
Review of ‘An Armenian Village in Turkey: An Identity Squeezed Between 
Inherited Memories and Future Prospects’

(Second Critical Response to Elif Kanca’s “An Armenian Village in Turkey: An Identity 
Squeezed Between Inherited Memories and Future Prospects”)

This article is quite informative and detailed. Nevertheless, I have developed four 
recommendations that would further improve, in my opinion, the quality and the readability 
of her work, both content-wise and from the point of view of paragraphs’ organisation. 
Provided that I have a rather different background if compared to the author’s disciplinary 
field (Anthropology), I will make my points in reference to my studies and experiences 
(Politics and International Relations), wishing that my review will contribute to an inter-
disciplinary dialogue and exchange. 

First of all, the overall impression has been affected by a thin argumentative structure: while 
the descriptive parts are very interesting, I find them not very balanced with the ‘analytic’ 
sections. In other words, sometimes it has been difficult to keep track of the core argument: I 
would suggest to explicit the theoretical puzzle, and the research/cognitive questions, before 
putting forward the author’s creative findings and interpretation of the facts. 

Secondly, the author refers to her fieldwork research, from which she has drawn some 
empirical results. Fieldwork research occupies a fundamental role in my field of study, 
especially when it comes to area studies and the analysis of phenomena at the micro-, sub-
systemic level. The collection of originally-generated data in the field provides the research 
with an ethnographic depth which should not be underestimated. 

For that reason, I would recommend spending a few more words about the methodology 
employed by the author in the field and the techniques adopted by her not only to collect the 
data, but also to analyse them. For example, in the paper the author has mentioned the use 
of interviews: which was the target group? What about the rationale for selecting the 
interviewees (in case of non-random sampling…)? Could the author disclose any details 
about the timing and the location of the interviews (if relevant)? What kind of interview has 
she carried out (i.e. questionnaires, in-depth interviews, ‘guided conversations’). These 
details would provide the reader with a clearer framework of methodological reference.

Content-wise, my attention has been particularly captured by two ideas. On the one hand, 
the concept of ‘the other’ is a very interesting one; therefore I warmly recommend exploring 
it further. A number of International Relations (IR) scholars have dealt with identity 
formation through the lenses of ‘othering’, intended as the process of construction of the 
‘self ’ through the identification of differences and disassociation vis-à-vis other groupings: in 
other words, through the construction of boundary markers. Iver Neumann, among others, 
pioneered the study of ‘othering’ in International Relations, admitting that the 
conceptualization of collective identity formation draws on ‘the study of ethnic groups, 
subcultures, villages and other small-scale collectives’ (Neumann 1996: 142). 
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Vakıflı might emerge as an even more fascinating case study, if the author wishes to exploit 
the different nuances of ‘otherness’ and problematize diverse imaginations of the same 
community: is there any variation in how Vakıflı is self-perceived and self-represented by its 
inhabitants (i.e. generational variation, gender variation, variation in case of people involved 
in migration flows)? Which categories of people living in Vakıflı are more involved in the 
processes of ‘othering’ and in which terms? How do the different narratives about ‘the other’ 
materialize? How do they coexist and how are they contested? In the paper, the idea of the 
other emerges as an ‘object’ whereas it would be interesting to think about it in terms of 
subjects (i.e. drivers and agencies of the process of ‘othering’, see also Jensen 2011). 

On the other hand, I would love to read a more comprehensive reflection about the role of 
memory in the construction of the Vakifli’s identities—‘identities’ has been purposefully put 
in plural form here, meaning: i. the multiple identities of people living in Vakıflı (is there any 
identity contestation among them? Is it possible to have explain it through the lenses of the 
researches about the ‘symbolic society’?); ii. the urban identities of the village’s spaces and 
places; iii. Vakifli’s ‘touristic’ identity (the brand of the village and how the village is 
represented in the tourists’ minds). 

The reference to the spatialization of the memory is extremely fascinating concept, and I 
would suggest to explicit further its ‘duality’: on the one hand, how Vakifli’s inhabitants live 
and interpret their cultural heritage, and on the other hand, how tourism economy is trying 
to sell it. 

In the article, there is a starting point mentioning this ‘duality’: thus the author refers to the 
fact that the project of building a museum has been abandoned, due to the villagers’ 
reticence vis-à-vis the exhibition of their families’ souvenirs, not to be catalogued, disclosed 
and exposed as folkloristic pieces. I found this passage an excellent cue, to be further 
explored according to the opposition between private and public identities and their 
different mode of expression and embodiment. 

Finally, I think that the article includes several good ideas, which are in embryo at this stage; 
they are interesting food for thought but they are all presented in an underexplored shape. 
All in all, the author’s assertions should be more systematically complemented with the 
empirics that she surely masters. Furthermore, this work should pave the way to a more 
sustained interdisciplinary orientation. For example, the literature belonging to the area of 
‘Economic Anthropology’ can be helpful in order to make sense of the linkage between the 
parts about Vakifli’s touristic identity and the villagers’ construction of their collective ‘self ’.

- Alessandra Russo is PhD-candidate in Politics, Human Rights and Sustainability at the 
Sant’Anna School of Advanced Studies, Italy    alessandra.russo@sssup.it 
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