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The fact that the active and organized 
involvement of radical movements in 
Turkish politics is a recent develop
ment renders its investigation diffi
cult. To be meaningful, the terms 
“Left,” “Right,” and “Islamist” have 
to relate to specific situations, and 
against a background of freedom of 
action. In Turkey, therefore, the main 
field of study should be the years 
following the I960 Revolution — the 
period which is the main concern of 
this book.
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‘Novarum rerum cupidi...” 
Cicero, Pro Rabirio, 33
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PREFACE

Turkey is European in orientation, but has one of the lowest per-capita 
incomes and probably the highest rate of illiteracy in the Continent. These 
disadvantages are, to a great extent, offset by the determination of its 
leadership to modernize its economy and political culture. Turkey is 
indeed a fascinating country for the student of politics, no less than for 
the tourist. In recent years political analysts, both Turkish and others, 
have published an impressive body of research on modern Turkey. Its 
emphasis, however, appears to have been on the larger political forma
tions. On the Turkish political scene other aspects of domestic policies 
have been rather less thoroughly investigated. One of these is the current 
radicalization of politics, that is the tendency to adopt extreme ideolo
gical attitudes.

There are perhaps two main reasons for this neglect:
a. In relation to the total Turkish population of over thirty millions in 

the 1960’s, the number who actively participated in radical politics was 
small. However, like the drop of dye that suffuses the wool, it was they 
who colored the political life of the decade.1

b. The very newness of active and organized radical involvement in 
Turkish politics renders its investigation difficult. In order to be truly 
meaningful, “left” and “right” have to relate to a situation where they 
can be defined as such in the context of freedom of action. In Turkey, 
therefore, they should be studied chiefly in the years following the 1960 
Revolution— a period which is the main concern of this book.

In the following pages, the terms “left” and “right” will be used 
frequently. The fact that the Turks themselves employ them regularly 
in their press and political literature, as sol and sag, respectively, does 
not mean that they are exact equivalents of those terms when used in 
Europe or the United States. Such terms mean different things to different 
men and, as noted by Professor Lipset2 and others, their use varies from 
country to country (and from time to time inside countries, for that 
matter).

1 To give one instance: the term dewimci, which formerly meant “reformist,” 
acquired, through radical usage, the connotation of “revolutionary” — which is its 
almost-general meaning today.

2 S. M. Lipset, Political man: the social bases o f  politics (New York: 1963), ch. 5.
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X PREFACE

To approach Turkish politics in such terms would be an obvious 
oversimplification. Leftist and rightist parties in Turkey have their own, 
local characteristics; a fact which is of even greater significance, since this 
study is concerned with radical organizations. While the center parties in 
Turkey tend to be conservative, both the extreme left and the extreme 
right are committed to change, although their messages aie distinct. The 
journalist Nadir Nadi, in a leading article, in the Istanbul daily Cum- 
huriyet,3 expressed this as follows, “Where does the extreme right start? 
— Beyond Ataturk’s reforms. Where does the extreme left start ? — 
Where totalitarian trends begin.” Actually, the situation is more complex. 
As Professor Weber has pointed out,4 left has ceased to be synonymous 
with progressive, right with reactionary (and, then, what precisely is 
“progressive” and “reactionary”). Indeed, both radical extremes, and 
some other groups in-between, address their socio-political credo to 
much the same strata, usually the masses, the basic difference being one 
of approach and emphasis, that is, tactical rather than strategic. This 
would seem to apply to the politics of many states, Turkey included.

Since to the best of my knowledge this is the first attempt to discuss 
the radical left and right in Turkey in book form, it is evidently far from 
complete. I have scarcely touched on external ideological influences — a 
topic that deserves full treatment in a tome of its own. Instead I have 
concentrated on the domestic ideological propaganda of radical groups 
and on the political activity of organized parties. Although this is neces
sarily a profile, rather than a full-scale portrait, it is hoped that the 
materials brought together and the conclusions reached will interest those 
concerned with the nature of politics in Turkey.

The following study is based on extensive reading of the available 
Turkish press and political literature of the 1960’s, as well as on election 
results and other statistical data. These sources are so vast that I have 
preferred to remain within the context of domestic politics, touching 
only briefly on the economic and social situation in Turkey, and only 
incidentally on its foreign relations. Nor have I been able to conduct 
quantitative research by systematic interviewing during my visits to 
Turkey. Conducting empirical surveys in Turkey is not impossible, but 
the difficulties involved are so great,5 that in the context of the present

3 Feb. 7, 1965, reprinted in Nadi’s 27 mayis'tan 12 mart’a (Istanbul: 1971), p. 200.
4 Eugen Weber, in  his introduction to Hans Rogger and Eugen Weber (eds.), The 

European right: a historical profile (Berkeley and Los Angeles: 1966), pp. 1 ff.
5 L. L. Roos and N . P. Roos, “Secondary analysis in the developing areas,” The 

Public Opinion Quarterly (Princeton, N . J .), XXXI: Summer 1967, pp. 272-278. E.
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PREFACE XI

study their usefulness was open to doubt. I have, however, attempted to 
verify some disputed facts and several of my premises and conclusions 
with political scientists in Turkey, to whom I offer my thanks for their 
unstinting advice.

The book is published with the help of a grant from the late Miss 
Isobel Thornley’s Bequest to the University of London. I am grateful, 
for this and, also, for research grants, to the Central Research Fund 
and the Eliezer Kaplan School of Economics and Social Sciences, both 
at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem; the Ford Foundation, whose 
grant was received through the Israel Foundations Trustees, Tel-Aviv; 
the Mashav Devorah Company, Tel-Aviv; and the Mif’al Hapayis, 
Tel-Aviv, and its President, Mr. Isaac Oren. My assistants, Y. Zmgil 
and A. Fattal, were particularly helpful. The views expressed in the 
following pages do not necessarily reflect those of the above institutions 
and persons. I accept responsibility for any errors of fact or judgment 
that remain.

J. Cohn, “The climate for research in the social sciences in Turkey,” The Middle East 
Journal (further: MEJ) (Washington, D.C.), XXII (2): Spring 1968, pp. 203-212. 
Nevertheless L. L. Roos and N . P. Roos did administer questionnaires, in 1956 and 
1965, and published the results in their Managers o f  modernization: organizations and 
elites in Turkey (1950-1969) (Cambridge, Mass: 1971).
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTORY: TURKEY IN THE 1960’s 

a. The background

This introduction will examine briefly the conditions under which 
Turkish domestic politics1 developed in the 1960’s. The period chosen 
is conveniently defined by the military interventions of May 1960 and 
March 1971, when the armed forces for a time virtually controlled Turkey 
(although not in an identical manner, as we shall see). For the political 
analyst, one of the most interesting developments in this period of 
almost eleven years is the growth of radical groups and their increasing 
involvement in domestic politics. Some Turks too must have considered 
political radicalism important, for the military intervention of March 
1971 was to no small extent directed against extreme radical groups.

Perhaps the most momentous decision affecting Turkish domestic 
politics in the post-Ataturk period was the move of the People’s Party, 
later renamed the Republican People’s Party (further: RPP), in 1945, to 
change Turkey’s single-party system into a multiparty one — with free 
elections.2 New parties were set up and each began to assiduously court 
the voting masses, who were, and are, primarily the villagers. Each 
established local branches in all large communities and in many of the 
small ones, including most of the villages. In this manner, new vistas 
towards political modernization were opened.3 This does not mean that 
apolitical peasants4 changed overnight and became politically alert.

1 My work will not touch on Turkey’s foreign relations, which have been extensively 
dealt with by others. For recent studies, see F.-W. Fernau, “La Turquie, l’alliance 
atlantique et la detente,” Orient (Paris), 47-48 : 2e semestre 1968, pp. 73-89; and 
E. Weisband, Turkish foreign policy 1943-1945 (Princeton, N . J.: 1973).

2 On which move the best work is still K. H. Karpat, Turkey's politics', the transition 
to a multi-party system (Princeton, N . J.: 1959). C f  id., “Political developments in 
Turkey, 1950-70,” Middle Eastern Studies (London), VIII (3): Oct.1972, pp. 349-375. 
See also “Tiirkei,” in: D olf Sternberger and Bernhard Vogel (eds.), Die Wahl der 
Parlamente, vol. I (Berlin: 1969), pp. 1331-1363.

3 As observed on the spot by J. S. Szyliowicz, Political change in rural Turkey'. 
Erdemli (The Hague and Paris: 1966), pp. 156, 175, 199.

4 That is, apolitical with regard to state problems. On the villagers, in addition to 
Szyliowicz’s book, see Paul Stirling, Turkish village (London: 1965). U . S. Agency 
for International Development, Yassihdyiik: a village study (Ankara: 1965). JOe 
E. Pierce, Life in a Turkish village (N. Y .: 1967). Ibrahim Yasa, Hasanoglan (Ankara: 
1957). Id., Yirmibes y tl sonra Hasanoglan kdyii (Ankara: 1969).

1
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2 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

However, their interest was stimulated; and there are indications that in 
subsequent years they began to differentiate between the parties. Indeed, 
according to local interviewing by Professor Roos, increasing political 
instability contributed to the politicization of Turkey, including its rural 
element. This was already felt at the start of the multiparty era and the 
pace of change later quickened.5

The 1946 general elections to the National Assembly were contested 
by several new parties which, however, lacked the necessary time to 
organize adequately. The result was that the RPP gained a majority of the 
vote. In 1950, however, a rival party, the Democrat Party (further: DP), 
led by dissidents from the RPP, and an active contender for the vote in 
1946, after an extensive grass roots campaign, won an absolute majority 
of seats in the National Assembly6 and in subsequent elections managed 
to retain its majority. DP Cabinets, consequently, governed Turkey 
from 1950 to 1960.

The decade of DP rule concerns us here only insofar as it affected the 
1960 Revolution and subsequent events in Turkey; particularly so, as a 
detailed Ph.D. thesis on this party has recently been published in mono
graph form.7 Domestic politics during the 1950’s were characterized by 
the struggle between the two largest parties, the DP and RPP. There was 
an obvious sharp personal rivalry between the leader of the RPP, the 
elderly ismet Inonii,8 Atatiirk’s trusted aide and Prime Minister, and sub
sequently his successor as Turkey’s President, and the DP’s leaders Celal 
Bayar, Prime Minister in 1937-1939, and State President during the 1950’s 
and Adnan Menderes,9 the Prime Minister. Obviously, however, more 
than mere personal rivalry was at stake.

Although led and generally supported by not dissimilar groups of 
urban and rural notables, there were some basic differences in the makeup 
and appeal of the RPP and DP. Since both parties were composed of 
various interest groups, banded together to attain certain objectives, the 
differences between them were not always well-defined. However, among 
others, two cardinal variations in approach stood out. First, the DP

s L. L. Roos, “Attitude change and Turkish modernization,” Behavioral Science, 
XIII (6): Nov. 1968, pp. 433-444.

6 por the significance of this event see Bernard Lewis, “Recent developments in 
Turkey,” International Affairs (London), XXVII (3): July 1951, pp. 320-331.

7 Cem Erogul, Demokrat parti (tarihi ve ideolojisi) (Ankara: 1970). A  French 
summary is appended ibid., pp. 215-221.
. s On whom see, for the 1950’s and early 1960’s, §. S. Aydemir, lkinci adam, 111. 

1950-1964 (Istanbul: 1968).
9 Id., Menderes’in drami {1899-1960) (Istanbul: 1961).
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THE BACKGROUND 3

limited the RPP’s earlier economic etatism (which had imposed and 
maintained strict state monopolies in many fields) and encouraged 
private enterprise at its expense, being also less strict and officious in 
its daily contacts with the population. Secondly, it took a less ardent 
attitude towards secularism, allowing — according to its rivals, even 
encouraging — an Islamic revival in Turkey, complete with permission to 
use Arabic in the call to prayer and in the printing of Arabic books. As a 
result, Islamic groups increased their political activity10. The DP had 
much less support than the RPP among the intellectuals who, after all, 
had been reared on loyalty to the latter party. However, the DP success
fully sought support among the large landowners (who, incidentally, 
controlled the peasant vote) and strove to ensure the village vote by the 
extensive development of the rural economy.11 Indeed, thanks to massive 
United States financial aid, which included some 40,000 tractors, the DP 
was able to finance a large program of farm mechanization, which resulted 
in an economic boom in the countryside. A comparative easing of state 
controls, helped by government road-building plans and increasing hydro
electric power, encouraged both agriculture and industry.12

Initially after attaining power, the DP enjoyed great popularity in 
Turkey — among businessmen, who benefitted from the move away 
from etatism; religious Turks, who could again practice their faith in 
public; and, above all, the peasants, who had good harvests in the early 
1950’s and appreciated the advantages of the government’s rural develop
ment plans — the most obvious sign of which was the many new roads. 
In 1954, the DP won 503 out of the 541 seats in the National Assembly 
(the success was partly due, indeed, to the electoral system— based on the 
plurality vote). However, the economic boom was deceptive and partly 
dependent on unusually good harvests. From the middle 1950’s, crops were 
less successful (Turkey had to import agricultural products once again), 
there was an unsound over-extension of economic activity, imports greatly 
exceeded exports and inflationary trends were very much in evidence. The 
cost of living rose by approximately 150 per cent between 1953 and 1958.13 
Inflation affected the peasants less, since they could subsist, at least

10 This is discussed at greater length below, ch. 5.
11 On which see, inter alia, J. S. Szyliowicz, “The political dynamics of rural- 

Turkey,” MEJ, XVI (4): Autumn 1962, pp. 430 ff.
12 K. H. Karpat, “Economics, social change and politics in Turkey,” The Turkish 

Yearbook o f  International Relations (further: TYIR) (Ankara), I: 1960 (publ. 1961), 
pp. 2-5.

13 D . J. Simpson, “Development as a process: the Menderes phase in  Turkey,” 
MEJ, XIX (2): Spring 1965, pp. 150-151.
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4 IN T R O IJtjtjfoSS:’’TURKEY IN THE. 1960’S

partly, on what they produced.14 However, ev£n their loyalty to the DP 
was somewhat shaken, when DP governments were less able to assist 
them financially. In the towns, economic hardship underscored political 
differences.15 Opponents were quick to point out that DP Cabinets had 
not planned the development of Turkey’s ' economy seriously and had 
paid insufficient attention to its socio-cultural problems, notably edu
cation (during the 1950’s, reportedly, more mosques were built than 
schools16). In foreign affairs, the stalemate in Cyprus, under conditions 
which many saw as a Turkish political defeat, was also blamed on the DP 
leadership. The latter’s reaction, natural perhaps but unwise, was to 
show increasing • impatience with criticism, shut down newspapers, 
generally muzzle the press, and intimidate the Opposition.17 This attitude 
on the part of DP ruling circles became even more pronounced after the 
fall in the party’s majority in the National Assembly in the 1957 general 
elections.18 19 There were unmistakable signs that the party was determined 
to perpetuate itself in power by authoritarianism.

A classical situation was therefore developing in which DP opponents 
and critics were faced with the lack of any democratic alternative to gain 
power (or even to air their views). Violent upheaval seemed the only 
immediately available option for sweeping change. And the agent of 
change was, as it had been earlier, after the First World War, the Turkish 
armed forces, with their great number of dedicated officers.

Among the elements which the Turks call “the vigorous forces” 
(zinde kuvvetler)!9 referring to the intelligentsia, the youth and the mili
tary, the last-mentioned have a very special place. All three, indeed, are 
largely made up of people who are both out-of-money and educated,

14 See, e.g., R. D . Robinson, The first Turkish republic: a case study in national 
development (Cambridge, Mass.: 1963), ch. 6. On these peasants, see also J. F. Kolars, 
Tradition, season and change in a Turkish village (Chicago, 111.: 1963) and Eva Hirsch, 
Poverty and plenty on the Turkish farm  (N. Y.: 1970).

is Nuri Eren, “Turkey: prospects for democratic development,” Journal o f  Interna
tional Affairs (N. Y.), XIX (2): 1965, pp. 170-180.

16 F.-W. Femau, “Le neo-kemalisme du comite d’union nationale,” Orient, 16: 
4e trim. 1960, p. 56. Indeed, the expense of some of the mosques which were built 
was defrayed by public donations.

17 Examples in Bernard Lewis, “Democracy in Turkey,” Middle Eastern Affairs 
(further: M E  A), X  (2): Feb. 1959, pp. 55-72; and Geoffrey Lewis, “Turkey: The 
end of the first republic,” The World Today (London), XVI (9): Sep. 1960, pp. I l l  ff.

is On which see K . H. Karpat, “The Turkish elections o f 1957,” The Western 
Political Quarterly, XIV (2): June 1961, pp. 436-459.

19 cf. Bernard Vernier, “L’armee turque et la republique neo-k6maliste,” Politique 
Etrangire (Paris), XXX (3): 1965, pp. 259-279.
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THE BACKGROUND 5

while most other social* groups in Turkey are generally either out-of
money and uneducated, or well-off and educated. The intelligentsia, 
youth and officers have much in common, in their attitudes towards 
social reform and modernization. Many intellectuals and young people 
in Turkey, conscious of the immensity of these problems, sought refuge 
in political radicalism.20 In the past century, however, the military have 
probably been the most active modernizing force in the country, and 
have never given up this role. They also form a very substantial group 
numerically, for Turkey now has about half-a-million men under arm s 
During the 1950’s, when fewer in number, Turkey’s military Establishment 
was extensively modernized with United States assistance and by increas
ing military expenditure 21 Simultaneously, they continued to be an instru
ment for general cultural development in areas near military installations, 
and among the trainees in general — thus contributing to “rising expect
ations” and “rising frustrations.”22 It was considered by almost every- 
body as the mark of sovereignty for Turkish statehood, and as such was 
universally respected.

Nevertheless, the Turkish military were reluctant to take a hand in 
politics — a tribute to the policy of depoliticization in the armed forces, 
energetically pursued by Ataturk and, after his death, by Inonii. Ataturk’s 
rule was a remarkable case of a military oligarchy contributing funda- 
mentally to social modernization; he insisted, however, that this be done 
within a civilian framework and officers who wished to be active in 
politics had to resign from the armed forces.23 Indeed the military were 
precluded from voting. Menderes, however, increasingly drew the mili
tary towards politics, particularly in the late 1950’s, when he sensed 
that his popularity was waning. His proteges were appointed to key 
positions. More than that — to quote Professor D. A. Rustow — “by 
his indiscriminate use of martial law, he was forcing the army willy- 
nilly into a political role; in the end the officers could choose only

20 Aydin Yal?in, “Turkey: emerging democracy,” Foreign Affairs (N. Y.), XLV 
(4): July 1967, pp. 706-714.

21 Daniel Lemer and R. D . Robinson, “Swords and ploughshares: the Turkish 
army as a modernizing force,” World Politics, XHI (1): Oct. 1960, pp. 19-44. F. C. 
Shorter, “Military expenditures and the allocation of resources,” in F. C. Shorter 
(ed.), Four studies on the economic development o f  Turkey (London: 1967), pp. 33 ff.

22 Lemer and Robinson, p. 39.
23 See Morris Janowitz, The military in the political development o f  new nations', 

an essay in comparative analysis (Chicago: 1967), pp. 104-105. Janowitz considers 
this in some respects a unique case.
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6 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

whether they were to be in politics for Menderes or against.”24 This 
was particularly true, since the military were practically the only impor
tant organization not penetrated by the government’s Milll Emniyet or 
“National Security.”

b. The 1960 military intervention and the 1961 constitution

Both the role of the Turkish military in politics25 and the 1960 Revolu
tion itself2® have been extensively researched and will be treated here 
.only summarily. The fact that the officers’ plot was prepared carefully 
for some time (several months, according to some sources, a few years, 
by other accounts) and afterwards widely supported by the armed forces, 
indicates the existence of serious grievances. Most of these trends were

‘ 24 D .A . Rustow, “Turkey’s second try at democracy,” Yale Review, LII: 1962, 
p. 523.
■ 25 On which see Ergun Ozbudun, The role o f  the military in recent Turkish politics 
(Cambridge, Mass.: 1966). E ., “Le role de l’armee en Turquie,” in Leo Hamon (ed.), 
Le role extra-militaire de I'armee dans le Tiers Monde (Paris: 1966), pp. 215-257. 
Robinson, op. cit., ch. 9. Lerner and Robinson, op. cit., in World Politics. Vernier, 
bp. cit., in Politique Etrangere. G. S. Harris, “The role of the military in Turkish 
politics,” part 2, The Middle East Journal (further: MEJ), XIX (2): Spring 1965, 
pp. 169-176. J. A. Brill, “The military and modernization in the Middle East,” 
Comparative Politics, II (1): 1969, pp. 41-62. Wolfgang Hopker, “Turkische Revolu
tion und turkische Armee,” Aussenpolitik (Stuttgart), XI (12): Dec. 1960, pp. 789-804.

26 On which see Ali Fuad Basgil, La revolution militaire de 1960 en Turquie (ses 
origines) (Geneva: 1963). W. F. Weiker, The Turkish revolution 1960-1961: aspects 
o f military politics (Washington, D . C.: 1963). Weiker’s book was translated into 
Turkish by Mete Ergin along with two other works on the 1960 revolution (in French 
and Russian) and published as 1960 Turk ihtildli (Istanbul: 1967). See also Geoffrey 
Lewis, op. cit., The World Today, XVI (9): Sep. 1960, pp. 377-386. Eric Rouleau, 
“Les nouveaux ‘Jeunes Turcs,’ ” Etudes Mediterraneennes (Paris), VIII: Nov. 1960, 
pp. 67-73. M. Perlmann, “Upheaval in Turkey,” Middle Eastern Affairs, XI (6-7): 
June-July 1960, pp. 175-179. Id., “Turkey on the eve of 1961,” ibid., XII (1): 
Jan. 1961, pp. 2-7. E. D . Ellis, “Post-revolutionary politics in Turkey,” Current 
History, XLII (248): April 1962, pp. 220-226, 232. G. S. Harris, “The causes of 
the I960 revolution in Turkey,” MEJ, XXIV (4): Autumn 1970, pp. 438-454. 
M . A. rapcaTHH, ,,MeponpiiHTHH KOMtrreTa nan,HOHaJibHoro eflHHCTBa b rocy/tapcr- 
jjeHHOM CTpoHTeJibCTBe TypqroU, Kpamuue coo6ufeHUM Hncmumyma Hapodoe Asuu 
(Moscow), LXXHI: 1963, pp. 179-186. Much has also been published in Turkish, 
g g :  Hjfzl Oguz Bekata, Birinci cumhuriyet biterken (Ankara: 1960). Vecdi Biiriin, 
$anh Turk ordusunun zaferi: kansiz ihtilal (N. p.: 1960). Haydar Vural, Hiirriyet 
savafimiz (Istanbul: 1960). Avni Elevli, Hiirriyet if in 21 mayis 1960 devrimi (Ankara: 
1960). Yal?in Gtinel, Sefkin devrim: 1960 milli inkildbm ilim ve sanat yonunden izahi 
(Ankara: 1960). R. Omit Toker, Inkilap mevzuati (N. p.: 1960). Ali Ismet Gencer, 
Hiirriyet savaft (Istanbul: 1961). Muhittin Koran, IhtiWim (N. p.: 1961).
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THE 1960 MILITARY INTERVENTION AND THE 1961 CONSTITUTION 7

grouped under a commonly-agreed slogan of “a return to Atatiirkism” 
or “Neo-Kemalism”.27 The Turkish military, in its role as guardian* 
applied what Prof. Huntington calls a “veto coup,”28 to prevent a further 
appeal of the government to the more religious-minded and conservative 
rural masses. Even so, one may still observe noticeable variations of 
emphasis, depending on ideological approach or personal view. Most 
officers in the plot, perhaps all, stood for speedier modernization, more 
comprehensive reforms and the safeguarding of democracy. These points 
coincided with their own individual grievances. It was simple to contrast 
their own straitened circumstances, rendered more difficult by inflation, 
with the luxurious life of reportedly corrupt DP politicians who neglec
ted the military, since they were barred from voting. Officers believed 
that what looked like vote-oriented uneconomic spending in rural areas 
could more profitably be directed to planned reform, to development 
geared to Turkey’s modernization, and to improvements in the armed 
forces, including their own financial lot.29

The chain of events that led to the military coup was a logical conse
quence of the DP’s use of the military against its political foes— both 
real and potential. This was expressed in ordering the army (instead of the 
police) to stop the train on which Inonii was traveling to deliver a speech 
in Kayseri (April 1960), or to forcibly disperse anti-government dem on-. 
strations of students in Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir. Rioting, if on a 
minor scale, became a daily occurrence in April and May. Probably the 
most striking event leading up to the coup was the silent procession along 
one of Ankara’s main avenues by about a thousand cadets of the officers’ 
academy. This served notice that the armed forces now considered them
selves truly involved — and not necessarily on the side of the government. 
Indeed, to quote Professor M. Halpern, “the army intervened because 
its established role of political neutrality was in danger. Either it must 
willingly become Menderes’ tool for repressing all opposition, or it would

27 These have been variously analyzed in Turkey and abroad. For two different 
interpretations, see F.-W Femau, “Le neo-kemalisme du comite d’union nationale,” 
Orient, 16: 4e trim. I960, pp. 51-68; and Hnflbi3 Ceprejiii, „3K0H0MnnecKaH no- 
JiHTHKa KeMajm3Ma h OTHomcHHe k Heir coBpeiweHHoii TypemcoH HHTejnmreHUHn",
Hapodbi Am u u Atfipuitu (Moscow), 1967, no. 2, esp. pp. 31 ff. See also 3 .K ). Taca- 
HOBa, „ 0 6  HfleojiornnecKHX ocHOBax KeMajm3Ma h hx coBpeMeHHOM TOmcOBaHHH b 
Typmm“, ibid., 1968, no. 3, pp. 25-35.

28 Samuel P. Huntington, Political order in changing societies (New Haven: 1968), 
pp. 223-224; cf. ibid., p. 221.

29 Which was in fact improved after the Revolution, when, on March 1, 1961, 
a law came into effect increasing the salaries of military personnel.
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have to intervene at its own initiative to protect both Turkish democracy 
and its own position above parties ”3 o Nevertheless the DP leadership 
was surprised when a group of thirty-eight officers struck in the early 
hours of May 27, 1960. Following well-prepared plans, trusted units 
seized key points, took over the radio station and other offices, and 
simultaneously arrested the State President, the entire Cabinet and the 
DP members of the National Assembly. All this was done with virtually 
no bloodshed (only two were killed).30 31

The success of the military coup was due mainly to its brilliant planning 
and execution, which forestalled resistance by the Democrat Party or by 
anyone else. Many who had reason to be dissatisfied with the rule of DP 
hailed the coup joyfully and expectantly. The thirty-eight revolutionary 
officers, grouped in a National Union (or Unity) Committee (further: 
NUC), enhanced their popularity by proclaiming their desire to be 
political umpires rather than rulers. In practice they were soon to find 
out that this was hard to achieve. Numerous decisions had to be taken, 
and the practical political experience of NUC members was limited. 
This was apparent at once in the NUC’s expressed desire to return the 
government to a civilian parliament, within three months; the transfer 
actually took nearly fifteen. This was due to the over-optimistic estimate 
of three months, the complexity of the problems NUC had to tackle, and, 
lastly, to differences of opinion within the NUC itself.

Among the subjects occupying the attention of the NUC in the first 
months were the public trials of more than four hundred of the ousted 
DP leaders, which ended with severe sentences on the accused. Menderes 
and his Ministers of Finances and Foreign Affairs, Hasan Polatkan and 
Fatin Rustii Zorlu were executed; President Bayar’s death sentence was 
commuted to life imprisonment on account of his advanced age. Many 
other DP members were jailed for various terms.32 These trials did not 
end with the sentences, which were regarded by many as harsh (although 
the fairness of the legal proceedings was so obvious that it was never

30 Manfred Halpern, The politics o f  social change in the Middle East and North 
Africa (Princeton, N . J.: 1963), p. 315.

31 In addition to sources quoted in previous footnotes, see also Rene Giraud, 
“Vers la seconde republique turque,” Orient, 14: 2e trim. 1960, pp. 18 # .

32 These trials had a strong echo both in Turkey and abroad. See, inter alia, Tekin 
Erer, Yassiada ve sonrasi (2 vols., Istanbul: 1964-1965). Tank Gtiryay, Bir iktidar 
yargdamyor (Istanbul: 1971). Weiker, op. cit., ch. 2. R. Giraud, “La vie politique 
en Turquie aprfes le 27 mai 1960,” Orient, 21: ler trim. 1962, pp. 19-21. Geoffrey 
Lewis, “Turkey: the thorny road to democracy,” The World Today, XVIII (5): May 
1962, pp. 187-188.
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THE 1960 MILITARY INTERVENTION AND THE 1961 CONSTITUTION 9

questioned). Powerful elements demanded an amnesty of those imprison
ed — a matter which became an important political issue in subsequent 
years.

Meanwhile, the NUC was no less firm in dealing with the vestiges of the 
DP’s rule: it liberalized press censorship; allowed suppressed newspapers 
to reappear;33 attempted to control food-prices; and issued several 
decrees of a social character (such as an eight-hour work day).34 35 36 It seems 
however to have considered its main task as returning government to 
civilian hands, under a new and better constitution, and with representa
tive institutions elected under revised election laws.

Immediately after the coup the NUC commissioned several university 
professors to prepare a new constitution.33 In actual practice, its draft-, 
ing and approval took just over a year. After lengthy consultations, and 
some pressure from the political parties,33 a draft constitution was 
finally approved by a national referendum on July 9, 1961. The voting 
figures were as follows:37 12,735,009 had the right to vote, of whom 
10,322,169, or 81 %, cast their'ballots. Of these, 10,282,561 were valid votes. 
6,348,191, or 61.5% of these, voted “yes” ; 3,934,370, or 38.5%, voted 
“no.” On closer inspection it is clear that the constitution gained very 
low proportionate support — indeed, the number of those voting “yes” 
was just under half of those having the right of vote. It amounted in fact, 
to a snub to the National Union Committee and the 1960 Revolution. 
This was certainly true of the heavy “no” vote in Western Anatolia, a 
DP stronghold.

The 1961 Constitution38 contained much from that of 1924, as well as 
a number of concepts and ideas from the Constitutions of several West

33 Sulhi Donmezer, “Evaluation of legislation regulating and limiting the freedom 
of the press,” in Annales de la Faculte de Droit d'Istanbul (further: AFDI), XVI (23-25): 
1966, esp. pp. 161-177.

34 Further details in V. I. Danilov, “Le caractere du coup d’etat du 27 mai 1960 
en Turquie,” Etudes halkaniques (Sofia), V: 1966, especially pp. 15-19.

35 For the report of the Constitutional Commission, in a slightly abbreviated 
French translation, see AFDI, XIV  (20): 1964, pp. 241-245, reprinted ibid., XVI 
(23-25): 1966, pp. 267-271.

36 Weiker, op. cit., pp. 65 ff.
37 Published in the official gazette of July 20, 1961, and reprinted in AFDI, XIV 

(20): 1964, p. 307 and again, ibid., XVI (23-25): 1966, p. 335.
38 On which see E. E. Hirsch, Die Verfassung der tiirkischen Republik (Frankfurt 

a. M. and Berlin: 1966). ismet Giritli, “Some aspects of the new Turkish constitution,” 
MEJ, XVI (1): Winter 1962, pp. 1-17. C. H. Dodd, Politics and government in Turkey 
(Manchester: 1969), ch. 8. J. S. Szyliowicz, “The 1961 Turkish constitution,” Islamic
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10 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

European states.39 Furthermore, it was obviously inspired by the social, 
economic and juridical debates among Turkish intellectuals in the years 
following the Second World War, as well as by reaction from the authori
tarianism of the Bayar-Menderes era. Consequently, the Second Turkish 
Republic was to assume a “social” character in addition to a “democra
tic and secularist” character. Out of the new constitution’s 157 basic 
articles, 19 (arts. 35-53) were devoted to “social and economic rights and 
duties.” Briefly, the 1961 Constitution guaranteed the Turks individual 
liberties considered fundamental in West European democracies. 
Individual rights were complemented by the duties assigned to the state 
(chiefly in welfare and planning).40 Among other concepts, the new 
constitution laid down that political parties are necessary in a democracy 
(arts. 56-57), hence may be formed freely and function unhindered, 
although accountable for their revenues and expenditures. Parties there-

Studies (Karachi), II (3): Sep. 1963, pp. 363-381. R. Devereux, “Society and culture 
in the second Turkish republic (the new constitution),” MEA, XII (8): Oct. 1961, 
pp. 230-239. Mtimtaz Soysal, Anayasaya girif (Ankara: 1968). Id., Anayasanm anlami 
(Istanbul: 1969), esp. pp. 58 ff. JI. A. OpuaTCKan, „ 0  KOHcruiym™ 1961 ro fla“ , 
TIpo6MMbi coepemmou Typifuu (Moscow: 1963), pp. 110-128. Hamza Eroglu, 
“La constitution turque de 1961 et les relations internationales, TYIR, II. 1961 
(publ. 1963), pp. 62-90. Bahri Savci, “Yeni bir anayasa rejimine dogru geli§meler,” 
Siyasal Bilgiler Fakultesi Dergisi (further: SBFD) (Ankara), XVI (1): Mar. 1961, 
esp. pp. 81 ff .\X V I  (4): Dec. 1961, pp. 93-145; XVII (1): Mar. 1962, pp. 21-87. 
Nermin Abadan, “ 1960 S.B.F. anayasa seminerlerinde beliren esas du?unceler,” 
ibid., XVII (2): June 1962, pp. 251-280. Bahri Savci, “ 1961 anayasasinm mudir 
prensiplerine ve muesseselerine mukayeseli kisa bir baki?,” ibid., X IX  (3-4): Sep.-Dee. 
1964 pp 11-36. Hiiseyin N ail Kubali, “Les traits dominants de la constitution de la 
seconde republique turque,” AFDI, XVI (23-25): 1966, pp. 240-263. Yavuz Abadan, 
“D ie tiirkische Verfassung von 1961,” in Das Offentliche Recht der Gegemvart, Neue 
Folge, XIII: 1964, pp. 325-436. This comprises, ibid., pp. 412-436, a German transla
tion (by E. E. Hirsch) of the 1961 Constitution. English translations of the text 
have appeared in MEJ, XVI (2): Spring 1962, pp. 215-235; in Oriente Moderno 
(Rome), XT in  (1-2): Jan.-Feb. 1963, pp. 1-28, reprinted in Islamic Studies (Karachi), 
II (4): Dec. 1963, pp. 467-519; and in ismet Giritli, Fifty years o f  Turkish political 
development, 1919-1969 (Istanbul: 1969), pp. 167-224. A  French translation of the 
1961 Constitution (by Tevfik Orman) appeared in AFDI, XIV (20): 1964, pp. 246-307; 
and a revised version,ibid., XVI (23-25): 1966, pp. 272-335. Selected paragraphs 
were also translated into French in Orient, 21: ler trim. 1962, pp. 160-164. A  useful 
summary will be found in Keesing’s Contemporary Archives for Mar. 17-24, 1962, 
pp. 18647-18649.

39 For legal borrowing, see “The reception of foreign law in Turkey,” International 
Social Science Bulletin (UNESCO), IX (1): 1957, pp. 7-81.

40 A. Dikii Azrak, “Sosyal devlet ve 1961 Turk anayasasinm sistemi,” Istanbul 
Universitesi Hukuk Fakultesi Mecmuasi, XXVII (1-4): 1962, pp. 208-224.
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THE 1960 MILITARY INTERVENTION AND THE 1961 CONSTITUTION 11

fore became institutionalized under the new constitution.41 However, the 
1961 Constitution and a later “Party Law”42 stipulated that political 
parties which violated constitutional principles or threatened Turkish 
democracy might be dissolved. However this could be done only by the 
Constitutional Court— a new institution, brought into existence by the 
1961 Constitution to safeguard it and all freedoms. Further, a Senate 
was added to the former National Assembly.43

We have already referred to some difficulties within the National 
Union Committee itself. Besides a probable clash of personalities, there 
was a strong difference of opinion on the role of the military in politics, 
in which ambition and outlook played a part. While no officer dared speak 
out publicly against the dissociation between the armed forces and pol
itics, some of the younger and more ambitious junior officers on the NUC 
wanted the continuation of military rule, in order to ensure the execution 
and safeguarding of reform and modernization. A return to civilian rule 
was never in any serious doubt; however, the younger officers claimed 
that if carried out prematurely, it would afford the politicians an opportu
nity to do away with the high ideals of the revolutionary officers. Not 
unexpectedly, perhaps, these officers also considered themselves most 
suitable to supervise future reform and modernization. The problem the 
NUC faced, therefore, was how to restore civilian government and yet 
see carried through a thorough program of reform.44 *

In August 1960 the NUC purged from the military forces over 5,000 
officers, including many generals and admirals; forcibly retired 147 
University professors and assistants; and exiled a number of large land- 
owners to other parts of Turkey. It now felt strong enough to act against

41 $erif Mardin, “Opposition and control in Turkey,” Government and Opposition 
(London), I (3): Apr. 1966, p. 386.

42 The Party Law was adopted finally — after heated debate — on July 13, 1965, 
and conformed to the principles o f the 1961 Constitution. It was largely inspired 
by the bill for the law on political parties in Federal Germany. Cf. Mehmet Ali 
Yal?m, Siyasi part Her kanunu ve sefim kanuniari (Istanbul: 1965). Sait Cejnigil,1 
Anayasa ve siyasi partiler kanunu (Ankara: 1967). Yavuz Abadan, “Das tiirkische 
Parteiengesetz,” in K. D . Baracher and others (editors), Die moderne Demokratie 
undihr Recht (Tubingen: 1966), pp. 283-304. Id., “Turk siyasi partiler kanunu, SBFD, 
XXI (3): Sep. 1966, pp. 171 ff. Erdogan Tezi?, “Loi sur les partis politiques: note 
d’introduction,” AFDI, XVII (26-28): 1967, pp. 341-347. For a French translation 
(by Ch. Crozat and E. Tezi?), cf. ibid., pp. 355-415.

43 For the main political institutions, see B. N . Esen, La Turquie (Paris: 1969).
44 See Jacques Lecercle, “Les problSmes internes et extemes de la Turquie,”

Revue de Defense Nationale (Paris), XXII: Feb. 1966, p. 283. .t
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12 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

the “radical” minority within its own ranks— those who were said to have 
advocated the continuation of military rule. On November 13, 1960, 
a majority of 2345 dismissed a 14-member group from the NUC, retired 
them from the armed forces and sent them as advisers to Tuikish diplo
matic missions abroad. Foremost among “the fourteen” was Colonel 
Alparslan Tiirkes, senior in rank and apparently the leader of this group 
of junior officers.46 His political involvement will be discussed below.47 
The NUC then hoped to turn to the normalization of political life and 
the orderly transfer of government to the hands of constitutionally elec
ted civilians. Soon after “the fourteen” were removed a Constituent 
Assembly was convened, which was “packed” with members of the RPP 
or its sympathizers.48 49 50 This body considered and ratified the draft of the 
new constitution in May 1961. As mentioned above, the constitution was 
subsequently approved by a national referendum. The next step was the 
general elections held on October 15, 1961.4» However, since no political 
party obtained an absolute majority in the new representative bodies, 
the officer junta, although technically it had ceased to exist, still felt it 
had to supervise politics in order to prevent a return to the pre-revolu
tionary situation, in other words to prevent the rehabilitation of the DP 
and the delay of reform and modernization. This was a distinct possibility, 
as the 1961 vote indicated that the Menderes regime had left behind it a 
large body of sympathizers.

Indeed, Turkey’s political infrastructure had remained essentially the 
same as that before the 1960 Revolution.8o The civil service, on both the 
national and local level, was almost unchanged. In addition, the leader
ship had put down two attempted military putsches by junior officers who 
apparently echoed certain views of “the fourteen” (on February 2 ,

45 One of the 38 had died in a road accident.
46 Nur Yalman, “Intervention and extrication: the officer corps in the Turkish 

crisis,” in: Henry Bienen (ed.), The military intervenes-, case studies m political 
development (N. Y .: 1968), esp. pp. 133 ff.

47 See ch. 6.
48 C f  Bernard Vernier, Armee et politique au Moyen Orient (Paris. 1966), ch. 2, 

esp. p. 18. On this body’s debates, see Suna K ili, Turkish constitutional developments 
and assembly debates on the constitutions o f  1924 and 1961 (Istanbul. 19 ), pp. 

64-145.

49 See below, ch. 7.
50 c f  Piero Pettovich, “La vie politique et les partis en Turquie,” Res Pubhca 

(Bruxelles), V: 1963, p. 74.
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1962, and May 20-21, 1963).51 Supervision of the civilian government 
seems to have worked in three ways: a. Meetings — official and unoffi
cial — between the high command of the military forces and the civilian 
Cabinet, in which the views of the former (on matters of principle) were 
made known to the latter, b. Officers who had carried out the Revolu
tion — except “the fourteen” — remained Senators, c. General Cemal 
Giirsel, who had been retired from the military forces by Menderes 
shortly before the May 27,1960 Revolution, and who had been chosen by 
the conspirators as their head, was elected President of the State. Of the 
other 23 officers, 22 (one had resigned from the NUC) became life 
members of Turkey’s newly-established Senate. In order to take their 
seats in the Senate, they had to retire from the military forces and agree 
not to join any political party — so as to serve collectively as an effective 
watchdog of democracy.

In retrospect, it seems that after the exile to foreign posts of “the : 
fourteen” and the quashing of the putsches, those revolutionary officers 
in favor of maintaining the democratic process, even at the risk of slow
ing down socio-economic change, carried the day. They created no new 
system, but were apparently content with a moderate political regime 
based on a new constitution. This had the advantage of delaying the 
growth of antagonisms within the Turkish public, and steering it towards 
a comparatively high degree of consensus. The drawback was that this 
approach took the elan out of the revolutionary movement.52 Or, as Pro
fessor Tiirkkaya Ataov has phrased it, the 1960 military intervention was 
essentially “a revolution that shook but did not change her (Turkey s) 
political body.”53 54 Even so, the NUC’s greatest problem5* remained how 
to reintroduce democratic processes without jeopardizing the fate of the 
Revolution; and, when these processes were restored, how to ensure a 
positive, active stance towards reform by the new civilian governments,

51 W. F. Weiker, “The Aydemir case and Turkey’s political dilemma,” M E A, 
XIV (9): Nov. 1963, pp. 258-271. Erdogan Ortulu, Of ihtil&lin hikdyesi (Ankara: 
1966).

52 As observed by Pierre Rondot, “Quarante annees de republique turque. du 
kemalisme au plan quinquennal et a l’association a l’Europe,” Etudes (Paris), 318. 
Sep. 1963, p. 198.

53 Tiirkkaya Ataov, “The 27th of May revolution and its aftermath,” TYIR, 
I: 1960 (publ. 1961), p. 13.

54 For this and other problems of the military officers in 1960, see J. S. Szyliowicz, 
“Political participation and modernization in Turkey,” The Western Political. 
Quarterly, XIX (2): June 1966, esp. p. 280.
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14 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

without actually intervening and affecting the democratic process — 
something which later, in March 1971, they were forced to do.

Despite the realization that the military represented the ultimate 
power and that its supervision continued,55 the general impression in 
Turkey and abroad was that this would be a remote control and that a 
multiparty parliamentarian regime had been reconstituted, under civilian 
government. This was particularly so after the nineteen months of martial 
law ended, on November 30, 1961. What must have worried the May 27 
revolutionaries and other Neo-Kemalist officers, however, was the fact 
that the whole civilian Establishment was little changed from pre-1960 
days. The socio-economic facts of life in Turkey could not be transformed 
overnight, and the agas, or large landowners, along with the urban 
uppermiddle class, were still behind most important decisions.56 Ex-DP 
members and religious functionaries encouraged opposition activities 
against the NUC by handbills, speeches, small-scale demonstrations, and 
the spreading of rumors.

c. Political parties in the 1960’s

Nor was there much that was essentially new in the political parties.57 
True, the Democrat Party had been outlawed, but on January 13, 1961, 
the ban on party activity was lifted; parties were permitted to resume 
their activity, provided they registered within one month. Several did so.

