, the concept of the “state of
nature” is not inherently a condition of warfare; rather, it is a social order that is
governed by reason and the principles of natural law. In this state, the world and
its resources are collectively owned by all humanity. The discussion regarding
property and the “determination of boundaries” begins with the individual’s
right to property, which Locke contended emanates from labor. According
to the labor theory of property, individuals possess ownership over their own
bodies, and this ownership extends to the value of labor performed by said
body. The combination of labor and a common resource by an individual results
in the removal of the resource from the state of common ownership and its
subsequent transformation into private property (Locke, 1980, p. 21). As Locke
further elucidates, this action constitutes the primary and inherent rationale
for enclosure and the establishment of boundaries. As Locke states “As much
land as a man tills, plants, improves, cultivates, and can use the product of, so
much is his property.” The functionality of this system is contingent upon the
adherence of individuals to the Lockean proviso, which stipulates the principle
of appropriating only what is immediately utilitarian and before it becomes
spoiled, leaving “enough, and as good” for others.

The transition from the state of nature to socialization, as mentioned above,
paved the way for the institutionalization of the concept of private property.
In particular, the rise of population, the concept of surplus value, and the
invention of money brought about an increase in the frequency and complexity
of conflicts and disputes over land, resources, and justice. Locke referred to these
problems as the “imperfections” of the state of nature. The lack of a known
and/or established law, the absence of an impartial judge to resolve disputes,
and the lack of an authority to enforce just decisions are considered the most
significant of these flaws (Locke, 1980). Each person is the executor of natural
law and their own judge, inevitably resulting in a cycle of prejudice, bias, and
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conflict. The safeguarding of what Locke generally defines as “lives, liberties,
and property” is achieved through individuals’ voluntary entry into social
contracts. By delegating jurisdiction and enforcement powers to a common
authority, individuals paved the way for the emergence of government, whose
primary purpose is to protect property and administer justice impartially. Thus,
the complexities of conflicts and disagreements that arose on these issues are
considered resolved.

Nation-states, by their nature, seek to establish strong sovereignty over
their own territories. This, in turn, transforms the natural environment from a
universal common good into a limited national territory through agriculture,
infrastructure, industry, and the demarcation of borders. From a universal
perspective, this can be interpreted as a major enclosure. It accelerates the
transformation of nature into a national resource, a kind of colonial state to be
managed, controlled, and dominated primarily for the nation’s economic and
strategic interests. Essentially, the dilemma between nationalism and nature
begins precisely at this point. One of the pragmatic goals of nationalism is to
secure and utilize resources within its borders for its own people. This one-sided
attitude and the policies developed accordingly do not only foster a persistent
indifference to the health of the global ecosystem but also threaten the resources
that the nation-states seek to control.* In this sense, the “imperfections” that
Locke identified in the state of nature are reproduced by nation states on a
global scale. At the international level, sovereign nation-states find themselves
in a form of “global state of nature”. There is a decisive and deterrent global
authority vacuum for enforcing environmental laws, adjudicating disputes over
shared resources like the oceans and atmosphere, or compelling nations to act
in accordance with global or collective interests, even when these conflict with
their own priorities. Consequently, each state acts as a judge who prioritizes its
own interests, leading to a global “tragedy of the commons”— characterized
by resource depletion at the level of exploitation, “strong” nation-states acting
in a state of nature and directing their political and economic pressures on
“weaker” nation-states to use environmental resources, and the escalation of
climate change. The roots of the modern environmental crisis lie in the fact
that sovereign states, which Locke proposed as a solution to insecurity and

4 'This situation can also be described by the concept of “resource nationalism”. According to this concept,
“resource nationalism” emerges as a form of nationalist rhetoric that glorifies and sanctifies national
resources linked to the land as a shared value. In reality, only a very small minority of the population
benefits from the extraction and, in a sense, exploitation of these resources. Natural resources are largely
presented as belonging to the “nation”, which refers to the upper elites. Resource nationalism is generally
indifferent to the extraction of fossil fuels and its negative consequences. This situation often presents
itself as contrary to the interests of multinational corporations, but almost always pursues policies that are
compatible/parallel with them (Conversi, 2020, p. 6).
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disorder, have reproduced the same anarchic dilemma at the global level, leading
to environmental disasters.