Two pre-1960 parties resumed activity, the Republican People’s Party 
(RPP) and the Republican Peasant National Party (RPNP). The Republi
can People’s Party, or Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi, has already been mention
ed as Ataturk’s own party, dating from 1923, which, after having chosen 
to institute a multiparty system, was outvoted by the DP in 1950. First 
led by Ataturk, then by ismet inonii, it has shown a relatively high 
degree of cohesiveness. Although, like most other Turkish parties, it is 
made up of various groups, which sometimes quarrel among themselves,

55 H. N . Howard, “Changes in Turkey,” Current History, XLVII (285): May 
1965, p. 296.

56 Cf. E. J. Cohn, Turkish economic, social and political change: the development 
o f  a more prosperous arid open society (N. Y.: 1970).

57 Dodd, op. cit., ch. 9. F.-W. Femau, “Les partis politiques de la deuxitaie 
rdpublique turque,” Orient, 39: 3e trim. 1966, pp. 35-59. For political parties before 
the 1960’s see D . A. Rustow, “The development of parties in Turkey,” in Joseph 
LaPalombara and Myron Weiner (eds.), Political parties and political development, 
Ch. 4. Further materials on several parties will be found in chs. 3-7 of our study.
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POLITICAL PARTIES IN THE 1960’s 15

in the RPP’s case only a few of these groups have splintered off and left 
the party, because of the quality of leadership and its sense of purpose. 
After all, its program was identified with the principles guiding state 
policies. In the 1950’s, during DP rule, the RPP was the largest opposition 
party, and rivalry between it and the DP was one of the main causes of 
the political tensions leading to the May 27, 1960 coup. In opposition, 
the RPP campaigned for sweeping constitutional reform under three 
main headings: the setting up of a second Chamber, the establishment of 
a Constitutional Court, and the introduction of a proportional represen
tation system (instead of that allocating all seats in the National Assembly, 
in each electoral district, to the party gaining a plurality of the vote). All 
these were enacted in the early days of the second Turkish republic. The 
party has enjoyed considerable prestige, but has also appeared to suffer 
from having governed alone for an entire generation. Similarly, Inonii 
enjoys much personal fame, but his age (he was born in 1884) may well 
fail to attract the young.

The Republican Peasant National Party, or Cumhuriyetgi Koylu 
Millet Partisi, founded in 1948, took this name after the 1957 general 
elections. It was led by a group of conservatives, a substantial part of 
whose support came from the landowners of rural Turkey. The party 
was weakened visibly when, late in 1961, Osman Bolukbasi, formerly a 
leader of the Nation Party (NP), which had merged with the Republican 
Peasant Party into the RPNP, left the RPNP with his followers and 
reestablished the NP, a similarly conservative party, representing landed 
interests.

In addition to the RPP and the RPNP, four new parties that stood out 
on the political scene in the early 1960’s were the Justice Party, the New 
Turkey Party, the Labor Party of Turkey, and the refounded Nation 
Party. Several others were set up, but were of little or no consequence.

The Justice Party (JP)58 or A da let Partisi, set up in February, 1961, 
chose its name to express the desire of its leaders to redress the wrongs 
done to the DP. An amnesty for those condemned at the DP trials in 
1960-1961 became for several years one of the most hotly debated 
political issues. Indeed, while formally accepting the May 27 Revolution, 
the JP attempted nonetheless to reestablish all the local organizations and 
recruit the support which the DP had enjoyed, by claiming unofficially to

58 On which see, inter alia, W. B. Sherwood, “The rise of the Justice Party,” . 
World Politics, XX (1): Oct. 1967, pp. 54-65. Cf. Aydemir Balkan, “La Turquie, 
A la croisee des chemins,” Orient, 32-33: 4e trim. 1964-ler trim. 1965, pp. 130-133.
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16 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

be its successor and, by implication, its avenger. The proofs of this claim 
were its closely similar ideology and the similarity of its leadership. In 
fact, the JP was not only headed by very much the same circles of nota
bles, officials and politicians59 which had led the DP, but many ex-DP 
members even became increasingly active in the JP, some in prominent 
positions. This — and particularly the party’s hold on the DP’s extensive 
organization — enabled the JP in the 1961 elections to come second to 
the RPP in the National Assembly and first in the Senate. The writing on 
the wall was clear: the effects of the May 27 Revolution were wearing off 
rapidly.

The Labor Party of Turkey (LPT) and the New Turkey Party (NTP), 
also established in February 1961, were very much smaller. The former, 
an articulate Marxist group, will be discussed in detail below.60 The latter, 
in Turkish Yeni Turkiye Partisi and perhaps the most liberal61 of the 
conservative parties, appears to have made insufficient contact with the 
Turkish masses, and not to have projected effectively its somewhat 
abstract and intellectual program. In addition, the relatively moderate 
stance of the NTP’s leader, Ekrem Alican, an ex-Finance Minister, was 
hardly calculated to attract wide support. Nevertheless, the party did win 
over part of the ex-DP followers, for whose vote it competed with the 
JP; in the 1961 elections, it came third, scoring best in eastern Turkey. 
However, the JP’s substantial electoral gains in the following years were 
largely at the expense of the NTP. The Nation Party, already briefly 
mentioned, was headed by a group which had broken away from the 
RPNP, under Bolukbasi’s leadership. Even more conservative than other 
right-wing parties, the NP was strongly anti-communist and inclined, at 
least by implication, towards Islamic tradition within the limits of the 
laws safeguarding secularism.

Several other parties were set up in the course of the late 1960’s, of 
which two will be mentioned here. Firstly, the Unity Party or Union 
Party (UP), or Birlik Partisi, was founded in October 1966 by a group

59 Together with the military these make up Turkey’s elite — which still comprises 
relatively few managers, technocrats and scientists. See Biilent Daver, “Az gelijmi? 
ulkelerde siyasi elit (se?kinler),” SBFD, XX (2): June 1965, esp. pp. 531-535.

6° See chs. 4  and 7.
61 Firouz Bahrampour, Turkey: political and social transformation (N. Y.: 1967), 

pp. 57-58. For further details about this and other parties, see W. F. Weiker, 
“Turkey,” in T. Y. Ismael (ed.), Government and politics o f  the contemporary Middle 
East (Homewood, III.: 1970), pp. 138-140. Nuri Eren, “Turkey: problems, policies, 
parties,” Foreign Affairs, XL (1): Oct. 1961, pp. 96 ff. For their programs, see Ferruh 
Bozbeyli, Parti programlart (Istanbul: 1970).
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POLITICAL PARTIES IN THE 1960’S 17

of people, including its chairman, Hasan Tahsin Berkman, a retired 
general, and its secretary-general, Cemal Ozbey, a lawyer. Later, its 
chairman became Hiiseyin Balan, a member of the National Assembly 
for Ankara, who left the NP to join the party. While the party’s opponents 
accused it of being supported and financed by Alevis, the UP maintained 
that it was a progressive, Kemalist party. The party’s program declared 
for reforms and against all forms of capitalism, communism, fascism 
and fanaticism. Essentially a centrist party, the UP was torn by rifts and 
personal strife soon after its formation, which limited its effectiveness.

Secondly, the Reliance Party (RP), or Giiven Partisi62 was founded in 
May 1967 by a group of members in the National Assembly and Senators 
who had resigned from the RPP in the previous month — accusing the 
latter of having moved too far left-of-center. The new party was led by 
ex-Professor Turhan Feyzioglu, Member for Kayseri in the National 
Assembly. Its slogan was “Internal security, external security, rely 
on the Reliance Party!” The party platform claimed to be Kemalist, 
not socialist, but sympathetically inclined to the redress of economic 
grievances and social reform. Nonetheless, its strong support of the 
private sector underlined the fact that this was a party with a middle- 
class, bourgeois leadership. While its politics were anti-RPP and against 
all forms of leftism, the RP had to compete for popular support with 
several other right-of-center parties, mainly the Justice Party.

The impact of the May 27 Revolution on domestic politics in the sub
sequent decade is evident in the party system and the aggressive rivalry 
between the parties. The RPP-DP rivalry of pre-1960 days now changed 
into an equally bitter contest between the RPP and JP, particularly after 
1965, when the JP, as the DP had done, obtained an absolute parliamentary 
majority. As in the pre-1960 period, compared with the large parties, the 
others had very little parliamentary influence and little impact in the 
country as a whole. The bi-polarity between the RPP and JP, and the un
satisfied ambitions of the smaller parties, were forcibly ventilated in the 
frequent general elections between 1961 and 1969.63 Except for 1967, 
not a single year passed without elections to the National Assembly, or 
the Senate (a third of which changed every two years), or the municipali
ties and local councils. Extensive use of the state-owned radio and other

6 2  Its m m  was also translated as “The Security Party.” The party has recently 
changed its name to M illi Giiven Partisi, i.e., National Reliance (or: Security) Party.

63 In 1970 the elections to a third o f the seats in the Senate were postponed. The 
main electoral contests will be discussed in ch. 7.
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mass media increasingly brought the acrimonious electoral propaganda 
into the living-room of every home.

The growing trend towards extremism in politics was not checked at 
the outset in the early 1960’s because the military was unwilling to inter
fere again in lawful political activity, even if extreme, and because of the 
peculiar character of the Cabinets which followed the return to civilian 
government. After the May 27 coup, the NUC governed through an 
appointed Cabinet of civilians and military officers. However the 1961 
elections, for the first time in Turkey’s electoral history, did not give an 
absolute majority to any one party. In the National Assembly, at least, 
this was partly due to the new proportional representative system, its 
450 seats were divided as follows: RPP 173, JP 158, NTP 65, RPNP 54. 
In the Senate the composition of the 150 elected Senators was JP 70, 
RPP 36, NTP 28, RPNP 16 (and, in addition, 15 appointed by the State 
President and the 22 Life Senators) . 64 The differences were mainly due to 
the elections to the Assembly being proportional, and to the Senate — 
by simple plurality.

Retired General Cemal Giirsel, who had been elected State President 
in a joint session of both houses by a large majority, had the greatest 
difficulty in convincing the rival parties to form a coalition cabinet. 
This was composed of both RPP and JP ministers under inonii’s Premier
ship, lasted for only six months, and merely served to emphasize the 
abyss between the large parties. The same holds true of subsequent 
coalition Cabinets of the RPP and smaller parties, with the JP as the 
major opposition party, shrewdly placing the blame for every failure or 
inaction on the others. While successive amnesties of many DP members, 
sentenced at the 1961 trials, somewhat eased tension, mutual recrimina
tion over the impasse reached in Cyprus and personal bickering kept 
controversy alive. The JP’s achievement in gaining a plurality of the 
popular vote, both during the municipal and local elections of 1963 
(when it came first in 42 provinces, while the RPP came first in only 23) 
and in those to a third of the Senate, in 1964 (where it gained eight addi
tional seats65), encouraged it to think it might soon obtain an absolute 
majority. Consequently some of its spokesmen spoke lightly of the May

64 b . Lewis, “Turkey,” in Ivison Mcadam (ed.), The annual register: world events 
1961 (London: 1962), pp. 276 ff. K . H. Karpat, “Recent political developments in 
Turkey and their social background,” International Affairs (London), XXXVIII 
(3): July 1962, pp. 317-319.
.65 cf. Geoffrey Lewis, “Turkey, 1962-4,” The World Today, XX (12): Dec. 1964, 

p. 520, for this and the other election results.
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27 Revolution and of the military. The answer came immediately, in the 
form of a warning by the Chief of Staff of the Turkish armed forces. The 
warning was not lost, and may have been a contributory factor in the 
election of Suleyman Demirel to the chairmanship of the JP, at the end of 
November 1966, after the sudden death of the party’s first leader, 
retired general and ex-Chief of Staff Ragip Giimuspala.

Demirel was regarded as a moderate and not too involved in the DP’s 
politics, a fact which apparently helped him to defeat other candidates 
for the party chairmanship. He had been a protege of Menderes and a 
very able administrator of the state water and irrigation services. He was 
a skillful politician and the first technocrat to reach a top position in a 
party _  positions usually held in Turkish politics by retired military men 
or notables.66 It was he, also, who had served as Deputy Prime Minister, 
along with other JP ministers, in a broadly-based caretaker Cabinet on 
the eve of the 1965 elections to the National Assembly. In these elections, 
the JP obtained 240 out of 450 seats in the National Assembly, a figure 
which it even improved on slightly in those of 1969.67 From 1965 until 
the renewed military intervention on March 12, 1971, the JP held an 
absolute majority in the National Assembly and in the Senate, and Demi
rel was Prime Minister at the head of a JP Cabinet.

True, the Justice Party government was somewhat restricted in its 
decision-making by the discreet supervision of the military and the fact 
that the State President was a retired general. In 1966, indeed, Cevdet 
Sunay, the Chief-of-Staff, succeeded ailing Cemal Giirsel as President — 
thus serving “to institutionalize the partnership of the armed forces in 
the country’s political power structure.” 68 It was also hampered in the 
freedom of its political action by the very nature of the 1961 Constitution 
— for example, by the functioning of a Constitutional Court. These 
differences notwithstanding, there is a striking similarity between JP 
rule from 1965 to 1971 and DP rule in the years 1950-1960. Both in turn 
grew increasingly impatient with criticism and tended to perpetuate 
themselves in power. Oriented towards the West in their foreign policies, 
both DP and JP used western financial aid, initially for economic develop
ment, with an elan that was calculated to increase the party’s popularity 
with the peasant masses, and was consequently viewed as retrogressive

66 See Andrew Mango, Turkey (London: 1968), p. 98.
67 On these and other elections, see ch. 7.
68 To use an apt phrase of A. J. A . Mango, “Turkey,” The annual register: world 

events 1966, p. 291.
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20 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

by many intellectuals.69 Further, the economic policies of both 
the DP and JP eventually brought about rising inflation, reportedly 
accompanied by a brisk black-market. i  o Both virtually ignored the 
social effects of inflation and generally paid scant attention to solving 
Turkey’s socio-economic problems — even such pressing ones as overt 
or covert unemployment and the relatively slow increase in education 
and literacy. Development in the late 1960’s barely kept pace with the 
rapid annual rise in population of about a million (net growth). Equally, 
governments did almost nothing to stop the large emigration from 
village to town, which (along with growing urbanization) considerably 
changed the ratio of the urban-rural population, as follows:™

Table 1. URBAN-RURAL POPULATION IN  TURKEY, 1927-1965

Census year Urban Population Rural Population
No. % No. %

16.4 11,412,185 83.6
16.6 15,473,821 83.4
18.0 14,606,479 82.0
18.3 15,348,279 81.7
18.5 17,065,525 81.5
22.1 18,735,917 77.9
25.2 20,755,794 74.8
34.4 20,585,604 65.6

As the table shows this movement gathered force during 
the 1950’s and 1960’s. The result was a host of other problems 
which were ignored by the government. The most blatant was 
the squalor and poverty in the shacks, or gecekondus, 69 70 71 72 of the

69 J. S. Szyliowicz, op. cit. in The Western Political Quarterly, XIX (2): June 1966, 
p. 283. Sherwood, op. cit. in World Politics, XX (1): Oct. 1967, pp. 63-65.

70 Varlik Yilligt 1968 (Istanbul: Dec. 1967), p. 16.
71 Tomris Ersoy, “Mobility o f rural labour in Turkey: an econometric approach,” 

Istatistik: Turk Istatistik Dernegi dergisi (Quarterly, Ankara), I (6-7): Dec. 1969-Mar. 
1970 p 56. Unofficial estimates indicate that the trend continues.

72 Literally, gecekondu means “set up during the night,” which accurately describes 
the way the shacks were hastily and illegally built. Official statistics estimated that 
in Turkey in 1966 there were 425,000. Assuming 5.5 persons per gecekondu, this meant 
that 2,338,000 people, or 7.45% of the total population (21.63% of the urban 
population) lived in these conditions. See Turkey, Ministry of Reconstruction and 
Resettlement, Special Directorate of Housing, Social Research Department, 
Urbanization and the Housing Situation in Turkey (Ankara: 1966). For additional

c/1 Dominique Van Neste, “La Turquie et Ie probleme d’intdgration,” Civilisa-

1927 2,236,085
1935 2,684,197
1940 3,214,471
1945 3,441,895
1950 3,885,865
1955 5,328,846
1960 6,999,026
1965 10,805,817
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RADICAL TRENDS IN THE LITERATURE OF THE 1960’S 21

shanty-towns around Turkey’s cities, put up by poor migrants from 
the villages. 73

d. Some radical trends in the literature of the 1960’s

The mood of the time was reflected in the Turkish press and literature 
of the 1960’s. While the next chapter of this study will deal with the 
press in greater detail, we might glance here at some relevant trends in 
the literature of the period.74

Works sympathetic to communism, or at least of the type called “pro
gressive” by the Soviets, started to appear in Turkey in small numbers 
after the end of the Second World War. 73 More books of this type were 
published in the 1960’s as part of the liberalization of censorship during 
the Second Republic, on the one hand, and on the other hand, as a 
result of the general increase in book-printing. The following official 
figures illustrate this growth (for comparison’s sake, the growth of news
papers and periodicals is also shown.)76

The steady increase in the publication of books relating to the social 
sciences should be noted. This is particularly striking in the sharp rise 
from 1962 to 1963, that is, as soon as the liberalization of governmental 
censorship became evident. While such works obviously covered the 
whole range of the social sciences, some dealt with Turkey’s own political

lions (Bruxelles), XV (2): 1965, pp. 188-205. Acc. to the Turkish press o f April 1969, 
the number of gecekondus increased to 450,000; in 1970, they reached half a million. 
The most recent studies on the subject appear to be Ibrahim Yasa, “L’urbanisation 
aux communautes des bidonvilles d’Ankara,” SBFD, XXVI (1): Mar. 1971, pp. 
1-12; and Ru$en Kele§, 100 soruda Turkiye’de fehirlefme, konut vegecekondu (Istanbul: 
1970).

73 On which see Cevat Geray, “Urbanization in Turkey,” SBFD, XXIV (4): Dec. 
1969, pp. 157-174.

74 The growth in both quantity and extremism of Islamic and Pan-Turk literature 
is discussed below, in ch. 5.

75 A. A. Ea6aeB, „ H e K o io p b ie  Bonpocw nocjieBoeHHoir TypeqKOH n p o rp e c c H B - 

Hoii JiHTepaTvpbi“, KpatnKite Coo6ufeHun Hncntumyrna BocmoKoeedeHUH, XXII. 1956, 
pp. 37-44. This was amplified in Babayev’s Onepxu coepemnnou tnypetpcou mtme- 
pamypbi (Moscow: 1959). See also K. H. Karpat, “Social themes in contemporary 
Turkish literature,” MEJ, XIV .(1): Winter 1960, pp. 29-44; XIV (2): Spring 
1960, pp. 153-168.

76 Source: 1968 statistical yearbook o f  Turkey (Ankara: 1969), p. 121. Tiirkiye 
istatistik yilligi 1969 (ek yayrn) (Ankara: 1970), p. 25. A  few slight variations in Tevfik 
Cavdar, Tiirkiye 1968 (Istanbul: 1969), p. 97. The 1969 data were generously supplied 
by the State Institute o f Statistics in Ankara.
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Table 2. NUMBER OF BOOKS, NEWSPAPERS A ND  PERIODICALS, 
PUBLISHED IN  TURKEY, BY YEAR

Year

Books Newspapers and periodicals

Total In the social 
sciences

Total In the social 
sciences

~ 1960 4,195 1,115 1,658 290

' 1961 4,357 1,218 1,573 294

1962 4,842 1,296 1,653 272

1963 5,426 1,636 1,722 314

1964 5,745 1,720 1,739 334

1965 5,442 1,842 1,890 365

' 1966 6,099 2,015 2,078 460

- 1967 5,688 1,765 2,222 464

- 1968 5,492 1,700 2,347 482

1969 5,669 1,797 2,453 490

■ 1970 5,854 1,896 2,470 507

and socio-economic problems. Of these an increasing number were 
either concerned with socialism, or were socialist-inspired. We will 
examine several of the more relevant ones later; it is of course impossible 
to refer to all, or even most, of them. Mentioning a few may, however, 
help to gauge the mood of some politically-minded intellectuals in the 
1960’s.

One of the most prolific and influential socialist writers in the early 
1960’s was Hilmi Ozgen, a journalist connected with several of the largest 
Istanbul dailies. In his book on the concepts of Turkish socialism,^ 
Ozgen analyzed the situation in Turkey and reached the conclusion that 
a five-point economic formula was needed in order to apply socialism 
in Turkey: a. A reform in land-holding, b. Nationalization of foreign 
trade, c. Nationalization of banking, d. Nationalization of the insurance 
business, e. Nationalization of big industry and of natural resources.? 8 

Several of these points were repeated in a collection of essays on Turkish 
socialism published in the following year.79 Moreover, Ozgen found 
socialism everywhere and in everything — in Ottoman history, Islam, 
and in the sacred books of other religions. In another book, he put 
together several essays on agricultural society, mainly in Turkey, and on 
its need, on economic grounds, for socialism. 80 He subsequently publish-

. 77 Hilmi Ozgen, Turk sosyalizminin ilkeleri (Ankara: 1962).
78 Ibid., passim, esp. p. 12.

: 79 Hilmi Ozgen, Turk sosyalizmi uzerine denemeler (Ankara: 1963).
80 Id., Tanmda sosyalizm (Ankara: 1964).
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RADICAL TRENDS IN THE LITERATURE OF THE 1960’S 23

ed a collection of essays on the central role socialism should have in 
Turkey’s economic development.8* Ozgen’s largest work, a further 
collection of his own essays, 81 82 83 was published in 1969 and again devoted to 
Turkey’s economic problems — as seen through the eyes of a convinced 
socialist. This book, however, concentrated on the situation of the 
workers in Turkey and ways in which to improve it . 82 The subject became 
a favorite with many socialist writers in contemporary Turkey.

Naturally, there were different approaches to the workers’ lot and 
their conditions of employment. One of the most frequently discussed 
topics, in this context, was the attitude towards strikes. Perhaps the 
clearest exposition of the socialist view in this respect was that of Dr. 
Cetin Ozek, a lecturer in law at Istanbul University, who also has to his 
credit a book84 attacking, on legal and socio-political grounds, para
graphs 141 and 142 of the Turkish penal code, which forbid subversive — 
particularly, communist — propaganda. Ozek argued that these laws 
were adapted from similar ones in fascist regimes. This was largely 
Ozek’s premise in his discussion elsewhere of the laws concerning 
strikes. 85 86 Less legalistic, but more forceful in approach, is a book by 
Dr. Kurthan Fisek, written when he was an assistant in the Faculty of 
Political Science at Ankara University. 85 His main argument was that 
“the State, operating within the framework of capitalistic society, as a 
web of institutions, is inevitably geared to the interests of the ruling 
classes, i.e., the bourgeoisie... In Anatolian society... the state inevitably 
bears a class content and, in the final iesort, its institutionalized forms 
have faced the Turkish working class as a capitalist employer.” 87 Fisek’s 
conclusion, elaborated in his other works88 also, was that strikes are a 
political weapon in the hands of the working class.

One of the first books of socialist theory to be published in Turkey 
during the 1960’s was Cemil Sait Barlas’s 131-page book on “The ways

81 Id., Kalkinma ve sosyalizm (Ankara: 1966).
82 Id., Ekonomik sorunlarimiz (Ankara: 1969).
83 Ibid., pp. 255-286.
84 Cetin Ozek, 141-142 (Istanbul: 1968).
85 Id., Emekfi sinifi ve grev (Istanbul: 1969).
86 Tiirkiye’de devlet-iffi ili$kileri afisindan devlete kar$i grevlerin kritik tahlili 

(Ankara: 1969).
87 Ibid., p. 200.
88 E.g., Tiirkiye’de kapitalizmin gelifmesi ve /jpz sinifi (Ankara: 1969). 100 soruda 

sosyalist devlet (Istanbul: 1970).
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6 f  socialism and the realities of Turkey,” which appeared in February, 
1962. 89 The main thesis of the author, a jurist turned professional 
journalist, was that Turkey’s development should be geared towards that 
of socialist regimes.90 Barlas demonstrates this by using Marxist tools. 
He concludes, inter alia, that, although the outward cause of the May 
27, 1960 Revolution was the struggle for democracy, its real cause was 
the pressure of inflation.91 Following Barlas, many other books examined 
from a Marxist point of view “the state of the Turkish nation.” They 
blamed capitalism for much of their country’s backwardness and for all 
its evils, e.g. Yagma edilen Turkiye by Demirtas Ceyhun; 92 or Turk 
toplumunda sosyal simflar by Ibrahim Turk , 93 a teacher and activist in 
the teachers’ association. It was as if an increasing number of Turkish 
writers were adopting essayist Fethi Naci’s slogan, “I maintain that to 
believe in socialism means to believe in Turkey.” 94

An even more famous book, indeed the subject of a cause celebre, 
was written by a local judge, Ali Faik Cihan, and called simply Sosyalist 
Turkiye (“Socialist Turkey”). The 175-page book first appeared in Feb
ruary 1965, but an Istanbul court ordered it collected and impounded, 
on the grounds of subversion. The following year, Cihan was sentenced 
to jail, and the sentence was quashed only in 1967 and again, upon the 
prosecution appealing, in 1968. The book was then reprinted95 in October 
1968, again in March 1969, and sold freely. The book gives one the im
pression that much of what Cihan writes — a Marxist interpretation of 
Turkey’s socio-economic situation— is not essentially new. By 1965, 
when the first edition was published, such ideas were bandied about 
frequently and freely among Turkish intellectuals both orally and in 
print. It is, perhaps, Cihan’s aggressive style that goaded the authorities 
into impounding his book and bringing its author to court. The last line 
of the book, “The sound is beginning to be heard of the march of millions 
of feet, ” 96 is indeed more of a revolutionary call than a mere appeal for

89 Cemil Sait Barlas, Sosyalistlik yollari ve Turkiye gergekleri (Istanbul: 1962). 
H is use of sosyalistlik (for “socialism”) was not generally adopted.

99 Ibid., p. 130.
91 Ibid., p. 120.
92 Istanbul: 1968.
93 Istanbul: 1970.
94 Fethi Naci, A z geli$mi$ iilkeler ve sosyalizm (2nd ed., Istanbul: 1966), p. 16. 

Cf. his A z geli§mi$ iilkelerde askert darbeler ve demokrasi (Istanbul: 1966). Fethi 
Naci is also referred to in chapter 2.

95 Jn Ankara. 249 pp.
96 A li Faik Cihan, Sosyalist Turkiye, 1965 ed., p. 175 (1969 ed., p. 249).
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RADICAL TRENDS IN THE LITERATURE OF THE 1960’S 2 5

reforms. This sense of impending socialist revolution pervades much of 
the book. It is also the main theme of another work by C ihan," a 
booklet calling on Turkish youth to organize and rebel against authority, 
and pointing out the ways by which they can assist the working class to 
seize power.

Fiction during the 1960’s reflected this “opening to the left,” both in 
its frequent choice of social themes, and in its sympathetic treatment of 
the poor and of rebels. The works of Mahmut Makal, Yasar Kemal, 
Fakir Baykurt and others may serve as examples. 98 Their novels and 
stories were widely read and commented upon, and many went through 
several editions. Poems and songs expressing a desire for social equality 
and economic reforms became increasingly popular, and some were 
anthologized. 97 98 99

Socialist themes, mainly relating to Turkey, 100 permeated a number of 
magazines, too, which are discussed in Chapter 2. The classical works of 
Marxism were translated. According to the Turkish national biblio
graphy, Tiirkiye Bibliyografiyasi, in the 1960’s Turkish translations 
(generally from French, less often from English) were published of many 
works of Marx, 101 102 103 and not a few of Engels and Lenin. Most were selec
tions in a small and inexpensive format. These were followed by selected 
translations of Harold J. Laski, 102 John Strachey,103 Roger Garaudy, 104

97 Id., Genflik ifin strateji ve taktik  (Ankara, 1st ed.: 1968, 2nd ed.: 1969).
98 Details in Ibrahim Tatarli and Riza Mollof, Huseyin Rahmi’den Fakir Baykurt'a 

marksist agidan Turk romam (Istanbul: 1969). This is a large (275 page) and useful 
study, with selections of Marxist fiction in Turkish. See also S. Velikov, “L’ecrivain 
turc Fakir Baikurt et son roman ‘Le dixieme village,’ ” Etudes Balkaniques, IV: 
1966, pp. 153-162.

99 E.g., Degitfer (Ankara: 1970).
too Even a booklet by an old fighter for Marxism, the physician Hikmet Kivilcimli, 

Marks-Engels hayatlari (2nd ed., Istanbul: 1970) had a chapter on “Turkey and Marx- 
Engels” (ibid., pp. 24-26).

lot Again, Marx’s views on Turkey were considered of special interest, see Karl 
Marx, Tiirkiye iizerine (?ark meselesi), transl. by Selahattin Hilav and Atilla Tokatli 
(Istanbul: 1966).

102 E.g., H. J. Laski, Demokrasi nedir? (Istanbul: 1962).
103 E.g., John Strachey, Sosyalizm nedir 1 (1st ed., Istanbul: 1961; 2nd ed., Istanbul: 

1962. This book is discussed at greater length below). Biiyiik uyantf ve demokrasinin 
ustiinliigu (1st ed.: 1964; 2nd ed., Istanbul: 1965. These are translations o f Strachey’s 
Great awakening and The challenge o f  democracy).

104 E.g., Roger Garaudy, Jean-Paul Sartre ve Marxism (1st ed., Istanbul: 1962, 
2nd ed., Istanbul: 1965). Sosyalizm ve ahldk (Istanbul: 1965). Sosyalizm ve isldmiyet 
(1st and 2nd eds,, Istanbul: 1965). Gerfeklik afismdan Kafka (1st ed., Istanbul; 1965; 
2nd ed., Istanbul: 1966; 3rd ed., Istanbul: 1967). Yirminci yiizyilda marksizm
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26 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

Herbert Marcuse and many other leftist thinkers. In addition, numerous 
Russian novels and stories were published in Turkish translation.

Obviously, only a portion of the works published in Turkey during the 
1960’s had any socialist content or flavor. Quite a few books — in the 
social sciences, as well as fiction — defended the status quo, on nationalist 
or other grounds. A characteristic example for “A defense of our regime” 
is an 87-page book, bearing this name, by Tung Umay. 105 In company 
with others, he generally approves of Turkey as it is, but strongly recom
mends planning and reform, albeit less radical than suggested by the 
extreme left. It should be emphasized that this approach is symptomatic 
— as the need for planned reform had been accepted by the consensus of 
articulate opinion in Turkey during the 1960’s, starting with the official 
program of the National Union Committee itself. 106 However the 
question as to scope and methods remained open.

One of the most striking facets of Turkish public opinion in the 1960’s 
was the growing anti-American sentiment, in some respects a mirror- 
reflection of the formerly prevalent anti-communism. A. Y. Sherman’s 
statement, that “Turkey has remained immune from political anti- 
Westernism for a variety of reasons,” 107 may apply to an earlier period. 
In the 1960’s the situation changed visibly. A large share of the change 
was fostered by leftist writing in Turkey. In a style strongly reminiscent 
of Moscow’s propaganda, such works usually singled out the two main 
aspects of United States assistance to Turkey — military and economic. 
As they interpreted it, with relentless persistence, such aid had been grant
ed solely with a view to ending Turkey’s independence and taking over 
its whole economy. Although farfetched, the very extremism of such 
claims influenced in no little degree those who had no occasion to hear or 
read the other side of the argument, namely, that the Americans were 
going to tremendous expense and effort to modernize Turkey’s army and 
economy. Indeed, the latter argument was not brought up either by 
Muslim religious circles, which had no reason to feel grateful for the 
“new foreign penetration;” or by the ultra-nationalists, who wanted a

(Istanbul: 1968). Karl M arx’m fikir diinyasi (Istanbul: 1969). Sosyalizmin biiyiik 
donemeci (1st and 2nd' eds., Istanbul: 1970).

105 Tun? Umay, Diizenimizin bir miidafaasi (Istanbul: 1969).
106 For text see Kazim Ozttirk, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti hiikumetleri ve programlari 

(Istanbul: 1968), pp. 467 ff. Ismail Arar, Hiikiimetprogramlari: 1920-1965 (Istanbul:
1968), pp. 308-324.

107 A. V. Sherman, “Turkey — a case in constructive nationalism,” Commentary 
(N . Y.), XXX (8): Aug. 1960, p. 98.
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Turkey oriented towards itself or (some maintained) towards Pan- 
Turkism. Even those who might have appreciated American support for 
Turkey, such as the coalition-Cabinets headed by the RPP and, after
wards, the JP administration, failed to come out openly in defence of 
United States involvement in Turkey. Demirel was actually under 
frequent attack by his political opponents for being too “pro-American” 
(as they claimed); this pushed him, tactically, into a position of having to 
prove that he was “pro-Turkey,” so that he, too, could not, or would not, 
emphasize the merits of American aid to Turkey. Characteristically, this 
applied mainly to the urban population; in the 1965 electoral contest JP 
propaganda in the villages made use of a photograph of Demirel with 
President Johnson.

However anti-Americanism in Turkey during the 1960’s (particularly 
towards the end of the decade) went further than mere political tactics. 
Even those acknowledging American assistance argued that the United 
States had not helped enough. 108 It would be no exaggeration to say 
that it became a prevalently fashionable attitude to be anti-American 
and blame the Americans for everything. 100 Even books with scholarly 
claims could not avoid an anti-American stance. 110  Similarly, even 
moderate journalists were bitter in their recriminations over United 
States’ neutrality in the Cyprus controversy between Turkey and Greece. 
Some started writing about what they considered Turkey’s enslavement 
to the United States, on account of American aid ; 111 while journalists of 
the extreme left accused American monopolies of planned economic 
penetration into Turkey and of intentionally refraining from (and even 
hampering) the adequate development of Turkey’s petroleum deposits, 
over which they had been granted almost monopolistic concessions. 112 

Consequently, some of those who thought otherwise about the United 
States and its connections with Turkey were careful not to commit 
themselves openly.

108 For this and other forms of anti-Americanism, cf. R. C. Lawson, “New regime 
in Turkey,” Current History, LII (306): Feb. 1967, pp. 105—110, 128. Cf. H. N. 
Howard, “Turkey: a contemporary survey,” ibid., LVI (331): Mar. 1969, esp. p. 145.
. 109 See examples in ismet Giritli, “Turkey since the 1965 elections,” MEJ, X X m  
(3): Summer 1969, p. 354.

110 For instance Ismail Cem, Tiirkiye'de geri kalmifhgm tarihi (Ankara: 1970), 
passim.

111 Such opinions were gleefully reported in the Soviet press. See, e.g., M. Yuriev, 
“Dollar jig  in Turkey,” International Affairs (Moscow), X  (10): Oct. 1964, pp. 66-69.

112 Sedat Ozkol, Emperyalizm, tekelci kapital ye Tiirkiye (Istanbul: 1970).
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Many Turkish writers of the 1960’s acquiesced silently, or joined 
vocally, in the criticism of everything American, as for example put ably 
by Nevzat Ustiin, a leftist poet, novelist and essayist. His three-volume 
Turkiye'deki Amerikan i  (translatable approximately as “America in 
Turkey”) accurately expresses the main accusations against Americans 
living in Turkey. In addition to more general claims of alleged economic 
exploitation or of supposedly sinister activities by the C.I.A. and the 
Peace Corps, 114 many references are made to more tangible, everyday 
matters — which may well have had a greater impact on many readers. 
Ustiin blames Americans living in Turkey for receiving larger salaries 
than Turkish officials, and for clanning together in compounds in the 
most elegant urban quarters. 115 Another related accusation (probably 
not wholly unfounded, in this case) was that Americans in Turkey, 
since they generally lived among themselves, had no meaningful rapport 
with local people. In other words, an anti-American posture, even if not 
accepted everywhere, became widespread in Turkey during the 1960’s, 
among both the left116 and the Islamic right11"1 — although for obviously 
different reasons.

These general accusations against the Americans in Turkey were 
further amplified by more specific claims. Dr. Tiirkkaya Ataov, then a 
lecturer at Ankara University, argued in his book on the United States, 
NATO and Turkey118 that practically everything the United States did in 
Turkey was motivated by American economic and military self-interest. 
Even its cultural assistance had ulterior motives. 119 This argument was 
taken up and elaborated in a book by M. fjJukrii K0 5 , a journalist and 
RPP Member of the National Assembly since 1961.120 Chiefly concerned

id  3 vols. Istanbul: 1967-1969. A  Russian translation of selections from the 
three vols. appeared in one vol., HeB3aT Y ctioh, AMepuKa u aMepuKamibi e Typifuu 
(Moscow: 1971).

A  small library could be compiled of Turkish books and articles about (and 
often enough, against) the Peace Corps activities in Turkey and elsewhere. Many 
o f these arguments have been summed up in yet another anti-American book, by 
Muslim Ozbalkan, Gizli belgelerle bari§ goniilliileri (Istanbul: 1970), documented 
with names of Peace Corpsmen in Turkey and a detailed list of their activities, 

u s Nevzat Ustiin, op. cit., II, p. 11, who calls these quarters “Little Americas.” 
n« Examples in  Ustiin, op. cit.
ID See, e.g., Ahmet Kabakli, Kiiltiir emperyalizmi (manevi sdmiirgecilik) (N. p.: 

1971), esp. pp. 169-171.
n s  Tiirkkaya Ataov, Amerika, NATO ve Tiirkiye (2nd ed., Ankara: 1969). 

n s  Ibid., pp. 228-240.
120 M. SJiikrii K05, Egitimde emperyalizm ve yabancila$ma (Ankara: 1970).
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TURKISH YOUTH AND RADICAL ACTIVITIES 29

with the American impact on education in Turkey, Ko? argued that the 
United States, through its assistance and expert advice, had brought 
about the Americanization of Turkish education — in a methodically- 
planned way, designed to refashion all education in Turkey on a capitalist 
model.

e. Turkish youth and radical activities

In order to understand better the chain of events that led to increasing 
violence in 1970 and 1971, and to the resulting military intervention in 
March 1971, one should briefly examine the role of Turkish youth and 
its increasing participation in political life and extremist organizations. 
Post-adolescent socialization has an important impact, and many social 
scientists tend to agree that, although certain attitudes are acquired 
early in life, political learning is accomplished fully in adult life only-. 
Socializing within the family, as is common among the greater part of 
Turkey’s population, tends to make political socialization a strongly 
conservative force. The ensuing political culture comes into conflict 
with modernized political structures which find it difficult to alter political 
orientations acquired and developed in early years. When affected by 
their peer groups, Turkish and other youths sometimes react violently, 
and significant changes may occur in their political orientation. This 
appears to be particularly the case among university students. Even when 
it directly involves only a minority, it also affects many others.121

The strongly nationalist education in Turkey’s lycees (an institution 
providing three years of instruction, roughly equivalent to high school in 
the United States) conditions interest in politics among lycee graduates, 
including, of course, those who continue their education in institutes of 
higher learning. There political socialization continues, with other com
ponents being added to form the political culture of Turkish students 
and of youth in general.122 * * *

121 See, e.g., R. E. Dawson and Kenneth Prewitt, Political socialization (Boston:
1969) , esp. pp. 172 ff.

122 Much has appeared about Turkish youth, some of which will be cited in
subsequent footnotes. Some of the more useful recent books are: Muammer Taylak,
Ogrenci hareketleri (Ankara: 1969). Aydin Yal?in, Demokrasi, sosyalizm ve genglik 
(Istanbul: 1969). SehaL. Meray, Vniversite sorunlart (Ankara: 1969). Ozcan Koknel, 
Tiirk toplumimda bugiiniin gengligi (Istanbul: 1970). Ismet Giritli, Genglik hareketleri 
ve otesi (Istanbul: 1970). Mehmet Bican, Devrim igin genglik. hareketleri (Ankara:
1970) .
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During the Atatiirk period, and until the end of the single-party era in 
Republican Turkey, students were relatively little involved in direct 
political activity. 123 The charismatic leadership of Atatiirk attracted 
their support for his modernizing activities; after his death in 1938, the 
Second World War atmosphere and the strong measures taken by 
Turkey’s government to safeguard the state’s neutrality dissuaded inten
sive political action. With the end of the War in 1945 and the beginning 
of the multiparty era in Turkey a year later, students became increasingly 
active in politics — first as individuals, then through their organizations, 
although these were officially barred from involvement in politics. Particu
larly in the 1950’s and even more so towards the end of the decade, stu
dents increasingly protested their frustration at what they considered the 
DP’s sacrifice of Atatiirk’s reforms, as well as its repression of all political 
opposition. Their nationalism-oriented education,124 at all levels of 
schooling, had so conditioned the students, that they then spontaneously 
displayed strongly nationalist attitudes, even when asked very broad 
open questions. J25 Evidently, at the end of DP rule, this nationalism 
found expression in the defence of Kemalism.

While Turkish youth could not remain impervious to the wave of 
socio-political involvement which was sweeping the youth of many 
other countries in the 1960’s, there was more to it than mere imitation. 
A very pronounced “youth culture” regularly pervades certain areas of 
Turkish life.126 We have already seen in this chapter that Turks include 
youth — along with the intelligentsia and the military — in “the vigorous 
forces.” Atatiirk had called on youth to watch over the Republic and 
independence, in a speech which every Turkish child has to learn by 
heart. While students participated actively in popular movements in 
Ottoman times, it was their dramatic success in clashing with the govern
ment forces (mainly the police) in 1960 which gave them a heady feeling 
of importance. Although they did not participate directly in the 1960 
coup, they played a major role in creating the intolerably tense pre-coup

123 Details in J. S. Szyliowicz, “Students and politics in Turkey,” Middle Eastern 
Studies (London), VI (2): May 1970, pp. 152 ff.

124 To be discussed at greater length below, ch. 5.

125 In interviews carried out during 1957 and 1958. See H. H. Hyman, Arif 
Payashoglu, and F. W. Frey, “The values of Turkish college youth,” Public Opinion 
Quarterly (Princeton, N . J.), XXII: 1958, esp. pp. 282-285. 126

126 See F. W. Frey, “Education,” in R. E. Ward and D . A. Rustow (eds.), op. cit. 
p. 235.
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TURKISH YOUTH AND RADICAL ACTIVITIES 31.

atmosphere,127 by rioting and demonstrating. The repeated proclama
tions and demonstrations of Turkish students during the 1960’s showed 
that, along with the educated youth in the rest of the world, they main
tained their active interest in politics. Indeed, student leaders soon found 
out that demonstrations or sit-ins could also be effectively used in the 
universities.

Another reason for the increase in the political involvement of the 
Turkish youth, and more particularly students, was the slowly but 
steadily growing number of those registered in the universities, as the 
following table shows.128

Table 3. NUMBER OF UNIVERSITY STUDENTS, BY YEAR

1960-61 44,461 1965-66 55,583
1961-62 45,002 1966-67 60,023
1962-63 46,561 1967-68 63,235
1963-64 48,654 1968-69 67,764
1964-65 52,768 1969-70 75,522

1970-71 73,228

Together with those registered in other institutions of higher learning, 
the number was considerably larger, totalling 97,309 in 1965-66; 108,707 
in 1966-67; 125, 647 in 1967-68; 143,279 in 1968-69; 160,334in 1969-70; 
and 155,358 in 1970-71.129 If one notes that most study in the major 
cities, chiefly Istanbul and Ankara, their possible impact becomes more 
pertinent. Increasing numbers come from out of town and feel alienated in 
their new environment. It should be remembered, also, that the relatively 
limited opportunities of accepting students in the sciences induced many 
to study in fields promoting a comparatively great interest in politics, such 
as law, political science, sociology, economics and public administra
tion.130 From this aspect, the situation is not dissimilar to that in Egypt 
where, at the same time, student discontent grew for kindred reasons.

Another result of the increase in the number of lycee graduates desirous 
of enrolling in Turkish universities was a two-way disappointment. First,

127 L. L. Roos, N . P. Roos, and G. R. Field, “Students and politics in Turkey,” 
Daedalus (Cambridge, Mass.), LXXXXVII (1): Winter 1968, esp. p. 191.

128 2968 statistical yearbook o f  Turkey, op. cit., p. 117. Turkiye istatistik ytlltgi 
1968 (ek yayin), op. cit., p. 23.

129 Turkiye istatistik ytlltgi 1968 (ek yayrn), p. 17.
130 Nermin Abadan, “Values and political behavior of Turkish youth,” TYIR, 

IV: 1963, p. 102.
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the majority of applicants are not admitted, as there is no place for them, 
even since the opening of two new universities in Erzurum and Trabzon. 
In 1969, 64,183 lycee graduates applied for admission to Turkey’s seven 
universities, and sat for objective entrance tests, but only about 13,000, 
or a fifth, were admitted.131 The frustration of those rejected is obvious. 
Secondly, even those admitted, although fortunate in having some of 
Turkey’s brightest intellects as their teachers, not infrequently attend 
courses they would not have chosen, but which are the only ones not 
overcrowded. They have to contend with huge classes, lack of tutorials, 
inadequate library facilities, and crowded dormitories. Limited participa
tion of student-government has been an oft-voiced complaint. A system 
that permits students who fail in their examinations to repeat the year has 
caused further crowding in the lecture halls, libraries, and dormitories. 
Many barely subsist: according to a report of the medical services at 
Istanbul University in 1967, 19.9 % of the students had a monthly income 
of TL 50-200, 41.3% of TL 200-300, 24.5% of TL 300-400, and only 
14.1% of more than TL 400132 (at the time $ l.-w as equal to 
TL 9.-).

With very real grievances, educational and financial, university students 
and other youths in the same age-groups have naturally taken to protest. 
In times of public tension, their specific complaints have been added to 
those of a more general political and socio-economic nature, and have 
erupted into violence. This was the case in the late 1950’s, at the height 
of the DP repression; early in the 1960’s, when the general situation 
seemed far from stable; and, again, in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s, 
when political and socio-economic considerations appear to have been 
the prime movers of organized youth violence. Insofar as can be ascer
tained from the available preliminary data, a subtle change in the catch
words of students’ public statements, meetings, boycotts and silent 
marches, may be observed during the late 1960’s (and particularly since 
1968).133 The tone has changed; instead of merely deploring the situation 
in moderate terms, demands were voiced loudly and insistently, and 
were sometimes expressed by violent deeds. The substance of the catch-

131 Id., “The politics o f students and young workers in Turkey,” SBFD, XXVI 
(1): Mar. 1971, p. 96.

132 Summarized in Suleyman Gens, 12 mart’a nasil gelindi (Ankara: 1971), pp. 
104-105.

133 Data as in footnote 131, pp. 91-101. C f  Szyliowicz, op. cit. in Middle Eastern 
Studies, VI (2): May 1970, p. 160.
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TURKISH YOUTH AND RADICAL ACTIVITIES 33

words has changed no less; even in matters concerning them closely, the 
students did not simply emphasize their personal grievances in the late 
1960’s, but also demanded sweeping university reform. In more general 
domestic matters, they have become increasingly critical of the govern
ment and police. In foreign affairs, while students were formerly concern
ed mainly with the Cyprus issue, other international problems have 
been looming larger in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s — such as anti
imperialism, anti-Americanism, neutralism, foreign capital, and the 
Vietnam war.

Professional non-student organizers have been suspected of agitation 
among students, of promising them material rewards if they participa
ted politically, and threatening them physically if they did not. More 
factual explanations for the changing mood of Turkish students and for 
the circumstances of its radicalization are offered in what is probably 
the best empirical study of the political orientations of Turkish university 
students.134 135 Prepared as a doctoral dissertation at Ankara University 
during 1964 and 1965, its conclusions are still largely valid. Although 
only 2.7 % of the entire student body was interviewed, the findings were 
obtained by a randomly selected sample which enhances the value of the 
results. Three hundred and seventeen students and another hundred 
and nine student leaders, from eight of Ankara University s ten faculties, 
were interviewed. If one accepts Professor Elihu Katz’s hypothesis of 
“the two-step flow of communication,” one appreciates even more the 
significance of student leaders’ attitudes. Indeed, the student leaders, that 
is those who set the tone, were found to be more leftist than the other 
students. The Labor Party of Turkey, known for its Marxist platform, 
was chosen as the party of preference by 24.8 % of the former, but only 
by 6% of the latter.133 Of the student leaders 80.9% and of the others 
63.4% read dailies inclined to the left, while 6.1 % of the former and 10% 
of the latter read dailies inclined to the right.136 Similar, although not 
identical, preferences governed the choice of reading-matter in leftist 
magazines.137 Further, those interviewed indicated definite preference 
for political articles or news, rather than other items—with the student 
leaders even more so inclined:138

134 0 Zer Ozankaya, Vniversite ogrencilerinin siyasal yonelimleri (Ankara: 1966).

135 Ibid., p. 75, table 11/46.
136 Ibid., p. 33, table 11/12.
137 Ibid., pp. 35-38.
138 Cf. ibid., p. 39, table H/16.
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34 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

T a b l e  4. PREFERENCES FOR NEWSPAPER MATERIALS AMONG ANKARA  
UNIVERSITY STUDENTS

Reading material 317 students 109 student leaders

Political articles and commentary 49.2% 62.2%
Domestic political news 8.8 10.0
Foreign political news 

■ Other news and articles (science,
7.2 4.4

sports, fashion, cinema, 
theater, etc.) 26.0 23.1

N o reply 8.8 —

100.0% 99.7 %139

The impact of reading newspapers and magazines — and, probably, 
books— was enhanced by the fact that less than half of either the student 
leaders or the others listened to a news broadcast daily,140 possibly 
because they could not afford a transistor radio of their own (their 
financial circumstances explain, too, why they attended the theater so 
rarely141). That this is not a function of their indifference to politics is 
evident from the time they invested in discussing politics with their 
friends.142 An overwhelming majority of students interviewed — 89.9% 
of the student leaders and 81.8% of the others — maintained that they 
preferred to discuss such topics with their friends, rather than with 
their families or teachers.143 Since most students came from middle- 
class families,144 one may deduce that they found among their peers, 
rather than at home, a more congenial atmosphere for the discussion of 
such topics as economic development and reform in land-holding, 
which, to the student leaders, were of absorbing interest.145

The approach of the students interviewed to socialism is no less 
relevant than the substance of their replies. While most students (74.3 %

U9 The figures do not add up to 100% in the original.
wo Ibid., p. 40.
141 Ibid., p. 42.
142 Ibid., pp. 45-46, 66 ff.
143 Ibid., p. 45. None was even prepared to discuss politics with his teachers, a 

striking instance not only of the very formal teacher-student relations, but also of the 
decline o f the value placed on the opinions of university teachers, which previously 
were never questioned.

144 Ibid., p. 56.
145 Ibid., p. 46, table 11/22. The Cyprus issue, which is o f considerable intrinsic 

interest, may then have been prominent in the student discussions because of its 
topicality.
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TURKISH YOUTH AND RADICAL ACTIVITIES 35

of the leaders and 61.8% of the others) considered socialism a more 
equitable system, and supported the nationalization of foreign trade 
(78.9 % and 70.7 %, respectively), as many or more among the students — 
but not among the leaders — supported a middle road in politics and 
state support for private enterprise.146 Ozankaya rightly concludes147 
that, although the popularity of certain socialist ideas among the students 
interviewed was undeniable, many had only a superficial idea of the con
cepts of socialism and were merely attracted by its slogans. This may be 
so, and one might indicate, also, that this was the case in some recent 
“student revolts” in Western Europe. However, one should point out 
that this was not the case with the Turkish student leaders and, judging 
by the organized violence in the early 1970’s, a sizable part of the politi- 
cally-conscious students were imbued, to a growing extent, with radical 
concepts, chiefly of the left. One notices too a certain erosion in students 
former loyalties to the larger parties, the RPP and JP, late in the 1960’s. 
Some joined the Federation of Idea-Clubs (Fikir Kuliipleri Federasyonu), 
sponsored — or at least encouraged — by the Labor Party of Turkey, or 
more extremist leftist organizations, which are mentioned below. Mean
while others joined the “commandos” or other youth organizations 
established by the right-wing Republican Peasant National Party in the 
late 1960’s.148 While these organizations were staffed by university 
students and other youths, it was the former who were the leaders and 
main activists, at least those of the left. Their aggressive political activity 
was possibly nurtured at that time by the large number of books and 
newspapers149 preaching extreme doctrines, on the one hand; and, on 
the other hand, by the disparity between the aspirations of students and 
other youths aiming at the professions and what they could actually 
achieve.150 This mixture of discontent with public affairs and personal 
frustration, in varying degree in each individual, was a powerful recipe for 
violence.

While right-wing youth groups151 were fewer in number and generally 
had common ideological roots in Turkey’s past with its message of na-

146 Ibid., p. 63, table 11/34.
147 Ibid., pp. 60-62. r
t48 Xo be discussed more fully below, ch. 6.
149 Discussed in this and in the next chapter.
iso This is one of the main conclusions from questionnaires completed by Turkish 

students in the early 1960’s.See A. M. Kazamias, Education and the quest for modernity 
in Turkey (London: 1966), esp. pp. 241-242.

isi See below, chs. 5 and 6.

' L .
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tional glory, leftist youth-groups had no such common inspiration. These 
proliferated, with each looking to its own admired prophet Marx, 
Lenin, Mao, Che Guevara, Roger Garaudy, or Herbert Marcuse. Fre
quently they adopted a platform composed of the teachings of two or 
more of these or other thinkers, whom they had generally read in a 
Turkish translation. The situation resulted from an almost unavoidable 
trend of splitting into ever more extremist groups, but also reflected 
Turkish politics late in the 1960’s and early in the 1970’s — in which 
frustration and fragmentation were commonplace. Among various 
youth groups, however, the reflection of the Turkish political scene was 
more radical than the image itself; indeed, it was characteristically 
revolutionary.152 153 *

As in the case of the DP a decade earlier, the last years of JP govern
ment were characterized by an undeclared civil war, expressed in violent 
clashes between ideologically opposing groups and rival demonstrations, 
mainly in the urban centers. In the mid-1960’s the internal situation in 
Turkey was so troubled, that the Tiirkiye Yilligi u privately-published, 
useful “Yearbook of Turkey” — regularly provided a list of well-known 
people arrested or imprisoned. Further rioting occurred in 1966 and 
1967; but from 1968 to 1971 disturbances became wider in scope (in
volving thousands of people) as well as more frequent and violent. Left- 
Wing and right-wing militants attacked one another bodily in the streets 
and at the universities. Indeed, most institutions of higher learning were 
hit by stiikes, boycotts, or sit-ins. While certain student demands for 
University reform were no doubt justified, the students disrupted courses 
and examinations to such an extent that the very functioning of the 
universities was jeopardized.

Violent clashes with police increased in number, as did those of 
workers striking for higher wages and social improvements, or occupying 
factories in the same way students were occupying universities. The 
complaints of workers and others about rising prices were well-grounded. 
According to data released by the State Institute of Statistics,155 between 
April 1970 and March 1971 (that is, in the year preceding the military 
intervention), the cost-of-living increased by an average of 15% in 
Istanbul and Izmir and 13 % in Ankara. However the wholesale price of

152 For an exposition of some of these views see, e.g., the special 8-page supplement 
to the weekly Ant, 44: Oct. 31, 1967. For a later one, see the annual MiUiyet 1970, 
op. clt., pp. 64-68.

153 Summed up in Cumhuriyet, Aug. 29,1971. For a general survey of the economy,
see Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Turkey (Paris: 1972).
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food, which mattered most to wage-earners, increased in the course of 
the year by an average of 17.5 %.

Significantly, talk in the street and the press, early in 1971, was often 
not about rising prices alone, but also about revolution. People sus
pected — wrongly, as it turned out — that the two major parties were 
conniving at postponing all reforms indefinitely. Others feared anarchy 
and expressed somewhat exaggerated charges of an impending takeover 
by Turkish communists. The general mood was one of disquiet and 
pessimism, with rumors increasing the excitement already spread by 
sensational reporting in some sections of the press.

No less portentous was the breakup of parts of the political leadership 
institutionalized in the patterns of formal parliamentarism. In the 1969 
elections to the National Assembly,154 both the JP and RPP succeeded 
in inci easing visibly their strength in the Assembly at the expense 
of the smaller political parties. One result was the growth in power of 
both Suleyman Demirel in the JP and Bulent Ecevit in the RPP — leaders, 
respectively, of the moderate right-of-center and moderate left-of-center 
groups in their parties. Indeed, Demirel surrounded himself with modera
tes in the Cabinet he formed in November 1969. Not a few members, 
opposed to these moderate views, left the two major parties, before or 
after the 1969 elections. Another case155 was that of Necmettin Erbakan, 
an erstwhile JP Member of the National Assembly, who left to set up a 
rightist theocratic organization, the Party for National Order, in January 
1970. Yet another conservative party, adopting the name Democratic 
Party156 157 was set up in December 1970 by another group of conservatives 
(headed by Ferruh Bozbeyli, ex-Speaker of the National Assembly), who 
had seceded from the JP and from the Reliance Party (meanwhile re
named National Reliance Party).15? The Democratic Party soon had the 
third largest parliamentary group, numbering, in March 1971, 38 Mem
bers of the National Assembly and 7 Senators. The increase in the num
ber of parties and other political associations in 1969 and 1970 was 
symptomatic of the troubled mood in Turkey. Yet another sign was the

154 Discussed in ch. 7, below.
155 To be examined at greater length in ch. 5, below.
156 Perhaps to distinguish it from the banned Democrat Party.
157 I have been unable to consult a recent book about this party, 72’ler hareketi 

ve demokratik parti, reviewed in the weekly Yankt, 20: July 12-18, 1971, p. 28. For 
the names of the founders and an appreciation of the Democratic Party, see the 
annual Milliyet 1970, op. c it.,pp . 157-158. For the party’s program, see its Demokratik 
parti: tiiziik ve programi (Ankara: n.d.).
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38 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

rifts within the Labor Party of Turkey,158 159 at least part of which may be 
attributed to disappointment with the party’s failure in the 1969 elections.

Furthermore, various personalities and groups, frustrated with the 
results of the 1969 elections, fostered different types of extra-parlia
mentary opposition (in Turkish: Parlamento di$i muhalefet). It appears 
that the initiators and activists were LPT members and more extreme 
leftist intellectuals.160 161 The high priest of the extra-parliamentary op
position’s ideology was Cretin Altan, a witty and popular journalist and 
ex-LPT Member of the National Assembly.160 In his articles, late in 
19 6 9 ,16 1 Altan elaborated the theory that, since there was no democratic 
alternative, extra-parliamentary opposition was the only possible outlet 
conditions allowed. This type of opposition, smacking of revolutionism, 
spread mainly among intellectuals, youth groups and — to a lesser degree 
— junior officers. Many of these had avowedly abandoned hope of 
achieving power through a democratic process of elections, and preached 
revolution by violent means. Consequently, some extremist groups now 
had a sort of moral justification for the use of force in order to achieve 
p0wer — even if this meant employing force against the Establishment. 
Bloody clashes of workers with security forces in June, 1970 brought 
about the temporary imposition of martial law in Istanbul.162

The use of violence was adopted as the method not of workers, how
ever, but of extremist youth groups. They robbed banks, shot at police
men, placed bombs near or in public buildings, and physically attacked 
American military personnel in Turkey. These groups were small; at 
least part of their activity remained undeground. Therefore, its complete 
description will probably not be available for some years. What follows 
is but a brief and preliminary discussion.163
■ The intensive newspaper reading of university students, particularly 
among student leaders, has already been referred to. So, too, has the 
favor which leftist newspapers found with them. In the 1960’s, with the 
newly guaranteed freedom of the press, leftist magazines began to appear,

158 To be analyzed below, ch. 4.
159 Varlik yilligi 1970 (Istanbul: Dec. 1969), p. 15.
160 o f  whom we shall have more to say below, chs. 2 and 4.
161 A  fair selection may be found in Cetin Altan, Suflanan yazilar (Ankara and 

Istanbul: n.d. [1970]), esp. pp. 157-158 and passim.
162 Details in the annual Milliyet 1970, pp. 86 ff.

■ 163 This is chiefly based on press reports which, however, are contradictory and, 
at times, vague. Three recent books touch on the activities of these groups, from 
different points o f approach: Mehmet Bican, Devrim ifingenflik hareketleri, op. cit.; 
Metin Toker, Soldo ve sagda vurufanlar (Ankara: 1971); and Suleyman Gen?, op. cit.
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TURKISH YOUTH AND RADICAL ACTIVITIES 39

then multiplied (as will be examined at length below, in ch. 2). Although 
varying in their interpretation of Marxism and its applicability to Turkey, 
the most extreme among these magazines started, chiefly in the late 1960’s, 
to call openly for resistance to the government and revolution.164 While 
the scope of resistance and revolution, its timing, ways, and perpetrators 
(intellectuals, or a union of workers and peasants) varied from one 
magazine to the other, the prescription was identical and the need for 
resistance and revolution was never doubted. If anything, impatience was 
the order of the day among the contributors to the revolutionary-minded 
magazines, as it has been a characteristic of many Turkish intellectuals 
in recent years.

Nurtured on such food and on Marxist literature, original and transla
ted (some of which has been mentioned above), several of the more 
radical students decided to associate in a political youth organization, 
led and mainly staffed by students. In so doing, they expressed their 
dissatisfaction with the existing student-organization which, barred by 
law from political involvement, was too timid for these activists. Some 
leaders of the new organization were drawn from the Federation of 
Idea-Clubs and other groups, and therefore possessed some organiza
tional experience. Indeed, the new organization practically took over the 
federation. Established in the autumn of 1969165 it was named Turkiye 
Dewimci Genglik Federasyonu (“The Federation of the Revolutionary 
Youth of Turkey”), or, briefly, Dev Geng.

The goals of Dev Geng were never in doubt, although its organization 
and some of its activities were kept clandestine. According to the 
formulation166 of its first chairman, Atilla Sarp, a student at Ankara 
University’s Faculty of Agriculture,167 Dev Geng was a political youth 
organization with a Marxist ideology. Mainly comprising university 
students (although its ideas seem to have appealed to lycee pupils, too168), 
it also sought connections with working and peasant youth. Consequent
ly, in addition to the goal of introducing a socialist consciousness, in 
place of a bourgeois, into the universities, members of Dev Geng aimed 
at joining the peasants in a revolutionary struggle, jointly directed against

164 As, for instance, in a 118-page book by Cetin Yetkin, Siyasal iktidara karfi 
direnme ve devrim (Ankara: 1970).

165 Toker, op. cit., p. 53; and Gen?, op. cit., pp. 141, 293.
166 In Ant, 162: Feb. 3, 1970, p. 8.
167 After his arrest, he was succeeded by Ertugrul Kiirk?u, who was himself arrested 

with nine others on Dec. 26, 1970.
168 c f. Yanki, 4: Mar. 22-28, 1971, p. 29. Gen?, op. cit., p. 325.
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40 in t r o d u c t o r y : t u r k e y  in  t h e  1960’s

imperialism. As Sarp elaborated later, in the first issue of Dev Geng's 
own monthly, lleri (“Forward”),169 the main organizational task of this 
revolutionary proletarian movement was to organize cadres of militants 
— convinced ones, free of petit-bourgeois concepts. Redefining the goals 
of Dev Geng’s struggle, a later series of articles in //m '17o presented them 
as the fight against fascism and imperialism, and a popular struggle for 
the ideological independence and liberation of all Turks and other 
peoples. In this context manifestoes of the Dev Geng in Ankara frequently 
called on all Turkish workers, intellectuals, patriotic soldiers and officeis, 
all progressives, and all patriots to rise and join the struggle against the 
regime.171 172 173 Dev Geng’s lleri was insistent on the importance of a well- 
developed revolutionary theory, repeatedly quoting a dictum of Lenin, 
“ Without a revolutionary theory, there is no revolutionary move
ment.” ! ^  However, theory was important, but not sufficient. As seen 
by Ertugrul Kurkfu, Sarp’s successor as Dev Geng chairman, in order 
to change the regime of a Turkish democracy that was exploiting the 
workers, not mere propaganda was needed but armed action.175 Indeed, 
a s time passed, the leaders of Dev Geng came to accept as axiomatic that 
the employment of brutal terror was imperative in order to gain control 
o f the state. The main differences of opinion related to timing and method. 
For instance, fervent debate went on for a while between those favoring 
urban or rural guerilla — with the outcome that the partisans of the 
latter, finding themselves in a minority, split from the Dev Geng.174

During its brief existence, Dev Geng served as a sort of roof-organiza
tion for several revolutionary youth groups, most of which preferred, 
for tactical reasons, to remain within its framework.175 Usually led by 
students, the association was started in Ankara and spread to other 
universities — although it seems that the organizational ties were rather 
loose and that each local Dev Geng group acted largely on its own. 
Sometimes, rival groups cooperated on a local basis. As a rule, each new 
group was more extremist than the existing ones and, with few excep-

169 lleri, 1: n.d. [prob. Apr. 1970], p. 3. This appeared in Ankara.
170 Ibid., 6: Jan. 1971.
171 Summarized in Yanki, 2: Mar. 8-14, 1971, pp. 4-5.
172 See, lleri, 6: Jan. 1971, pp. 21 ff. For an exposition of its ideology by an 

opponent o f Dev Geng, see Toker, op. cit., pp. 38-39.
173 Kurk9u, in Bayram daily, Dec. 2-3, 1970, reported by Gen?, op. cit., pp. 5 ff.
174 Details in Gen?, ibid., pp. 294-295, 325, 344 ff.
175 See examples in Ant, 154: Dec. 9, 1969, p. 7. For some o f the more important 

groups cf. Toker, op. cit., pp. 3 5 # . and the official Ba$bakanlik Basin-Yayin Genel 
Mudurlugii, Tiirkiyede demokrasi saldiri karfismda (Ankara: 1972).
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tions, published a magazine to propagate its views and attack those of 
the others as well as of all those they considered bourgeois. In general 
discipline within each local group was strongly enforced.

One of the most noteworthy of these radical groups was the Sosyalist 
Aydinhk (“Socialist Enlightenment”) circle, so-called after its monthly, 
which was published in Ankara from 1968. Regular contributors have 
included well-known leftist thinkers, like Mihri Belli176 or Muzaffer 
Erdost. The circle, following Belli’s precepts, favored a “national demo
cratic revolution.” It aimed at achieving Marxism-Leninism in collabo
ration with other forces (which it would then discard)— preferably the 
radical military, rather than the proletariat. A more extreme group within 
the Dev Geng was the Proleter Devrimci Aydinhk (“The Revolutionary 
Proletarian Enlightenment”), so called after a monthly of the same name 
published in Ankara. Led by Dogu Peringek, an ex-university assistant, 
the circle split from Belli’s leadership in June 1970. Ideologically, it 
assigned to the proletariat the role of vanguard of the revolution that 
was intended to lead Turkey’s backbone, the peasant masses. 177 Indeed, 
it appears that this circle led the “rural guerillas” group that had split 
from Dev Geng. It was smaller than the Sosyalist Aydmlik, and its propa
ganda had a Maoist flavor.

Two other extremist groups, originating within the circles of the Dev 
Geng, deserve mention. One was the Turk Halk Kurtulug Ordusu, or “The 
Turkish People’s Liberation Army,” sometimes called Gerillacilar, or 

guerillas.” This organization had initially been founded by leftist stu
dents at the Middle East Technical University in Ankara, with the aim 
of cleansing it, as they maintained, from American influence (tuition at 
the University was in English). The next goal was to struggle for Turkey’s 
complete independence (from what they considered American imperial
ism, supported by local collaborators). This goal, they argued, justified 
armed bank robbery and further violence. Members were organized in 
clandestine cells and seemed to prefer action to ideological discussion 
(apparently, they had no regular organ). Some of their members were 
trained in the camps of the Arab “Palestine Front for Revolutionary 
Popular Liberation” or of the Fath.^z This fitted well with their concept 176 177 178

176 w ho will be discussed below, in ch. 2 and subsequently.
177 These views were aired in the other magazine of the Revolutionary Proletarian 

Enlightenment circle, Ugi-koylii (“Worker-Peasant”). See also Geng, op. cit., pp. 
347-349.

178 Starting in the summer of 1969, as transpired at their trial. See the weekly 
Ortam (Istanbul), 1: Apr. 19-26, 1971, p. 13. Cf. Gen?, op. cit., pp. 295-296.
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of a revolution that was to embrace the whole of the Middle East. 
Their leader was a student at Istanbul University’s Faculty of Law, 
Deniz Gezmis. Although only 22 years old when he joined the group in 
1969, Gezmis had already been tried and sentenced to imprisonment 
for extremist political activity. Indeed, he had already founded and 
headed a violently radical group in Istanbul, named Devrimci Ogrenci 
Birligi (“Union of Revolutionary Students”). We shall presently have 
more to say about him.179

The other group was the Turk Halk Kurtulus Cephesi, or The Turkish 
People’s Liberation Front,” connected with a Turk Halk Kurtulus 
Partisi, or “Turkish People’s Liberation Party.” Both were practically 
one organization. Members were reportedly trained in Syria, then 
smuggled into Turkey.^9 The idea of a “National Liberation Front’ 
had been systematically discussed in the leftist press in Turkey, during 
the 1960’s,i81 and it was not surprising that it readily found supporters. 
Led by Mahir £ayan (they were sometimes labeled in the press “Caya- 
nists”) the members of this organization had a compact Marxist-inspired 
ideology, which they elaborated in their monthly Kurtulus— I§filerin- 
Kdylulerin Gazetesi (“Liberation: the Magazine of Workers and Peas
ants”), published in Ankara in 1970. They called for mutual support 
between workers and peasants, and appealed to revolutionaries to assist 
them against the landowners. While they called on all Turks to resist 
(direnme), their appeal was aimed largely at the youth. Further, the 
Cayanists urged the Turkish and Kurdish peoples*82 to unite in a popular 
struggle against their common enemy. They attacked imperialism, the 
United States, and rival youth groups, for example labeling the Proleter 
Devrimci Aydinlik circle as “Maoists of the campus.

Until they started terrorist activity, little was known about these gioups 
(except for their publications). Well-informed sources in Turkey estima
ted their adherents as at most several thousands. This is difficult to 
determine, however, since membership was fluid, and there was some 
mobility between the various groups. Many were devoted to the cause,

179 For his early activities, see Bican, op. cit., pp. 72, 77, 103 ancl passim; Gen?, 
op. cit., p. 141. For his later career Ortam, 2: Apr. 26 May 3, 1971, pp. 
ibid., 9: July 26-Aug. 2, 1971, pp. 12-13.

iso Acc. to the daily Son Havadis, Feb. 6, 1972.
is i Examples collected by Aclan Sayilgan, Soldaki (atlaklar (1927-1966), op. cit.,

pp. 28 ff., 56 ff. .
182 Kurtulus, 6: Dec. 1970. Plural number intentional despite official Turkish

policy to consider the Kurds in Turkey as Turks.
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some bordering on fanaticism. This became obvious when the rival 
groups passed from verbal or written competition to militant deeds. 
Most accepted as facts the propaganda that Turkey was not independent, 
but bound by internal and external exploiters, that “a second war of 
independence” was imperative, and that the time was propitious for a 
Marxist revolution. Considering themselves the only anti-Establishment 
force (for the LPT had seats in the National Assembly), they trained their 
members in the use of firearms, and apparently planned to create a 
“Vietnam situation” in Turkey. The peasant masses, led by a proletarian 
party, would strike at the local feudal elements. As revolutionary rule 
would be established in some areas, reactionary elements in the Turkish 
armed forces, together with foreign troops, supporting imperialism, 
would have to intervene jointly. A popular war would then start, led 
by a Front for National Liberation. The enemy would in the rural parts 
be repulsed into the sea, while “urban guerilla warfare” would clean 
up the towns. Victorious Revolution would then lead to the establish
ment of Socialism in Turkey.” 183

In practice, the results were very different, probably because the leaders 
of Dev Geng and other youth groups had been mistaken in gauging the 
mood of the military. They apparently thought that the Turkish armed 
forces were as anti-imperialist as they had been during the War of In
dependence in the early 1920’s (this the armed forces were; but they' 
were not anti-American). Accordingly, Dev Geng members tried to 
penetrate the military with their propaganda, and did have some limited 
success with a few junior officers184 — another reason for the military 
to intervene in March 1971. The immediate reason for the military 
intervention was, however, the violence with which the civilian govern
ment was unable to cope effectively. There were armed bank robberies, 
bloody clashes with the police on university campuses and elsewhere, 
bombings of public buildings,185 and two kidnappings in February and 
March 1971, in which five United States servicemen were abducted. The 
youth groups had become the center of public attention and the object 
of grudging admiration by some.18® To others, their armed violence was

183 Summed up in Toker, op. cit., pp. 58 ff., 83 ff.
is-* Exact data are not yet available, See, however, Ortam, 1: Apr. 19-26, 1971, 

pp. 6-7.
185 For a list o f the incidents from August 1968 to March 1971, see Yanki, 2: Mar. 

8-14, 1971, pp. 6-7; and Gen?, op. cit., pp. 349 ff., 374-376.
186 To judge, at least, by a long article in Ant monthly, 12: Apr. 1971, pp. 6-21, 

which praised the kidnapping by the Turkish People’s Liberation Army of four
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alarming, as was their recruitment of Kurdish youths and their plain 
talk about “a Kurdish people,” 187 which smacked of inciting the Kurds 
in Eastern Turkey to secede. Indeed, this was the peak of leftist pro
paganda directed at the Kurds in Turkey.

f. The 1971 military intervention and its aftermath

The events of March 12, 1971, are not yet precisely known. Internal 
security was deteriorating so rapidly that, early in the month, it was 
obvious there would be some form of military intervention. Yanki 
(“ Echo”), a news’ weekly just established in Ankara, came out in its 
first issue188 with a cover and editorial asking “On whose side are the 
armed forces?” There is some evidence that a sizable group of middle- 
rank officers were secretly planning a military takeover, in the name of 
law and order. Personal ambitions apart, it seems that they were imbued 
with the same spirit which had inspired a minority faction among the 
perpetrators of the 1960 coup, viz., that only a military regime could 
ensure reform and modernization for Turkey, in what they considered the 
true Kemalist tradition. Early in March 1971, details of the plot came to 
the knowledge of the supreme command of the armed forces, which 
moved to forestall it. The President of the Republic, Cevdet Sunay (a 
retired Chief-of-Staff himself), presented the armed forces memorandum 
to Demirel’s Cabinet, demanding its resignation. Signed by the Chief-of- 
Staff and the Commanders of the army, navy and air force, this was more 
in the nature of an ultimatum, for it threatened a military takeover, un
less a new reform-minded Cabinet was installed. The military’s patience 
with the government of the Justice Party had been spent. Demirel was 
reluctant to resign, even though the JP majority in the National Assembly 
had dwindled to one, because of mass resignations from both the party’s 
parliamentary groups — which dealt a serious blow to the Establish
ment’s credibility and supplied further arguments to radical groups. 
Soon, however, he agreed; perhaps the memory of Menderes’s fate 
influenced him in making up his mind. President Sunay appointed as 
Prime Minister fifty-nine-year old, former Professor of Law, Nihat Erim; 
he was known to be reform-minded and an opponent of conserva-

U . S. soldiers as an act conducive to “cleansing Turkey of all Americans, foreigners 
and traitors.”

187 Examples in Gen?, op. cit., pp. 325-330.
188 Yanki, 1: Mar. 1, 1971.
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tive policies. Since his role was to be independent, he resigned from his 
party, the RPP, of which he was a member sitting in the National Assem
bly. While Erim was selecting a Cabinet of moderate parliamentarians 
and of non-political technocrats,189 — to consider socio-economic 
reform and amendments to the constitution — the supreme command 
of the armed forces moved again. It forcibly retired a number of officers 
implicated in the earlier mentioned plot and sent others to remote parts 
of the country; over one hundred were disposed of in this manner.

Martial law, proclaimed in eleven of the more populous of the country’s 
provinces, was extended in May 1971 after the Israeli Consul-General 
in Istanbul, Ephraim Elrom, was abducted by the Turkish People’s 
Liberation Front, and then several further times. His murder at their 
hands impelled the military to further tighten their control of internal 
security and other state affairs. In the same month, several extreme 
leftist newspapers and magazines were closed, as well as a number of 
those favoring a return to Islam and attacking secularism.190 Stocks of 
those already on sale were impounded in the bookshops and removed by 
military units. Many youth groups, both of the extreme left and of the 
extreme right,191 were disbanded. The search for extremists, of both 
fanatics for a Muslim revival 192 and of leftist youths, was intensified, 
and many arrests were made. Among these held for questioning were 
many distinguished Professors of Law and Political Science. Most were ’ 
released, but several were brought to trial, including Professor Miimtaz 
Soy sal, Dean of Ankara University’s Faculty of Political Science, who 
was charged with preaching communism in his textbook Anayasaya 
girif (“Introduction to the constitution”) and several articles.193 Accord
ing to an official White Paper, distributed early in April 1972, in the year, 
after the military Memorandum, 687 people were sentenced by military 
law courts. Meanwhile, the hunt for armed extremists continued relent
lessly.

Deniz Gezmis and twenty-three associates, who had meanwhile been 
apprehended, were charged in mid-July with a long list of subversive and

iss For the names of the Cabinet Ministers and their political affiliation, cf. Yanki, 
5: Mar. 29-Apr. 4, 1971, p. 5. For the first time the Cabinet included a woman, 
Professor (of Medicine) Tiirkan Akyol, the Minister for Health and Social Welfare.

190 Details ibid., 11: May 11-16, 1971, p. 7.

191 See below, ch. 6.
192 see below, ch. 5.
193 Cf. Ortam, 19: Oct. 4-11, 1971, pp. 3-9; Yanki, 33: Oct. 11-17, 1971, p. 20.
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violent actions.194 195 These included kidnapping, bombing and armed bank 
robbery. Gezmis confessed to the kidnapping of the United States 
servicemen and two bank robberies; he and seventeen others were 
sentenced to death, on October, 9, 1971.195 When asked his profession, 
he claimed that he was a revolutionary,196 and indeed the military court 
considered him and his colleagues as such, although not in the positive 
spirit he had meant it. In 1972, Gezmis and several of his associates were 
executed. Similarly, Mahir £ayan and twenty-five of his associates were 
being tried in another military court, charged with having conspired to 
carry out a proletarian revolution in Turkey, establishing a secret orga
nization, bank-robbery, and the kidnapping and murder of Consul- 
General Elrom.197 Later, in November 1971, £ayan and several associates 
escaped from the military prison; however in February and March 
1972, most (including Cayan) were killed by security forces. One of those 
accused with £ayan, Necati Sagir, made a most pertinent observation 
during his trial. He denied that he and his colleagues were Atatiirkists, 
adding that “Ataturkism cannot be reconciled with our goals. We are 
socialists.” 198 Here is the gist of the ideological stand of these youth 
groups and the motivation for the military to intervene. For this is a 
turning point, in which, for the first time, Ataturkism formally ceases to 
be of relevance to organized political groups, albeit outside organized 
political life.

Meanwhile the National Assembly and the Senate continued to sit 
under the impact of the “coup-by-memorandum.” Aware that the only 
alternative to parliamentary rule was government by the armed forces, 
almost all parties — certainly the larger ones — lent their support to the 
Erim Cabinet. In these circumstances, an interparty commission prepared 
suggestions for amending the 1961 Constitution; its report was approved 
early in September 1971 in the National Assembly by 362 votes to 2. The 
main amendments limited personal freedoms to preclude subversive

194 The charges were printed in the press. See, e.g., the monthly Toprak (Istanbul), 
XV (8): Aug. 1971, pp. 11, 18-23. For the trial, see, e.g., Yanki, 22: July 26-Aug. 
1, 1971, pp. 8-9 and subsequent issues.

195 Details in Yanki, 34: Oct, 18-24, 1971, p. 16.
ii»6 Ortam, 1: Apr. 19-26, 1971, p. 13.
199 Cumhuriyet, August 24, 1971. Ortam, 13: Aug. 23-30, 1971, pp. 9-10; ibid., 

15: Sept. 6-13, 1971, p. 10. Yanki, 26: Aug. 23-29, 1971, pp. 10-11.
198 Reported in Milliyet, Sep. 2, 1971, p. 9. Ahmet Taner Kijlali, in an empirical 

research among students, discovered that this was not an isolated view; see Yanki, 
2: Mar. 8-14, 1971, p. 11.
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activity, noxious to state and nation.199 Meanwhile work continued 
feverishly in government offices on socio-economic reform projects.

The ousted JP had five prominent members (but not Demirel) in the 
Cabinet, but its position became increasingly difficult, as its Members in 
the National Assembly and Senate were expected to adhere to and support 
policies of far-reaching socio-economic reform contradicting its stand 
during the preceding years. On October 5, 1971, several of the JP Minis
ters resigned from the Erim Cabinet, on the party’s orders. Subsequently 
the Erim Cabinet resigned, but its resignation was not accepted. Later it 
was, but Erim was requested to form a new one. No matter what develop
ed, the military was watching the situation closely. The March 1971 
military intervention had possibly been what Sulzberger termed “a kind 
of demi coup d’etat.”200 But the armed forces were in direct and decisive 
control, as one of their spokesmen phrased it, “for liberty and against 
anarchy.”201

The military command, in the true Atatiirkist spirit, succeeded in 
persuading the National Assembly and the Senate to pass the consti
tutional amendments which were a prerequisite both for restoring law 
and order and the introduction of long-due social and economic reforms. 
Both of Erim’s Cabinets, and that of Ferit Melen which followed them, 
sought public consensus. With a strong pledge to re-establish order and 
security, meaning, in the right’s interpretation, to wipe out leftist vio
lence, and an equally strong commitment to enact the socio-economic 
reforms insistently advocated by the left, the Government seemed to aim 
at speedily solving the whole range of public controversies which had 
raged prior to the military intervention of March 12, 1971.

These hopes were over-optimistic, in view of the political, social and 
economic background and the magnitude of the task of solving Turkey s 
internal problems. Although the authorities clamped down on political 
suspects (more, however, on leftists than on rightists), closed down 
youth organizations (both left and right), and prohibited student groups 
from meddling in politics — violence continued, even if on a smaller scale, 
and took the form of sabotage, kidnapping and the hijacking of two 
Turkish planes to Sofia. Radical groups still appeared to find sympathy 
and support among part of the Turkish youth, mainly the students, and

i "  Text of the amendments and a report of the debate in the National Assembly 
in the weekly Meydan (Istanbul), VII (347): Sep. 7, 1971, pp. 3-6.

200 c .  L. Sulzberger, “Two revolutions in one,” International Herald Tribune, 
Sept. 1, 1971, p. 6.

201 Reported in Yanki, 11: May 10-16, 1971, p. 15.
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among the workers. Some groups, too, allegedly received clandestine 
assistance of firearms and funds from abroad. Consequently new cells 
were organized and methodical military operations failed to crush 
entirely the so-called “guerillas” .

Equally incomplete results were achieved on the reform-front. Two 
years after the March 12, 1971 military intervention the parliamentarians 
were still arguing over reforms, seeking a compromise acceptable to 
both the reform-minded and the conservatives. However the clamor for 
socio-economic reform raised by the left in the 1960’s could not be easily 
disregarded. The moderate democratic left wing of the Republican 
People’s Party, in a ‘take-it-or-leave-it’ struggle, drove out Inonii and 
some of the party’s veteran leadership. The winner was the party’s 
former General-Secretary and present Chairman, Biilent Ecevit, the 
champion of the party’s “left-of-center” ideology, who now speaks in a 
moderate socialist tone reminiscent of the early 1960’s.

The general mood in Turkey can perhaps be gauged from the outcome 
of the Presidential crisis of March 1973. As the term of office of the 
State President, Cevdet Sunay, was nearing completion, the National 
Assembly and the Senate convened to elect his successor. The Members 
of these bodies refused to elect General Faruk Giirler, who had resigned 
as Chief-of-Staff to run for the office, presumably as the candidate of 
the armed forces. An attempt to prolong President Sunay’s term also 
failed to obtain the necessary majority. Finally, a widely-respected Senator 
and retired Admiral, once the colleague of Ataturk, Fahri Korutiirk, 
was elected to the Presidency of the State — without the armed forces 
attempting to impose their will. Prime Minister Melen resigned, and a 
neutral, Naim Talu, formed a coalition Cabinet with a majority of Justice 
Party members — without the participation however of the Republican 
People’s Party or of the Democratic Party. In the summer of 1973, with 
martial law limited to only four of Turkey’s provinces, the Cabinet and 
both Houses established security courts to deal with armed subversion, 
hastened the enactment of reforms, and began the task of preparing the 
country for the October 1973 general elections.

I
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CHAPTER TWO

THE TURKISH MARXIST AS JOURNALIST

a. R adicalization of the Turkish press

It is difficult, even hazardous, to examine the characteristics of the 
unorganized left in Turkey. While the organization, activities and ideo
logy of the Labor Party of Turkey, and even of the clandestine Com
munist Party of Turkey are relatively easy to follow (despite schisms and 
changes of attitude), the unorganized left is fluid and consists of a bewil
dering array of small groups and varying opinions. Nevertheless, it is im
portant to know something of its character in order to gain an under
standing of the radical mood of Turkish intellectuals during the 1960’s. 
Therefore an attempt in this direction must be made. Turkish scholars 
are only beginning to show interest in the subject; the few works which 
have been published have apparently been written by Marxists. These 
include people like Yildiz Sertel,1 a leftist sociologist and economist who 
studied in London, New York and Paris, and in recent years has been 
lecturing at the University of Paris, or Hikmet Kivilcimh,2 3 a physician 
who has allegedly been a prominent communist^ and was active in 
establishing Marxist groups, such as the short-lived Vatan Partisi (Father- 
land Party) and publishing Marxist books and articles for which he 
spent years in jail.4

The following analysis of radical leftist trends will take into account 
such studies, but it is based mainly on a reading of relevant periodicals 
and books, written by radical intellectuals in the 1960’s. Naturally, those 
that seemed more immediately influential and important have been 
selected for mention.

There were varying answers to the problems raised in the public 
debate which followed the May 27, 1960 Revolution. The elites were 
committed to an identification with the Turkish nation and Republic 
(at least in what they wrote and said). This did not, however, diminish

i Yildiz Sertel, Tiirkiye'de ilerici akimlar ve kalkinma davamiz (Istanbul: 1969).
z Hikmet Kivilcimli, 27 Mayis ve Yon hareketinin smifsal eleftirisi (Istanbul: 1970).
3 Acc. to Fethi Tevetoglu, Tiirkiye'de sosyalist ve komiinist fadliyetler (Ankara: 

1967), pp. 424, 466, 500, 648.
4 Later, in May 1971, he was alleged by the press to have been involved in the 

violent Front for the Liberation of Turkey and to have fled the country.