This multifaceted and profound crisis, rooted in the foundational logic of
the modern state, has forced humanity to philosophically redefine their place
in the world, and even in the universe. At this point, the contributions of
Michel Serres and Luc Ferry to the literature are also worth mentioning. Serres
stands out as a philosophical iconoclast with his radical ideas advocating a
complete break with Western tradition and thought. Accordingly, he argues that
the Enlightenment’s “Social Contract”, by treating it merely as an agreement
between humans, automatically becomes invalid when approached universally.
Serres proposes a new agreement, the “Natural Contract”, which defines the
planet not as a passive possession or resource, but as an active partner in a
symbiotic relationship (Serres, 1995). As Serres points out, the challenges posed
by the steady increase in climate change, pollution, and ecological instability
clearly demonstrate that humanity’s seemingly “unrivaled” war against nature
has entered a new phase, the effects of which are now much more difficult
to avoid. Therefore, the Natural Contract can also be described as a kind of
unilateral ceasefire call and requires accepting that relations with the planet must
be reorganized in a holistic manner, recognizing it as an active entity.

At the core of Serres” argument is the notion of establishing “ontological
equality” between humanity and the natural world. This approach necessitates
the conceptualization of nature as a legal entity, endowed with rights and
susceptible to being subjected to unjust actions. This standpoint represents a
direct challenge to the prevailing Lockean framework, which perceives nature
as mere property. Serres invites us to conceptualize a world wherein a river, a
forest, or an ecosystem can be the subject of legal proceedings not predicated
on human value, but rather on the right to exist. This standpoint entails the
“removal of humans from the center” and thus the transition of humans from a
position of universal sovereignty to that of beings inhabiting a planet that does
not belong to them (Serres, 1995). The philosophy under discussion here aims
to reposition humanity within the web of life, rather than elevating it above
other living beings.

Luc Ferry offers a more moderate yet equally compelling argument. Ferry
acknowledges the urgency and seriousness of the ecological crisis, but takes a
controversial stance on the idea of “removing humans from the center” (Ferry,
1995). He continues to contend that the entire structure of law, rights, and
ethics is human-made and that this debate can therefore only apply to beings
who can be deemed responsible for their actions. He questions the legitimacy of
attributing “rights” to a mountain, expressing concern that such an action could
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ultimately weaken the concept of human rights, not so much because of its nature
but because of its consequences, leading to the emergence of a legal structure
that could undermine human rights. Therefore, he proposes an “anthropocentric
ecology” interpretation. According to this, the fundamental responsibility lies
not in the natural environment itself but in the conceptualization of nature. The
logic underlying environmental protection activities stems not from the idea
that the environment inherently possesses rights, but from the acceptance that
an unspoiled and sustainable planet is essential for the dignity, well-being and
survival of both present and future generations.

Ferry’s framework does not necessitate a radical departure from the
humanist tradition; rather, it advocates for its expansion. This philosophy is
characterized by an enlightened anthropocentrism that understands human
interests as intrinsically connected to ecological management. The philosophical
tension between Serres” deep ecology and Ferry’s expanded humanism helps to
explain the contradictory behavior of the modern state. While Serres” appeal to
regard nature as an equal partner remains a radical and ambitious goal, Ferry’s
model offers a logic that is more compatible with the prevailing nation-state
system. This model enables a nation to safeguard and administer its natural
environment not solely as a source of material resources but also as a repository
of aesthetic, cultural, and symbolic values that are essential to the formation
of national identity (Serres, 1995). This standpoint has the capacity to provide
a comparatively more pragmatic paradigm for comprehending the manner in
which nature can be both commercially exploited and elevated to a state of
sacred symbolism. Nevertheless, it is subject to censure from deep ecologists on
the grounds that it is “anthropocentric”.

In the periods when myths were created or compiled, nature and natural
elements often played silent yet indispensable roles. From the ancient plane
tree to the eagle, all the natural symbols a nation possesses become woven into
the fabric of its existence, becoming powerful symbols of collective identity,
resilience, and exceptionalism.” Attributing an identity to nature and rooting
national sentiments in natural elements is a phenomenon as old as nations
themselves. Many myths attribute identity and spirit to mountains, forests,
rivers, plains, and many other diverse natural elements. Therefore, these elements
are not merely geographical features but witnesses of societies and their history,
characters believed to have influenced the formation of their national character.