1 .
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50 THE TURKISH MARXIST AS JOURNALIST

the inter-elite conflict.5 In addition to the conservatives, who wanted 
to preserve the economic status quo,6 and the Neo-Kemalist officers 
who had carried out the 1960 Revolution and desired planned develop
ment within a guided economy7 there were several leftist approaches to 
Turkey’s problems. In this chapter, we shall examine the intellectual 
activity of several Marxist groups and their radical periodicals from 1961 
on. They shared a growing disappointment with the workings of the 
multiparty democracy in Turkey — as practised during the post-1946 
period.8

b. Yon

Perhaps the most noteworthy of the radical trends which sprang up 
after the 1960 Revolution was that expressed in the weekly Yon (“Direc
tion”) which opened its pages for several years to some of the most 
alert and sophisticated of Turkish leftist intellectuals. These included 
LPT leaders, although Yon by no means accurately reflected the party 
ideology. The weekly appeared in Ankara and comprised 24 pages (then 
20 pages and later 16), in a large format. The first issue appeared on 
December 20, 1961 and Yon continued to be published up to June 30, 
1967. The editor was Dogan Avcioglu, about whom we shall have more 
to say; during the first years, he wrote the editorials regularly. For the 
five-and-a-half years of its publication, it was undoubtedly one of the 
most discussed periodicals in Turkey. A study of Ankara University 
students in 1965 indicates that Yon was their favorite magazine;9 it was 
the most widely read periodical among student leaders (40.4%) and 
second to the popular weekly Akis only among others (16%). It was 
admired, as well as bitterly attacked, in the press and in special*6 publi-

5 Suna Kili, Turkey: a case study o f  political development (Istanbul: 1968), pp. 
38-39, sees this in terms of “vertical identification” and the lack of “horizontal 
identification.”

6 Sertel, op. cit., calls them gelenekfiler (“traditionalists”) and discusses their eco
nomic views on pp. 179-186.

7 Ibid., pp. 187 ff., describes it as a sort of neo-etatism.
8 See also Turan Gunej, “Tendances intellectuelles et sociales des elites turques 

d’aujourd’hui,” Syntheses (Bruxelles), 205-206: June-July 1963, pp. 297-298.
9 Ozer Ozankaya, Vnhersite ogrencilerinin siyasal yonelimleri, op. cit., p. 35. See 

also J. S. Szyliowicz, “Students and politics in Turkey” Middle Eastern Studies, 
VI (2): May 1970, pp. 160 and 162, n. 28.

to For example, see the anonymous 106-page Ifimizdeki diifman (“The enemy within 
us”) (N. p .: n. d.) [1965]). This is an out-and-out attack on Yon, accusing it of insidious 
communist propaganda.
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cations. Yon certainly filled an intellectual void, and its initial success 
brought an increase in its circulation to about 30,00c)11 (a huge one for a 
Turkish weekly at that time), but then dropped considerably. In 1965, 
it seems to have had a weekly printing of about 6,000 to 7,000.12 These 
figures may assist one in gauging the reaction of the reading public 
to Yon.

At least some of the initial success was due to the two page bildiri, 
or “statement of opinion,” in Yon's first issue.13 It was discussed outside 
Turkey, and translated into English14 and French,15 by Professors 
Frank Tachau and Rene Giraud, respectively. The statement was not 
completely original; some of its principles had already been expressed in 
the Kadro magazine, about thirty years earlier,16 and others had been 
discussed since. Nonetheless, it was an eye-opener in at least three res
pects: its contents, its timing and the character of those who signed it.

The statement began pointing out that Turkey was beset by very grave 
problems — economic, political and social — but that it aspired never
theless to realize its historical destiny. The statement did not pretend to 
solve all Turkey’s problems, but claimed, modestly enough, to open a 
debate. The following paragraph was the most important, “We believe 
that the aims assumed by the Ataturk reforms, such as the attainment of 
the level of modern civilization, the final solution of the problem of 
education, the enlivening of Turkish democracy, the realization of social 
justice and the establishment of a democratic regime on firm foundations, 
depend upon the success we will achieve in rapid economic development 
— that is, in the rapid increase in the level of national productivity.”17

Rapid economic development was considered the key to all other 
aspects, indeed to the very future of Turkey. Westernization was measured 
by approaching the productivity-rate of the West; the rise in producti
vity would do away with the dichotomy between town and village and 
solve the country’s social problems. The consequent disappearance of 
hunger, unemployment and homelessness would bring about democracy

n  Acc. to Karpat, “The Turkish left”, in the Journal o f  Contemporary History, 
I (2): 1966, p. 185.

12 CoepeMeHnan Typiyun (cnpaeonmix) (Moscow: 1965), p. 274.
13 Yon, I (1): Dec. 20, 1961, pp. 12-13.
14 i n Middle Eastern Affairs, XIV (3): March 1963, pp. 75-78. Cf. ibid., pp. 72-75, 

for Frank Tachau’s comments.
is In Orient, VI (21): 1962, pp. 135-142. Cf. ibid., p. 30, for Giraud’s comments.
16 Kivilcimh, op. cit., p. 37. Cf. ibid., p. 41, for a critique of the “statement”.
17 Acc. to Tachau’s translation in Middle Eastern Affairs, XIV (3): Mar. 1963, 

P- 75.
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and social justice.18 Teachers, writers, politicians, trade union leaders, 
businessmen should agree on a philosophy of development for Turkey. A 
backward agriculture was compounded by landlessness, and unemploy
ment by a speedy population increase. Those who governed Turkey 
did not understand these phenomena, or the correct philosophy of 
development.

A new concept of etatism was needed: Although the Turkish economy 
would continue to be a combination of private initiative and state enter
prise, the former is merely profit-seeking, while the latter aims at the 
general good. Judicious state intervention is therefore desirable. It could 
encourage savings and increase the yield of taxation while making it 
more equitable. Total planning should place key industries under state 
control and regulate large economic units through cooperatives. Etatism 
would also be the best way to avoid inequitable distribution of income, 
achieve social security, and raise the wages of workers — at the expense 
of unjust profits of middlemen and speculators. Etatism would help the 
masses to secure control of democracy, achieve equal education, strength
en the trade unions and pave the way for a fundamental reform in 
land-holding.

It is significant, too, that this was published, no doubt after careful 
preparation, just after civilian rule had been re-instated in Turkey. That 
those who drew up this statement knew well that the military was still 
watching them is evident from their cautious avoidance of such terms as 
“ socialism,” although not a few of the roles they attributed to etatism, 
in the name of social justice (perhaps we may call it a “neo-etatism”) fell 
within a possible definition of socialism, Turkish style.

The more than 160 people who signed the statement (in alphabetical 
order) were later joined by many others in subsequent issues of Yon, 
bringing the total number to over 500. According to Tachau’s calcula
tion ,^  of the original signatories, 36 were on university faculties, 36 were 
journalists, and another 19 were writers — together more than half the 
total. Most university personnel held junior positions at the Faculties of 
Political Science, Ankara; of Law, Istanbul; and Economics, Istanbul. 
Other large groups were made up of 23 economists, 11 engineers, 8 law
yers, and 8 civil servants. There were also several Members of the Na
tional Assembly, past or present, as well as three Life Senators (i.e., the 
former officers who had engineered the 1960 Revolution).

18 Sosyal adalet, in Turkish. The term is used advisedly in place of “socialism.”
19 Op. cit., Middle Eastern Affairs, XTV (3): Mar. 1963, p. 74.
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While the background of the original signatories of the statement 
is evidently significant, a detailed look at the occupational division of 
all those who signed (including those already analyzed) is even more 
revealing.20

Table 5. OCCUPATIONAL BREAKDOWN OF SIGNATORIES OF YON
STATEMENT

Students21 150 Merchants 6
Writers and journalists 80 Senators 5
Officials and clerks22 63 Members of the National

Assembly 4
Schoolteachers 48 Painters 3

Engineers 37 Stage-directors 3
University assistants 35 Housewives 3

Lawyers 23 University professors 2
Physicians 19 Farmers 2
Economists 17 Landowner 1
University lecturers 10 Football player 1
Military officers23 10
Workers 9 Total 531

Altogether, this is a markedly elitist group, intellectually and political
ly. It is no less meaningful that among those who signed the statement or 
subsequently joined are some of the best-known men of Turkish letters 
and politics of the day. While their political, social and economic views 
were by no means identical, most shared a sympathetic attitude towards 
socialism (as each understood it) and a wish to introduce it into Turkey 
as a potent, even decisive, force. Among the prominent were socialists 
like Professor Sadun Aren, columnists Qetin Altan, Fethi Naci, or Murat 
Sanca; leading writers such as Kemal Tahir, Necati Cumah, and Mahmut 
Makal; journalists of the caliber of Abdi ipekgi, ilhami Soysal and ilhan 
Sel?uk; and internationally-known scholars like Arif Payashoglu (Dean of 
the Faculty of Administrative Sciences at Ankara’s Middle East Technical 
University), Bahri Savci (Professor of Political Science at Ankara Univer
sity), Ibrahim Yasa (a leading sociologist), Tiirkkaya Ataov (now Asso
ciate Professor of International Affairs at Ankara University), and Profes-

20 Based on data calculated by Kivilcimli, op. cit., pp. 39-41.
21 These include 72 students of law, 28 of political science, 27 of economics, and 

23 high-school (lycee) pupils.
22 Including 4 retired officials.
23 Including one general.
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sor Mfimtaz Soysal (then an assistant in political science). Personalities 
from the left-wing of the Republican People’s Party also signed: Turan 
Giines, §ukrii Ko$ and others; a letter of support came 24 from Bulent 
Ecevit, then serving as Minister of Labor on behalf of the RPP, and 
later the party’s Secretary-General and the man responsible for giving it a 
“left-of-center” direction. There were also people less committed to 
socialism, such as Sevket Siireyya Aydemir, an erstwhile leftist and 
editor of an ideological journal, Kadro, who had joined the Establish
ment during Atatiirk’s days, a prolific political writer who is now general
ly regarded as a Western-type social democrat.25 In brief, the signatories 
were a sample of a much wider circle of intellectuals, increasingly radi
calized.

Some of the signatories and others wrote in Yon, with varying fre
quency— so that it is difficult to speak of its having any political and 
socio-economic consensus. The general tenor of the “statement” was 
preserved: an uncompromising demand for fundamental reform and 
speedy development, a radical opposition to (even animosity towards) 
the existing social order and its representatives — wealthy landowners 
and moneyed businessmen. In other words, although Yon did not shun 
politics (as we shall see), the spearhead of its attack on the status quo 
in Turkey was mainly in the socio-economic arena. It considered itself, 
first and foremost, “progressive” (ilerici). This, however, meant for the 
contributors “socialist” rather than “communist;” indeed, they took 
pains to explain the differences between the two and to reject the indiscri
minate use of the term “communist” (a use labeled as “an opium of 
words”26). Indeed, as Dogan Avcioglu wrote incisively in his editorial 
in the final issue,27 Yon was progressive, socio-economically, and stood 
for Turkey’s complete independence, politically. He might have added — 
without any danger of boasting — that Yon had also served many articu
late intellectuals as a market-place for their ideas.28

24 And was printed in Yon, I (2): Dec. 27, 1961, p. 8.
25 Acc. to Sertel, op. cit., p. 216.

T‘ 26 llhan Sel?uk, in Yon, I (4): Jan. 10, 1962. See also Avcioglu, ibid., I (5): Jan. 
17, 1962. Cf. ibid., I (7): Jan. 31, 1962 (an issue devoted to socialism); III (81): Oct. 
16, 1964, an article on communist propaganda and Yon, VI (205): Mar. 3, 1967.

22 Ibid., VI (222): June 30, 1967.
- 28 The following preliminary examination of the approach in Yon to some focal 
problems is based on an extensive reading of this weekly, also taking into account 
comments of Sertel, op. cit., and Kivilcunli, op. cit.; the former defends Yon, while 
the latter criticizes it strongly.
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_ The “neo-etatism” (yeni devletgilik) theory came out, first and fore
most, against any ties, economic or otherwise, with the West. It opposed 
private enterprise which, even when supported by the West, could 
guarantee only slow development — much slower than Turkey needed.29 
The neo-etatism was directed, in the main, against the rich feudal land
lords in Turkey’s east30 and the urban upper middle class31 rather than 
against the lower and middle-middle class. In true Marxist fashion, its 
advocates envisaged an alliance of workers (for whose benefit they 
strove32) and the lower and middle-middle class — to be led by intellec
tuals. The general aim was to institute social justice (sosyal adalet)33 in 
Turkey, through Turkish socialism (Turk sosyalizmi). It was prudently 
maintained that the Turkish military sided with those desiring social 
justice ;34 and that, without social justice, speedy development could well 
pave the way for communism.35 Turkish socialism (they emphasized 
repeatedly) was very different from communism, and was a brand of 
socialism specially suited for Turkey and other underdeveloped countries; 
it was based on “Kemalism” and on “laborism” (a type of Western- 
style social democratism). The combination appealed to those intellec
tuals loyal to the Kemalist principles, but wishing socio-economic change 
within a changing world context in which Kemalism had ceased to be an 
answer to every problem. The 1961 Constitution was there and, although 
it would be imprudent to speak against its tenets, it was clear to some at 
least in the Yon circle that the Constitution was helping preserve the 
hold of the upper middle class and its supporters on Turkey’s economy 
and to perpetuate the socio-political status quo. The Yon circle, in its 
search for an alternative to this status quo, seems to have decided on 
“Turkish socialism,” an intentionally nebulous term, which presumably 
meant different things to different people. Basically, Turkish socialism,

29 D. Avcioglu, in Yon, I (4): Jan. 10, 1962.
30 E. g., ibid., in the feature “Agalan taniyor musunuz?” Cf. Sami Katircioglu, 

ibid., II (61): Feb. 13, 1963.
31 See, e.g., for their luxurious homes and cars, and spending habits, Cetin Altan, 

ibid., I (5): Jan. 17, 1962.
32 See, e.g., Seyfi Demirsoy, President of Turk 1$, ibid., I (2): Dec. 27, 1961. See 

ibid., I (3): Jan. 3, 1962, for support o f bakery-workers; cf. Ahmet Top, ibid., II (56): 
Jan. 9, 1963.

33 The term had already appeared in the first issue of Yon, I (1): Dec. 20, 1961, 
in the title of Avcioglu’s editorial “Kemer sikahm...ama once sosyal adalet ” 
Kivilcimli, op. cit., pp. 76 ff., ridicules the use of the term in Yon.

34 Ilhan Selfuk, ibid., I (5): Jan. 17, 1962.
35 Avcioglu, ibid., I (4): Jan. 10, 1962.
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Yon-style, was modeled on ideas of Western socialist groups, chiefly 
those of the British Labor Party: social advantages rather than profits in 
production, nationalization of key industries, a fair division of national 
wealth, a parliamentary democracy with weighty representation for 
workers, and protection for workers against their employers. These and 
several other principles, rather remote from the original conception of 
Kemalism, provided an eclectic philosophy which claimed to be particu
larly suitable for Turkey and its needs.
, The basic complaint of those who preached neo-etatism in the pages 
of Yon was that the Kemalist type of etatism had been confined to the 
economy, and only to part of it, at that. The prophets of neo-etatism 
wanted an approach that would be both radical and comprehensive. As 
they saw it, the new system would be one of “broad etatism” (geni$ 
devletgilik). The state should take control of all the key-points of the 
economy — banks, insurance, financial organizations, foreign commerce, 
and basic industries. Turkish industries should be protected and exports 
encouraged by a system of premiums. The private sector would continue 
to exist; it would be encouraged to invest in industry, but prevented from 
prospering at public expense. Central planning was considered essential 
to  develop the economy and protect it from crises. Price control and 
regulation of investments would be necessary to prevent market fluctua
tions which harm the salaried most of all. An article36 maintained that 
during the years 1938-1959, the cost of living in Turkey rose by 1,405%, 
while the average official's wages increased (in real buying power) only 
by 289%. Only the state could solve such crucial problems as economic 
stagnation, unemployment, insecurity of investments, or migration from 
village to town. Consequently, the state should take over the major part 
of the means of production and control the part that would remain in 
private hands.

The future state would be supported by the masses, which should 
have a majority representation in parliament (Avcioglu speaks of 75 %37), 
to ensure their maintaining control of power and the continuation of 
reforms. However, if the masses are to support neo-etatism, intellectuals 
should hold the leading positions; they are the ideological spokesmen in 
what they term “the current stage of Turkey’s War of Independence.” 
It is for this that the intellectuals should prepare many cadres. The regime 
that Turkish socialists (intellectuals, primarily) would establish would 
be neither a bourgeois state, nor a socialist one (obviously, the term

3« Ibid., I (2): Dec. 27, 1961.
37 Yon, I (13): Mar. 14, 1962, quoted by Sertel, op. cit., p. 225.
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“socialist state” would have reminded Turks of communism; con
sequently, it was and is taboo). The term that some neo-etatists use, at a 
later stage, is a “national democratic state” (milli demokratik devlet). 
This would have to be a progressive state, adapted to the needs of an 
underdeveloped country. The intellectuals would lead it, and rely not 
only on the workers, but on also the lower strata of the bourgeoisie^ 
such as the officials and clerks who are so important in Turkey in such 
roles as state administration. This is particularly relevant, in view of the 
fact that the workers’ masses are under-represented in parliament.38 
More important, it was believed that those masses did not show, as yet, 
sufficient political consciousness, while the majority of the people had 
only begun to awaken. But, again, the main responsibility for radical 
reform, under such conditions, would fall on the intellectual cadres.

This being so, that intellectual circle writing in Yon led a relentless 
campaign against the urban class and against the rural bourgeoisie, 
both of which they considered obstacles to progress of the kind they 
wanted. This anti-bourgeois drive was directed at rich merchants, 
bankers, factory owners and others who rated the name of “local capita
lists,” as well as against the root of all evil— foreign capital.39 Examples 
are given of the activities of foreign companies in the Turkish steel and 
petroleum industries. The conclusion which £etin Altan drew from this 
was40 that the wealthy in Turkey had a common tie with the foreigners, 
the bond of interest. Even when the United States (which received its full 
share of the censure) donated wheat and food for Turkey’s hungry east, 
poor organization and transport prevented effective relief.41 One should 
be warned, and protected, against these “capitalists” and their illegal 
gains, asserted several Yon articles.

More than one contributor to Yon touched upon the need for reform 
in land-holding and for saving the village from its backwardness. While 
there seems to have been a consensus among intellectuals on the need for 
radical rural reform, opinions in Yon naturally differed as to ways and 
means. The general view was that the reforms that were rumored after 
the 1960 Revolution, even if carried out, would be blatantly inadequate. 
Articles in Yon called for limiting the economic — and, consequently- 
political — power of the land agas (owners of large estates) and institut

es Qetin Altan, in Yon, I (4): Jan. 10, 1962. Cf. ibid., HI (80): Oct. 9, 1964, 
Avcioglu’s article on the legend of development by means of foreign capital.

39 Cf., e.g., Ilhan Selsuk, ibid., I (3): Jan. 3, 1962.
40 “Yajasm liberalizm,” ibid., I (1): Dec. 20, 1961.
4t Ibid., I (3): Jan. 3, 1962.
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ing a broad cooperative system, along with a sweeping reapportionment 
of land: large landowners would be given generous compensation for 
their lands, which would then be distributed to peasants who owned 
very little land or none. While one view, expressed by Professor Miimtaz 
Soysal, was that every peasant should be given his plot of land and only 
later, when it became economically imperative, should cooperatives be 
formed, Avcioglu saw the establishment of broad cooperatives as the 
immediate task, for the abolition of exploitation of peasants on the one 
hand, and on the other for making agriculture truly profitable. In this 
context, the lively discussion in the pages of Yon concerning agrarian 
reform, touched upon numerous relevant topics, such as the change in 
the semi-feudal production methods by abolishing the agalik system, the 
eradication of middlemen and unscrupulous money-lenders — particu
larly in Turkey’s east, south and southeast.

The term “socialism” ([sosyalizm) had no precise connotation as 
employed by the Yon group, since the various contributors seem to 
have understood it in more than one sense. They reverted to it time and 
again, convened round-table discussions and published their transcripts, 
and translated the ideas of foreign thinkers and labor leaders.4* In Yildiz 
Sertel’s capable summing-up43 of the interpretation of socialism in Yon, 
there are three basic ideas: a. Production should not be directed towards 
profit-making, but rather towards social advantages, b. Socialism should 
be introduced gradually, by parliamentary means, c. Social reforms 
should be instituted and broad democratic rights granted to people — 
in order to prevent the aggravation of conflicts between social classes. 
To some extent the argument was influenced by a chapter from John 
Strachey’s Socialism looks forward, which had just been translated into 
Turkish44 by N. Erken and went through several editions. Yon colla
borators adopted his approach, that socialism does not abolish private 
ownership, but only nationalizes the large industries and services, all 
the means of production belong to the public, but this does not mean 
that the state owns everything. Strachey’s arguments on this point45

' 42 Examples in Yon, I (7): Jan. 31, 1962.
42 Op. cit., pp. 242 ff.
44 Under the title o f Sosyalizm nedir (“What is socialism?”). The chapter’s name, 

in English, is “What can we put in its place?” (N. Y.: Philosophical Library, n.d. 
[1946], pp. 101-122). The Turkish translation makes no mention of the fact that 
Strachey’s work has a totally different title in the original.

45 John Strachey, Socialism looks forward, op. cit., pp. 101-102: I was in favor 
of individual, private property...but Socialism...means taking property in the means 
o f production, as we call it, out of private hands.
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were probably accepted46 because they were close to the views of the 
Yon circle.

The above approach had an element of revolution in it, which found 
expression in the frequently used terms of “social justice” and “social 
advantages.”  For the Yon circle social justice (sosyal adalet) meant greater 
equity in income and taxation, even if this necessitated a redistribution 
of wealth. Social advantages {sosyal fayda) meant a social purpose for 
production, rather than mere profit, even if this required central planning 
for the whole economy and state control over a part of it. While the 
former term had often been bandied about in Turkey during the 1950’s — 
and a leftist monthly even adopted the slogan as its name in 1964 — the 
latter appears, again, to have been borrowed by the Yon circle either 
from another of John Strachey’s works, How socialism works, or possibly 
as an interpretation of Fabianism. Adopting these principles as guide
lines meant accepting socialism — the one and only way for Turkey’s 
development, according to Yon's editor, Avcioglu, and other contribu
tors. This is so, they argued, because only a socialist order would organize 
the economy for a social purpose, i.e., the public good. Although the 
Yon circle seems to have gone a little further than the Fabians in the socio
economic role it ascribed to socialism, it generally kept quite close to 
the way the term was understood and employed by the Fabians and the 
British Labor movement.

Again, influenced by the Fabian approach,47 the majority of those who 
wrote on socialism in Yon rejected the concept of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, insofar as Turkey’s situation required; and expressed a 
preference for a British-type democratic socialism, based on a multi
party parliamentary regime. Some called it “reform socialism” {islahatgi 
sosyalizm), thus emphasizing the socio-economic reform to be carried 
out by Turkish socialists which would be the best bulwark against class- 
war and communism. Indeed, reform was one of the main slogans of the 
Yon circle, and the alleged lukewarmness of Turkey’s government 
reform was one reason for criticizing it severely.48 However, a  more 
impatient minority in Yon thought that mere reforms would not do; they

46 As were Strachey’s (and others’) views of the importance of changing the 
economic system as a condition to social progress (ibid., p.-97), or of fighting “the 
profit as the regulator of the system” (ibid., pp. 108-109) and exploitation — the 
sin (ibid., pp. 116 ff.)

47 E.g., Abdi lpek?i, who quotes it in Yon, I (5): Jan. 17, 1962, also summarized 
by Sertel, op. cit., p. 251.

48 E.g., Avcioglu, ibid., I (6): Jan. 24, 1962. Cf. Ilhan Selsuk, ibid.
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wanted a more revolutionary, radical type of Turkish socialism. They 
pointed out that, as opposed to British workers, the Turkish were in
capable of obtaining a majority in parliament. The minority, consequent
ly, asked for a more radical struggle against the bourgeoisie (particularly, 
the upper-middle class). Most intellectuals who wrote in Yon, nonethe
less, inclined towards “reform socialism.” Since it would be achieved 
through democratic channels, some of them hoped that it would lead to 
what they termed “a socialist democracy” (sosyalist demokrasi), which 
they interpreted as “a social-minded democracy.” Needless to say, the 
Yon circle did not use this term as it was used, before the First World 
War, to denote revolutionary workers’ parties, but rather in its post-War 
meaning of official, non-revolutionary labor parties. For the contributors 
to Yon, this concept meant that parliament was a means of achieving 
socio-economic reform. Propagation of the socialist doctrine among the 
masses and their organization would lead to their exerting sufficient 
pressure on parliament, to pass the desired reforms.49

While the Yon circle did acknowledge that the RPP’s left wing (intellec
tuals like Biilent Ecevit or Turan Giines), and some of the officers who 
had carried out the 1960 Revolution, were sympathetic towards socio
economic reform, the columns of Yon also carried articles which stated 
(or implied) that they could not be expected to go far enough because of 
their ties with the Turkish Establishment and foreign interests (such as 
Turkey’s membership in NATO). As opposed to the views of these 
groups, intellectuals writing in Yon maintained that their brand of 
“neo-etatism” or “reform socialism” for “a socialist democracy” was 
particularly suited to underdeveloped countries, and characterized 
“Turkish socialism” as anti-feudal and anti-imperialist. Evidently, this 
approach — which pointed to the fact that the Yon circle was not com
munist — added to its respectability. The Yon circle could then brand 
its opponents as feudal or as imperialists.

The task of the Yon intellectuals was not made easier by the controversy 
in the weekly’s columns as to whether there was one or several types of 
socialism. Some insisted in a dogmatic way that there was only one, 
while others— apparently a majority of those who discussed the issue— 
thought that more than one type existed, and they advocated the kind 
that best suited Turkey and underdeveloped countries. The latter held 
that there was actually a transitional stage to socialism in underdeveloped 
countries, a stage aiming first at economic independence; this they called

49 See quotes from Yon in SertePs op. cit. pp. 254-257.
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“national socialism”50 (millt sosyalizm), and characterized it, in Marxist 
fashion, as the non-capitalist road to economic independence and, 
presumably, to the victory of socialism. According to Avcioglu51 at least, 
the non-capitalist road would lead— in underdeveloped countries— to a 
struggle for profound social revolution. He maintained that bourgeois 
revolutionaries would join this struggle against the upper-middle class 
and the feudal elements; the regime that would ensue, temporarily, was 
to be a “national democracy” (milli demokrasi), neither a bourgeois nor 
a socialist democracy, but a transitional stage between the two. In a 
bourgeois democracy, the bourgeoisie rule; in a socialist democracy, the 
working class does; in a national democracy, however, all the national 
forces of a national democratic society — anti-imperialist and anti- 
feudal — would share in government. The national democracies would 
allocate to workers and peasants an important role, although power 
would be invested in a National Front (milli cephe).52

Such a National Front was necessary in Turkey, according to several 
articles in Yon, because conditions in the country differed from those in 
many underdeveloped lands, mainly in respect of a. the rise of a large 
bourgeoisie in the last half century; b. the fact that the working class 
had not yet completed the process of obtaining all its rights; c. the 
special ties with the United States, economic and politico-military — 
since Turkey was a member of both NATO and CENTO.

The rather eclectic grasp of socialism, as expressed by the intellectuals 
writing in Yon, acquired a further nuance by references to an “Islamic 
socialism” (Islam sosyalizmi).5i The term began to be used in Yon from 
1963, that is at the same time that the relation of Islam to Arab socialism 
was being debated in Egypt, as well as in Ba'th circles in Syria and Irak. 
The Yon discussion received further impetus in 1965 and immediately 
thereafter,54 through the impact of a work on socialism and Islam by 
Roger Garaudy, the well-known French leftist ideologist. His book was 
translated into Turkish that year by Dogan Avcioglu, as Sosyalizm ve 
islamiyet.

50 Obviously not to be confused with Nazism.
51 In Yon, May 14, 1965, summarized by Sertel, op. cit., pp. 267 ff.
52 Which of course is what the Turkish Communist Party and its front organiza

tions also advocated, time and again, after the Second World War. One naturally 
wonders whether Avcioglu, who had been close to the TCP for a time, was somewhat 
influenced by it.

52 Literally, “a socialism of Islam.”
54 As already noted by Sertel, op. cit., p. 277; see also p. 286.
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As a rule earlier contributors to Yon were indifferent to religion, or 
took a dim view of the §eriatgilar, those Turks who saw in Islam not 
just a faith, but a complete — and desirable — socio-political system.55 
However Professor Cahit Tanyol,56 of the Institute of Sociology at 
Istanbul University, apparently one of the chief proponents in Yon of 
Islamic socialism, believed that this trend attempted to bridge the gap 
between socialism and Islam. According to the ideologist of Islamic 
socialism, the religious feelings of the masses had been exploited by 
unscrupulous politicians, both during the 1950’s (the Democrat Party) 
and later (a reference to the Justice Party and other conservative parties). 
The Republican People’s Party, on the other hand, by its uncompromis
ing seculaiist stand, had become the foe of religion; other intellectuals, 
both bourgeois and progressive, could also be considered hostile to Islam. 
Consequently a deep abyss separated the devout peasant masses from 
the intellectuals. If the peasants maintained such an attitude, it could 
and would obstruct the carrying out of progressive reforms; this was 
even moie so, as the reactionary bourgeoisie was using religion as a 
weapon. Surely, just as a bridge between socialism and Islam had been 
successfully constructed in some Arab states, it could be built in Turkey 
too (particularly as Islam was interpreted as the poor man’s religion).

All this referred mainly to socio-economic reform — through radical 
social change and economic development. In addition, a reform in 
education, its enlargement and improvement, was strongly advocated,57 
supporting, inter alia, students’ demands to participate in university 
administration58 and enjoy better conditions for study.59 All these 
received considerable attention, but this does not mean that Yon neglected 
to express political views. This the contributors did, and quite boldly. 
However, in politics there was considerably less than a consensus; a 
divergence of opinions was even more noticeable than in the socio
economic arena. Socio-economic complaints against Turkey’s govern
ment frequently served as a starting point of attack against the govern
ment’s politics — both its foreign relations and domestic policies. In 
the former, Ton’s drive was against the close collaboration with the

55 For example, Nejat Yardimci, in Yon, II (56): Jan. 9, 1963.
56 On whom see in Osman Nebioglu’s Tiirkiye'de kim kimdir 1961-1962 (Istanbul: 

ri.d.), s.v.
57 Yon, I (8): Feb. 7, 1962; I (10): Feb. 21, 1962; II (55): Jan. 2, 1963; H (61): 

Feb. 13, 1963.
58 Ibid., II (58): Jan. 23, 1963.
59 Ibid., H (64): Mar. 6, 1963.
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United States, NATO and C E N T O S There was however more frequent 
coverage of internal politics with emphasis on the government itself and 
on political parties.

As has been said, the Turkish government was attacked because of what 
the Yon writers regarded as its socio-economic laissez-faire and its corn 
sequent political moves to preserve the status quo or even to turn the 
clock back. This started with several articles in the first issued1 and 
continued. Some writers equated it with the Turkish Cabinets in the 
1950’s,62 particularly in ignoring Turkey’s future,63 its peace and securi
ty.64 Since the government was invariably identified with one of Turkey’s 
two largest parties — the Justice Party and the Republican People’s 
party — these received a larger share of political criticism in Yon than 
the government itself. In these and in some other political parties, Avci- 
oglu maintains,65 all decisions were made by interest groups opposing 
both free thought and any kind of reform. Mehmed Kemal, in compar
ing the JP and RPP, asked, “which of the two is more dangerous?”66 
and condemned them both. The only party which was looked upon with 
some favor in the pages of Yon (particularly in its later years) was the 
Labor Party of Turkey. Without identifying with i t— and certainly it was 
not an organ of the party — Yon supported several of the LPT’s opinions 
and aims, and criticized others. Some regular Yon contributors such 
as Sadun Aren, (Jetin Altan, and others — were also prominent mem
bers of the party. Consequently, Yon not only reported LPT activities in 
an amicable spirit,67 but also found occasion to praise it, albeit not 
excessively.68

To sum up, Yon remained throughout uncommitted to any political 
organization, not even to the Labor Party of Turkey (despite certain

60 E.g. ibid., II (55): Jan 2, 1963; III (78): Sep. 25, 1964; III (79): Oct. 2, 1964; 
III (86): Nov. 20, 1964; VI (198): Jan. 11, 1967; VI (202): Feb. 10, 1967; VI (204): 
Feb. 24, 1967; VI (207): Mar. 17, 1967.

61 Ibid., I (1): Dec. 20, 1961.
62 Ibid., I (3): Jan. 3, 1962, ilhan Sel?uk’s article. Ibid., I ll (88): Dec. 4, 1964, 

Demirel is condemned as “the heir of Menderes.”
63 ibid., VI (220): Jan 30, 1967.
64 Avcioglu, ibid., I (2): Dec. 27, 1961.
65 ibid., I (3): Jan. 3, 1962.
66 In an article with this title, ibid., I ll (82): Oct. 23, 1964.
67 ibid., II (61): Feb. 13, 1963; III (79): Dec. 2, 1964; VI (199): Jan. 20, 1967; 

VI (207): Mar. 17, 1967.
68 Bahir Ersoy, ibid., I (2): Dec. 27, 1961; VI (197): Jan. 6, 1967; VI (199): Jan. 

20,1967; Adil A5?ioglu, ibid., VI (205): Mar. 3,1967. Regarding the Yon-LPT contro
versy on socialism, see Metin Toker, Soldo ve sagda vurufanlar, pp. 35, 40-48.
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ideological similarities to it, as well as contacts on the personal level). 
Differences of opinion among contributors could not but result in an 
eclectic socio-economic philosophy, which in turn led to political non
commitment. This was the greatest weakness of the Yon circle and 
brought on its head scoffing criticism from more systematic leftist think
ers, such as Hikmet Kivilcimli.69 70 It was, however, also its greatest 
strength; for this eclecticism permitted a freer flow and exchange of ideas 
which contributed greatly to arousing the interest of at least part of the 
Turkish intelligentsia in economic, social and political issues.

Professor Rustow has succinctly summed up the critical attitude of 
Yon.10 “It pages are replete with acid criticism of the surrounding poli
tical scene... Yon’s present cast of mind reveals a disenchantment with 
the prevalent ideologies of republicanism and nationalism, an impatience 
with all attempts at gradual reform, and disillusionment with democracy 
itself.” However, while there is no doubt about the seriousness and since
rity of what the contributors to Yon were writing, it was all what John 
Strachey once called “A kind of verbal socialism — a socialism of the 
hereafter.” 71 72 It was considered as such by other leftist intellectual gxoups, 
which adapted a more extremist ideological stance and called more 
insistently for activism. We have seen that the most radical of these later 
took matters into their own hands. However, let us first discuss the 
journal Ant, which was Ton’s more extremist heir and which intellectually 
nourished many of the more radical leftists in the late 1960’s and the 
early 1970’s.72

c. Ant

Ant (“pledge,” “oath”) began to appear a short while before Yon 
ceased publication. It started as a 16-page weekly in Istanbul (while Yon 
was appearing in Ankara) on January 3,1967, and continued in the same 
size, for 173 issues, until April 21, 1970. From May 1970, it appeared 
as a monthly, comprising 84 pages (though in a much smaller format), 
costing the same as four weeklies. It continued publication for a year 
until the authorities decided in May 1971 to forbid its publication, as 
part of their crackdown on the country’s radical leftists.

69 Op. cit., pp. 37 ff. and passim.
70 D . A . Rustow, “Turkey’s second try at democracy,” Yale Review, LIT: 1962, 

pp. 531-532.
71 John Strachey, The coming struggle for power (N. Y .: 1935), p. 300.
72 Cf. criticism of Yon by these circles, in a more moderate journal, the monthly 

Barts Diinyasi (Istanbul), e.g., IV (39): Aug. 1965, pp. 464-469.
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From the first Ant gathered a select group of intellectuals, at least some 
of whom had earlier supported and contributed to Yon, but were disen
chanted with what they considered Yon's moderate tone. Ant’s found
ers73 were Dogan Ozgiiden (who was also the publisher and the writer of 
the editorials74), Yasar Kemal, one of Turkey’s foremost novelists, and 
Fethi Naci, a successful journalist already mentioned as a signatory of 
the Yon “statement” (and who had since veered to the more extreme 
left75). The cover of the first issue announced as contributors such well- 
known left-wing socialists as £etin Altan, Aziz Nesin and Abidin Dino 
(there were many others). In the center of the first issue’s cover was the 
presumed slogan of Ant — “For independence and social justice.” 76 

While in its first issue Ant did not publish anything nearly as definite 
and comprehensive as the “statement” of the opening issue of Yon, one 
may still get an idea of the purpose of the periodical from Dogan Ozgii- 
den’s editorial, “Why A nt? ’77 He wrote that the ruling classes in Turkey 
had formed a front against the recent great popular awakening. Indeed, 
socialism was at last in a position to fight, everyday and everywhere, the 
comprador capitalism and the land agalik which were already on the 
defensive. In the forefront of this socialist fight stood the working class, 
the peasants, socially-conscious (toplumcu) intellectuals, youths, low- 
income people — that is to say, the whole nation. There was a growing 
participation of socialists in public life; the socialist movement was 
becoming an embodiment of the progressive movement of the suffering 
Turkish people. However strong the pressures against it might be, this 
movement would be victorious, sooner or later, by democratic means 
because historical development was on the people’s side. Ant would be a 
forum for the free expression of ideas in support of socialism; it consider
ed itself the journal of those who sided with the victory of socialism 
attained by the people’s democratic struggle and who joined both the 
socialist and the anti-imperialist struggle. Summing up, the article de
clared that Ant stood for social justice and independence, against ex
ploitation and imperialism.

While all this was hardly original, from the beginning Ant took a more

73 Ant. 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 16.
74 And later was to edit the Ant monthly, too.
75 As in his book Kompradorsuz Tiirkiye (“Turkey without compradors”) (Istanbul: 

1967). This collection of articles was sympathetically reviewed in Hapodu A3uu u 
A$puKti (Moscow), 1970, fasc. 3, pp. 174-176.

76 Bagimsizhk ve sosyal adalet if in.
77 “Ni?in Ant?” Ant, 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 3.
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activist and radical stand than Yon in its approach to socialism. In the 
same issue, Fethi Naci, another of Ant’s founders, explained this activism 
in even clearer terms.78 As he put it, 1966 was the year when the word 
“left” (sol) was being repeated every day and everywhere: in books, 
magazines, newspapers, chambers of commerce, youth meetings, even at 
the conventions of rightist parties. However, Naci pointed out, the real 
importance of the year 1966 was that the left had become more than 
just an idea; ideas alone would not have had such a far reaching effect. 
It was, rather, the result of the active intervention of a leftist party in 
practical politics; for socialists desired not only to enlighten the world, 
but to change it. Such a change would be effected only when the ideas 
influencing the masses became a material force. This two-pronged activity 
on the ideological and practical levels, Naci continued, had been, and was 
being, successfully carried out by the Labor Party of Turkey.

Indeed, energetic support for the LPT, its activities and ideology, at 
least for a time, was a constant feature of Ant and could well lead one to 
believe that the LPT — with no regular organ of its own and only luke
warm and occasional support in Yon — might have had a hand in setting 
up Ant. This assumption is bolstered by the fact that several of the more 
prominent writers in Ant were members or sympathizers of the LPT. 
Nonetheless, Ant was never the official organ of the LPT or its mouth
piece. In his article in the first issue of Ant, Naci praised the LPT’s com
bining of the socialist with the anti-imperialist struggle;79 he labeled it 
the most important single factor in Turkish socialism, and maintained 
that the LPT’s way was the right one to establish socialism in Turkey, 
under the current constitution. In addition, LPT activities were reported, 
and its leading figures interviewed80 and occasionally asked to contribute 
articles.81 Nevertheless, a careful perusal of Ant leaves the impression

78 “Turk solu 1966,” ibid., ibid., special New Year supplement, pp. 1-3.
79 See also N a d ’s article ibid., 3: Jan. 17, 1967, p. 7. Cf. ibid., 6: Feb. 7, 1967, 

pp. 4-5; 17: Apr. 25, 1967, p. 7; 39: Sep. 26, 1967, p. 7.
so E.g., M. A. Aybar, ibid., 7: Feb. 14, 1967, pp. 8-9. See also 18: May 2, 1967; 

25: June 20, 1967 ; 27: July 4, 1967, p. 4; 30: July 25, 1967, p. 6; 31: Aug. 1, 1967, 
p. 5; 35: Aug. 29, 1967, p. 5; 36: Sep. 5, 1967, pp. 10-11; 55: Jan. 16, 1968, p. 6; 
57: Jan. 30, 1968, p. 5; 61: Feb. 27, 1968, p. 5; 76: June 11, 1968, p. 5; 132: July 
8, 1969, p. 7.

81 E.g.,. Aybar, “Anayasa, asil bugunkti kapka? diizenine kapahdir,” ibid., 23: 
June 6,  1967, p. 7. Id., “Tttrkiye NATO’dan gekilmelidir,” 26: June 27, 1967, p. 7. 
See also 40: Oct. 3, 1967, pp. 8-9; 41: Oct. 10, 1967, pp. 8-9; 43: Oct. 24, 1967, pp. 
8-9; 44: Oct. 31, 1967, pp. 8-9; 47: Nov. 21, 1967, p. 5; 55: Jan. 16, 1968, p. 10; 
56: Jan. 23, 1968, p. 7; 66: Apr. 2, 1968, p. 7; 93: Oct. 8, 1968,.p. 7.
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that the sympathy of the magazine lay not just with the party as such, but 
rather with the more radically activist group within the LPT, as represen
ted, for instance, in £etin Altan’s articles. 82 This trend became even more 
pronounced in the late 1960’s after the dispute within the LPT leadership 
became public knowledge. Ant sided with the more radical faction in the 
party leadership and took a clear-cut stand against party chairman 
Aybar, blaming him and “Aybarism” (i.e., Aybarist ideology) for the 
LPT’s failure in the 1969 elections to the National Assembly, and 
demanding his removal from the leadership of this party.

Marked sympathy for, and fiequent support of, the Labor Party of 
Turkey was by no means the only leftist trend represented in Ant. While 
initially its general approach to socialism as the only solution to Turkey’s 
socio-economic problems was not basically different from that of Yon, a 
subtle change occurred in time t( wards a bolder advocacy of revolution
ism. Ant warmly supported82 83 84 the break from the Federation of Trade 
Unions {Turk 1§)M of the Revolutionary Workers’ Trade Unions (DISK), 
as it encouraged “revolutionary teachers” to stand up for their rights,85 
and revolutionary students not to fear the university administration or 
“police” terrorism” 86 — as part of “the needed revolution in educa
tion.” 87 Indeed, Ant preached a combination of revolutionary theory 
and practice: “Without a revolutionary theory there is no revolutionary 
practice,” wrote Selahattin Hilav,88 the man who had written the intro-

82 E.g. 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 5; 3: Jan. 17, 1967, p. 5; 6: Feb. 7, 1967, p. 8; 7: Feb. 
14, 1967, p. 5; 15: Apr. 11, 1967, p. 5; 33: Aug. 15, 1967, p. 5.

83 Ibid., 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 6; 7: Feb. 14, 1967, p. 7 (F. Naci, greetings to DISK); 
8: Feb. 21, 1967, p. 6; 14: Apr. 4, 1967, p. 6.

84 Which it accused of accepting American funds and expert advice, and of using 
a non-political attitude as a pretext for ensuring continuation of the capitalist order. 
See Ant, 1: Feb. 14, 1967, p. 7.

85 Ibid., 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 10; 12: Mar. 21, 1967, p. 8; 16: Apr. 18, 1967, p. 6; 
37: Sep. 12, 1967, p. 11; 38: Sep. 19, 1967, pp. 10-11; 43: Oct. 24, 1967, p. 10; 44: 
Oct. 31, 1967, pp. 10-11; 51: Dec. 19, 1967, p. 5; 68: Apr. 16, 1968, p. 11; 79: July 
2 ,1 9 6 8 ,p. 6; 88: Sep. 3, 1968, p. 7; 121: Apr. 22, 1969, pp. 10-11; 135: July 29, 1969, 
p. 4; 156: Dec. 23, 1969, p. 6; 165: Feb. 24, 1970, pp. 8-9; 166: Mar. 3, 1970, pp. 
10-11; 167: Mar. 10, 1970, pp. 10-11.

86 Ibid., 4: Jan. 24, 1967, pp. 4-5. See also 29: July 18, 1967, p. 6; 34: Aug. 22,
1967, p. 7; 41: Oct. 10, 1967, pp. 14-15; 44: Oct. 31, 1967, pp. 14-15; 69: Apr. 23,
1968, p. 10; 79: July 2, 1968, pp. 4-7, 10-11; 82: July 23,1968, pp. 4-10; 109: Jan. 
28,1969, pp. 10-11; 113: Feb. 25, 1969, pp. 1-11; 129: June 17,1969, p. 6; 162: Feb. 
3, 1970, pp. 4-5; 168: Mar. 17, 1970, pp. 6-7.

87 “Egitimde devrim gereklidir,” ibid., 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 10.
88 Ibid., 3: Jan. 17, 1967, p. 15.
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auction to a selection in Turkish of Karl Marx’s ideas on Turkey.89 Also, 
true to form, Yasar Kemal and others attacked international imperialism 
and capitalism,90 mainly the United States and its policies, and in parti
cular what they considered American meddling in Turkey’s internal 
affairs.91 Other articles discussed sympathetically Nazim Hikmet’s 
literary and political work,92 Karl Marx,92 Lenin9* and Mao,95 — not 
to speak of Ho Chi Minh,96 Che Guevara and Regis Debray.97

The increasingly revolutionary attitude of Ant also expressed itself in 
anti-Establishment propaganda, partly bordering on incitement. Demirel’s 
government was accused of every iniquity and failure98 — with a large 
share of the blame laid on the police and the state security services,99

89 Called Turkiye iizerine (Istanbul: 1967). See ibid., p. 11.
so E.g., Ant, 25: June 20,1967, pp. 10-11; 36: Sep. 5,1967, p. 7; 38: Sep. 19,1967, 

pp. 6-7, 13; 41: Oct. 10, 1967, pp. 12-13; 48: Nov. 28, 1967, p. 3; 55: Jan. 16, 1968, 
pp. 12-13; 115: Mar. 11, 1969, pp. 8-9, 13; 116: Mar. 18, 1969, pp. 8-9; 119: Apr. 
8, 1969, pp. 14-15; 133: July 15, 1969, p. 16; 162: Feb. 3, 1970, pp. 12-13; 166: 
Mar. 3, 1970, pp. 12-13.

91 E.g., ibid., 3: Jan. 17, 1967, pp. 10-11; ibid., 6: Feb. 7, 1967, p. 5. See also 15: 
Apr. 11, 1967, p. 4; 16: Apr. 18, 1967, pp. 8-9; 37: Sep. 12, 1967, pp. 8-9; 40: Oct. 
3, 1967, pp. 3, 4, 12, 13; 48: Nov. 28, 1967, pp. 12-13; 53: Jan. 2, 1968, pp. 10-12; 
57: Jan. 30, 1968, pp. 8-9; 64: Mar. 19, 1968, p. 6; 67: Apr. 9, 1968, pp. 6-7; 101: 
Dec. 3, 1968, pp. 12-14; 146: Oct. 14, 1969, pp. 1, 8-9.

92 E.g., ibid., 3: Jan. 17, 1967, p. 14; 4: Jan. 24, 1967, pp. 6, 8-9; 14: Apr. 4, 1967, 
pp. 10-11; 23: June 6, 1967, pp. 14-15; 29: July 18, 1967, pp. 8-9; 30: July 25, 1967, 
pp. 8-9; 31: Aug. 1, 1967, pp. 14-15; 60: Feb. 20, 1968, p. 15.

93 ibid., 3: Jan. 17,1967, pp. 14-15; 29: July 18,1967, pp. 14-15; 165: Feb. 24,1970,
pp. 10-11.

94 ibid., 153: Dec. 2,1969, pp. 8-9; 154: Dec. 9, 1969, p. 7; 158: Jan. 6,1970, p. 14; 
160: Jan. 20, 1970, pp. 8-9; 161: Jan. 27, 1960, pp. 8-9.

95 Ibid., 3: Jan. 17, 1967, pp. 12-13; 15: Apr. 11, 1967, p. 12; 158: Jan. 6, 1970, 
p. 14; 163: Feb. 10, 1970, p. 10.

96 E.g., ibid., 62: Mar. 5, 1968, p. 11; 72: May 14, 1968, p. 12; 98: Nov. 12, 1968, 
p. 12; 141: Sep. 9, 1969, pp. 1, 8-9. The North Vietnamese are constantly praised 
and supported.
, 97 ibid., 37: Sep. 12,1967, pp. 12—13; 41: Oct. 10,1967, pp. 10-11; 43: Oct. 24,1967, 
pp. 12-13; 45: Nov. 7, 1967, p. 6; 47: Nov. 21, 1967, pp. 12-13; 49: Dec. 5, 1967, 
p. 11. Series o f Che’s memoirs, ibid., 66: Apr. 2, 1968 and subsequent issues.

98 E.g,, ibid.,.5: Jan. 31, 1967, p .4; 6: Feb. 7, 1967,pp. 7 ,10,16; 13: Mar. 28,1967, 
'pp. 2-5; 29: July 18, 1967, pp. 10-11 (open letter by Aziz Nesin); 33: Aug. 15, 1967, 
pp. 4-5; 40: Oct, 3,1967, pp. 4-5; 49: Dec. 5, 1967, pp. 4-5; 83: July 30, 1968, pp. 1-9.

w  Ibid., 4: Jan. 24, 1967, p. 6; 8: Feb. 21, 1967, p. 5; 9: Feb. 28, 1967, p. 11; 
15: Apr. 11, 1967, p. 6; 28: July 11, 1967, p. 16; 32: Aug. 8, 1967, pp. 12-13; 33: 
Aug. 15, 1967, pp. 14-15; 34: Aug. 22, 1967, pp. 14-15; 35: Aug. 29, 1967; 36: Sep. 
5, 1967, pp. 14-15; 56: Jan. 23, 1968, p. 6; 60: Feb. 20, 1968, p. 4; 84: Aug. 6, 1968,
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the “unjust Justice Minister,”100 the Education Minister,101 and 
on the parties supporting the government and the JP, and, indeed, 
all political parties, except the LPT.102 The authorities were constantly 
criticized for what Ant considered the difficult economic condition of 
the workers (whose strikes Ant strongly supported103) and their small, 
diminishing share of the national income,1 °4 or the sorry plight of East 
Anatolian peasants — 105 for all of which, again, the bourgeois Establish
ment was considered responsible.106 Local big business (allied to foreign 
interests) was considered one of the Establishment’s main supports.107 
The rich, in particular, were ceaselessly attacked; for example, they were 
accused of not paying their proper share of taxes;108 Ya?ar Kemal 
compared the houses of the poor with mausoleums specially erected for 
the rich;109 or Faruk Sensoy wrote a feature on children who had to 
work — including those in a goldsmith’s, with a caption reading: “Their 
hands are full with gold, their stomachs — empty.”110 Similarly, a full 
page was devoted to the detailed reporting of a society wedding, where

pp. 4-6; 118: Apr. 1, 1969, pp. 4-5; 130: June 24, 1969, pp. 4-5; 158: Jan. 6, 1970, 
p. 6; 162: Feb. 3, 1970, pp. 3-4.

100 Ibid., 4: Jan. 24,1967, p. 6. See also 11: Mar. 14,1967, pp. 4 ,7 ; 32: Aug. 8,1967, 
pp. 4-5; 65: Mar. 26, 1968, p. 6; cf. also 171: Apr, 7, 1970, pp. 7-9.

101 Ibid., 54: Jan. 9, 1968, pp. 10-11.
102 Ibid., 7: Feb. 14, 1967, pp. 4-5; 8: Feb. 21, 1967, pp. 4-5; 13: Mar. 8, 1967, 

pp. 4-5, 16; 17: Apr. 25, 1967, p. 16; 18: May 2, 1967, pp. 1-7; 32: Aug. 8, 1967, 
pp. 4_5; 43: Oct. 24,1967, p. 16; 49: Dec. 5, 1967, p. 6; 55: Jan. 16, 1968, p. 4; 59: 
Feb. 13, 1968, p. 6; 67: Apr. 9, 1968, p. 5; 69: Apr. 23, 1968,pp. 1-7; 73: May 21, 
1968, pp. 1-5; 146: Oct. 14, 1969, pp. 8-9; 163: Feb. 10, 1970, pp. 6-7.

103 ibid., 59: Feb. 13,1968, pp. 4-5; 163: Feb. 10,1970, pp. 1 ,4; 165: Feb. 24,1970, 
p. 7; 166: Mar. 3, 1970, pp. 6-7.

104 Ibid., 5: Jan. 31, 1967, pp. 8-9; 10: Mar. 7, 1967, p. 7; 23: June 6, 1967, pp. 
10-11; 35: Aug. 29, 1967, pp. 8-9; 49: Dec. 5, 1967, p. 14; 51: Dec. 19, 1967, p. 14; 
55: Jan. 16, 1968, p. 11.

105 Ibid., 11: Mar. 14, 1967, pp. 8-9; 12: Mar. 21, 1967, pp. 10-11; 13: Mar. 
28, 1967, pp. 8-9; 14: Apr. 4, 1967, pp. 8-9; 15: Apr. 11, 1967, pp. 8-9 (a series by 
Mahmut Makal). See also 38: Sep. 19, 1967, pp. 8-9; 39: Sep. 26, 1967, pp. 10-11; 
53: Jan. 2, 1968, p. 7; 76: June 11, 1968, pp. 10-11; 90: Sep. 7, 1968, pp. 8-9; 91: 
Sep. 24,1968, pp. 8-9; 92: Oct. 1, 1968, pp. 8-9; 116: Mar. 18, 1969, p. 7; 139: Aug. 
26, 1969, pp. 12-13; 140: Sep. 2, 1969, pp. 10-11.

106 Ibid., 7: Feb. 14,1967, p. 4; 9: Feb. 28,1967, p. 5; 55: Jan. 16,1968, p. 5.
107 E.g., ibid., 138: Aug. 19, 1969, pp. 10-11; 139: Aug. 26,1969, pp. 1, 8-9; 151: 

Nov. 18, pp. 8-9.
108 Ibid., 112: Feb. 18, 1969, pp. 10-11.
109 Ibid., 8: Feb. 21,1967, pp. 8-9; 9: Feb. 28,1967, pp. 8-9; and 10: Mar. 7, 1967, 

pp. 8-9.
no Ibid., 64: Mar. 19, 1968, pp. 12-13.
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70 THE TURKISH MARXIST AS JOURNALIST

guests gorged themselves in festivities that went on for three days 
and three nights, and compared this with the dire poverty of needy 
children.111

For those in authority this kind of writing, in a mercilessly biting tone, 
was not easy to take. In its first year of publication Ant was hauled to 
court. Yasar Kemal was accused of writing an article inciting class hosti
lity in Turkey, and Dogan Ozguden, the publisher of Ant, was charged 
with printing it.112 Ant contributors, such as £etin Altan, Fethi Naci, 
Huseyin Bas, Can Yiicel and Yasar Ugar, were similarly charged with 
incitement to terrorism, the prosecution demanding stiff prison-terms,113 
allegedly totalling 133 and a half years,114 or — according to another 
calculation — 175 and a half years.113 The sentences imposed by the 
Courts were actually much lighter.116 Nonetheless, the fact that the 
authorities sued frequently, and the Courts imposed prison terms and 
fines, indicates that the influence of Ant was sufficiently strong to worry 
the Turkish Establishment.117

One is impressed by the activist approach of the weekly. As formula
ted by Fethi Naci, in an article on “Degenerated concepts,” 118 it can be 
rather difficult to find a coherent plan of action in Ant. Indeed, its pages 
were replete with just the kind of writing that its cautiously-couched call 
for activism appeared to deprecate. Indeed, Ant was in practice un
questionably less committed than Yon to Turkey’s economic develop
ment and industrialization.119 Its emphasis was on the country’s social 
and political situation. However, even in this area, most of what it said 
was against the Establishment and its allies, in all forms and ramifica
tions. On the other hand, it was less evident what Ant was really fighting 
for. It generally — but not always — supported the Labor Party of 
Turkey; this could hardly be considered as extraordinary activism.

. in  Ibid., 57: Jan. 30, 1968, pp. 10-11.
. H2 Ibid., 38: Sep. 19, 1967, p. 5.

in  Ibid., 42: Oct. 17, 1967, pp. 4-5.
H4 Ibid., 50: Dec. 12, 1967, p. 4.
ns Ibid., 71: May 7, 1968, p. 10.
n s Ibid., 94: Oct. 15, 1968, pp. 4-5; 102: Dec. 10, 1968, p. 4; 130: June 24, 1969, 

p. 4.
117 Even more so, possibly, since journalists were also brought to court and jailed 

for articles in other publications, see examples, ibid., 95: Oct. 22, 1968, p. 2.
n s  Ibid., 14: Apr. 4, 1967, p. 7.
n9 These were infrequently discussed, see e.g. Sadun Aren, ibid., 24: June 13,1967, 

pp. 10-11. a .  ibid., 48: Nov. 28, 1967, pp. 6-7; 58: Feb. 6, 1968, pp. 10-11, 14; 
77: June 18, 1968, pp. 10-11.
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Consequently, one has to extend this call for activism to Ant’s campaign 
for every manifestation of revolutionary activity, or what it regarded as 
such — in the leftist trade-unions, teachers’ unions, students’ organiza
tion and the like. Ant sent a questionnaire to the members of the Turkish 
Bar, too, and published the replies of those lawyers supporting revolu
tionary ideas.120 Ant entered the publishing field and issued several 
paperbacks of a revolutionary character: Che Guevara’s memoirs, 
Emile Burns’ Handbook of Maixism, Stokely Carmichael’s Black 
Power, Yasar Kemal’s novel Ortadirek (“The central pillar”), and 
Nazim Hikmet’s Polemics, introduced by Kemal Siilker.

There is, throughout, an insistence on Turkey’s passing through an 
historic epoch,121 with a heightened sense of impending revolution in 
Turkey and elsewhere, exemplified by the call of the publisher, Dogan 
Ozgiiden, to institute “education for revolution.”122 The weekly grandly 
assumed the mantle of radicalism when Ozgiiden proclaimed,“ Yes, we 
are extremist leftists!” 123 However, at the same time it merely campaigned 
for votes for the LPT in an election year.124 Some hesitation about the 
proper course for the revolution in Turkey notwithstanding, there was 
no doubt about the attitude of Ant, in general, and of its increasingly 
extremist tone, particularly after the autumn of 1969. It was expressed in 
much more aggressive support by Ant125 for University students, their 
demands and riots; for the more radical faction within the leadership of 
the LPT; of speedier revolutionary reform; and a stand against Turkey’s 
government and Establishment, as well as its alleged allies abroad. More 
and more frequently the tone and style bordered on incitement. The con
tent grew increasingly similar to, often identical with, the “scientific 
socialism” preached from early 1970 by the more doctrinaire and ex
tremist LPT leadership. Indeed, four full pages in the first issue of Ant 
in 19 70126 were taken up by a manifesto entitled “We appeal to socialists 
for ideological and organizational unity!” Perhaps the most important 
thesis in this manifesto was that favoring “a national democratic revolu
tion” as a means of achieving power. Consequently, Ant ascribed a

120 Ibid., 61: Feb. 27, 1968, pp. 10-11.
121 E.g., Cretin Altan, ibid., 30: July 25, 1967, p. 5.
122 Ibid., 90: Sep. 17, 1968, p. 3. Cf. ibid., pp. 6-7.
123 “Evet, a$iri solcuyuz,” editorial, ibid., 121: Apr. 22, 1969, p. 3.
124 “Eylem zamanidir,” ibid. , 54: Jan. 9, 1968, p. 3.

125 In almost every issue of the weekly.
126 Ibid., 158: Jan. 6, 1970, pp. 8-11. Amplified ibid., 167: Mar. 3, 1970, pp. 8-9.
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revolutionary role to youth, to leftist trade-unions,127 and to other 
groups; particularly insistent was its call, echoing Lenin’s, to intellectual 
youth to organize and lead the masses of workers and peasants.128 This 
was followed up by opening the weekly’s pages to more extremist Marxists 
such as a group of intellectuals calling themselves Proleter Devrimciler 
(“proletarian revolutionaries”), or Dr. Hikmet Kivilcimh,129 130 already 
mentioned as the author of a Marxist book on the Yon movement, and a 
recognized Marxist intellectual,18 o who was to flee from Turkey in May 
1971, in connection with the police roundup of extreme leftist students 
suspected of subversion and violence, and later died in Belgrade.

Ant ceased publication as a weekly with the April 21, 1970 issue. It 
began to appear as a monthly the following month (as we have already 
explained), with Dogan Ozgiiden continuing as publisher-editor. The 
monthly’s full title, Ant — sosyalist teori ve eylem dergisi (“Ant: a 
journal of socialist theory and action”), truly reflected its growing 
penchant for leftist radicalism, and an analysis of the articles in the Ant 
monthly confirms this impression. There were lengthy papers on the 
theories of Marx, Engels, Lenin, Ho Chi Minh, and N. Hawatme (a 
leader of the Palestine Popular Front). Others harangued against im
perialism, revisionism and facism, and condemned the devaluation of the 
Turkish currency and the Common Market.

The main trend of Ant monthly, however, was expressed in a loud 
appeal for revolution. The title of the editorial in the first issue, “The 
duty of a revolutionary is to make revolutions,” 131 was no idle call. Its 
theme, “We call on all Turkish socialists to be united in ideology and 
organization, under the banner of scientific socialist theory,” was ex
pressed time and again. The situation in Turkey was evaluated in undis
guised Leninist-Maixist terms,132 and conditions were considered ripe 
for revolution. The Turkish working class was deemed worthy of and

127 Cf. ibid., 163: Feb. 10, 1970, pp. 4-5; and passim.
128 Ibid., 169: Mar. 24, 1970, pp. 4-5, 10-11; and passim. It was not a coincidence 

that most o f the final issue o f Ant weekly (173: Apr. 21, 1970) was devoted to the 
hundredth anniversary of Lenin’s birth.

129 Ibid., 161: Jan. 27, 1970, pp. 4-5, 10-11. Cf. ibid., 173: Apr. 21, 1970, p. 7.
130 For some of his views at that time, cf. his article in the leftist monthly Aydinlik 

(“Enlightenment”) (Ankara), 10: Aug. 1969, pp. 261-275.
131 “Devrimcinin gorevi devrim yapmaktir,” Ant (monthly), 1: May 1970, pp. 

2-3.
132 E.g., Mehmet Re$at, ibid., pp. 5-13.
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suitable for this historic task.133 The way to achieve this was by first 
organizing the proletariat according to the teachings of Marx, Engels, 
and Lenin.134 The Marxist principle of “ceaseless revolution for the 
victory of socialism” 135 was enunciated. With this end in view, the work
ing class should join forces with other popular revolutionary forces 
against fascism;136 most important was the union of workers with 
peasants13? (While Yon had preached an alliance between leftist intellec
tuals and the military). As long as the main aim was kept in view, Ant 
held the means were of lesser importance. Indeed, early in 1971, it 
unequivocally defended the leftist youths who had been robbing banks; 
they were, according to Ant, just “the children of the people, fighting 
against a brigand regime.” 138 Similar reasoning was employed to praise 
those who had kidnapped four United States soldiers, who were, after 
all, striving to cleanse Turkey of foreigners and traitors and make it 
truly independent.139

One of the most revealing articles in Ant monthly was entitled" Our 
people will resist fascism.” 140 While its argumentation was not new, 
it is interesting to observe the pervading conviction of the writer that 
socialism — by which he generally meant support of leftist ideologies — 
was winning increasing support among intellectual, artistic, worker and 
peasant circles. While it is evidently impossible at the present time (and 
perhaps will never be possible) to verify this contention by quantitative 
methods, many people living in Turkey in recent years would agree that 
this was the case with intellectuals and artists, as well as with the ever 
increasing numbers of educated townspeople. One is further convinced 
of this by even a brief examination of the fare available to the reading 
public, in addition to Ant. Apparently, Nihat Erim’s government and 
the military forces also thought that socialism was becoming much 
more militant: in May 1971 they closed down Ant and several other 
publications and cracked down on leftist leaders.

133 Oya Sencer, ibid., pp. 14-28.
134 Faruk Pekin, ibid., 2: June 1970, pp. 42-61; see also pp. 6 2 # .
135 See article by this name ibid., 3: July 1970, pp. 13-38.
136 Cretin Ozek, ibid., pp. 39-59; ibid., 4: Aug. 1970, pp. 33-51.
137 Ibid., 5: Sep. 1970, pp. 46-49.
138 Ibid., 10: Feb. 1971, p. 3.
139 Ibid., 12: Apr. 1971, p. 6.
140 “Halklanmiz fajizme kar$i direnecektir,” ibid., 4: Aug. 1970, pp. 2-29. The 

article was unsigned and presumably written by the editor.
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d. Other radical journals '

Yon and Ant were comparatively long-lived, had large circulations 
and were influential; in the late 1960’s there also appeared a plethora of 
other leftist periodicals, characterized to a lesser degree by these qualities. 
The extent of their radicalism varied and — since it is impossible to 
deal with all of them in this study — several characteristic ones will be 
briefly examined.

While the large-circulation daily Ak§am often sympathized with views 
commonly held by the Turkish left (Cretin Altan was a regular columnist), 
it was not formally committed to it. In many instances, it presented the 
case of the trade unions federated in Turk is, which bought Ak§am a 
while later.141 Yet another daily, appearing in Ankara, Yeni Gun (“New 
Day”), has been consistent in its leftist tendency, in recent years (formerly, 
it was moderately conservative). Its masthead now proclaims it as “a 
political daily newspaper,” 142 and the name is symbolic of its general 
ideological trend. It started publication, in its leftist new look, in Ankara 
on May 19, 1968; each issue is six pages, and at the time of writing it is 
still being published. Slanted towards the non-intellectual, its original 
price of 25 kurus (about two U. S. cents) was maintained when all other 
dailies doubled theirs. The publisher is Kemal Bayram £ukurkavakh; its 
editor was first Mehmet Savas, later Teoman Yalazan, then Ahmet 
Nadir Caner.

While the news in Yeni Gun was essentially no different from that in 
other Turkish dailies, the articles had a special flavor. They paid particu
lar attention to the problems of workers and related matters — without 
neglecting other internal or international affairs (sometimes copied from 
other Turkish newspapers143). Ideologically, Yeni Gun supported the 
1960 Revolution, particularly for its democratic approach to the regime 
in Turkey144 and spoke up, in leftist fashion, for sosyal adalet.145 Indeed, 
Yeni Gun's main argument against the RPP was that it had failed to 
bring about sosyal adalet in its forty years of existence.146 Similarly, it 
emphasized that the 1961 Constitution referred to sosyal Tiirkiye, while 
the LPT desired a sosyalist Tiirkiye, and Yeni Giin took this party too

141 See Milliyet daily, July 9, 1971.
142 Giinluk siyasi gazete.
143 Examples in Yeni Giin, May 20, 21, and 22, 1968.
144 “Bugtin elbette bayramdir,” ibid., May 29, 1968.

■ 145 Ibid., ibid.
146 Ibid.', June 2, 1968.
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to account for its approach.147 In later issues, Yeni Gun showed increase 
ing interest in economic and financial matters, becoming increasingly 
leftist in approach. For instance, it gave prominence to the LPT’s an
nouncement that the August 1970 devaluation — carried out by Demirel’s 
Government — was bound to increase unemployment in Turkey;148 and 
to the pessimistic views of Tiirk-Ifs Secretary-General that, while mer
chants received an increase {zam), workers were merely given advice 
(nasihat).149 This contrasted somewhat with the earlier tone in Yeni Gun, 
which was usually more moderate; for example, it did not then try to 
encourage student riots in Turkey.150

A much more radical leftist-revolutionary newspaper was the weekly 
Turk Solu (“Turkish Left”). This was published first in Ankara, then in 
Istanbul, in an 8-page newspaper format, and from January 7,1969, in a 
16-page smaller format. It started publication on November 17, 1967 and 
ended abruptly with its 126th issue on April 14,1970. Its general character 
was proclaimed on the front page of Turk Solu's first issue: “For a truly 
democratic Turkey, fully independent — against imperialism and those 
who collaborate with it — revolutionary solidarity — union of national 
forces.” 151 The editorial in this issue, entitled “The problem of the 
Turkish left,” elaborated these principles more fully. Its writer, Life 
Senator Suphi Karaman (who was to contribute to Turk Solu repeatedly), 
held that every administration was oriented against society, by its very 
nature, as it favored private, individual interests. Revolutions, on the 
other hand, were popular movements. The duty of the Turkish left was 
to protect democratic freedoms, to infuse the people with a desire for 
revolution, and to carry out a democratic revolution.

Although flavored by a touch of nihilist anarchism (the implication 
that every administration is partisan and, therefore, undesirable), the 
theme of this editorial was its insistent call for revolution, to be brought 
about by the Turkish left. In varying tones and undertones, this was often 
repeated in subsequent issues. True, Turk Solu tried to keep within the 
limits of the law, but no more than was strictly necessary. In so doing,

147 “Anayasa ve TIP,” ibid., May 26, 1968.
i «  Ibid., Aug. 21, 1970.
149 Ibid., ibid.
iso Budak Gen?osman, “Oniversite’deki boykot,” ibid., June 16, 1968, and sub

sequent issues.
i5i Turk Solu, I (1): Nov. 17, 1967: “Tam bagimsiz ger$ekten demokratik 

Turkiye i?in — Emperyalizme, i?birlik?ilerine kar§i — Devrimci dayamjma — Ulusal 
giijbirligi.”
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it was more radically extremist than most leftist publications we have 
mentioned, and parallels the general tenor of the monthly Ant. Without 
entering into too many details, one may observe several frequently 
recurring themes in Turk. Solu.152

a. A new definition was worked out for milliyetgilik, or “nationalism,” 
meant perhaps to compete with the strictly patriotic one propounded 
by the Turkish right, as represented at the time by Alparslan Tiirkes 
and his followers. As the contributors to Turk Solu understood it, 
milliyetgilik was an integral part of Kemalism, which (it was maintained) 
equated it with milll bagimsizhk (“national independence” ).153 Following 
this thesis, Suphi Karaman later defined milliyetgilik as istiklal (in
dependence) plus devrim (revolution).154 Ex-Senator Niyazi Agirnash 
went a step further and, in an “Appeal to the Milliyetgi,”155 called on all 
nationalists to fight the United States and its “colonial exploitation.” 
The struggle against what Turk Solu considered United States colonialism 
was binding on Turkish nationalists in every way, including opposition 
even to the manufacture of American soft drinks in Turkey.156

b. Socialism was the way to total independence — and this was a 
brand of socialism that was (or ought to be) revolutionary in character. 
Hikmet Kivilcimh, whom we have already mentioned, examined the 
regime in Turkey with the tools of Marxist analysis.157 The weekly’s 
Marxist approach, although based on Lenin’s interpretation, was some
what selective, emphasizing the revolutionary aspects.158 Erdogan Basar 
spelled out the duty of the Turkish left, which was to determine the road 
to be followed, i.e., to draw the fines of socialism, in theory and prac
tice.159 flhami Soysal argued that only by a united front of all the bodies 
which constitute the Turkish left, was there any chance for a concerted, 
and therefore successful, action against imperialism.160 The exact nature 
of socialist action was further elaborated in a review article by Ziya

152 See also Aclan Sayilgan, Soldaki bitmeyen kavga (Ankara: 1970), pp. 40 ff. 
for a different interpretation. Cf. M. Toker, Soldo ve sagda vurwjanlar, pp. 62-64, 
for yet another interpretation.

153 “Atatiirk ve Ataturkguliik,” Turk Solu, I (1): Nov. 17, 1967.
154 Ibid., I (3): Dec. 1, 1967.
155 Ibid., ibid.
156 llhan Selguk, “Alaadin’in lambasi,” ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967.

157 Ibid., I (4): Dec. 8, 1967.
158 See, e.g., the extracts translated from Lenin, ibid., HL (124): Mar. 31, 1970.

159 Ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967.
160 Ibid., I (4): Dec. 8, 1967.
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Oykut, in which he maintained that Turkey needed a new national 
revolutionary development administration.161

c. The concept of revolutionary socialism, frequently identified in 
Turk Solu with nationalism, dictated the weekly’s socio-economic-politi
cal policy. It wanted true democracy for Turkey,162 in all areas; e.g. the 
writer Aziz Nesin was revolted by the fact that the censorship laws 
banned certain books,163 while Nuri Iyem wrote “Towards a free, in
dependent Turkish drawing-art.” 1̂  In an article on reform in land- 
holding165 Sami Kiigtik rejected what some circles were suggesting — 
agricultural improvement instead of reform in land-holding. Nothing 
less than the latter would do; it was imperative for the establishment 
and continuation of a democratic regime. Furthermore, the weekly sup
ported every sign of leftist radicalism. For instance, it represented the 
more doctrinaire and extremist faction in the leadership of the Labor 
Party of Turkey.166 Not content with encouraging in general terms167 the 
“proletarian revolutionaries” (proleter devrimciler), it supported teachers 
and other intellectuals who showed signs of non-conformity or insubordi
nation. For example, Haydar Karaveli supported the 50,000-member 
Teachers’ Union and urged them to action.168 Another article supported 
a protest meeting of officials demanding equal pay for equal work.169 
However, the real drive of Turk Solu, among intellectual groups, was 
aimed at youth, particularly at university students. It praised a youth 
meeting in Ankara which had denounced imperialism and the United 
States; the article was entitled “Youth has understood the problem!” 170 
It protested against a “socialist group” not being allowed to run in 
the student elections at the Faculty of Language-History-Geography 
(November, 1967).171 It opened its pages to a manifesto of the Union of
University Assistants — signed by its leader, Osman Yigit — 172 which

161 Ibid., ibid.
I®2 A. B. Kafaoglu, ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967.
i«3 See his article, ibid., I (1): Nov. 17, 1967.
164 ibid., I (3): Dec. 1, 1967.
165 “Toprak reformu,” ibid., I (6): Dec. 22, 1967.
166 Ibid., I ll (112): Jan. 6, 1970; III (113): Jan. 13, 1970; III (124): Mar. 31, 1970; 

HI (125): Apr. 7, 1970; III (126): Apr. 14, 1970. '
167 Ibid., I l l (126): Apr. 14, 1970.
168 Ibid., I (6): Dec. 22, 1967.
169 Ibid., I l l (112): Jan. 6, 1970.
do Ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967.
171 Ibid., I (3): Dec. 1, 1967.
172 Ibid., I l l (112): Jan. 6, 1970.
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proclaimed that the university assistants and students were fighting for a 
better future for the Turkish people. In this vein, Turk Solu encouraged 
“ revolutionary students” to win student union elections.173 It was equally 
eager to publicize and encourage students to action by other means too. 
When in 1970 small but alert groups of “revolutionary youths,” or 
Devrimci Genglik (briefly called Dev Geng) began to organize both inside 
and outside the universities, Turk Solu hailed them joyfully, in true revolu
tionary brotherhood fashion.174

d. In accordance with these attitudes, features and articles on interna
tional affairs were presented in Turk Solu through the prism of “the 
anti-imperialist struggle.” In later issues there was even a regular section 
on “The world’s people against imperialism.” 175 The weekly supported 
what it regarded as popular movements in Cyprus,176 Viet-Nam,177 

. Laos178 and Cambodia.179 It printed poems in honor of Che Gueva
ra,180 an article about Fidel Castro,181 and the program of the Demo
cratic Popular Liberation Front of Palestine.182 Its numerous articles 
against what Turk Solu considered anti-popular regimes, although 
directed mainly against the United States, also singled out Greece and 
the rule of its military junta.183 This astutely combined the abhorrence 
of Turk Solu for the existing regime in Greece with the age-long anti
pathy of many Turks for the Greeks.

Probably the most forceful writer in Turk Solu was Mihri Belli, who, 
in earlier years, was alleged to have been a member of the Turkish Com
munist Party.184 He tried the Labor Party of Turkey, found it much

173 For Istanbul university students, cf. ibid., ibid.
Ibid., I ll (118): Feb. 17,1970; III (123): Mar. 24,1970; III (124): Mar. 31,1970; 

HI (125): Apr. 7, 1970; III (126): Apr. 14, 1970.
773 Ibid., I ll (124): Mar. 31, 1970; III (125): Apr. 7, 1970.
!76 ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967; I (4): Dec. 8, 1967.
177 Ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967; III (112): Jan. 6, 1970.
u s  Ibid., I l l (124): Mar. 31, 1970.
17» Ibid., I ll (123): Mar. 24, 1970; III (125): Apr. 7, 1970.
tso ibid., I (2): Nov. 24, 1967.
isi ibid., I (6): Dec. 22, 1967.
181 Ibid., HI (126): Apr. 14, 1970.
183 Ibid., I (6): Dec. 22, 1967 (two articles).
18-* He was also sentenced to a prison term on this account, acc. to Darendelioglu,

Tiirkiye'de komiinist hareketleri, II, pp. 13, 19, 85, 99. See also Aclan Sayilgan, Soldaki 
bitmeyen kavga, op. cit., pp. 19 ff. On Mihri Belli’s earlier position within the TCP 
see also below, in our discussion of this party. At the time of writing he is being sought 
after, by the police, with an arrest warrant.
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too moderate for his taste and came out with a biting 4-page Warning185 
against the party leadership. In the late 1960’s he wrote even more 
aggressive articles in Turk Solu and other extreme left periodicals. 
Many, possibly most, were unsigned or signed with various pseudonyms. 
The fact that quite a few were collected in his 392-page Yazilar, 1965- 
1970 (“Writings, 1965-1970”),186 makes it evident that they are, indeed, 
his. Mihri Belli’s articles were among the most radical and violent in 
Turk Solu. They frequently concentrated on Marxist-Leninist and 
socialist theory — and its application to the proleter devrimciler in Tur
key. His call for a milli demokratik devrim (“a national democratic 
revolution”), total and rapid, sounded sincere and (for some readers at 
least) compelling.187 This call was a continuation, in a more extreme 
form, of the earlier one for “a national democratic state.” 188

It is impossible to measure precisely the real impact of Turk Solu 
and Mihri Belli on their readers. As Turk Solu reflected some of the 
views of the proleter devrimciler and of the devrimci genglik, it was certain
ly read by a fair number of them. This may be of some importance, 
since the Dev Geng assumed such an activist role in 1970-1971 (includ
ing armed robberies in banks, and violent attacks on American establish
ments and various personalities). It was probably no coincidence that 
Dr. Hikmet Kivilcimli, who published Marxist articles in Turk Solu, 
was allegedly involved in violence along with the Dev Geng. Be that as 
it may, Turk Solu contributed its share, along with Ant (particularly 
when it was a monthly) and other periodicals, in assisting in the radicali- 
zation of leftist opinion in Turkey in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s.

e. Avcioglu and Devrim

Dogan Avcioglu, one of the intellectual leaders in the Yon circle and a 
frequent contributor to it (including numerous editorials), did not remain 
inactive for long after Yon closed down. In addition to writing articles in 
Ant and other publications, he wrote a remarkable book named Turkiye'- 
nin diizeni: diin-bugun-yarm (“Turkey’s setup: yesterday-today-to-

185 Mehmet Mihri Belli, Ihtarname (N. p.: 1967). Mainly addressed to Mehmet
Ali Aybar and Behice Boran.

186 Mihri Belli, Yazilar, 1965-1970 (Ankara: 1970).
187 Some of Mihri Belli’s views on this matter are contained in his book Milli 

demokratik devrim (Ankara: 1970).
188 On which see above, p. 57.
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morrow”) and then started work as editor-in-chief of a new revolutionary 
weekly. Within one year, the book went through four editions— 189 190 

unusual, in Turkey or elsewhere, for so bulky a work. It was an ably 
written summary on socio-economics as viewed by Avcioglu and the 
Turkish socialists who were close to him. It was also a sort of balanced 
synthesis of a major trend within Yon, and the foundation-stone of a 
new weekly, Devrim, to be examined below.

The earlier chapters of Avcioglu’s book deal with the westernization and 
development of Turkey during the last centuries of Ottoman rule and 
the Kemalist period. The later chapters — of greater interest to us — are 
devoted to the years immediately following the Second World War; that 
on “America in Turkey” 199 is the key to understanding the others and 
the whole book. Avcioglu’s main argument191 is that, since 1947, Turkey 
has had no independent foreign policy; its foreign policy has been 
dictated by the United States. Gradually the United States, through its 
“dollar politics,” also gained increasing influence in the decision-making 
in many other sectors of Turkish life. According to Acvioglu, the Ameri
cans laid down as a condition of their financial aid that they would have 
a say in those areas which they were assisting: in military matters, 192 * in 
agriculture192 and in industry. 194 Avcioglu then leads the reader through 
the details of what he terms “development — the American way.” 

However, the book is much more than an anti-American tract. Based 
on extensive reading and a close familiarity with Turkey’s social and 
economic situation, Avcioglu draws some conclusions and makes sug
gestions of his own. In late Ottoman times, he maintains, Europeaniza
tion manifested itself mainly among the well-to-do and in the coastal 
cities, while agricultural Turkey continued to live from hand-to-mouth, 195 

ruled over by feudal lords, unscrupulous moneylenders and middlemen. 
Under the Republic very little was changed in agriculture; the income of 
the peasants remained low, and the government obtained little in taxes. 
Capitalism became even more firmly entrenched in business and com-

189 December, 1968, February, July, and December, 1969. I am referring to the 
fourth edition of Tiirkiye'nin diizeni (Ankara), in 2 vols., 769 pp.

190 “Tiirkiye’deki Amerika,” ibid., pp. 363-385.
191 See particularly p. 375.
192 Ibid., pp. 378 ff.
192 Ibid., pp. 401 ff.
194 Ibid. , pp. 451 ff.

195 The Turkish expression is bir lokma, bir htrka (“one mouthful, one coat”).
Cf. ibid., p. 568.
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merce, with Greek, American and Jewish compradors being associated 
with large foreign firms: local capital shunned industry, despite govern
ment urging. The government was left to initiate itself the first steps in 
industrialization.

Further, Avcioglu maintained that, at the time of writing, conditions 
had undergone no fundamental change. The loansharks had become 
even wealthier, by skillfully lending money to the peasants, while the 
owners of large estates still lived as they had in the pre-capitalist era. 
These landowners and others, instead of using their capital to buy modern 
agricultural machinery, preferred, like the moneylenders, to spend their 
profits on luxury consumption. Consequently, production and income 
were low, and the poor peasants, who rented small plots of land, were 
the main sufferers. The pre-capitalist and capitalist sectors, along with 
the classes that ruled in the agricultural regime, together made up a 
group of parasites and wasteful reactionaries. In order to preserve the 
status quo and to oppose all talk of land-reform and leftist trends, they 
formed a strongly-organized group, fighting under the leadership of the 
capitalist landowners.

According to Avcioglu, exporters, like agriculture, merited special 
mention. Before the Republic, exporters were mainly agents for foreign 
firms, e.g., for tobacco or hazel-nut exports. Currently, they were in 
league with foreign firms, not only for making huge profits, but also for 
illegally depriving Turkey of hard currency. As for the import business, 
it was as thriving as the export business, due to the considerable demand 
for imported goods. In Istanbul’s Chamber of Commerce alone, about
6,000 importers were registered, as compared to 300 exporters. 196 Con
sidering its proportions, the import business had become a major branch 
of Turkish commerce. Again, as in the case of exporters, importers have 
also become disproportionately rich. While, theoretically, importers 
should have competed with local industry, in actual practice they have 
worked hand in hand, for the sake of mutual profits. Indeed, VehbiKo 9, 
the biggest industrialist in Turkey, was— again according to Avcioglu 
also a large importer and representative of foreign firms.197 Since 
Turkish industrialists were dependent on foreign firms for capital, patents, 
machinery, technical skills, and raw materials, they may well be consider
ed “contractors” (miiteahhitler) of foreign firms, with no interest in 
developing national industries. Indeed, Turkish industrialists (presum

es Ibid., p. 573.
197 The same Vehbi Ko? was heatedly criticized in Ant.

1 y.
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ably, along with exporters and importers) were to be regarded as com
pradors.

As Avcioglu sees it, the ruling circles in agriculture, commerce, finance 
and industry have coalesced to preserve the status quo. This coalition 
was supported, as recent elections have shown, by a majority of peasants 
who were in bondage, artisans and the lower middle class, on the one 
hand; and on the other hand, by loans from the United States, which 
assisted all groups and enterprises committed to the continuation of the 
status quo. Consequently the great majority of educated Turks considered 
the United States to be on the side of reaction. As a result the reform 
movement was not only directed against Turkish conservatives, but also 
against Americans. The United States was described by Avcioglu as 
actively penetrating Turkey — by its AID program and manifold con
tracts, providing an American education to thousands of Turks, granting 
military assistance, introducing numerous American experts into the 
upper echelons of the Turkish military and civil service, and so forth. 
After the 1960 Revolution, the United States decided to support the 
Justice Party, as “their own people.” All this gave the United States a 
very strong position of influence in Turkey and a large share in the 
decision-making. However Turks, and not Americans, should decide 
whether Turkey requires missiles, or how it ought to reform its university 
system (which should not merely copy its American counterpart), or 
when it was going to grant recognition to Communist China.

Progressive forces in Turkey were increasingly struggling against this 
coalition. The number of workers was growing; but their role was not 
yet felt proportionately, for many of them were employed in small work
shops, in a paternalist system, and were afraid to unionize. While workers 
in the west had a long tradition of fighting for a just and progressive 
order, this was a new concept for the Turkish working class. Nevertheless 
the latter had begun to move forward. Avcioglu calculated that in the 
years 1963-1967 there were 199 strikes; of these 20% were in the public 
sector, and 80 % in the private sector, in which working conditions were 
even worse than in public employment. The number of daily workers in 
agriculture was also rising: many were dissatisfied with their employers 
and wanted a change in the system of land-holding. On this last point, 
the Labor Party of Turkey obtained numerous votes in 1965 through its 
electoral propaganda for reform in land-holding. The party was led by 
intellectuals and formed the basis of the contemporary nationalist
revolutionary movement (milliyetgi-devrimci hareket). However, Avcioglu 
maintains that the nationalist revolutionaries were dissatisfied with the
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existing system and desired a new one. They had started to understand 
that the ruling coalition was the greatest obstacle to the new social 
forces that aspired to form a new order which would work for the 
country’s development under social justice. Evidently, only a trial of 
strength would remove the coalition which represented the old order.