The greening of nationalism extends beyond the era of second nature, or, in

5 In this context, a similarity can perhaps be drawn with the concept of Mythomoteur. The concept refers to
a specific ethnic group, a specific purpose bestowed by (founding) myth. Derived from the French words
mit and motor, the word can also be thought of as “founding myth”. Quoted from Ramon d'Abadal i de
Vinyals; (Armstrong, 1982, pp. 8-9,69)
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modern terms, lifeless landscapes.6 A nation’s nature and natural elements can
be brought to the service of national symbolism and nationalism through simple
effort. The oak tree, with its deep roots and resilience, has become a metaphor
for resilience in the English nation. There is also an oak tree considered the
royal tree, partly due to its connection to the story of Charles II (Hughes,
1857). In the Turkish landscape, the maple tree, a tree with roots stretching
back to prehistoric Central Asia, and the gray wolf or deer, symbols of Turkish
mythology, have strong ties to social and historical origins. In the East, the
elephant, symbolizing wisdom and strength, and the tiger, symbolizing power
and ferocity, hold a prominent place in the cultural and national iconography
of many Asian countries. Once again, these elements are not merely inanimate
symbols or natural elements but living symbols with tangible connections to a
shared social and historical heritage, albeit with abstract origins.

The existence of a concrete connection between a symbol and the thing it
symbolizes creates a powerful relationship that leads to it being perceived as a
direct reflection of a species or landscape, or, in a broader sense, of ecological
well-being or the vitality of a nation. Environmental protection efforts can
become intertwined with patriotism; the protection of tigers, deer, or oak trees
can transcend being merely an environmental action and become a means of
preserving the national spirit, manifesting itself as a defense of the heritage
of ancestors. The degradation of these internalized natural symbols through
disease, deforestation, or poaching can be interpreted as a sign of national
decay or governance failure. In this way, the “greening of nationalism” should
be transformed into a new debate about national identity, where ecological
discourse, the well-being of the environment, and the well-being of the nation
are inseparable and often politically intertwined.

This politicization process can be narrow-minded and often exclusionary
toward nature. While an environmental protection policy engaged in political
ideologies is sometimes described as “eco-nationalism™, the concept goes beyond
this and is also considered a metaphor for protecting a nation’s ecological and
cultural structure from foreign influences. In other words, environmentalism
or environmental protection activities can be used and instrumentalized to
strengthen national borders and cultural structures. When developing policies
related to transnational issues such as climate change, their reflection in issues
that reinforce the domestic political agenda can also be achieved in this way.

6 In the discussion of this study, it should not be forgotten that the concept of the greening of nationalism
should not be perceived solely as a modern social movement, as this would lead to anachronism. The current
debate also concerns the historical extension of the concept's origins.

7 The concept of eco-nationalism, alternatively referred to as ecological nationalism or green nationalism,
can be defined as a combination of the principles of nationalism and green politics.
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The hypothesis that nature and culture are not opposites but a single,
intertwined whole can show us the path along which ecology and identity
progress.® This historically co-evolved state of being can, as previously mentioned,
liberate itself from the assumption of a necessary conflict within the context of
the universality of nation-states and environmental policies. This unity, which
holds a strong potential for environmental action, can mobilize a political will
capable of garnering public support when conservation activities are framed
not merely as an abstract goal but as a patriotic duty to protect a shared and
living natural heritage. For example, mobilizing public opinion to rehabilitate
a polluted river or to reestablish symbolic natural landscapes (afforestation,
etc.) within the national memory becomes more achievable and applicable as a
political goal when this is perceived as “healing” a part of the national psyche.
The connection between nature, identity, and conservation psychology is also
supported by studies in conservation psychology (Clayton & Myers, 2009).
This confirms that emotional and/or cultural attachments to nature are far more
powerful motivators than rational and economic arguments. The enduring
success of many national park systems is an example; they are seen as both
ecological sanctuaries and valuable and unique treasures of national identity.

Eco-nationalism or green nationalism, although it evokes positive
connotations, ultimately stands out as a product of the old paradigm. While the
impulse to protect often gravitates toward charismatic symbols such as scenic
and majestic mountains and animals, less aesthetically pleasing or attention-
grabbing aspects like the conservation of wetlands and basins, the protection
of forest areas, and systematic waste reduction and recycling efforts are often
neglected. Yet an ecological homeland is a unified whole. Whether viewed from
a national or global perspective, it has a structure that cannot be separated
in terms of protecting its elements. The spiritual and cultural components
of nationalism strive to intertwine eco-nationalism with ecologist demands
(Margulies, 2021), while also legitimizing nature as a type of environmental
resource and preparing the ground for its perpetual exploitation. This situation
has become an inescapable trap, particularly under the influence of capitalism.