Avcioglu equates the development of Turkey with a total change in 
its regime, and devotes the last part of his book to elaborating this 
point. 198 He is convinced and eloquently persuasive that Turkey could 
stand in the forefront of contemporary civilization — but for imperial
ism, which was committed to a capitalist philosophy of development. 
Lenin-style, Avcioglu argues for a non-capitalist method of develop
ment as most suited to Turkey, which would then cease to merely imitate 
the United States. Realistically, he does not claim that the change of 
order, which he wants nationalist revolutionaries to bring about, will at 
once solve all of Turkey’s problems. However he does maintain that, 
within fifteen or twenty years, the ensuing total change in development — 
on all levels — will make Turkey one of the leading states in the world. 
Finally, Avcioglu argues that the people who are to carry this out ought 
not to be merely would-be reformers, but real revolutionaries. 199

In Avcioglu’s nationalist-revolutionary philosophy, the revolutionary 
element obviously prevailed and lent its name to the weekly he soon began 
editing, Devrim (“Revolution”). This started publication in eight pages 
(with the format of a daily newspaper) in Ankara, on October 21, 1969. 
It was closed down after the military Memorandum of March 12, 1971, 
the last issue appears to have been that of April 27, 1971 (no. 79). The 
publisher was Cemal Resit Eyiiboglu, a lawyer who had been an RPP 
member in the National Assembly; he is alleged to have financed both 
Yon and Devrim and possibly too some publications of the Turkish 
Communist P a ity .2 0 0  However, Avcioglu’s views were very much in 
evidence. In every issue, under the weekly’s name, Devrim, there appeared 
the slogan, quoted from Mustafa Ktmal, “A circle of reformers cannot 
carry out a fundamental revolution.” 201 The implication seems clear: 
reformers would not do — Turkey needs revolutionaries! The combina
tion of selective reporting and articles, as well as its aggressive tone, 
supports this contention. Acvioglu’s own editorial in the first issue202

is* Ibid., pp. 587 ff.
199 ibid., particularly pp. 740-743.
200 Reported by M. Toker, Soldo ve sagda vumanlar, pp. 35-36.
201 Idare-i maslahatfdar esash devrim yapamaz.
202 Devrim 1: Oct. 21, 1969, pp. 1, 5.
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dealt with “the coalition of reactionaries, ” 203 204 into which he lumped 
Prime Minister Demirel, Vehbi K0 5 , and the “big pashas” supporting 
them. His article in the same issue on “The Turkish army and the United 
States, 1947-1969,”2 04 was a sharp attack on the United States and 
NATO. Other articles, e.g., by the well-known legal scholar, Professor 
Muammer Aksoy,205 followed in the same vein.

Indeed, practically any subsequent issue of Devrim would show that 
this journal was mostly a week-to-week elaboration and application of 
the general ideas laid down in Avcioglu’s book Turkiye'nin diizeni. The 
regime of the compradors and their supporters was roundly attacked. 
The anti-Establishment drive even included feature reporting against 
Aybar and his faction within the Labor Party of Turkey.206 To make 
Devrim more attractive, CIA activities (true or imaginary) were printed207 

and exploited, as were scandal rumors involving the brothers of Prime 
Minister Demirel.208 Above all, there was the persistent call for revolu
tion, not only as necessary for a change of order leading to develop
ment,209 but as the only way to resolve Turkey’s problems, and make it 
completely independent.

There appear to be, however, important differences, in this respect, 
between Devrim and Ant which also became more pronouncedly revolu
tionary at that time. The two journals were in competition, though 
published in two different cities, Ankara and Istanbul: both addressed 
themselves to the same audience of intellectuals and junior officers, and 
reported with the same eagerness on what they considered the radicaliza- 
tion of the workers’ movement in Turkey.210 Nonetheless, two basic 
differences stand out. First, perhaps because Devrim, as the newcomer, 
was attempting to undermine Ant, it often bordered on sensationalism 
in its reporting, and was less rigidly Marxist. Second, Devrim attempted, 
in various ways, to involve the military forces. On the one hand, it 
reported (whether altogether truthfully or not, one cannot say) many

203 The Turkish term employed is tutucular which carries a pejorative meaning, 
distinct from the more neutral muhafazakdr.

204 Devrim, 1: October 21, 1969, p. 3; it was subsequently serialized.
205 Ibid., pp. 1, 2. For his participation in Devrim, see ibid., 33: June 2, 1970, 

pp. 1, 7.
206 E .g., ibid., 5: Nov. 18, 1969, p. 8.
207 E.g., ibid., 11: Dec. 30, 1969, p. 8.
208 ibid., 18: Feb. 17,1970, pp. 1, 7; 27: Apr. 21,1970, pp. 1, 7; 30: May 12,1970, 

pp. 1, 7.
209 ibid., 21: Mar. 10, 1970, p. 8.
210 Examples ibid., 36: June 23, 1970, pp. 1, 3, 8.
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signs of discontent in the military foices211 with the regime in Turkey 
and reminded them, in no uncertain terms, of revolution as conceived by 
Mustafa Kemal.212 On the other hand, it apparently strove to intensify 
the call to revolution to such an extent that the military would have to 
intervene213 and thereby, by their expected authoritarian rule, rouse 
opposition that would lead to even more favorable conditions in Turkey 
for popular revolution.214 215

Not unexpectedly, Devrim hailed the March 12,1971, military interven
tion, with the proclamation that “The army has stopped the anti-Kema- 
list course [of the government] . ” 213 A full-page article, in the issue im
mediately following the military intervention, discussed “The army and 
the people;” 216 * its basic assumption was that, in many developing count
ries, the military play an increasingly progressive role. At the same time, 
however, Devrim continuously attacked Nihat Erim’s civilian govern
ment as unsuited to carry out real reform .212 The weekly attacked all 
parties, but forbore from criticizing the military — which may explain 
why it was not closed down immediately after March 12, 1971, but some 
time later218 Afterwards Avcioglu and Eyiiboglu were arrested and 
charged in court with planning — together with other civilians and 
military officers — to violently overthrow the Government in favor of a 
Marxist regime.219

While the precise impact of journals like Yon, Ant, Yeni Gun or Turk Solu 
on their civilian readers cannot be measured accurately, or publications 
such as Devrim on the military it presumably meant to influence, there 
are indications that radical youths at least were influenced. This is 
especially so in the case of Ant in its later years, and particulary Turk 
Solu with Mihri Belli’s forceful writing.

211 Examples ibid., 10: Dec. 23, 1969, p. 1; 14: Jan. 20, 1970, p. 1.
212 Ibid., 25: Apr. 7, 1970, pp. 1, 3. For this open revolutionary call to the mili

tary forces, Avcioglu and Assistant Editor Ulu? Gtirkan were taken to court. See 
ibid., 31: May 19, 1970, pp. 1, 8.

213 As actually happened in March 1971.
214 This is implied rather than explicitly written. Cf. ibid., 35: June 16,1970, pp. 

1, 7.
215 Ibid., 73: Mar. 16, 1971, p. 1.
216 “Ordu ve halk,” ibid., p. 8.
2D E.g., ibid., 75: Mar. 30, 1971, pp. 1, 7; 76: Apr. 6, 1971, p. 1; 79: Apr. 27,

1971, pp. 1, 7. . .
218 For a summary of D . Avcioglu’s views, presented from an opposmg viewpoint,

cf. Aclan Sayilgan Soldaki gatlaklar, passim.
2i» Yaitki, 100: Feb. 12-18, 1973, p. 21.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



86 THE TURKISH MARXIST AS JOURNALIST

Clear echoes of the above fill the pages of Ileri. This was the organ of 
the already-mentioned Tiirkiye Devrimci Genglik Federasyonu. (“The 
Federation of Turkish Revolutionary Youth”) or, in short, Dev Geng. 
This organization, which was founded in the late 1960’s and achieved 
world-notoriety in 1971 — on account of the violence and terror attribu
ted to it by the Turkish authorities — made its views public in ileri. 
Its publisher was Atilla Sarp, then Ertugrul Kurkgii; and its editor-in- 
chief was first Ersen Olga?, then Engin Erkiner. Issued in Ankara, it 
had 32 pages in its first two issues, 44 and 52 in later ones (in 8 °). The 
first issue was not dated, but must have been published early in 1970, for 
the second was dated April 20, 1970, and the third June 1, 1970. The last 
issue in hand is the sixth, dated January 1971; it was probably discon
tinued soon after, or closed down following the military intervention 
on March 12, 1971.

While the deep admiration for Lenin, expressed by the contributors to 
ileri is striking, but not unusual, one is impressed even more by their 
commitment to world revolution and the clearly expressed desire for a 
Marxist, violent upheaval in Turkey — which some of the Dev Geng 
members were, indeed, ready to attempt soon. Starting with the assump
tion that Turkey was a semi-dependent state,220 Ileri tried to define the 
role of youth within the revolutionary proletarian movement. As seen 
by Atilla Sarp, chairman of Dev Geng and publisher of ileri, this was 
to organize themselves as militants — convinced ones and free from 
bourgeois concepts. Redefining, later, the aims of the struggle led by 
Dev Geng and ileri, a series of articles221 presented it as a struggle against 
fascism and imperialism, for ideological independence and the libera
tion of peoples — including that of the Turks and Kurds. The articles 
laid special emphasis on the need for developing a well-reasoned revolu
tionary theory, or, as they phrased it, “A revolutionary movement is 
impossible without a revolutionary theory.” 222 223

Variations in style notwithstanding, in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s 
it was not always easy to perceive differences of content and emphasis 
in the various journals committed to the radical left. Opponents were 
sometimes inclined to lump them together as “loudspeakers of Bizim 
Radyd”22i (the name of the Leipzig-based propaganda radio station in

220 Ileri, 1: undated, article by Muzaffer Erdost.
221 Ibid., 6: Jan. 1971.
222 Ibid., p. 21: “Devrimci teori olmadan, devrimci hareket olamaz.”
223 This is also the name of a recent booklet by Aclan Sayilgan, Korsati radyolar: 

“Bizim Radyo” ve Tiirkiye'deki hoparlorleri (Ankara: 1969). With varying success
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Turkish). This blanket accusation of communism, however, ignored the 
fact that in every journal many non-communists wrote. The result was 
tangible differences in the tone of every single journal.

The disparity in approach or emphasis is reflected in the sharp criticism 
directed by leftist journals at one another.224 Soviet publications, too, 
attacked these Turkish journals as “pseudo-socialist,” tainted with 
“bourgeois reformism” or “Muslim socialism” and remote from scienti
fic socialism.225 Undoubtedly, some of these accusations were well- 
founded — but this did not prevent the journals from being widely read 
by intellectuals involved in leftist party politics. These are the subject of 
our next two chapters.

the author compares broadcasts from Bizim Radyo with excerpts from Yon, Ant, 
Turk Solu and the dailies Cumhuriyet and Akfam.

224 E.g., the criticism directed at Yon in Baris Diinyasi, 39: Aug. 1965, pp. 464-469.
225 3 .  JO. TacaHOBa, „HoBbie besama b o6mecTBeHHoii Mbicjm Typipni (o „T y- 

peipcoM coi;najiH3Me“),“  Jlapodbi Am u u Afpuxu, 1965, no. 1, pp. 26-34. An English 
summary may be found in Mizan: A Review o f  Soviet Writing on the Middle East and 
Africa (Oxford), VII (5): May 1965, pp. 13-15.
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C H A PT E R  T H R E E

THE ORGANIZED LEFT:
FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

a. Trade unionism

Until recently Turkish trade unions (birlik or sendika1 2 3) have consistent
ly kept out of politics. Some members may have sympathized with one 
political group or another and even have joined them, but have done so 
as individuals. Organized trade unions have generally abstained from 
openly supporting any particular political party. This is in part the result 
of a long history of trade unions being forbidden by Turkish law to 
meddle in politics^ and partly due to a reluctance to split their organiza
tion along party lines and thereby exacerbate tendencies towards division.^ 
The fact that Turkish trade union leaders have variously supported 
leftist and rightist parties (which, indeed, tried hard to attract them) 
highlights the danger of such a split.

Trade unions in Turkey developed slowly in the years between the two 
World Wars.4 Atatiirk regarded the role of the workers in the moderniza
tion of Turkey important; he let them organize but did not encourage 
any political activity by trade unions. These were first formed in the

1 From the French, “syndicat.”
2 On legislation concerning the Turkish trade unions see Metin Kutal, “Quelques 

aspects du mouvement syndical en Turquie,” Sosyoloji Dergisi (Istanbul), XV. 1960, 
pp. 41 ff.

3 Among the works available on Turkish syndicalism are: Toker Dereli, The 
development o f  Turkish trade unionism: a study o f  legislative and socio-political 
dimensions (Istanbul: 1968). Kemal Siilker, Tiirkiyede sendikacilik (Istanbul. 1955). Id., 
Turkiyede iffi hareketleri (Istanbul: 1968). Sedat Agrali, Turk sendikaciligi (Istanbul: 
1967). For the early stages, Oya Sencer, Turkiyede i$fi sim ft: dogufu ve yapist 
(Istanbul: n.d.). See also Orhan Tuna, “Les syndicats en Turquie,” Revue Interna
tionale du Travail (Geneva), XC (5): Nov. 1964, pp. 467-487. Cahit Talas, “Turk 
SpnHilrali7minin bugiinkii durumu ve gelisme ?artlari,” SBFD, IX (4): Dec. 1954, 
pp. 1-15. Id., “Turk sendikaciligi,” in Ankara Oniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakultesi, 
Yuziincu y d  armagam (Ankara: 1959), pp. 223-244. P. n. KopimeHKO, „Pa6omm 
KjTfinr* Typiuni h ero npo<i>coio3M nocne Bmpon mhpoboh bohhm,“  JlpoS/ieMbi coepe- 
Memoa Typtfuu, op. cit., pp. 67-93. H. Gosel, in Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, 
Mar. 22, 1962. For details of the civil service unions see Cemal Mihgiollu, 
Turkiyede kamu personeli sendikalan (Ankara: 1968).

4 As reflected, e.g., in the articles of Muvaffak §eref in Sendika and elsewhere, 
later collected in his book Tiirkiye ve sosyalizm (Istanbul: 1968).
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TRADE UNIONISM 89

early 1920’s, in Istanbul, then Edirne, Adana, Eskisehir, Bursa and other 
urban centers. Possibly the authorities were worried by this proliferation 
and from 1925 regulations have been in force governing the formation 
and activities of trade unions. The famous Labor Law (i.y kanunu) of 1936 
was patterned on the current labor laws in Italy, and strictly forbade 
strikes. This did not stop the Turkish government, however, from enact
ing laws which benefitted the workers’ position. In the same way, Turkey 
became a member of the International Labor Office in 1932 — but Tur
kish trade unions were not permitted to affiliate with international wor
kers’ organizations. In the period between the two World Wars, the 
trade unions were limited to mutual aid activities. They were not allowed 
to deduct trade unions dues from members’ wages. These and other 
restrictions — and close government control — continued during the 
Second World War and until after the 1960 Revolution. The authorities, 
particularly the police, regarded the trade unions with suspicion, as 
possible sources of leftist propaganda. In particular several trade union 
leaders were suspect as potential or active agents of communism.

After the Second World War, trade union membership grew, as the 
following table shows.5

Table 6. TRADE UNION MEMBERSHIP, 1948-1968

Year
Number o f  
members Year

Number o f  
members

1948 52,000 1959 280,786
1949 72,000 1960 282,967
1950 76,0006 1961 298,679
1951 110,000 1962 307,839
1952 130,000 1963 295,710
1953 140,000 1964 338,769
1954 180,387 1965 360,2857
1955 189,595 1966 376.9098
1956 209,155 1967 834,5809
1957 244,853 1968 1,057,92810
1958 262,591

5 Tuna, op. cit., p. 480. Dereli, op. cit., pp. 94, 205.
6 Acc. to Tuna. Dereli lists 78,000 for 1950.
7 Acc. to Yildiz Sertel, op. cit., p. 144, the approximate figure for 1965 was 600,000.
8 Trade union spokesmen claimed to have more than 800,000 members in 1966, 

but informed observers considered this an exaggeration. See Dereli, op. cit., pp. 
205-206. Cf. Halis Okan, in World Marxist Review (Prague), X  (10): Oct. 1967, p. 37.

9 Acc. to Prof. Turkkaya Ataov, “The place of the worker in Turkish society and 
politics,” TYIR, VIII: 1967, p. 111. This appears somewhat exaggerated.

10 Same source. Same question as to the figure.
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90 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

By 1952 the trade unions were strong enough to establish a Federation 
named Tiirk (an abbreviation meaning “Turkish labor”). In 1946 the 
law requiring permission to set up an organization had been rescinded; 
the following year, a new more liberal Trade Union Act was passed. 
Both the Republican People’s Party and the newly established parties 
courted the votes of workers — which gave them a new sense of power 
after the 1946 and 1950 general elections. Nonetheless, during the decade 
(1950-1960) in which the Democrat Party governed Turkey single- 
handedly, the activities of trade unions were restricted and closely super
vised. It took Turk Is several more years — until July 1963 — to have the 
restrictive Labor Law changed and to have new ones passed by the legis
lature. Several factors were responsible. The number of trade union mem
bers, although generally increasing each year, remained relatively small. 
The number of urban, particularly industrial workers is unimpressive, 
compared to the agricultural ones; the latter have consistently numbered 
more than 70% of Turkey’s labor force. Even urban workers are, to a 
large extent, illiterate or semi-literate; some are seasonal workers; many 
consequently are not very interested in, and many are indifferent to, 
class struggles and unionizing.

The May 1960 Revolution, although not initiated by the trade unions, 
but by military and student circles, also brought benefits to the workers. 
Individual liberties were the order of the day and found due expression 
in the 1961 Constitution. Several members of the National Union Com
mittee seem to have been interested in furthering the well-being, as well as 
the professional organization, of Turkish workers. 11 The Constituent 
Assembly of 1961 included six trade union leaders. Prominent trade 
unionists were invited for an exchange of views with the President of the 
Republic and, severally, with Cabinet Ministers. In 1961 Tiirk is was 
permitted to affiliate to the International Confederation of Free Trade 
Unions (ICFTU).

It was, however, the new Labor Laws of 1963 which gave the trade 
unions a considerably increased scope of action. They12 made the esta-

n  Cf. E . ,“Le role de l’armee en Turquie,” in Leo Hamon (ed.), Le role extra- 
militaire de I’armee dans le Tiers Monde, pp. 233-234.

12 Both the sendikalar kanunu (“syndicate law”) and the toplu if sozlefmesi ve 
lokavt kanunu (“law of collective bargaining, strikes and lock-outs”) were published 
in  the Official Gazette in July 1963. They have been reprinted several times, e.g. in 
the annual 1964 Turkiye ydligi,pp. 145-164 and 165-192. The 1963 trade union law 
was transl. by Tevfik Orman in AFDI, XIV (20): 1964, pp. 310-334. The 1963 law 
on collective bargaining, strikes and lock-outs was transl. by Orman, ibid., pp. 
335-371.
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TRADE UNIONISM 91

blishment of trade unions and federations of trade unions a comparatively 
simple matter. Social benefits were guaranteed, as were the rights of 
collective bargaining and of striking under certain conditions. At the 
same time, employers were allowed to lock out their workers. Both 
strikes and lock-outs were permitted however only after a mandatory 
conciliation period. 13

Free association of, and activity by, the trade unions were guaranteed 
both by the 1961 Constitution and the new 1963 trade union laws. While 
nobody is compelled to join, it is a straightforward matter to set up a 
trade union. It possesses juridical capacity and has the right of collective 
bargaining; its activities are however limited to the aims common to 
its members. 14

Understandably, beginning in 1963, new trade unions sprouted. The 
growth in membership and in the number of trade unions, however, 
made it more difficult for Turk is to preserve its unity and cohesion. 
This was especially the case in the 1960’s with the increased politicization 
in Turkey and the growth of political participation — expressed in part 
by the lessened activity in Turk is of several leaders who entered party 
politics. Leaving the trade unions altogether, or limiting participation in 
their activities, though not common, reflected individual impatience with 
their apolitical character, and was a reaction to the neglect of Turk is as 
a body by Turkey’s ruling circles. True, there had been several formal 
meetings with the Head of State; but hardly any trade unionists had 
succeeded in being elected to the National Assembly in 1961. Only one — 
Omer Ergiin, the treasurer of Turk is — was appointed to the Senate 
late in the same year by Turkey’s President, Cemal Giirsel; this had been 
at the suggestion of the trade unions.

Despite its traditional policy of concentrating purely on the struggle 
for improvement of working conditions, 15 in the 1960’s Turk is was 
increasingly drawn into national politics. An example was its attitude 
towards the draft of the new Turkish Constitution prepared by a Con
stituent Assembly in 1961. Since the draft constitution was to be sub
mitted to a popular referendum, Turk is had to take a stand. It guaran
teed the basic rights of the workers, such as settingup unions and striking

13 See also Tiirkkaya Ataov, op. cit., TYIR, VIII: 1967, pp. 91-93.
1“ Cf. H. K. Elbir & M. K. Oguzman, “Le statut juridique des syndicats en 

Turquie,” AFDI, XVII (26-28): 1967, pp. 99-120.
is Prof. Cahit Talas, in his article “Turk sendikacili|i,” op. cit., p. 244, aptly sums 

up trade union demands in the late 1950’s as “justice, liberty and bread.” See also 
Alpaslan Ijikli, Sendikacilik ve siyaset (Ankara: 1972), esp. pp. 331 ff.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



92 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

(which Turk i$ had lobbied for); consequently, Turk Is came out very 
strongly in its support. 16 Afterwards, it seems, Turk if discovered that 
neutral inaction did not necessarily further the interests of the workers. 
Inflationary trends and unemployment increasingly roused the unions 
not merely as formerly to demonstrations and strikes, but also to ap
proaches to the government and political parties, or to start protest 
movements. Consequently, something of an oppositionist trait gradually 
took hold.

The interests of the workers remained the main factor determining 
the attitudes and activities of Turk Is. In the 1965 general elections to 
the National Assembly, a black list of anti-wcrker politicians was drawn 
up, which consisted of certain JP, RPP, NP and NTP candidates. More 
significantly, when the bruited reform in land-holding came to nothing 
but a slogan ritually intoned by practically all political parties, at its 
Fifth National Convention (1964), Turk Is vehemently demanded, from 
all parties, a comprehensive solution of land-holding problems: within a 
maximum period of five to ten years land should be equitably distributed. 
Obviously, such demands did nothing to endear the trade unions to the 
wealthy decision-makers in those parties. The same was true of the other 
economic principles, which Turk Is formulated in the 1960’s: the 
encouragement of foreign investments only when necessary to Turkey’s 
development, and the nationalization of the State’s natural resources and 
foreign trade.17

These and other principles enunciated by Turk is appear very similar 
to those of the Labor Party of Turkey, which we shall discuss in the next 
chapter. However in the late 1960’s Turk is was not competing with the 
LPT, but rather with its own more impatient members, some of whom 
felt that Turk is was too moderate in its demands or, indeed, that it did 
not answer their needs. 18 This was even more true of the attitude of 
other more radical trade unionists, who claimed that Turk is had moved 
too far to the right, 19 that Turk is, by its passive policy, was deferring 
to the JP, the party in power.20 In this context, the years 1965 and 1966 
seem to have been crucial. In 1965, a rival Tiirkiye Hiir-1§ Konfederasyonu 
(“Turkish Free Workers’ Confederation”) was formed, but soon dispersed. 
Another grouping of seven trade unions called Tiirkiye i§(i sendikalan

16 Details in Agrali, op. cit., pp. 167 ff.
17 Ibid., pp. 191-196.
18 Stilker, Tiirkiyede i$gi hareketleri, pp. 54 ff.
19 Ibid., p. 56.
20 Dereli, pp. cit., p. 195.
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dayamsma konseyi (“The council of solidarity with the workers trade 
unions of Turkey”) was established soon after and proved more durable. 
Although the leaders of Turk is maintained that the Dayamsma konseyi 
had no more than five thousand members, the very fact of its existence 
was worthy of note and, for Turk is, a source of worry.

From the point of view of Turk is the worst was still to come. Follow
ing the example of the Dayamsma konseyi and possibly maintaining 
contact with it, members of several trade unions previously affiliated to 
Turk i ? broke away in January 1967. Most of these21 were leaders of 
those employed in the rubber industries, printing, food-production and 
the mines (the miners had earlier shown dissatisfaction22 23). More radical 
than others, leaders of these groups attacked what they considered the 
lukewarm support by Turk Is for an 83-day strike in 1966 at the glass
works of Pasabah?e. The new Federation affirmed its radical character in 
the name it chose, Devrimci i$gi sendikalari konfederasyonu (“The 
Federation of reformist — or revolutionary — workers’ trade unions”) 
or DISK.

The founding members maintained that Turkey’s government was 
oriented against the workers who suffered most from the rising cost-of- 
living, while a minority of foreigners were exploiting the country’s 
resources. Those who supported this order of things25 were evidently 
working against the principles of social justice guaranteed by the 1961 
Constitution. Consequently, they claimed that unhampered advocacy 
of socialism was really support of the constitution; socialism was the 
basis of the DlSK’s philosophy. Other demands included the nationaliza
tion of all foreign trade, private banking and the insurance business; a 
complete redistribution of land; and the planning of the economy, with 
the aim cf improving the workers’ lot. At the same time, although they 
acknowledged that they were interpreting nationalism in social terms, 
DiSK’s spokesmen were quick to deny any communist leanings.24 Indeed 
several DISK leaders (like Kuas) held prominent positions in the LPT .25

The official founding of DISK on February 12-13, 1967, caused the 
Secretary General of Turk is, Halil Tun?, to accuse the Labor Party of

21 For the names of their leaders, see Ant, 1: Jan. 3, 1967, p. 3.
22 A  different list o f unions involved is mentioned by Dereli, op. cit., p. 196.
23 An allusion to Turk I??
24 Because communists “spoke with Moscow’s mouth.” See article by Kemal 

Turkler, D lSK ’s chairman, in Son Havadis daily, April 23, 1967, quoted by Siilker, 
Tiirkiyede /jpi harekefieri, p. 62.

25 Cf. Ataov, op. cit., in TYIR, VIII: 1967, p. 100.
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9 4 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

Turkey and Mao’s disciples of setting up DISK. The latter accusation 
seems farfetched. Joining the fray, however, DISK’S Secretary General, 
Ibrahim Giizelce, frankly explained2*1 why Turk is’s organization was no 
longer acceptable, “Tiirk is holds to an idea that exists neither in undeve
loped areas, nor in Europe — that of keeping above party politics. ” 26 27 

In order to seive the working-class in Turkey, ibrahim Giizelce con
cluded, DiSK should and would enter party politics and support the 
Labor Party of Turkey.

In other words, DISK regarded itself much more committed to the 
class struggle and party strife in Turkey than Tuik is. It assumed an 
anti-American stand from the very start by violently accusing Tiirk is 
of accepting United States funds,28 and therefore discrediting itself — 
from the standpoint of DiSK. Generally DiSK was more radical than 
Tiirk is in demanding marked improvements for its members, for exam
ple a 25 % raise in their salaries.29 Its extremist attitude attracted addi
tional unions, or rather sections of unions, which had followed their 
leaders out of Turk is, for example part of the leather workers’ union 
in April 1967.30 DiSK also seems to have maintained better discipline 
within its ranks than Turk is, perhaps because its membership was so 
much smaller, 60,000 at most31 in 1967. It has been estimated that DiSK 
represented about 15% of Turkey’s organized workers in 1969 and 1970, 
compared with Tiirk is’s approximate 85 %.

In day-to-day terms, the competition between the two organizations 
expressed itself in the strikes they organized in factories — particularly 
large ones — to protect and further the interests of their members, or to 
attract other workers to membership. The most frequently employed 
slogans were those demanding better pay and lower prices for consumer 
goods.32 In 1969 and 1970, such strikes became increasingly common in 
Turkey, with alarming effects on production. Employers who tried to 
keep neutral and steer clear between the two organizations found them-

26 In an article printed in 1967, see long quote in Agrah, op. cit., pp. 212-213.
27 The Turkish term is partileriistii politika.
28 For details, see Ant, 15: Apr. 11, 1967, pp. 10-11; 23: June 6, 1967, p. 11. For 

DISK’S pronounced stand against “American imperialism,” cf. ibid., 61: Feb. 23,1968, 
p. 3.

29 Cf. ibid., 14: Apr. 4, 1967, p. 6.
30 Ibid., 18: May 2, 1967, p. 3.
31 Acc. to D lSK ’s own figures. Dereli, op. cit., p. 206, thinks that 30,000 is a 

more likely figure.
32 A. ryceiiHOB, „Typmra b onamainm nepeiweH“, A3uh u Afpuna ceiodun, 

July 1971, pp. 50-51.
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THE TURKISH COMMUNIST PARTY 9 5

selves faced with strikes by both. In any event greater commitment and 
better discipline enabled DISK to organize increasingly violent street 
demonstrations in the late 1960’s which culminated in heavy fighting 
with the police and army in the summer of 1970.

b. The Turkish Communist Party

The increasingly extreme stand of the Turkish left, within the trade 
unions, political parties and smaller groups, cannot be fully appreciated 
without a brief reference to the activities of the Communist Party. Al
though banned by law (it still is),:33 organized communism continued to 
work underground.34 Although its leaders were jailed and its publicat
ions seized, the Turkish Communist Party (further: TCP) 35 seems to 
have had a marked share in the leftist activity in Turkey — and its 
impact, originally of nuisance value only, has in recent years found an 
echo in the doctrinaire pronouncements of other leftist organizations. 
Although tiny in numbers, the TCP has had a considerable influence on 
Turkish intellectuals and on their attitudes to politics and socio-econo
mics. This is particularly true since the end of the Second World War. 
Official circles in Turkey as well as certain unofficial groups (such as the 
religious-minded or Pan-Turk groups) have considered communism a 
serious danger. The authorities have kept up their surveillance of known 
or suspected communists, and brought many to trial, while private 
individuals and groups have published numerous anti-communist 
tracts.36

33 For the legal aspects, including some cases that have been tried, see Abdullah 
Oner and A. N . Gencer, Komunizm— sosyalizm ve ilgili yargitay kararlari (Ankara: 
1969).

34 For an original personal account, see C. y c n o H e m . ,  B mwpbMe u Ha „eojie‘ 
transl. from Turkish by R. Fish (Moscow: 1952). This takes up the story to the year 

1950.
35 In Turkish, Tiirkiye komiinist partisi, literally “the Communist Party of Turkey.
36 This has continued up to the time of writing and some are discussed later in the 

chapter. The following are several examples of publications in the 1960’s. Two booklets 
were published, charging large-scale communist infiltration into the Kdy enstituleri 
(the “village institutes,” set up to bring literacy to rural Turkey). See Necip Fazil 
Kisakiirek, Tiirkiyede komiinizma ve kdy enstituleri (Istanbul: 1962); Yiicel Hacaloglu, 
Neden kdy enstituleri (Istanbul: 1962). Cf. also the following anti-communist booklets: 
GokhanEvliyaoglu, Su uyur komiinist uyumaz (Istanbul: 1962); Necip Fazil Kisakiirek, 
Her cephesile komiinizma (Istanbul: 1962); Mehmet §evket Eygi and others, Kiztl 
tehlike (Istanbul: 1964); Ahmet Cift?i, Insanlik diifmam: sosyalizm-maskeli komunizm 
(Istanbul: 1965).
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96 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

The early history of organized communism in Turkey is fairly well" 
known, thanks to two painstakingly written books published recently. 37 

Its later years, on the other hand, are not as well known, because of the 
natural reticence of an illegal party .38 In fact most available information 
is based on the inflammatory writings of the party’s opponents in 
Turkey,39 or obviously partisan Soviet publications.40 Even so, the latter 
are often disappointingly brief and all too frequently treat of the early 
period in the party’s history only.41 Somewhat more evenly balanced 
information about the TCP has become available recently42 — and even 
this is incomplete and not always objective.

The early history of organized communism in Turkey in brief: begin
ning its activities on Turkish soil among Turkish emigres led by Mehmet 
Mustafa Suphi soon after the First World War, organized communism 
never became a mass movement or a potent force in Turkish politics 
(the claim of Soviet publications notwithstanding). However the role

37 G. S. Harris, The origins o f  communism in Turkey (Stanford, California: 1967). 
Mete Tun?ay, Tiirkiye'de solakimlar (1908-1925) (Ankara: 1967). For the early years 
of communism in Turkey, see also Feridun Kandemir, Atatiirk'un kurdugu Tiirkiye 
komiinist partisi ve sonrasi (Istanbul: n.d. [1965-1966]). Ivar Spector, The Soviet 
Union and the Muslim World (Seattle, Wash.: repr. 1967), esp. pp. 78-79, 108-127. 
A Cerrahoglu, Tiirkiyede sosyalizm: 1848-1925 (Istanbul: 1968).

38 A  good, though brief, account may be found in W. Z. Laqueur, Communism 
and nationalism in the Middle East (2nd ed., London: 1957). A  longer account, but 
ending in approximately 1951, is K. H. Karpat, Turkey's politics, op. cit., ch. 14.

39 Such as the following: E. Darendelioglu, Tiirkiyede komiinist hareketleri (2 vols., 
2nd ed., Istanbul: 1962); Aclan Sayilgan, Yakin tehlike: komiinizm (Ankara: 1963); 
Refik Korkud, Komiinistler (Ankara: 1966). Fethi Tevetoglu, Tiirkiye'de sosyalist 
ve komiinist fadliyetler (Ankara: 1967).

40 In addition to various periodicals, such as La Nouvelle Revue Internationale 
(Paris), cf. P. II. KopmieHKO, PaGouee deuotceuue e Typtfuu 1918 - 1963 22 (1963);

H. BflOBHneHKO, Eopb6a nojiummecKux napmuu e Typtfuu 1944 - 1965 (1967).
See also Landau in Middle Eastern Studies (London), VI (2): May 1970, pp. 212-214, 
and VI (3): Oct. 1970, pp. 346-349.

41 For example vol. VII of The Soviet Historical Encyclopaedia (in Russian, 
Moscow: 1965) devotes numerous pages to the various communist parties, but only 
33 lines, including bibliography, to the TCP (columns 725-726).

42 E.g., Aclan Sayilgan, Solun 94yth  (1871-1965): baflangiptangiiniimiize Tiirkiye'de 
sosyalist — komiinist hareketler (Ankara: 1968) (further: Sayilgan). Ismet Bilgin, 
Tiirkiye'de sag ve sol akimlar ve tatbikati (N. p.: 1969). Cretin Yetkin, Tiirkiye'de 
soldaki boliinmeler (1960-1970): tarti^malar, nedenler, pdziim dnerileri (Ankara: 
1970). See also the articles on Turkey in the 1966 Yearbook on international communist 
affairs (Stanford, Cal.: 1967), pp. 156-158; 1968 Yearbook on international communist 
affairs (Stanford: Cal.: 1969), pp. 576-578; 1969 Yearbook on international communist 
affairs (Stanford, Cal.: 1970), pp. 798-804.
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communism has played in Turkey for half a century, although not 
impressive by the standards of an organized party struggle for power, 
has not been without consequence in its propaganda value. In a state 
conditioned for revolutionary reform by its leadership, communism 
has consistently had to compete with a strong nationalism which has 
been considerably more powerful. The Kemalist leadership watched 
communist activity closely in the early 1920’s. A paragraph in the 1924 
Constitution, forbidding any change in the state’s system of government, 
was probably directed against communism. In 1923, and again in 1925, 
after communism had reorganized in Turkey, the government decided to 
clamp down on it. As soon as the government felt secure enough, it 
banned the party, arrested its leaders and activists, and closed down the 
Union of Turkish Communist Youth — continuing, nevertheless, its 
normal, even friendly, relations with the Soviet Union. Again, although 
communism later reorganized, under various guises,43 its impact remained 
solely on the ideological level. Communist writings, such as the ably- 
edited periodical Aydinlik44 (“Enlightenment”) perceptibly influenced 
some Turkish intellectuals and better-educated workers. Paradoxically, 
Ataturk’s brilliantly conceived reforms contained a framework for 
social change and therefore stole a good part of the Turkish communists 
thunder, on one hand; on the other hand, it kept alive an interest in 
further social reform.

In his years of leadership Atatiirk achieved a high degree of consensus 
among the Turkish elite in support of his socio-economic and political 
policies. In his day this success narrowed the support for such ideologies 
as communism to the fringes of the elite, who were further weeded out 
by imprisonment or exile.45 In the late 1920’s, and again in the 1930 s, 
the TCP was again weakened by several leaders being won over by govern
ment offers for interesting, lucrative jobs, as well as by the more extremist

43 Examples in Sayilgan, pp. 182 ff. Sayilgan’s works are particularly important 
as he was himself connected with the TCP from 1943 and denounced it in the 1950 s, 
see his Inkar firtmasi (Istanbul: 1962), pp. 17 ff. and Darendelioglu, Turkiyede 
komiinist hareketleri, op. cit., II, pp. 76-77.

44 Karpat, Turkey’s politics, pp. 355-356, detects an influence of the Spartacist 
movement on the Turkish intellectuals who wrote in Aydinlik.

45 Acc. to Ostungel, “Ceux qui dissipent les tenures,” La Nouvelle Revue Interna
tionale, XIV (1): Jan. 1971, claims that in 1931 the TCP’s membership was 90% 
workers, which seems doubtful. See also Laqueur, op. cit., p. 213: “The communist 
groups which existed in the late 1920’s and 1930’s contained a number of poets, but 
hardly a peasant and few workers.”
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98 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

factions carrying out purges repeatedly and splitting from the main 
body.46

If the TCP continued to exist and carry on an uninterrupted, precar
ious activity underground, this was for several reasons: a. The unflag
ging enthusiasm of the small core of active members, who kept up a 
skeleton-organization, branching out in tiny clandestine cells (members 
skimped and saved to assist jailed comrades and their families), b. Sup
port, the nature and extent of which are not quite clear, from the Soviet 
Union and the Comintern.47 c. The slowdown of reform after Atatiirk’s 
death in 1938, and particularly during the years of the Second World 
War. In that period and afterwards, Turkish communists made a deter
mined effort to monopolize the demand for socio-economic reform. In 
this, they were less than successful, at least in immediately measurable 
results. The main reasons appear to be the imprisonment or self-exile of 
practically the whole veteran leadership in the late 1920’s and the surveil
lance by the Turkish authorities of the remaining cadres.48 Ideological 
conflicts, personal rivalries, rifts and purges within the party played into 
the hands of the secret police. Clandestine activity, its romantic appeal 
notwithstanding, was rather a hindrance in propaganda work. This was 
particularly true since the police had tracked down many, if not all, of the 
cadres.

One of the immediate consequences of the mass arrests in 1927 and 
trials of those suspected of membership in the TCP was that those who 
remained free dispersed to Izmir, Gaziantep and Bursa; and later to 
Samsun, Edirne, Adana and elsewhere. The party in Istanbul (and 
Turkey in general) was weakened, but it spread to differents parts of the 
country, albeit thinly (e.g. among the tobacco workers in Izmir, or the 
railway workers in Eskisehir). In 1928 there appear to have been some 
eight cells in Istanbul,49 and fewer in other towns. It became increasingly 
difficult to print the party’s publications; generally mimeographed, they 
were either posted on walls or distributed by children. This was done on 
the First of May and other occasions. When the party succeeded in 
publishing a bulletin — illegally, of course — this was usually at great

46 Harris, Origins, epilogue.
. 47 Acc. to Sayilgan, pp. 185, 189-190, 226, 465, n. 10, and 466, n. 20, thousands 
of dollars were given, every three months, by the Soviet Consulate in Istanbul to the 
TCP, Aydmlik, etc. If correct, this assistance could well have continued in later years.

48 Full details in Sayilgan, pp. 190 ff. See also Karpat, Turkey's politics, pp. 356-357.
49 Sayilgan, p. 194.
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risk and for a brief while only. Such were, for example, Kizil Yildiz — 
Istanbul (“The Red Star — Istanbul”) or Komunist, in 1928.

Demands made by the Turkish Communists in the 1930’s were mainly 
of a tactical nature, as is evident from even a casual reading of the 
manifestoes and periodicals which have reached us. In 1931 they demand
ed the right to hold meetings in factories, barracks, villages and streets; 
organize demonstrations; obtain legal recognition of the Communist 
Party and the release of jailed Communists.50 Accompanying slogans, of 
a socio-economic character, were frequently of a quasi-ritual nature.

Despite all the difficulties, party work continued, although in certain 
places only sporadically, and after 1934 greater attention seems to have 
been given to organizing cells of communist youth .51 Aged 13 to 21, 
members were not many in number, and served as reserves for future 
recruits to the party’s ranks, to fill the void left by the imprisoned and the 
exiled. In the late 1930’s TCP members made relatively few attempts, 
although vigorous ones, to spread their ideas in high schools, among 
University students (chiefly in the Faculty of Law), and even within the 
precincts of several military schools.52 In these years the TCP worked on 
two levels: the illegal, in clandestine cells, as in former years; and the 
legal (or semi-legal), e.g., in forming “anti-fascist leagues,” the guiding 
spirit of which were communists. The latter were used to propagate 
communism and recruit new members and adherents. Simultaneously, 
communist tracts were distributed, in modest, but growing, numbers.

During the Second World War the TCP’s leader and central figure 
was again §efik Husnu Degmer, then back in Turkey. He and the small 
number of activists had a difficult time, as the TCP was closely watched 
to ensure the continuation of the official policy of Turkish neutrality; 
arrests and trials, followed hy prison terms or exile, occurred time and 
again.53 Those few leaders and members who managed to evade police 
surveillance focused their activity on leftist propaganda among young 
intellectuals and some workers, either by word of mouth or, more usually, 
by the publication and distribution of Marxist periodicals or pamphlets 
in several of Turkey’s cities and towns. Because of strict wartime censor
ship regulations, these publications usually prudently skirted Turkish 
politics, and printed mainly emotion-loaded revolutionary poems, liter
ary pieces on Marxist ideas, and popular essays on the dialectics of

so Ibid., p. 201.
51 Ibid., pp. 209-210.
52 Examples ibid., pp. 216 ff.
53 Instances are mentioned ibid., pp. 228 ff. and Laqueur, pp. 214-215.
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100 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

historical materialism. In all these printed publications the communists 
attempted to remain on the right side of the law. Party members, however, 
received illegal mimeographed bulletins.

Nevertheless in the later years of the Second World War, in order to 
keep in closer touch with their readers, the communists resorted, 
in such journals as Tan, to writing more about Turkey’s problems. They 
demanded stricter controls on the prices of commodities and other anti
inflation measures, as well as greater freedoms for the population and a 
more popular government. For instance a booklet, legally published in the 
summer of 1943 and distributed in 1943 and 1944, and entitled En biiyiik 
tehlike (“The greatest danger”), dwelt on social differences in Turkey. It 
was distributed among University students, and reportedly54 stirred some 
excitement and even some support (ephemeral, as it turned out) for a 
recently-founded “Front Against Fascism and Speculation.”

This was followed by other “anti-fascist” fronts, whereby the com
munists tried to broaden their base of support and find allies from within 
groups dissatisfied with the government. These efforts generally had little 
success, due to the not infrequent break-off of splinters from their own 
organization. For instance, the Front Movement (Cephe Hareketi) 
claimed in 1944 to have added 500 university students to its original 
150,55 but it is questionable how many of these continued to show any zeal 
and for how long. Most seem to have been sympathizers, rather than 
adherents, and their interest soon flagged, particularly when meeting- 
places were harassed by police, and ringleaders arrested and put on trial 
(chiefly in Istanbul).

As in the years preceding the Second World War, communist activity 
continued underground, too, side by side with the quasi-legal activity 
just described. Under §efik Husnu Degmer’s leadership, the TCP func
tioned warily. Thus it skirted political issues in publications which were 
intended for a wider circulation, like Yeni Edebiyat (“New Literature”) 
which, despite its name, was not a purely literary journal, but the TCP’s 
unofficial organ. It was seized and closed by the authorities in 1941, after 
26 issues had appeared. The usual round of arrests and trials followed, 
straining even further the manpower resources of the underground cadres. 
After Germany’s attack on the Soviet Union in the summer of 1941, the 
TCP’s activity unfolded mainly on the legal level, by enthusiastic, although 
restricted, propaganda for Turkey’s entry into the War, on the side of the

54 Sayilgan, p. 233.
55 Ibid., pp. 236-237.
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Soviet Union. This, as has been said, was done mainly by so-called 
“anti-fascist fronts” which came out openly against the official policy of 
neutrality adopted by the Turkish government, following Mustafa 
Kemal’s famous formula of “Peace in the Fatherland, Peace in the 
World.” Underground the TCP joined in expressing such opinions, even 
more forcefully than its legal counterparts. In addition to the legal Tan, 
ably edited by such dedicated leftists as Zekeriya Sertel and his wife 
Sabiha, other quasi-legal periodicals like Yurt ve Dunya (“Fatherland 
and the World”) and Adimlar (“Steps”) appeared, as did a number of 
pamphlets.

After the Second World War, the TCP leadership seems to have decided 
on an all-out effort to enlarge the previous “Anti-Fascist Front,” which 
by now was called “The Front for the Struggle Against Fascism and 
Profiteers,” 56 into an alliance of elements opposing the ruling party. 
While “The Front of Progressive Democrats” which they tried to set up 
in the summer of 1945 did not amount to much, the new detailed pro
gram presented by Degmer on July 31, 1945 for the projected Front 
rates more than a passing mention. It was circulated not only among 
TCP members and sympathizers, but to various political personalities 
known to be in opposition to the RPP and its one-party regime. The 
program is important for three main reasons: a. It voices the general 
feelings and opinions of the TCP leaders at the time; b. It indicates the 
main points on which they hoped to obtain a consensus among other 
opposition personalities; and c. It influenced — directly or indirectly 
other leftist ideologies in Turkey in the 1950’s and 1960’s, which bear a 
striking resemblance to the 1945 TCP program .57

The program58 began with a preamble stating that it sought to express 
the wishes and goals of those political parties with progressive views, 
trade unions, cultural societies and all independent democratic groups 
hostile to fascism and reaction, honorable patriots one and all.

The 26-point program aimed at 1. removing from power §ukrii 
Saracoglu’s government — which the communists considered racist and 
representative of profiteering merchants, large contractors and wealthy 
landlords, as well as hostile to democracy and to the Soviet Union, 2. for-

56 In Turkish, the term vurguncular has a wider pejorative connotation; it also 
means “usurer,” “speculator,” etc.

57 This is an elaboration of the party’s 1931 program, summarized by Karpat, 
Turkey's politics, pp. 359-362.

58 Turkish text reprinted in Sayilgan, pp. 251-259.
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ining a government out of worthy citizens clearly committed to Atatiirk’s 
reforms and the principles of democracy; 3. demanding the dispersal of 
the National Assembly and the free election of a new one, based on 
secret universal ballot, in which all popular groups might compete, free 
of pressure; 4. purging the government bureaucracy, the army and the 
.schools of fascist and racist elements; 5. allowing free expression of all 
views — except those of fascists, reactionaries, or enemies of progress 
and democracy; 6 . demanding the unhampered formation of trade 
unions, organizations, and political parties; 7. expressing freely all 
opinions — except those of fascists and reactionaries — orally and in 
writing, in open or closed meetings; 8 . printing newspapers, periodicals 
and other publications without the need for official permission or censor
ship controls — except those expressing fascist and racist ideas; 9 . recog
nizing the rights of organization and representation of workers, by 
unions and syndicates; 10 . opening the way for organized political 
.activity by abrogating reactionary laws which limit democratic freedoms, 
♦and arranging for free, secret and general elections to the National 
Assembly; 11. freeing of all those jailed for political activities — except 
racists and fascists; 1 2 . distributing land, free-of-charge, to the landless 
.and to those who do not have enough, and securing work for them by 
^supplying agricultural implements, giving instruction in their use and 
.granting credit; 13. paying the debts of needy peasants to the large land
owners, usurers, and the Ziraat Bankasi;59 14. securing for all national 
.minorities, large and small, full equality of opportunity for work, equal 
taxes, and personal safety; 15. appointing a commission to examine the 
debasing minority-tax60 and drawing up proper measures in the matter; 
.16. securing education for needy youths, as well as opportunities for them 
to enter trade schools and other educational institutions, including 
universities — and safeguarding their interests; 17. demanding from the 
state agencies a guarantee for the rights of all needy children to receive 
an education, and to be protected from indignities and exploitation; 18. 
guaranteeing women equal opportunities for membership in professional, 
scholarly and political organizations, for equal work and equal pay to 
that of men; 19. fighting for etatism, to guarantee maximum benefits 
for the masses; 2 0 . lowering the prices of basic commodities, as a first 
step for state control on the economy; 2 1 . creating two new departments, 
“The State Central Purchasing Office” and “The State Central Works

59 Agricultural Bank.

60 Imposed in Turkey during the Second World War.
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Office”, headed by specialists, to do away with the excessive gains of 
those contractors now supplying the state and army or undertaking 
public works; 2 2 . confiscating — for the benefit of the state — the illegal 
gains amassed during the War years by contracting for state and munici
pal public works, profiteering and other dishonest ways; 23. using the 
millions of Turkish pounds thus acquired, all or in part, for a compre
hensive social security plan and welfare organizations — to provide for 
health, accidents, unemployment and old-age benefits to all officials, 
employees and workers, in the public and private sectors alike; 24. speedi
ly introducing a progressive income tax — not to apply to those having 
an annual income of TL 1,200 or less— instead of the municipal tax 
and earnings tax now oppressing the artisans and workers, and instead 
of several indirect taxes, in order to make Turkey’s financial system 
more democratic; 25. fixing graduated inheritance tax, starting at 25%, 
on all legacies of more than TL 25,000; 26. establishing, as the basis of 
Turkey’s national independence, close friendship and cooperation with 
the Soviet Union, and making these the first and last conditions for 
guaranteeing Turkish independence — for which purpose a government 
should be formed, made up wholly of persons committed to a policy of 
close relations with Turkey’s big neighbor.

The program, after the twenty-six point exposition, added a nine- 
slogan pait entitled “What kind of Turkey are we fighting for?” In brief 
this went as follows: 1. A free and independent Turkey, saved from the 
tyranny of a single party representing solely the profiteers and land usur
pers. 2. A happy Turkey, truly enjoying Popular Democracy. 3. A pro
gressive Turkey, in which workers, peasants and intellectuals can work 
and cultured persons can live together. 4. A just Turkey, rid of racial 
and national discrimination, acknowledging equal rights to all com
patriots, of whatever people and religion they might be. 5. A secure 
Turkey with its foreign relations safe, living in brotherly harmony with 
all its neighbors, without coveting foreign territories. 6 . A peace-loving 
Turkey, allied with the Soviets by way of an overall agreement and assis
tance pact. 7. A powerful Turkey, strong not in its strongarm rule and 
police-organization, but in its inner being, due to the economic and 
.cultural progress of the people and its democratic national unity. 8 . A 
revolutionary Turkey, guaranteeing that nobody is exposed to prosecut
ion and torture because of his convictions and opinions, and safeguard
ing the complete freedom of conscience. 9. A popular and prosperous 
Turkey, in which villagers and peasants own the lands they work, after 
they have been cleansed of parasite-like gangsters.
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The above has been reported in some detail, not only because it was 
presented by the TCP’s Degmer as a neatly-packaged panacea for all 
Turkey’s socio-economic and political ills in 1945, but also because it 
clearly reflects the party’s purposeful sense of direction in subsequent 
years. Not less significant, these views and demands of the TCP have 
•had a strong echo in pronouncements and activities both of communists 
and of other leftist groups and parties, both then and later.

Throughout the period after 1945, the communists in Turkey continued 
their limited activity all the while on two levels, of which the legal one — 
through several front organizations — was more in evidence. In this way, 
the tiny TCP was able to afford its members and sympathizers an op
portunity for political action and expression61 that clandestineness would 
obviously have denied them, under the stronghanded rule of the Demo
crat Party. While the available data are evidently incomplete, it appears 
that communists infiltrated to a minor degree into some of the lower 
echelons of the opposition parties; and, to a greater degree, as we shall 
see, they left an impact on the general development of leftism in contem
porary Turkey. This is true of the 1960’s no less than of the 1950’s.

The TCP’s hopes of acquiring a status of legality after the May 27, 
1960 Revolution were dashed when communists were barred from acting 
openly, while other groups were permitted to organize and register freely, 

'without prior permission of the authorities. Again, the only solution left 
to the TCP was to act through various fronts. Such communist groups 
competed with other leftist organizations in Turkey, some of them Marx
ist in character, in order to impress the public and convince the police 
that they were not communist. Consequently, the TCP itself had generally 
to stay underground and act so circumspectly that an Italian socialist 
magazine even wondered in 1965 whether the party existed at all.62 This 
honest doubt existed despite the participation of the TCP in communist 
party gatherings in Moscow, in 1957 and I960,63 and despite — or per
haps because of — the forceful assertion of the TCP’s Secretary General64

6! However, the TCP continued on its own, and was the subject of a long report 
to the National Assembly by the Minister for the Interior, $ukru Sokmensuer, on 
January 30,1947— see Tekin Erer, Tiirkiyede parti kavgalari (2nd ed., Istanbul: 1966), 
pp. 410-412. This was again confirmed by the 1951-1952 mass arrests and trials of 
communists.

62 Corrispondenza Socialista (Rome), VI (6): June 1965, pp. 302-303.
63 The Soviet Historical Encyclopaedia, op. cit., vol. VII, p. 726 (article on the TCP).
64 He goes under the double title o f “First Secretary of the TCP’s Central 

Committee” and of “First Secretary of the TCP’s Foreign Bureau.” See Yon, V (158): 
Apr. 8, 1966, p. 16.
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in the 1960’s, Zeki Bastimar, alias Yakup Demir (“Jacob Iron”), who 
wrote rather grandiloquently in communist organs abroad, that the TCP 
was one of the foremost political forces in Turkey and ready to take over 
the government.65 Or, in Demir’s own words, at the workers’ meeting 
held in Moscow on November 3, 1967 for the 50th anniversary of the 
October Revolution, when he claimed that the TCP was heading a 
working-class that “is numerically large and organizationally strong, a 
major factor in the country’s social and political life, that plays the lead
ing role in the anti-imperialist movement currently gaining momentum 
in Turkey.” 66

It is impossible to verify Demir’s assertion, unless one has access to the 
secret files of the party or to those of the Tuikish police. In practice, how
ever, it would seem that most TCP activity in the late 1960’s and practical
ly all since 197167 was outside Turkey. It was certainly directed from 
abroad. Most of the members of the 13-men Central Committee — in
cluding Demir himself — live in Moscow, although one of them resides 
permanently in Prague, where he serves on the editorial board of the 
World Marxist Review and prepares its Turkish edition, Yeni Cag (i.e., 
“New Era”). Party groups in Sofia and Baku are apparently charged 
with liaison work between the Moscow-based Central Committee and 
the underground rank-and-file in Turkey. Others are employed in Leipzig 
at broadcasting in Turkish from Bizim Radyo (“Our Radio”). Strenuous 
attempts have been made in recent years to infiltrate and take over 
Turkish workers’ groups in West Berlin, Koln, Stockholm and elsewhere 
in Europe; there are conflicting reports as to the measure of success 
obtained. Some have sought refuge in Paris, where their main 
activity is writing letters to the press. While brief secret visits of 
TCP leaders to Turkey have not strengthened the party, they seem

65 Examples in La Nouvelie Revue Internationale— Problimes de la Paix et du 
Socialisme (Paris), VI (11): Nov. 1963, pp. 43-58; ibid., XIII (4-5): Apr.-May, 1970, 
pp. 32-47. Bulletin d ’Information— Documents des partis communistes et ouvriers, 
Articles et interventions (Prague), 1964, fasc. 19, pp. 1072-1073; 1965, fasc. 20, pp. 
20-21; 1966, fasc. 19, pp. 13-15.

66 Information Bulletin — Documents o f  Workers' Parties, Articles and Speeches, 
Special issue: Revolutionary Peace Forces Hail October (Prague: 1968), p. 188. C f  
Demir’s “Probleme der Einheit der Linkskrafte in der Ttirkei,” Probleme des Friedens 
und Sozialismus (Prague), XIV (155): July 1971, pp. 927-934.

67 xo judge from Demir’s “Faschistische Militardiktatur wiitet,” Informations- 
bulletin: Materialien und Dokumente kommunistischer und Arbeiterparteien (Prague), 
1971, fasc. 15, pp. 701-702.
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to have helped the flow of anti-American and anti-Demirel and JP 
propaganda.68

Disregarding Demir’s claims of numbers and importance, it is nonethe
less worthy of note that despite its enforced restricted activity, the TCP 
succeeded in remaining in existence. This was at least partly due to its 
tight organization and methods of propaganda. While our knowledge of 
these is incomplete, one does get an idea from the official proceedings 
in the 1951-1952 trials of communists;69 70 and probably the information 
is generally valid for later years too. Grosso modo, it is not different from 
what one knows of other communist parties in non-communist states 
today.70 it is, however, particularly adapted to regimes where the party 
is illegal and has to function underground.

Maximum secrecy characterized the TCP’s organization and work, 
from the party’s central bodies down to the individual cells. The standard 
pyramidical structure of communist parties was well-suited for clandes
tine activity; the Russian, rather than Chinese, organizational patterns 
served as a model (the TCP has consistently supported Moscow in its 
quarrel with Peking). Practically all members worked for the party with
out pay. Members considered themselves the soldiers of revolution, and 
discipline was generally enforced. Recalcitrant members were punished, 
with punishment taking various forms, from a reprimand or temporary 
suspension to permanent expulsion from the party. Decisions of both 
major policy and personal matters were handed down the party’s ladder. 
No member could leave Turkey, for example, without the permission 
of the Central Committee. The latter’s control was usually effective, 
probably because of the party’s small membership: while figures are not 
available, Karpat’s estimate, that “the number of convinced leftists in 
Turkey in the nineteen-forties probably never exceeded a thousand, ” 71 

appears reasonable, while Enver Esenkova’s estimate in 1964, that the 
TCP’s membership amounted at the time to about three thousand , 72

68 Further details in 1969 Yearbook on international communist affairs, op. cit., 
pp. 798-804. See also Le Monde, Nov. 2, 1972, p. 5.

69 Summarized by Sayilgan, pp. 405-436. Cf. also Sayilgan, Inkar firtmasi, op, 
cit., pp. 128 ff.

70 Cf. M. M. Czudnowski and J. M. Landau, The Israeli communist party and 
the Elections for the fifth Knesset, 1961 (Stanford, California: 1965).

71 K. H. Karpat, “The Turkish Left,” Journal o f  Contemporary History, I (2): 
1966, p. 177.

72 Enver Esenkova, “Le communisme en Turquie,” Est et Ouest (Paris), XVI 
(326): Sep. 16-30, 1964, p. 21, footnote 24.
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seems quite high. Western estimates, in the late 1960’s, ranged between 
1 ,2 0 0  and 2,0 0 0  members.73

The TCP’s Central Committee was made up of five to seven members 
of whom three formed a Central Executive Committee. However there 
are indications that several others party members were frequently con
sulted— a sort of enlarged inner circle. The Central Committee was 
apparently set up in consultation with Moscow and kept in touch with 
the Soviets; 74 many of its members had visited Russia. Prominent among 
them until his death in 1959 was §efik Husnu Degmer (or Deymer) , 75 

who was for many years First Secretary of the TCP’s Central Committee, 
the party’s key position in policy-making and in all major decisions. Due 
to the need for underground work, and because of police surveillance 
and arrests, the day-to-day work of the TCP was carried out by a three- 
man Central Executive Committee, presumably elected, but in fact 
approved (and nominated) by the party’s First Secretary.

The Secretary of the Central Executive Committee was a powerful 
figure, vying with the First Secretary for prestige and leadership. Since 
1944 the post has been filled by Yakup Demir (Zeki Bastimar). He 
received all funds, such as those sent by the party’s branches (monthly 
membership fees, less expenses) and decided how to spend them. He 
handed down decisions to all ranks of the party down to the cells, and 
supervised all groups connected with the party, such as youth associa
tions, university student organizations and women’s groups. Although 
the Secretary of the Central Executive Committee might — and did — 
delegate control of those bodies to other members of the Committee, 
centralized control remained his responsibility. The same was true when 
the Secretary of the Central Executive Committee delegated some of the 
decision-making to another member, as was the case in the early 1950’s, 
when Tevfik Dilmen, the Secretary of the Istanbul district of the TCP, 
acted in the name of Demir.

In general, members of the Central Committee kept in touch with the 
secretaries of TCP branches in the vilayets (or provinces) by using pseudo
nyms and employing couriers trained in the use of passwords.

73 1969 Yearbook on international communist affairs, op. cit., p. 798, which also 
estimates that the TCP may have an additional 10,000-15,000 sympathizers.

74 According to Sayilgan, p. 410.

75 On whom see Darendelioglu, Tiirkiyede komiinist hareketleri, op. cit., vol. I, pp. 
28-33, 5 2 # ., 129 ff.; II, 18, 99. For a collection of his articles in 1921-1925, see his 
Segme yazilar (Ankara: 1971).
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As a rule, the TCP’s Central Committee met three or four times a 
month. Its decisions were carried out by the Central Executive Commit
tee, which sent directions to the provincial committees which, in turn, 
were passed on to the districts, to quarters, and then to the cells. In the 
same manner bulletins were sent out reporting the party’s decisions and 
views. These were either secretly printed, or mimeographed, or type
written. In the opposite direction, the TCP’s Central Committee received 
news, reports and newspaper cuttings from cells through party branches. 
After these had been processed, some used for the party’s bulletins, and 
others stored in the party’s files, the rest were burned; the bulletins too 
were destroyed after being read by party members. Very few members 
knew where the printing-press or the mimeograph-machine was. The same 
was true of the party’s secret archives, held by a member whose inacti
vity kept him beyond police suspicion. Even so, the party seemed to 
have prudently smuggled a large part of its archives abroad for safekeep
ing. They are reportedly in Sofia and Prague. 76

An alternate Central Committee was always ready to take the place 
of the original one, in case the latter was arrested or otherwise incapaci
tated.

The province (vilayet) committees of the TCP generally appear to have 
consisted of three members; their appointment required the approval 
of the Secretary of the Central Executive Committee. The secretary of 
the province committee had identical duties and responsibilities (on a pro
vincial scale) with the Secretary of the Central Executive Committee. 
He was, in addition, personally in charge of all illegal activity, including 
the distribution of bulletins and other materials. His contacts were with 
the respective secretaries of the lower rungs, on the one hand, and, on the 
other hand, he reported monthly and annually to the Secretary of the 
Central Executive Committee on all that had happened (especially, TCP 
activities) in the province. However the main tasks of the province com
mittee and its secretary were to arrange meetings to hear Marxist lectures 
and readings of Marxist literature (supplied by the party), or to convene 
political gatherings.

The area (mintika) 77 committees were set up by the secretary of the 
TCP province committee or one of its other members. Generally, the 
secretary of the area committee maintained contact with the quarter

76 Acc. to Sayilgan, p. 433.
77 Which in this case was loosely defined, being determined by membership in a 

given area.
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committees, whose location and number varied according to conditions. 
The quarter committees, sometimes named “main cells,” were frequently 
known by code-numbers — no doubt to ensure secrecy. The cell (hiicre) 
was the basic unit of the TCP, and the lowest rung in its structural ladder.. 
In Turkey, three persons were the minimum for setting up a cell, and 
most cells had from three to five members. The cells, too, bore code
numbers or were known by their geographical location. Secrecy was 
strictly enjoined on every individual TCP member, who was expected to 
take every possible precaution to cover up his party connections, use 
passwords or mutually-agreed signs for recognition; and initiate social 
contacts with non-communists — preferably, apolitical Turks if he felt 
that the police were over-interested in him. Otherwise, every TCP mem
ber was expected to attend all party meetings, to assist party propaganda 
and its distribution — assiduously avoiding the police at all times. Names 
were carefully covered up in party correspondence and publications and 
the use was made of trustworthy, innocent-looking couriers.

Data about the age, education and occupations of the TCP’s members 
are obviously unavailable outside the party. These data are very difficult 
to obtain (it may be said in passing) for the legal political parties too, 
although they act openly in Turkey; Professor Frey had to invest many 
years in studying such data pertaining only to the National Assembly 
Members of three legal parties. 78 Nonetheless, one can get at least an 
idea of TCP membership from the largest round-up of communists in 
modern Turkey. In September 1951 the police arrested and later brought 
to trial 167 persons, about a third of whom were found guilty, 79 although 
practically all had some connection with communist activity. Those 
arrested do not seem to be characteristic of the rank and file of the TCP, 
as the accused included the whole Central Committee and other promi
nent communists. Yet at least they are an indicator of what the party s 
leadership was like at the time. It is not strictly representative of the 
elite, either, since one notes that almost a third were illiterate. The 
following data are based on the separate computation of Esenkova80 

and Sayilgan. 81

78 F. W. Frey, The Turkish political elite (Cambridge, Mass.: 1965).
79 Acc. to Yavuz Abadan, “Les activites subversives en Turquie,” TYIR, H: 1961, 

page 102.
8« Op. cit., in Est e t Ouest, XVI (326): Sep. 16-30, 1964, p. 19.
si Op. cit., pp. 326-327. Some additional data may be found in Darendelioilu, 

vol. n.
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The average age of the seven Central Committee members waa 51.7 
years: §. H. Degmer was 6 6 , Halil Yalfinkaya 56, Ahmet Finnci 53, 
Mehmet Bozer 52, Resad Fuad Baraner 49, Zeki Bastimar 48, and 
Mihri. Belli 38. The average of the whole group of 167 was lower — 
32.1 years, with a very strong emphasis on the younger age-groups:

Age 20-29 76
30-39 60
40-49 24
50-54 6

66 1

Total 167

One hundred and thirty six were under forty, 160 under fifty. Also, out 
of the seven who were 50-years old and over, four were members of the 
Central Committee, while two other Central Committee members were 
aged 48 and 49 (the only younger member, aged 38 at the time, was 
Mihri Belli, a gifted polemicist, already mentioned for his leftist writing).

As to education:
Graduates of Institutions of Higher Education 35 
Students at Institutions of Higher Education 29
Graduates of a lycee (senior high school) 19
Graduates of an ortaokul (junior high school) 2 2

Graduates of an ilkokul (elementary school) 10
Illiterates 52

Total 167

Occupationally this was a slightly bewildering array82 which does not 
conceal, however, the predominantly middle-class composition of those 
arrested (and possibly of the party itself83).

82 Sayilgan’s details tally more closely than Esenkova’s. The above is based on 
both. Sayilgan had apparently joined the communist underground in 1946 and been 
detained in the 1951-1952 mass arrests; see Karpat, in Journal o f  Contemporary 
History, I (2): 1966, p. 172, n. 4.

83 Cf. A . H . Hanson, “Turkey today,” The Political Quarterly (London), XXVI 
(4): Oct .-Dec. 1955, p. 331.
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Workers and artisans84

Officials and clerks85 (private sector and

Students84 * 86

Merchants and pedlars87

Actors and artists88

Teachers89

Manufacturers90

Physicians
Lawyers
Geologists
Forestry expert
Farmer
Driver
Unemployed91

Total

government) 41
32 
7 
7 
6 
4

. 3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1

13

167

While a good part of TCP propaganda was directed at its own mem
bers, much — perhaps most — was intended for outside consumption. 
Considering its illegal status in Turkey, its best hope of reaching the 
outside was by creating a front (in Turkish: cephelegme) with others. 
Demir himself put it as follows, “Calling for a united national-democra
tic front, the Communist party — the vanguard of the working-class

84 Including, among others: 3 shoemakers, 2 tailors, 2 stone-masons (or 
bricklayers), 2 basket-weavers, 1 fountain-pen repairman, 1 tanner, 1 shoeshine, 1 
blacksmith, 1 weaver, 1 carpenter, 1 machinist in a printing-press, 1 fitter of heating- 
devices, 1 sign-painter (in oil-colors).

88 Including: 3 book-keepers, 2 translators, 2 tramway ticket-sellers, 2 construc
tion technicians, 1 letter-carrier, 1 land-survey technician, 1 inspector (or overseer?).

86 That is: 29 undergraduates, 2 at reserve officer cadets schools, 1 graduate 

student.
8? That is : 4 pedlars (including one book-hawker), 2 greengrocers, 1 merchant.
88 That is: 3 theater actors, 2 orchestra musicians, 1 opera singer, 1 decorator.
89 That is: 4 lycee teachers, 1 university professor (Sadun Aren, in econo

mics), 1 university lecturer (Miibeccel Kiray, at the Middle East Technical 
University).

90 Including: 1 producer of musical equipment, 1 owner- o f an oil-cake factory.
91 That is: 1 Ph. D . and 2 housewives who were university graduates; the other 

ten were apparently unskilled workers.
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1 1 2 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

— proceeds on the basis that its structure should not be built on the 
principles of domination by any one class or obligatory leadership by 
any one party. The front should unite all patriotic forces, including the 
national bourgeoisie, and work to rid the country of imperialist oppres
sion.”92 The TCP generally suited this and other slogans for its front 
organizations to the then-prevailing mood and situation. During the 
Second World War its catchword was “an anti-fascist front.” In the 
decade following the 1960 Revolution the themes of the TCP’s pro
paganda were: opposition to the West and to capitalist methods of 
development; support for national exploitation of Turkey’s mineral 
wealth and for the allegedly persecuted minorities (Alevis and Kurds).

Such views evidently did not make the TCP more popular in Turkey, 
and anti-communist propaganda continued unabated; indeed, it pro
bably gathered force in the 1960’s. An idea of its scope and tenacity may 
be formed from reading a bulletin, printed in Ankara, from 1965, called 
Komunizme ve Komunistlere kar§i Turk basim (“Turkish press against 
communism and communists”). Four issues appeared in 1965 and at 
least six in 1966: they are replete with emphatically anti-communist 
newspaper articles and extracts. This attitude of much of the press and the 
activity of the authorities hampered the TCP in its direct propaganda in 
the 1960’s no less than the 1950’s. Therefore, the TCP propagated its view 
either through front organizations in Turkey itself, or through the Bizim 
Radyo station92.

These topics, approached and expounded in a Marxist spirit, became 
quite common in a great many leftist — but not necessarily communist — 
intellectual circles in Turkey. This is proof, if any be needed, of the partial 
success of communist propaganda in Turkey. It is therefore often extre
mely difficult for even an informed observer to know who are communists 
and who are not; more particularly so, since many leftists, probably 
including communists, labeled themselves “socialists” after the 1945 
switch to a multiparty system — and especially after the 1960 Revolution 
— to escape arrest and prosecution on a charge of communism. In the 
following pages we shall attempt to deal with several contemporary 
leftist groups and organizations, their aims, programs and activities, and 
point to communist influence, wherever evident.

92 Y. D em irandH . Okan, “Turkey: ways o f development,” World Marxist Review, 
V m  (5): May 1965, p. 49.

92 Examples in Sayilgan, p. 393 and passim.
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c. Other leftist parties and groups

There is a striking similarity between the sprouting of leftist groups in 
the post-1945 and the post-1960 periods. In 1945 communists and others, 
whose political expression had been bottled up during the era of one- 
party rule, and tightened even further during the War years, came out in 
political groupings as soon as the law permitted the formation of new 
parties. The fact that not a few leftists found refuge in the newly-founded 
Democrat Party left the rest even more resolute in pursuing their political 
struggle. In 1960, after a decade during which the Democrat Party had 
effectively prevented any meaningful open leftist activity — very moder
ate trade unionism excepted — several leftist groups entered politics (of 
which the most durable was the Labor Party of Turkey, to be discussed 
in the next chapter). They used the new approach reflected in the 1961 
Constitution which promised unhampered political activity to any group, 
unless subversive.

After 1945 numerous political groups and associations, and some 
twenty self-styled political parties were established. Most did not 
survive, but even their relatively brief existence was important enough 
to deserve mention. Of particular interest is the serious effort made in 
the late 1940’s by communists and their sympathizers to penetrate urban 
Turkish youth groups, particularly in intellectual circles — with a special 
emphasis on students. For instance, in 1946 they initiated a Youth 
Association of Turkey (Turkiye Gengler Dernegi) in Ankara, and a 
similar group in Istanbul, a Higher Education Youth Association ( Yiiksek 
Tahsil Genglik Dernegi).94 Both opened their membership to all Turkish 
youths, except the enemies of communism, while the Ankara group spe
cifically mentioned the Turanists as not being acceptable. Both aimed at 
creating an “anti-fascist front.”

The Ankara group claimed to have had 206 members, all aged less 
than thirty-five; while the majority of members were not communists, it 
appears that an absolute majority of this group’s 12-member Executive 
Committee were known TCP militants. Of the other members, 43 were 
convicted in 1951-1952 of being members of the TCP. The Ankara 
group started campaigns “to assist the poor villagers in harvesting” and 
“ to open a clinic for free medical consultation” in Altmdag. These slogans

94 Further details in Sayilgan, pp. 260 ff., who also lists the leading members of 
both groups. See also Tevetoglu, pp. 582-584 for the first, and pp. 522, 633 for the 

second.
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314 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

and others served the propaganda of the Ankara group and its efforts to 
increase membership. Apparently, it was successful enough to attract the 
attention of anti-leftists among Ankara University students. In December, 
1947, when the students demonstrated against the resignation of Sevket 
Aziz Kansu, the Dean of the Faculty of Language, History and Geogra
phy, they destroyed the club of the Youth Association of Turkey. This 
Association proclaimed its disgust at such violence and its firm intention 
to continue its activities. Suspected by the authorities of secret contact 
with TCP leaders and with the World Federation of Communist Youth 
Groups, the Youth Association of Turkey seems to have ceased all 
activity, and to have disbanded in 1949.

Much more active, the Higher Education Youth Association appears 
to have been an offshoot of another Istanbul organization, the “Union 
of Progressive Youth,” an illegal group affiliated to the TCP during the 
Second World War. The Higher Education Youth Association was legal: 
its guiding spirits were, however, known communists, and its “basic 
Tules” were modeled after — several were indeed identical to — Degmer’s 
.1945 program for the Front of Progressive Democrats, summarized 
above. Its membership of 218, largely composed of students of Istanbul 
University, was apparently more committed to communist affiliation than 
the parallel Ankara group. Indeed several were among the 167 who were 
tried for communism in the 1951-1952 trials. Some received prison-terms; 
others went abroad, to join the activity of leftist Turks in Europe, 
chiefly in Paris. Nevertheless, the existence of the Istanbul Association 
continued well into the early 1950’s.

The Association’s official mouthpiece, the journal Hur Genglik (“Free 
Youth”) chose as its slogans: For free education — Real liberty — Eter
nal peace. It supported the Turkish Movement for Peace (of which more 
below) and protested against the arrest of communists in Turkey and 
Spain, vigorously demanding the release of the Turkish poet Nazim 
Hikmet. In May 1950, it printed and distributed in all Istanbul quarters 
,48,000 copies (a huge number by Turkish standards of the times) of a 
manifesto to this end. The manifesto was a characteristic example of an 
appeal for the formation of a wide front for obtaining Hikmet’s release; 
again, typically, it was signed not only by leading members of the Associa
tion, but also by personalities not connected with it or with c o m m u n i s m , 

including some leading Turkish intellectuals and white collar profession
als. All this may well have carried some weight with the authorities, 
which granted an amnesty to Hikmet later in 1950 (he fled to the Soviet 
Union the following year, and lived there until his death in 1963).
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An even greater indication of the penetration of leftist radical ideas 
among urban circles was the activity of the “peace movement” in Turkey 
in the early 1950’s. Inspired by a worldwide appeal launched by the 
Soviet Union in 1950, local peace movements sprouted. This started in 
Turkey, v/ith the formation in Istanbul in May 1950 of the Turk Ban$se- 
verler Cemiyeti (“The Turkish Association of Peace-Lovers”).95 The 
association claimed to be non-political, but its activities paralleled, to a 
degree, those of the TCP. However, the founders were not all communists, 
but included hard-coie leftists such as Adnan Cemgil, a journalist and 
erstwhile University lecturer of philosophy, and Behice Boran, then a 
lecturer in sociology at Ankara University (and a woman of whose 
activity we shall have much more to say in the next chapter). The Peace- 
Lovers protested, in July of the same year, Turkey’s entry into the Korean 
War, in a manifesto of which they claimed to have distributed 24,000 
copies. As a result, several initiators of the manifesto, including Cemgil 
and Boran, were arrested, tried and sent to prison in 1951 for short terms 
(from ten to fifteen months). However their journal, Baris Yolu (“The 
Way to Peace”) continued to appear clandestinely. At the time of the 
Korean War the TCP — both directly and, in a parallel way, via its 
adherents among the Peace Lovers and other groups — started the anti- 
United States campaign that was to be a mark of leftist groups in Turkey 
for the next twenty years.

While these groups were more in the nature of voluntary associations, 
several leftist political parties sprang up following the political liberaliz
ation of 1945-1946 and, more particularly, after the Law on Associations 
was amended in 1946.95 Most did not last long, and some were without 
much political consequence. Nevertheless, we shall discuss them albeit 
briefly — since they were noted by politically-alert Turks at the time and

?5 Details in Sabiha Sertel, Romangibi (amlar) (Istanbul: 1969), pp. 412#. Sayilgan, 
pp. 2 6 6 #  Tevetoglu, pp. 584, 624#. Darendelioglu, op. cit., II, pp. 1 0 2 #  Hasan Jelal, 
“Communisti e socialisti in Turchia,” Corrispondenza Socialista, VI (6): June 1965, 
pp. 302-309. Karpat, Turke/s politics, p. 359, calls them Bari?severciler.
‘ 96 The most reliable studies of Turkish political parties are still T. Z. Tunaya 
Turkiyede siyasi partiler 1859-1952 (Istanbul: 1952) and K. H. Karpat, Turkey's 
politics, op. cit. See also C: H. Dodd, Politics and government in Turkey (Manchester: 
1969), ch. 2 A . T. Payaslioglu, “Political leadership and political parties. B. Turkey,”  
in R. E. Ward and D . A. Rustow (eds.), Political modernization in Japan and Turkey 
(Princeton, N . J.: 1964), pp 411-433. D . A. Rustow, “The development of parties 
in Turkey,” in Joseph LaPalombara and Myron Weiner (eds.), Political parties and 
political development (Princeton, N . J .: 1966), pp. 107-133. F.-W. Femau, Les 
partis politiques de la deuxieme republique turque,” Orient, X  (3): 1966, pp. 35-59.
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116 FROM TRADE UNIONISM TO COMMUNISM

have had some impact on the increasing awareness of the left and the 
interest in its doctrines. In the following pages they are listed according 
to the chronological order of their foundation.97 98 99 It should be remembered 
that these are only some of the groups, calling themselves political parties, 
which sprouted in Turkey after the Second World War.

The Social Justice Party ( Sosyal adalet partisi)9S was founded in 
Istanbul on September 13, 1945, with the name of Social Democrat Par
ty, but had to register with a name less similar to the Democrat Party, so 
they were known by the new one, from February 28, 1946. The party had 
neither a political structure, nor a regularly-published organ; nor did it 
participate in the 1946 or the 1950 elections. Indeed, it remained in exis
tence until the early 1950’s, without being overly active. Nonetheless, it 
seems to have been the first legal political party in post-Second World 
War days to inscribe socialism on its banner. True, the socialism was 
rather moderate and associated with democracy, etatism and even sup
port for the idea of Pan-Islam. The party’s publications show that its 
etatism was somewhat lukewarm (“etatism is not identical with mono
polies”), while its socialism was understood as the defense of the masses 
of neglected workers, as well as of landless or almost landless peasants. 
Interestingly the party came out against luxury, by which it meant 
extravagant wealth.

The Turkish Social Democrat Party (Turk sosyal demokrht partisi) "  
was founded in Istanbul on April 26, 1946. Although it did not have any 
known political structure, or a regular publication, it did try its luck in a 
number of elections, apparently without success. It dissolved in 1951 
after the death of its founder Cemil Alpay. Its program expressed consider
able interest in individual rights, social security and other social matters, 
including reform in land-holding. Consequently it was thought of as 
moderately socialist. One of the party’s more original demands was to 
have a Ministry for Workers in the Cabinet, in addition to the existing 
Ministry of Labor.

97 For the parties considered here c f  the chronological report, often based on 
firsthand experience, o f Tekin Erer, Tiirkiyede parti kavgalari, op. cit. (the following 
vols. appeared as Yassiada ve sotirasi). See also N . C. Akkerman, Demokrasi ve 
■Tiirkiye’de siyasi partiler hakkinda kisa notlar (Ankara: 1950). F. H. Tokin, Turk 
tarihinde siyasi partiler ve siyasi diifiincenin geli$mesi (Istanbul: 1965). Ahmet Taner 
Kijlah, Forces politiques dans la Turquie moderne (Ankara: 1968).

98 Akkerman, pp. 44-45. Tunaya, p. 693. Tokin, p. 81. Tevetoglu, pp. 532-534.
99 Akkerman, pp. 48-49. Tunaya, pp. 695-696. Tokin, p. 81. Tevetoglu, pp. 

536-537.
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The Socialist Party of Turkey (Tiirkiye sosyalistpartisi)100 was founded 
on May 14, 1946 in Istanbul, by such well-known leftists as Esat Adil 
Mtistecabhoglu, Aziz Ugtay, and others. The suspicion of the authorities 
that the founders were communists, and the party’s strongly-Marxist 
program brought about its official closedown in December 1946 by virtue 
of martial law. The founders were tried for communism and acquitted; 
the prosecution appealed, but the Court of Appeals upheld the verdict. 
Consequently, in 1950, the party was revived. As it knew it was being 
watched, the party had to be very cautious not to lay itself open again to 
charges of communism. Its activity was hampered by this and, in 1951, in 
the Istanbul elections, it polled only 220 out of about 175,000 valid 
votes.101 Nevertheless, its organ, Gergek (“Fact” or “Reality”), was 
read and commented upon. In 1952, the party was closed down again, 
and its leaders again hauled into court on a charge of disseminating com
munist propaganda. After an eight-year trial, the accused were acquitted, 
but the party does not seem to have been reactivated.

The party’s program was much more socialist than those of the earlier- 
mentioned parties, and was explicitly Marxist; this was, apparently, the 
first avowedly Marxist program of a lawful political party in Turkey.102 
The party claimed to be democratic, nationalist, socialist, internationalist 
and secularist. Its socialism was expressed in its demands for raising the 
level of tlje people’s prosperity, culture and health; doing away with 
economic and social injustice; and raising the dignity of labor. Interna
tionalism was expressed in the party’s stand for international cooperation 
and against so-called imperialist and exploiting blocs. However, this was 
no mere matter of terminology. The whole party’s program, and much 
of its later writing, was suffused with passionate, yet purposeful, advocacy 
of socialist principles — as interpreted by Turkish Marxists, and remind
ing one of earlier communist propaganda in Turkey. Its attitudes and 
demands included: To develop the country; to safeguard its political and 
economic independence; to struggle for a world system made up of in
dependent nations; to guarantee work for every Turk, and do away with 
unemployment; to increase production; to honor private ownership, but 
nationalize the means of production and large farms; to guarantee that 
the state would pay workers compensation in case of illness, disability, 
and old age; to have the state assume responsibility for the care and

100 Akkerman, p. 49. Tunaya, pp. 696-701. Tokin, pp. 81-82. Sayilgan, pp. 
271-272. Tevetoglu, pp. 538-541. Darendelioglu, II, pp. 100 ff.

101 Karpat, Turkey’s politics, p. 358.
102 The basic principles of the party are reprinted in Tunaya, pp. 698-701.
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education of children, building of new hospitals and schools and enacting 
of a broad social security law, forbidding the employment of children, 
guaranteeing freedom of expression — in thought, speech, printing, 
strikes and demonstrations; to ensure that these freedoms would not be 
restricted by law; to ensure full liberty of conscience, independence of 
religion, secrecy of correspondence and freedom of travel; to guarantee 
free and compulsory elementary education, to be conducted in the mother 
tongue;103 and free high school, technical and higher education; to 
obtain from the state maximum assistance for needy families; to fight 
gambling, crime and alcoholism; to secure help for the chronically-ill in 
body or mind; to form cooperatives with state support.

Subsequent paragraphs in the party’s program dealt gingerly with 
political matters, avoiding commitment as to the details of the political 
regime desired by the party. The emphasis was laid on Turkey’s being a 
republic, on increased powers for the National Assembly and on new 
judicial bodies.

The Turkish Socialist Workers’ Party (Turk sosyalist i§gipartisiy 04 was 
founded on May 24, 1946, in Istanbul. It was a moderate group, with 
social, rather than socialist, demands; it was inactive, publishing no organ 
and establishing no branches out of Istanbul. Apparently the party closed 
down the same year. One of its avowed aims was to oppose communism 
(and presumably offer an alternative to it). Other aims were to establish 
cooperatives, and improve the general conditions of workers and of their 
families — while safeguarding the rights of private ownership.

Of greater consequence was the Socialist Party of the Workers and 
Peasants of Turkey (Tiirkiye sosyalist ernekgi ve koylii partisi).105 The 
name had already been used, years before, for a communist group. 
Established on June 19-20, 1946 in Istanbul, it counted among its found
ers several known communists, notably, Sefik Husnu Degmer, who was 
also to be the Chairman and Secretary General of the new party’s 
Executive Committee. The party put out a periodical, Sendika (“Trade 
Union”), and was supported in part by another, Yigin (“The Masses”). 
Accused of communist propaganda, the party was dissolved by an order

103 This would imply alternatives to Turkish — the party’s favoring of minority 
rights?

104 Akkerman, p. 50. Tunaya, p. 701. Tokin, p. 82. Tevetoglu, p. 542.
i°s Akkerman, pp. 51-52. Tunaya, pp. 704-706. Tokin, pp. 82-83. Sayilgan, pp. 

271 ff. Tevetoglu, pp. 547-576. Tekin Erer, Tiirkiyede parti kavgalari, esp. parts IV-V. 
KopHueuKo. pp. 108-109.
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of the martial law authorities on December 16, 1946, and its leaders 
brought to trial.

Despite its brief six-month existence the party was not without impact, 
due to the vigorous campaign it led in writing. Its proclaimed aims were 
not basically different from those of the Socialist Party of Turkey. Its pro
gram,106 later elaborated in the periodical which supported it, Sendika, 
called for guaranteeing workers a decisive say in internal and external 
politics; struggling against fascism and reaction and protecting workers 
and peasants from all types of exploitation; guaranteeing national 
independence by buttressing national and democratic organizations; 
assisting the conditions for the institution of a socialist society in Turkey, 
by helping the masses of workers and peasants to join ever-growing eco
nomic and political movements; eradicating exploitation and putting all 
means of production under the joint control of the whole nation; ensuring, 
within a socialist democracy, a high standard of living and a happy life 
for every individual. Until the above is within reach: the abolition of all 
laws which were against the interests of the workers; forming trade 
unions, socio-economic and cultural associations, clubs, evening reading- 
rooms, and assisting the same, for the sake of the masses; organizing the 
workers and peasants of Turkey, as well as those who agree with them, 
on the social plane, against local and foreign types of capitalist exploita
tion and against political pressures; guaranteeing for all workers, accord
ing to progressive democratic principles, sanitary working conditions, 
the right to collective bargaining, social security and the protection of 
trade unions.