As outlined in previous parts, this study has sought to demonstrate the
interrelationships between nature, environment, ecology, and nationalism
within historical and ideological contexts. The subsequent part will delve into
the intricate nature of the theoretical framework surrounding the issue, along
with its practical ramifications. The central theme will be an exploration of how
nationalism and nature can be harmoniously integrated.

8 According to Jane Dawson's definition, “The synthesis of environmentalism, national identity, and the
struggle for justice - which has been referred to as eco-nationalism” (Dawson, 2000, p. 27).
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4. Bending the Policy Towards Nature

Climate change and its impacts, the reckless consumption of resources, and
the resulting debates on environmental protection and environmental policies
have become a strategic imperative not only for political parties focused on the
environment but for all political parties, just as they are for sovereign states.
This imperative is also closely related to the increasing intensification of climate
debates and the emergence of a kind of polarization. Nature is still far from
being accepted as a socially consensual global heritage rather than merely a
local one. Even in relation to cultural and national identity, it functions not as
a site of consensus but as a field of debate and struggle. Therefore, how political
parties act in this regard will determine their potential to form coalitions, if
necessary, for meaningful climate and nature action. Nationalist political parties,
as one of the most important actors in this respect, will be given a special place,
recognizing that identity, culture, and nature do not conflict with each other
but rather develop side by side.

The process of developing pro-nature policies requires a broad social
consensus that transcends the right-left divide. The potential of the greening of
nationalism stems primarily from its inclusion of key concepts that can meld
nature and nationalism. Combining climate action or environmental protection
with patriotism or nationalism is perhaps the most important way to activate
this potential. Efforts to preserve natural elements as a form of heritage for
future generations can thus gain a political basis. Leveraging these dynamics
will also generate interest among citizens who may be less receptive to scientific
arguments and more wary of climate change. Parties that can present a vision
of a green future in harmony with nature, not solely focused on economic
prosperity, will be able to secure the social consensus that will shape political
initiatives.

Much of the contemporary far right, especially populist party variants, still
exhibits a simplistic and reflexive opposition to green politics, which primarily
manifests as a “blocking stance” on climate change. This opposition generally
goes beyond simply denying the existence of human-induced climate change and
includes resistance to political responses and potential changes (Olsen, 2025).
Nevertheless, it is important to note that there are different versions of the
issue. The attitudes of mainstream political parties toward nature and climate
change generally parallel those of right-wing parties, reflecting a traditional
or established political stance. Rather than simply labeling it as anti-nature,
it is essential to recognize that there are differences between the national and
global environmental visions of nationalist parties in order to analyze the issue
correctly. Nationalist parties act with a unique and exclusionary perspective
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on the relationship between the environment and the nation (Forchtner &
Olsen, 2023, p. 230). “It is easy to view the far right as an anti-environmental
movement rather than as a movement that expresses variations of environmental
values within a right-wing framework. This is a mistake. Failing to acknowledge
that a significant portion of the far right is ‘genuinely committed to ecology
and the natural world” prevents us from correctly reading the rapidly changing
political landscape” (Staudenmaier, 2021).

5. Conclusion

The literature on environmental policy and nature has not paid sufficient
attention to the relationship between nationalism and nature and how its
practice affects the structure of the nation-state. Nationalism, the dominant
ideology of the modern era, has profoundly influenced and shaped government
policies. We are still far from being able to say that a nature-oriented mental
transformation has been fully realized, both in practical applications and as
a paradigm (Conversi & Hau, 2021; Malesevi¢, 2019). The prediction that
the successive ecological crises of the 21st century will continue to intensify is
now firmly grounded in reality. Transforming nationalism’s destructive attitude
toward nature is essential, first and foremost, for the future of the concept itself.
Patriotism, one of society’s most valuable concepts of belonging, and specifically
the homeland as the piece of land on which we live, must be transformed into
a more resilient and flexible vision by linking all laws to the concept of the
ecological homeland. To achieve this, it is necessary to break away from the
positivist-humanist traditions of the 16th century and to put forward a new
ideal, such as the Ecological Homeland.

The relationship between nationalism and nature, with all its complexity
and destructive potential, can be reconsidered in light of current problems. In
modern nation-states, and specifically in Tiirkiye in this study, the metaphor of
the “paradise homeland” is unfortunately likened to a paradise surrounded by
fences. The danger of transforming the land we live on into a limited, symbolic,
and exploitable region is clear, even when considered from the second nature
perspective in the context of limited resources, both for nationalism and for
Tiirkiye’s future projections. Going beyond the concepts of “Sky Homeland,”
“Blue Homeland,” and “Green Homeland,” and bringing all these together
under the umbrella of an “Ecological Homeland” could make it possible to
develop an alternative to the humanist and competitive paradigm that fuels
exploitation.

There are many factors contributing to the high level of tension between
nationalism and nature. The ecological homeland perspective refuses to see only

118



Fences in Heaven: ‘The Possibility of Belonging' Between Two N's: Nature and Nationalism

the mountain and the minerals beneath it when looking at a mountain. Similarly,
when looking at a river, it refrains from seeing it as a flow of water that can be
harnessed for energy. Essentially, it advocates a holistic lifestyle and presents
the value of the ecosystem as intrinsic rather than instrumental. Ultimately,
defending the ecological homeland and all its values should not conflict with the
ideology of nationalism. Within this framework, nationalism must redefine itself
in the 21st century. It must reconstruct its conceptual framework in opposition
to the positivist paradigm that fails to recognize the intrinsic value of nature
and instead instrumentalizes it. When considering the metaphor of the “paradise
homeland” in Turkish nationalism alongside all actions that harm nature within
national borders, it becomes evident that this redefinition is necessary.

Therefore, perhaps the most crucial challenge here is to skillfully navigate the
dual nature of the issue. A nationalist ideology seeking to develop a progressive
and effective environmental policy must consciously and explicitly reject one-
sided, economically focused, and exclusionary political methods while utilizing
the motivation of love for the national land. This also highlights a form of critical
patriotism, with nationalist policies, presumably driven by patriotic motivations,
also requiring responsible management of environmental common resources
and a constructive role within the global ecosystem. To elaborate further, a
nation’s protection of its natural elements and the symbols derived from them,
not merely as a goal but as a fulfillment of its responsibility to the planet’s
shared biodiversity, is essential for the realization of the ecological homeland
vision. This will enable the greening of nationalism and the transformation of
patriotism into a sophisticated ethos that supports both local heritage and global
ecological citizenship.

As is apparent, there is no single path for the rapprochement of nature
and nationalism. In view of the significant contradictions associated with
establishing a social and political structure compatible with nature, and the
divergent views on this subject, it is not possible to address the issue in isolation
without considering the full ideological context. Instead, the solutions that
emerge are characterized by fragmentation, yet these fragments coalesce into
a coherent whole. Consequently, the notion that nationalism is inherently
incompatible with environmental concerns has become obsolete. It is now
widely accepted that the group known as “nationalist ecology” (or “right-wing
ecology”) represents a specific form or expression of modern environmentalism.
The concept of identity, held in common by both nationalism and nature, is
rooted in a sense of “belonging” in nature. This sense of belonging is particularly
evident in Turkish nationalism’s concept of the “nation-state” and the metaphor
of the “paradise homeland”. The capacity of Turkish nationalism to consolidate
its position in the political landscape of the 21st century is contingent upon
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its ability to reinterpret and reconceptualize these distinctive ecological
and sociological forms of expression. In order to achieve this objective, it is
necessary to develop new discourses characterized by an iconoclastic vision.
These discourses must break free from clichés and superficial repetitions of past
policies in party programs, and the archaic ties between the existing Turkish
national identity and nature must be revived.

As would be the case in a typical nation-state experiencing a late
Enlightenment, this problem creates an anachronism between Turkish
nationalism and nature. With its superficial view of nature, Turkish nationalism
reduces it to a phenomenon that can be instrumentalized, rather than engaging
with its meaning and content. It is imperative that traditional nationalism
evolves in the 21st century and becomes embedded in nature-oriented policies;
otherwise, it risks becoming ecologically irrelevant. In this respect, the concepts
of the Blue, Green, and Sky Homeland should be brought together under the
umbrella of the Ecological Homeland, and the pragmatic or economic aspects
of the issue should be secondary, while its intrinsic value and connection with
nature should be elevated to primary status. This transformation should be
embedded not only in nationalist parties but also in all lawmaking and decision-
making mechanisms, particularly mainstream parties. True national sovereignty
and the durability of the nation-state will be possible not through symbolic
sovereignty but through ecological belonging and freedom. In the 21st century,
it appears impossible to pursue economic and political interests alone while
remaining sustainable “despite nature.”
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