This program is as Marxist in its conception as that of the Socialist 
Party of Turkey, established five weeks earlier; if anything, more out
spoken. It is not clear why two socialist parties, with closely resembling 
platforms, should have been formed in Istanbul at almost the same 
time — unless, perhaps, because of personal differences of opinion among 
the founders. Indeed, negotiations were afoot for a merger when both 
were declared illegal. What is evident, though, is that despite their short 
span of activity, both parties left a mark on several leftist intellectuals 
who were connected with the parties, read their publications and then 
discussed their views. Indeed, many of these views were repeated, and 
others echoed, in the leftist journals of the 1960’s. The Socialist Party 
of the Workers and Peasants of Turkey particularly emphasized pro

106 Extracts of the program in Tunaya, pp. 705-706. Summary in Karpat, Turkey’s 
politics, pp. 362 ff.
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paganda. In bulletins sent to them only, party members were urged to 
persuade suitable people to join the party, by presenting it to them as 
a pioneering and progressive new group.107

The Independent Turkish Socialist Party (Mustakil Turk sosyalist 
partisi) was founded in Istanbul on September 19,1948.108 Althoughit was 
established about two years after the above-mentioned socialist groups, 
and had an almost free hand — as the others had been dissolved or 
were inactive — it appears to have been of little consequence. It dis
tributed manifestoes, in 1949, in some of the provincial towns, and parti
cipated passively in the 1950 general elections. With these exceptions, 
however, it was generally inactive and appears to have disbanded soon 
after, following the death of its leader and founder Arif Oru$.

The party’s program intended to reform the existing regime, without 
jolting the national structure, by establishing a socially-just and econo- 
mically-fair structure. It proclaimed that it was socialist, and that its 
socialism was for the good and would not harm the people. Nonetheless, 
it demanded that unused land and properties of over three hundred 
donums be divided and distributed among landless peasants capable of 
working it. Other demands were: to fight against all forms of exploita
tion; to use Turkey’s natural resources for the profit of its people; to 
increase productivity eveiywhere; to guarantee decent pay and working 
conditions — according to socialist principles — to all workers, peasants, 
officials and employees; to safeguard personal liberties, as well as the 
freedoms of conscience, thought, speech, writing, assembly and religion.

Despite the varying degrees of emphasis and the different order of 
priorities, there are certain remarkable similarities in the programs of 
the socialist groups in the late 1940’s, and those set up in the 1950’s, such as 
the short-lived Vatan Partisi (“Fatherland Party”) in 1954. It was not a 
coincidence that all were established in Istanbul and were active there, 
for this was Turkey’s intellectual and industrial center. More characteris
tic, Turkish socialism at the time, although paying lip-service to Marxist 
definitions of an overall revolution, generally deferred this upheaval 
(implicitly or explicitly) to some future date. In the meantime, they 
insisted on more immediate socio-economic and political reforms. Indeed, 
the Turkish left of the 1940’s (perhaps with the exception of the TCP) 
was decidedly reformist rather than revolutionary. We shall attempt to

107 Cf. Karpat, ibid., p. 365, for further details.
108 Akkerman, pp. 60, 81-83. Tunaya, pp. 735-736. Tokin, p. 85. Tevetoglu, pp. 

627-628.
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examine, in the next chapter, how these two tendencies developed and 
crystallized in the following years.

One point to ponder in this context is109 that in the Turkey of the 
1940’s and 1950’s, it was generally unwise for parties and individuals 
alike to express liberal ideas and defend them — as this made them liable 
to be labeled “leftist” and “subversive” ; parties would consequently 
lose political ground, while individuals might well be prosecuted by law. 
Indeed, there was often no distinction between liberal and leftist ideas. 
As a result, the Communists and some socialist groups monopolized 
practically all the demands for socio-economic reform; short-cut solu
tions were presented in simple, straightforward language, frequently 
with a deep sentimental undertone. Since Marxist ideology was the only 
one, at the time, to define Turkey’s socio-economic problems and offer 
solutions, some intellectuals embraced Marxism as fashionable, while 
others accepted it, faute de mieux. Hence the intensive journalistic 
activity of Marxist intellectuals in the 1960’s; hence, also, the intensive 
political activity of the Labor Party of Turkey.

OTHER LEFTIST PARTIES AND GROUPS 121

109 As elaborated by Karpat, Turkey's politics, pp. 368-369, 385-386.
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CHAPTER FOUR ' . , . .... ,

LAWFUL MARXISM: THE LABOR PARTY OF TURKEY

a. H istory and organization

The leftist parties so far discussed were either illegal, or ephemeral, or 
both. The Labor Party of Turkey (further: LPT), or T u rk iye  l$ g i P a rtis i 
(translated literally, “The Workers’ Party of Turkey”), has been the 
largest and most durable of legal socialist parties in Turkey; it has parti
cipated actively in national and local elections and published numerous 
propaganda tracts. A detailed analysis of its workings and ideology is 
necessary in order to understand the nature of the Turkish left.1

The formation of the LPT in 1961 was, firstly, the culmination of 
previously short-lived attempts at establishing legal socialist parties. 
Secondly, it reflected the more liberal mood towards political radicalism 
intimated in the 1961 Constitution, for example its emphasis on the 
“social” character of the Second Turkish Republic.2

The rise of the LPT should be understood not only in the light of its 
Marxist commitment, to be examined later, but also within the context of 
Turkish politics. Turkey’s sprawling size, its more than 40,000 villages — 
large and small — as well as the special laws governing elections, caused 
each party after 1960 to intensify its propaganda, extend its local organiz
ation and strive to outbid its competitors, all of whom were seeking the 
support of very much the same type of people. Although political parti
cipation cannot be said to embrace the entire population, it steadily in
creased in the multiparty period after 1946, under the eager prodding of 
competing political parties. Like other political parties, the LPT has 
tried to infiltrate the civil service and many professional organizations.3 
The fact that some, such as the chambers of commerce, were practically 
closed to it, served to goad the LPT into intensifying its attempts to

1 In addition to the party’s own publications and those of its supporters and 
detractors-—-to be referred to below — see also K. H. Karpat, “Socialism and the 
labor party of Turkey,” The Middle East Journal, XXI (2): Spring 1967, pp. 157-172. 
T6kin, pp. 107-108. Sayilgan pp. 379-404. All these, however, get no further than 
the mid-1960’s.

2 See above, ch. 1.
3 See, inter alia, A . T. Payashoglu, “Political leadership and political parties. 

B. Turkey,” in R. E. Ward and D . A . Rustow (eds.), Political modernization in Japan 
and Turkey (Princeton, N . J.: 1964), esp. pp. 423 ff.

1 2 2
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infiltrate, and even dominate, other institutions — such as trade unions 
and student organizations.

We shall first describe the establishment and fortunes of the Labor 
Party of Turkey and then analyze its ideology.4

February 13, 1961 was the deadline set by the officers’ National Union 
Committee for the registration of parties intending to participate in 
the projected general elections. It was on this day that the LPT was set 
up and duly registered. Its founders were a dozen trade union leaders; 
this is noteworthy, for earlier socialist parties in Turkey had been estab
lished and led by intellectuals. In this case, however, the trade unionists 
felt that Turk is’s policy of abstaining from politics was not the best way 
to promote and safeguard the interests of workers. They believed that 
an organized political party, suitably represented in the coming parlia
ment, was a considerably better guarantee.

Although the twelve founders came from different trade unions, they 
did not act as their representatives. All twelve lived in Istanbul and were 
relatively young5: At the time only two were over fifty (52 and 58), and 
only three were over forty (41, 46, and 48), while all the others were 
younger (one 33; four 35; one 38 and one 40). Their average age was 
just 41.3 years. They apparently valued their trade unionist activity at 
least as highly as their leadership of the LPT. Some were even reluctant 
to give up their former membership in another political party; the LPT’s 
first chairman, Avni Erakahn (a textile workers’ trade unionist) preferred 
to remain a member of the New Turkey Party and resigned from the LPT.

HISTORY AND ORGANIZATION , 123

4 While the LPT’s views have been discussed by several Turkish scholars, its 
history and political activity have had much less attention. Still valuable for the LPT’s 
earlier years is K. H. Karpat, op. cit. in MEJ, XXI (2): Spring 1967, pp. 157-172. 
In Turkish, see Sayilgan, ch. 16. Nermin Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ve siyasi bilimler 
agisindan 1965 segimlerinin tahlili (Ankara: 1966), ch. 8. Kemal Siilker, 100 soruda 
Tiirkiye’de i?fi hareketleri (Istanbul: 1968), pp. 68 ff. The party’s own pamphlets 
are a useful source, as are publications about the party by its supporters, e.g., Murat 
Sanca and Nurkalp Devrim, Tiirkiye i.jfi partisitii tamyahm (Istanbul: 1969). N o  
less important are some publications of LPT’s detractors, e.g.: Kenan Oztiirkmen, 
Tiirkiye i$gipartisinin i( yiizii (Istanbul: 1965). Igigleri bakam Dr. Faruk Siikan perdeyi 
araladi. l$te TlP  (Ankara: 1968). N . C. Yamakoglu, Ben bir TlP’li idim (Istanbul: 
1968). A. M. Uludogan, Tiirkiye iffipartisi igginin partisi degildir! (Ankara: 1968).

5 Name, address and year of birth o f each in Tiirkiye iggipartisi tiiziigii (Ankara: 
1961), p. 34. From the start these trade unionists appear to have been in contact 
with Turkish intellectuals, about the establishment of the new party. See Luciana 
Castellina, “Una forza politica che nasca dai sindicati: motivazioni e obiettivi del 
partito operaio turco,” Rinascita (communist weekly, Rome), XXII (4): Jan. 23,1965, 
pp. 13, 15.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



124 THE LABOR PARTY OF TURKEY

Several others were under pressure from their unions to resign from, or 
at least be inactive in, the LPT; for many leading union members still 
favored the continuation of the traditional Turk Is conception of a strong 
pressure-group in parliament, which would be above the party struggle.

Under these circumstances, it is no wonder that the LPT did not — or 
could not — participate in the 1961 general elections, the first held under 
the new constitution. There was therefore no LPT representation in 
either house of parliament, until it obtained what later proved to be 
ephemeral support in the Senate. First, Esat £aga, a Senator appointed 
by the President of the Republic, joined the LPT; however he left the 
Senate in 1963 at the end of his term.6 On February 10, 1963, another 
Senator, Niyazi Agirnasli, who had been elected to the Senate from 
Ankara on the RPNP ticket, switched to the LPT. He later resigned 
from the party; the LPT maintained that he had embarrassed it by a 
visit he paid to Eastern bloc countries.

The man who changed the character of the whole party and turned it 
into an active political force was Mehmet Ali Aybar. He was unanimously 
offered the chairmanship of the LPT by its founders and accepted it on 
February 1, 1962, when he was fifty-two7 and already an active and well- 
known socialist. Born in Istanbul to a father who served in the regular 
army, Mehmet Ah Aybar studied at the prestigious lycee of Galatasaray, 
then graduated at Istanbul University’s Law Faculty. Later, he continued 
his legal studies in Paris, where he also became better acquainted with 
Marxist literature. He did not practise law, but became a senior lecturer 
(Turkish: dogent) in the same faculty in Istanbul. However his academic 
career was marred by his leftist tendencies, and it was interrupted in 1946. 
Aybar appears to have started his political writing in earnest in Ahmet 
Emin Yalman’s daily Vatari, in 1945; he then wrote articles criticizing 
Turkey’s one-party system. A year later, he started publishing a weekly 
in Istanbul, Hiir (“Free”). When this was closed down by the martial 
law authorities, Aybar continued his oppositionist writing in the Izmir 
weekly Zincirli Hurriyet (“Liberty in Chains”). His writing caused 
offence to both the President and the government of Turkey; he was 
tried and sentenced to imprisonment, but was soon pardoned following 
the 1950 amnesty. He then practiced law in Istanbul, but continued his

6 Esat Caga became chairman of LPT’s Ankara branch, but resigned from the party 
on May 19, 1964. His Istifa mektubu (“letter of resignation”) (N. p. [Ankara]: 1964) 
states the reasons for his action: differences of opinion with the LPT over its Cyprus 
policy; he was for supporting the Turks.

7 According to another report, he was bom in 1912, not in 1910.
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political writing, agitating against Turkey’s participation in the Korean 
W ar.8 * * * Prior to the 1960 Revolution, Aybar took part in youth protests 
against the government and was again arrested.

Because of his strong personality, legal training, writing experience, 
political agitation, and his well-known stand for socio-economic reform, 
Aybar was a natural choice for leader of the newly-formed Labor Party 
of Turkey, when its founders fell out with one another. Formally nomina
ted as LPT chairman in 1962, Aybar was responsible (along with several 
associates) for the party’s general direction, its growth, successes and 
failures. His approach was not only more radical than that of the found
ers; it was also more energetic and purposeful. For example, in their 
press release of February 8, 1962® — announcing Aybar’s appointment 
to the chairmanship — the founders still spoke of “basic reforms” in 
rather general terms. Aybar was more specific, from the start.

Led from 1962 by Aybar and a group of intellectuals with a Marxist 
philosophy, the LPT encountered difficulties in broadening its scope of 
action anywhere outside the larger towns — in establishing branches and 
attracting the popular support. Not surprisingly, perhaps, many workers 
were wary of the new party, whose theorizing was often highbrow and 
too complicated for their understanding.

The leadership set about organizing it on modern lines, setting up 
central bodies, founding branches and preparing for future elections — 
after failing to take part in the general elections of October 1961. Aybar 
started work in 1962 by making an extensive tour™ of Eastern Turkey, 
where he delivered speeches and founded LPT branches in six provinces.

Only in the beginning of 1964 did the LPT leaders feel secure enough 
of their control of the party to convene its first countrywide congress, 
which met in Izmir on February 9 and 10, 1964, and was quite an im
pressive affair, ii The 52 delegates (out of the expected 76) were so divided 
among themselves that the party officials had a decisive majority. Dele
gates were all members of the Central Executive Committee and Central 
Control Committee (the Party’s Court of Honor), or of the equivalent 
bodies in the provinces; there was also one provincial delegate for every
1,000 registered and paid-up members (obviously, very few). By then, the

8 For a selection of his writings in this period, see M. Aybar, Bagimsizhk, demokrasi, 
sosyalizrn: se^uiclcr, 1945—1967 (Istanbul: 1968), passim.

» Ibid., pp. 191-194.
to A  3,600 km. tour, acc. to Le Monde, June 16, 1962. For the 1965 elections 

Aybar is said to have traveled almost 6,000 kms.
u  Described by Sayilgan, pp. 382 ff., as well as by other sources.
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126 THE LABOR PARTY OF TURKEY

LPT had quite' a few branches in the towns and districts (ilge) but not in 
the villages — since the Party Law of the Second Turkish Republic 
forbade it. In the convention hall there were some 200 guests from various 
political and other associations, reportedly including a fair sprinkling 
of secret police. After several welcoming speeches and congratulatory 
messages the agenda of the congress was agreed upon, and Aybar deliver
ed the opening address. His speech gave a sense of purpose and direction 
to the LPT in subsequent years.

Characteristically, Aybar declared that the party’s task was to work to 
solve the neglected problems of the people. The most severe of these 
problems, as he saw them, were: the productive capabilities of the people 
were not being used; covert unemployment had reached five and a half 
million in agriculture and one and a half million in industry; until the 
Turkish labor force was gainfully employed, Turkey would remain a 
backward society; Turkey’s balance of payments had a deficit of 430 
million dollars; its system of taxation had grave deficiencies and dis
criminated against the workers, whose standard of living had hardly 
risen; although a fairly large number of workers were members of trade 
unions, they were only on the threshold of political awareness; despite 
the new constitution and its guarantees, only a hero dared to utilize the 
promised freedoms, such as that of expression — because of the govern
ment’s policies. Aybar then promised that the LPT would be alert in 
defending the constitution, demanded a just share of the national income 
for every citizen, called for immediate land reform and for Turkey’s 
speedy industrialization. He maintained that victory in the war for poli
tical independence had been followed by defeat on the economic front, 
as expressed in the growing power of the large landowners. Aybar con
cluded by casting doubts on the government’s sincerity in its avowed 
intention to bring about reforms, and pointed out that the budget had 
allocated nothing to this end.

Among those who took part in the general debate which followed were 
ex-Professor Sadun Aren, who had been arrested in 1951-1952 as a com
munist suspect; Fethi Naci, an editor of and frequent contributor to 
Ant; Yasar Kemal, also of Ant fame, a gifted Turkish bestseller writer, 
with several provocative novels of rousing social content, portraying the 
plight of the Anatolian peasant, to his leftist credit;12 and Behice Boran, 
ex-lecturer in sociology. Aybar’s speech and these others obviously in

12 Seven years later, in July, 1971, Ya$ar Kemal was sentenced to a prison term 
for his extreme leftist activity.
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fluenced the “program of action” adopted by the congress: Turkey’s 
natural resources were sufficient for the country’s development; the 
basic cause of its backwardness was the private ownership of capital; 
the death penalty and other anti-democratic laws should be abolished; 
land-holdings of over 500 donums (a donum equals about a quarter of an 
acre) should be distributed to the landless.

At the end of the congress, elections were held for the 13-member 
Central Executive Committee and for the 28-member Central Control 
Committee. The former included Aybar as Chairman, Riza Kuas (a 
prominent trade unionist leader from Ankara) and Cemal Hakki Selek 
(a lawyer from Izmir) as General Secretaries, and Behice Boran. Six of the 
thirteen were workers. The latter committee included Senator Niyazi 
Agirnash and Sadun Aren. Aybar was unanimously re-relected as Chair
man of the party. Obviously, the party leaders and members of the central 
bodies had succeeded in imposing their views on the congress and in 
retaining control of its decision-making organs.

The second general congress was held in Malatya in November 1966. 
It was a much larger affair, and was attended by 196 delegates from 40 
provinces.13 Several modifications were introduced in the party’s regula
tions and there were a few changes in the personal composition of the 
central bodies, but the basic occupational division was preserved. The 13- 
member Central Executive Committee, elected on November 1966, 
comprised the following people.14

1. Mehmet Ali Aybar, Chairman, born in Istanbul in 1910, lawyer and 
lecturer in law at Istanbul University, party Chairman from February 1, 
1962, and a Member of the National Assembly from 1965.

2. Sadun Aren, born in Erzurum in 1922. A professor of economics in 
Ankara, he abandoned his academic career for politics. Joining the LPT 
in 1963, he was one of the party’s most prominent members, and served 
during the years 1965-1969 as an LPT Member of the National Assembly 
(for Istanbul).

3. §aban Yildiz, an active trade union leader. Born in 1915. He was 
one of the founders of the LPT and its first Secretary-General. In 1967 
he was chairman of the important Istanbul branch of the party.

13 Apparently not all branches sent delegates, for several weeks later, in February 
1967, the party’s Secretary-General, Nihat Sargin reported that LPT branches existed 
in 59 (out of 67) of Turkey’s provinces. See Ant, 7: Feb. 14, 1967, p. 11.

14 Chiefly based on Sargin’s above report, ibid., and Nebioglu’s Turkiye'de kim  
kimdir, op. cit.
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128 THE LABOR PARTY OF TURKEY

4. Rahmi Essizhan, a factory worker and trade union organizer. Born 
in Izmir in 1917. He was the chairman of the Izmir branch and a member 
of several of LPT’s central bodies.

5. Ibrahim Cetkin, a lathe-turner and trade union organizer. Born in 
Kandira in 1927. He set up the party organization in Kocaeli and was a 
member of some of the party’s central bodies.

6. Minnetallah Haydaroglu, a lawyer from Ankara. Born in 1916. He 
joined the LPT in 1962 and served in the party’s central bodies.

7. Nihat Sargm, a physician, was born in Istanbul in 1926. At Istanbul 
University, he was active in student affairs; for a period of ten months 
in 1946 he published Hur Genglik (“Free Youth”), a student journal. He 
was arrested and tried for having written against the despatch of Turkish 
forces to Korea, but his sentence was quashed.

8. Riza Kuas, born in Kocaeli in 1922 and already mentioned 
as a trade union leader (he was chairman of the rubber industries 
trade union), was one of the founders of the party. He served in the 
party’s central bodies, and from 1965 was an LPT Member of the 
National Assembly (for Ankara). Simultaneously, Kuas continued 
to be active in Turk Is and later become a central figure in DISK (as 
of February 1967).

9. Behice Boran, one of LPT’s chief ideologists, was born in Bursa in 
1910. Long involved in politics, even while a lecturer in sociology at 
Ankara University, she had been a contributor to various leftist journals 
in Turkey, an initiator of the already mentioned Turkish Association of 
Peace-Lovers, and a protester against the despatch of Turkish troops to 
Korea (for which she was sentenced to 15 months in jail). She joined the 
party in 1962 and from 1965 to 1969 served as an LPT Member in the 
National Assembly (for Urfa).

10. Kemal Nebioglu, a trade union organizer, an LPT founder, and 
in 1966 a Secretary-General of the party. Born in Rize in 1926. Served in 
several of LPT’s central bodies, and at the same time was a central 
figure in DISK (as of February 1967).

11. Burhan Cahit Unal, a lecturer in theoretical physics at Ankara 
University. Born in Bahkesir in 1930. He joined the LPT in 1964 and 
was a member of several of its central bodies.

12. Tank Ziya Ekinci, a physician. Born in Lice in 1922. He joined the 
party in 1963 and soon became one of the central figures in its Diyar-
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bakir branch. In the years 1965 to 1969, he was an LPT Member in the 
National Assembly (for Diyarbakir).15

13. Saban Erik, a trade union organizer and Chairman of the union 
of railwaymen. Born in 1926. He joined the party in 1962 and served in 
several central bodies; from 1965 an LPT Member in the National 
Assembly (for Malatya).

As in the Committee from 1964 to 1966, six of the thirteen members of 
the LPT’s Central Executive Committee were workers. The others were 
intellectuals and professionals. Several had served in the former Central 
Executive Committee, and six out of the thirteen, including Aybar, 
were also LPT Members of the National Assembly.

While they came from all parts of Turkey, from Istanbul to Erzurum, 
their age-group was roughly the same. In 1967 they were between 37 
and 57 years old. Aybar and Boran were 57, three others between 50 
and 52, while the remaining eight were younger, between 37 and 45.

It became known only later that this leadership was bitterly divided 
within itself by a combination of ideological differences and personal 
rivalries. From the LPT’s foundation, the official policy of the party was 
to achieve power in Turkey by parliamentary means. The staunchest 
advocate of this policy was Aybar himself. However, there were factions 
in the LPT that disagreed and became more vocal after 1966. The Na
tional Democratic Revolutionaries (NDR) (Milli Demokratik Devrimciler) 
faction accused the LPT — and particularly Aybar — of revisionism. 
Their leaders were “old socialists,” who maintained that the revolutionary 
strategy should aim at a national and democratic uprising against imperia
lism. In 1966 they were expelled from the LPT, which had a different 
interpretation of socialism,16 and warfare broke up between the two 
camps.

Prominent among the NDR group was Mihri Belli, who was the ideo
logist of this small but determined group;17 this and other articulate 
groups were active, in the name of radical labor, outside the LPT, a serious 
matter. Their organs were Turk Solu, Aydinlik, and Ant (in its later

is For some of Ekinci’s views, see his article in Ant, 17: Apr. 25, 1967, pp. 8-9.
is See details on the rift in Gen?, op. cit., pp. 40-41. That the quarrel was going on 

as late as 1970 seems to indicate the threat of the N D R  to the LPT. See Huseyin 
Ergiin’s lengthy defense of the LPT’s version of socialism and strong attack on the 
N D R ’s in the newly-established socialist monthly Emek (Ankara), 3: Aug. 1970, 
pp. 55-84.

17 As recorded in M. Belli’s book M illi demokratik devrim, op. cit.
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130 THE LABOR PARTY OF TURKEY

years).18 These groups and their journals not only competed with the 
LPT among the same circles of intellectuals; but by their extremism, they 
bolstered the party’s left against the somewhat more moderate Aybar- 
led wing, which they accused of bourgeois tendencies.

In foreign policy, the party leadership could not reach a consensus 
over the Cyprus issue. A still more damaging conflict within the LPT 
leadership occurred, however, in 1968, after the “Czechoslovak spring” 
brought about the intervention of the Soviet armed forces. While accounts 
about what happened in the LPT vary, it is clear that, no less than in 
leftist parties elsewhere, the LPT was confused and shocked by the Soviet 
move. Aybar spoke out against the intervention of the Warsaw Pact 
forces. At the local convention of the Istanbul branch of the LPT, in 
November 1968, he came out for a new ideology, a “humane socialism” 
(perhaps under the influence of Garaudy), especially suitable for Turkey. 
This is described as a “libertarian” Turkish socialism— preserving the 
so-called “bourgeois liberties;” by these terms, Aybar understood the 
separation of powers, etc. The more dogmatic LPT leaders, Behice 
Boran, Sadun Aren and £etin Altan, took a diametrically-opposed view 
of socialism and of the party’s way, and accused Aybar of unscientific 
“populism.” The 41-member Central Control Committee supported 
Aybar in crucial votes over this issue,19 and he was re-elected Chairman 
of the LPT. In an extraordinary party congress at the end of December 
1968, the group led by Aren and his associates obtained 11 out of the 41 
votes of the Central Control Committee. This was still a victory of the 
Aybar faction, but his all-embracing authority had been undermined. 
The 13-member Central Executive Committee dissociated itself from this 
vote and published a statement (b ild ir i) in which it maintained that it was 
not bound by what Aybar might say, unless the speech was first cleared 
with the Central Executive Committee.20 Murat Sarica and several others 
worked for a compromise, but failed. The rift widened, several LPT 
deputies and local organizations of the LPT siding with Aren and Boran, 
even though Aybar for a while maintained his hold on the party.

The rift in the party leadership, and the fact that the rift became public 
knowledge, was probably the worst thing that could have happened to

18 Cf. the two perceptive (albeit hostile to the LPT) articles o f Orhan Tiirkdogan 
in the Ankara weekly Devlet, 6: May 12, 1969, pp. 6-7; 7: May 19, 1969, pp. 6-7.

19 Acc. to Neue Ziircher Zeitung, Feb. 18, 1969, by 37-4.
20 I. Giritli, Fifty years o f  Turkish political development, op. cit., pp. 154-156. Id., 

“Turkey since the 1965 elections,” MEJ, X X m  (3): Summer 1969, pp. 357-358.
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the LPT. We shall see21 that this affected adversely the party’s fortunes 
in the 1969 general elections to the National Assembly. Following the 
party’s failure in the 1969 elections and the strife within its central bodies, 
Aybar resigned from his functions in the LPT on November 15, 1969, 
and next day Mehmet Ah Aslan was elected party Chairman.22 He was 
soon after succeeded by the above mentioned §aban Yildiz, then 
by Boran. The LPT leadership grew increasingly aggressive in its pro
nounced Marxism, perhaps in order to forestall further rifts — such as a 
group of self-styled “Proletarian Revolutionaries,” who published an 
irregular bulletin in 1970, Oncii: Devrimci TIP Haberleri (“Vanguard: 
News of the Revolutionary LPT”).23 They strongly opposed what 
they termed “The Boran-Aren clique,” and later seceded from the 
party.

Early in 1971, the LPT intensified its activities in, for example, its “Say 
No to Fascism” demonstrations. In February 1971 it was taken to court 
by the authorities, which demanded the party’s shutdown. The charge 
was that in the LPT’s congress in October-November 1970 decisions had 
been passed in favor of the Kurds (i.e., supporting the recognition of 
their separate entity, consequently anti-constitutional) and in support of 
communism (therefore, a violation of the constitution as well as of 
paragraph 141 of the penal code). Although the party lawyers fought well, 
in the mood prevailing after the March 12 military Memorandum there 
was strong public feeling against the LPT. The Constitutional Court 
decided unanimously to suppress the party (July 20, 1971) and 
to ban forty-one of its officials, for five years, from setting up a 
new political party. Meanwhile, early in June 1971, LPT leaders were 
arrested,24 and several brought to trial: Behice Boran, §aban Erik, 
Sadun Aren, and others. In October, 1972, a military court in Ankara 
sentenced fifteen to prison terms ranging from twelve and a half to 
fifteen years.

Because of the quarrels in the LPT’s leadership and the ensuing rift, 
in its later years party membership appears to have declined. While no 
definite or official figures of the total party membership are available, it 
seems that in 1965-1967, it reached a peak of over twelve thousand,

21 In ch. 7, below.
22 Varlik Yilltgi 1971, p. 247.
23 Published in Ankara by ilhami Aras. 1: May 1970; 2: July 1970.
24 Eighty-eight people, acc. to Ittihad weekly, 186: June 7, 1971, pp. 13-16. For 

the trials, see, e.g., Yanki, 75: Aug. 21-27, 1972, p. 17.
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including some five thousand in Istanbul,25 but this number fell off after 
the 1968-1969 rift.

As for a detailed breakdown of party membership, some very interest
ing data have been provided by two different sources, using roughly 
the same materials. The first is LPT leader Behice Boran, in a recent 
book,25 relating to the occupations of party members.27 According to a 
count of 11,804 forms filled out by those seeking admission to the LPT, 
party membership could be divided as follows:

Workers 27.4%
Artisans and tradesmen 26.3%
Agricultural laborers 9.0%
Small farmers 17.0%

Boran does not say what the occupations of the others were, but it is 
reasonable to assume that the remaining fifth was largely made up of 
professionals. However white-collar workers had a relatively weightier 
role in the various party bodies.

Our second source is the research carried out in May 196828 by mem
bers of the LPT’s Scientific and Research Council (the same body whose 
data were used by Boran2?1) on a slightly larger number of membership 
cards — 12,695. The results were published early in 1969. According to 
the published data,55 the overall picture is not very different; it is, how
ever, more detailed and instructive. The following tables illustrate the 
distribution of membership by areas31 and their origin by type of loca
lity.32

25 As reported to me by Professor Murat Sarica, of Istanbul (a leading LPT 
member), in a conversation on September 15, 1970. This tallies roughly with the 
estimate for 1964 of K. H. Karpat, “Society, economics and politics in contemporary 
Turkey,” World Politics, XVII (1): Oct. 1964, p. 66, of approximately 10,000 members 
from the trade unions. This implies others who were not trade unionists.

26 Behice Boian, Tiirkiye ve sosyalizm sorunlari (2nd ed., Istanbul: 1970), p. 161, 
n. 3.

27 Unfortunately, Boran gives no date for this information, but it appears to refer 
to the late 1960’s.

28 Indeed, one wonders whether it is not one and the same study.
29 Which raises, again, the question in the preceding footnote.
30 Presented by Dogu Perineek in Aydmlik Sosyalist Dergi, 3: Jan. 1969, pp. 

205-226; also summed up by Ataov, op. cit., in TYIR, VIII: 1967 (publ. 1970), pp. 
101 ff.
. 3i Peringek, ibid., pp. 206-208.

32 Ibid., p. 224, table 14.
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Table 7. LPT MEMBERSHIP, BY AREA

Region L P T  membership, 1968 Total Population33 34 35

Marmara, Aegean, Mediterranean 7,986 62.91% 12,200,871 38.86%
Central Anatolia 2,019 15.90% 8,041,579 25.62%
Black Sea 1,094 8.62% 4,819,338 15.35%
East and Southeast Anatolia 1,596 12.57% 6,329,633 20.17%

Total 12,695 100.00% 31,391,421 100.00%

Table 8 . LPT MEMBERSHIP, BY AREA AND TYPE OF LOCALITY

Type o f  
locality

Marmara, Aegean, Central 
Mediterranean Anatolia

Black
Sea

East and 
Southeast 
Anatolia

Total

Cities 4,839 60% 1,261 63% 306 28% 564 35% 6,970
Small towns34 975 13% 198 9% 185 17% 617 39% 1,975
Villages 2,172 27% 560 28% 603 55% 415 26% 3,750

Total 7,986 100% 2,019 100% 1,094 100% 1,596 100% 12,695

In 1968, of the party membership 62.91 % came from the Marmara- 
Aegean-Mediterranean region, that is Western Turkey, an area with only 
38.86% of Turkey’s population. In the other three regions, the LPT had 
a much lower proportion of members, compared with the total popula
tion, because a majority of the LPT’s membership came from cities or 
larger towns. Further, Western Turkey is the country’s most urbanized 
region. Another reason is that this area is the most industrialized in 
Turkey and probably has more politically alert workers. However, as 
Professor Ataov has aptly pointed out,35 the party succeeded less, pro
portionately, in recruiting members in such western industrial centers as 
Zonguldak, Karabuk and Eregli than in underdeveloped areas in eastern 
and southeastern Anatolia. There and in the Black Sea region, a large 
share of its membership obviously came from smaller localities — which 
was the prevalent type of settlement.

Also of interest (and roughly confirming the data adduced by Boran, 
above) is the number of bureaucrats and intellectuals among party

33 Acc. to the 1965 population census. N o exact data are available as yet for 1968.
34 Or kasabas, townlets with a population of less than 10,000 inhabitants.
35 Op. cit., in TYIR, VIII: 1967, p. 101.
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members, totaling 1,367 in 1968.36 These included 94 lawyers, 51 engin
eers and architects, 38 journalists, 32 professors and other teachers, 31 
physicians and dentists, and 59 miscellaneous: actors, painters, sculptors, 
stage-directors, cartoonists, writers and musicians.37

We have already seen that intellectuals — not surprisingly — had a 
disproportionate share in the party’s policy-making bodies. According 
to a recent study,38 it seems that on the province and district level, those 
bodies were composed of intellectuals, artisans and workers.39 In the 
party’s central organs, however, intellectuals (chiefly members of the 
free professions) were often in a majority40 and certainly held the key 
positions. Moreover almost all were men of higher education; most 
workers on the central bodies had completed a lycee or vocational 
school.41

• We shall now consider the LPT’s formal regulations (Turkish: tiiziik).42 
Prepared in 1961, they were only slightly modified later.43 They filled 
eight pages, comprising thirty-four paragraphs. Altogether, they were 
not very different from organizational rules adopted by other Turkish 
political parties in the republican era — and these may have served a 
model for the twelve trade unionists, when they established the Labor 
Party of Turkey in 1961. They had also to conform to prevailing laws on 
the establishment of associations. The LPT’s 1961 regulations appear to 
have remained in force until the party’s dissolution in 1971.

They start by asserting that the Labor Party of Turkey was established 
according to the Associations’ Law and that it is a political association. Its 
central office is in Istanbul, but may be moved to Ankara, if the party’s 
central bodies so decide. The goals of the party are to bring about the 
realization of the principles enunciated in its program: To have all 
Turks enjoy prosperity and social security, administer themselves with
out having to depend on others, and carry out their historic role in the 
world.

36 ibid., p. 142, table 48.
37 Perin?ek, op. cit., in Aydmhk Sosyalist Dergi, 3: Jan. 1969, p. 218.
38 Artun Onsal, “TIP yonetim kurullarimn smifsal yapisi,” Ant, 12: Apr. 1971, 

pp. 54-69.
39 Further details ibid., pp. 54-61.
.4° Ibid., pp. 62-63 for more detailed data.
41 Details ibid., p. 64.
42 Turkiye iffi partisi tiiziigii (Ankara: 1961).
43 As in 1968, when the extraordinary LPT convention added the term “socialist” 

as characteristic o f the party.
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Concerning membership, whatever a person’s material situation, he 
or she, if dedicated to the concept of democracy, may join the party. The 
party is open to all Turks, especially intellectuals, workers, peasants, 
officials, artisans and small tradesmen. The conditions for joining the 
LPT are: a minimum age of eighteen; agreement with the party’s princi
ples and preparedness to work for them; Turkish nationality with com
plete civil rights; recommendation in writing from the party members; 
payment of monthly dues — a minimum of TL 2 and a legal maximum 
of TL 10; and membership in no other political party at the same time.

The party’s organization consists of: the general congress (biiyiik 
kongre), the party council (parti meclisi), the party’s central executive 
committee (parti merkez icra komitesi), the party’s parliamentary group 
(jparti meclis grubu), the party’s central and provincial control committees 
{merkez haysiyet divam ve il haysiyet divanlan),44 local conventions 
{life ve il kongreleri), and local executive committees (ilge ve il idare 
kurullari).

The party Chairman (parti genel ba§kam) represents the party, presides 
ex officio over the first meeting of the general congress and all those of 
the central executive committee. Should he be elected President of 
Turkey, he would be considered as having resigned from the party. When 
the post falls vacant, a member of the party council, elected by secret 
ballot, fills the post until the next general congress.

The party council is the most important body of the party between 
general congresses. It directs, and is responsible for, all party activity. 
It comprises no less than 120 members, including all former party 
chairmen, the chairmen of the provincial administrative organizations 
and control committees. The party council meets at least once every six 
months; it may be called into extraordinary sessions by the party Chair
man or central executive committee. A third of the party council makes 
up a quorum. A simple majority vote of those present suffices for decision
making. From among the members of the party council, a Secretary- 
General and a 13-member central executive committee are elected; both 
are responsible to the party council.

The central executive committee directs party activity when the general 
congress and the party council are not in session. The Secretary-General 
serves as the link between the central executive committee and the two 
other bodies.

44 The exact rendering of the Turkish term would be “disciplinary committees” 
or “courts o f honor.”
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The control committees supervise the decisions at all levels of the 
party’s official bodies. They can discipline members by warning them 
and by temporary suspension from the party or by ousting them per
manently.

The party holds conventions at the local level and general congresses 
at the national level — the former annually, the latter biennially; extra
ordinary ones may also be called. The general congress is opened by 
the party Chairman. The general congress alone is competent to modify 
the party’s regulations and program, examine its accounts, approve its 
budget, and decide on its dissolution (the latter only by a two-thirds 
majority). It elects the party Chairman, central control committee and 
party council. It examines the party’s activities and sets guidelines for 
its future.

Party activities are financed by dues, by contributions and by other 
means, such as lotteries, shows, concerts, balls, wrestling-matches, races, 
trips, and other competitions or entertainment;45 46 party badges or mem
bership-cards. Local branches are expected to forward funds to the 
central executive committee. Money is kept in the banks and strict 
accounting is kept. Interestingly, that is practically all that one knows 
about the party’s revenues. No reliable data are available about the 
financing of LPT activities, nor for that matter on other Turkish political 
parties.46

An examination of the ideology of the Labor Party of Turkey47 48 is 
essential not only for a better grasp of what this party was really fighting 
for, but also for a clearer picture of the characteristics of the Turkish left 
and the nature of its radicalism. However, this is more complicated than 
it may seem. A serious difficulty is that the party never had a regular 
organ of its own. True, upon its foundation it published a bulletin, 
Sozcu,4* but this contained mainly organizational matters, along with 
some declarations on policy — but no ideological discussion. Later, 
Sosyal Adalet (“Social justice”), although not an official organ of the

45 These are definitely not the usual ways socialist parties raise funds. One may 
assume that they were detailed in the Regulations to dispel any suspicion of financial 
assistance from abroad.

46 Works discussing this have dealt mainly with the legal aspect. See A . N . Yiicekok, 
“Siyasi partilerin masraf denetimi,” SBFD, XXVII (2): June 1972, pp. 65-81.

47 Perhaps the most detailed and balanced analysis to  date is in Yildiz Sertel, op. cit., 
pp. 293 ff. The drawback of Sertel’s analysis is that she sometimes glosses over 
differences and discrepancies between the programs and the opinions of the party 
leaders.

48 For which see International Affairs (Moscow), VO (9): Sep. 1961, pp. 112-113.
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party, closely reflected its views and opened its pages to the opinions of 
LPT leaders. It appeared in Istanbul as a weekly from March 19,1963 and 
as a monthly from April 1964; the last issue was that of November 1965. 
The name of the periodical characterized its general tone — an insistent 
demand for social justice. The LPT’s point of view was explained and 
defended, party activities reported, and the speeches of party leaders 
reprinted. Further, Sosyal Adalet published articles by such LPT spokes
men as Aybar, Aren, Boran, Senator Niyazi Agirnash, trade-unionist 
Kemal Turkler, Professor Tiirkkaya Ataov, and writers or journalists 
such as Aziz Nesin, Fethi Naci, Mahmut Makal, and others. Subse
quently, other magazines espoused the LPT cause, either in part or com
pletely. One of these was the monthly Emek, published in Ankara during 
1970 by party Secretary-General, trade unionist Saban Erik. Emek 
presented LPT views in lengthy elaborate articles, on a variety of econo
mic and socio-political themes.

b. Ideology

These periodicals have to be combined with many other materials 
for an analysis of the party ideology. One may best start with its official 
programs which however do not always agree with the pronouncements 
of the party leaders, another important source for understanding the 
LPT’s ideology.

The first platform of the Labor Party of Turkey, published and dis
tributed in 1961 in a 16-page booklet49 divided into a preamble and six 
chapters, is indicative of the party’s views and goals upon its foundation.

The preamble affirms that the Labor Party of Turkey is the best 
defender of rights and freedoms of the people — indeed the party itself 
is one of the basic institutions of a democratic regime. The LPT considers 
that its political struggle should be altruistic and worker-oriented; the 
struggle is aimed at greater progress and freedom. It sees every person as 
the possessor of rights that may not be revoked or suppressed because of 
color, race, religion, language or sex; consequently, no discrimination 
can be tolerated. Peace in international relations, creative work, know
ledge, and deep love for human beings are the party’s targets.

The first chapter is named “State, republic, government and justice.” 
This is subdivided into sections on each of the first three, and a discussion

49 Tiirkiye iffi partisi programi (Istanbul: 1961),
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of justice. The LPT sees the Turkish Republic as a state built on democ
racy, secularism, and social labor. Within this republic, the Turkish 
people has unlimited and unconditional sovereignty. It is the duty of the 
state to solve all economic, social and scientific problems — with a view 
to improving the conditions of life, in liberty. The L P l’s principle is 
that government should be of the people, by the people and for the people. 
All Turks should be equal in their rights and opportunities. As to justice, 
this is demanded vigorously: open trials in all courts, presumed innocence 
of all accused until guilt is proved, abolition of the capital penalty except 
for offences explicitly specified in the military laws, reform of prisons and 
separation of imprisoned children from adult convicts, absolute inde
pendence of judges, facilitation and hastening of court procedures, 
doing away with all laws modeled on fascist patterns and not in the 
penal codes of the most advanced democracies.

The second chapter deals with education. The party calls for free 
education, supported by scholarships for the needy. Equal educational 
opportunities should be offered both to children and to adults, in village 
and town alike. Evening courses for workers should be opened, as well 
as new universities for the people. All these should be secular institutions. 
Primary schooling should be expanded in scope and lengthened by the 
addition of a grade; high schools should offer courses in technical and 
commercial subjects, as well as in the liberal arts. The products of this 
education would be lovers of mankind and, at the same time, active and 
healthy.

The party is also in favor of increasing research activities, intended to 
deepen scholarly and cultural life and to promote economic and social 
development. Similarly the party encourages all cultural, scholarly and 
artistic work, including radio, television and sports (which, however, 
should not be commercialized). Factory workers, who have not had the 
benefits of an education, should receive general and professional instruc
tion. For all these citizens, a special effort should be made to translate 
foreign works into Turkish.

Economics is the subject of the third chapter, which is also the longest 
and most detailed: The LPT’s goal is to organize the national economy 
in a way that will accelerate production and guarantee a just distribution 
of income and wealth. To achieve this aim, all economic enterprises should 
be coordinated and directed by society as a whole and all means of 
production utilized. Natural resources, banks, electric power and certain 
other enterprises should either be nationalized or brought under public 
control. The LPT believes in assisting old and new private enterprises
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with credits, provided they benefit the economy; costs and prices should, 
however, be closely controlled. Planning is needed to end the waste of 
labor and prevent overt and covert unemployment. As for agriculture, 
the party wants to bring water, light, roads, schools, doctors, and all 
services to the villages, and to do away with the status of landless peas
ants. The government should distribute land to the peasants and assist 
them in choosing the most rational and profitable employment. Con
sidering the proportionately large number of peasants in Turkey, a 
modern land-holding system should be set up by law — agricultural 
cooperatives should be established, agricultural insurance instituted, all 
land speculation, in towns and villages, prevented, and, most important, 
reforms in land holding should do away with the agahk.50 The LPT will 
also help the landless peasants who have migrated to the cities, and 
strive for the introduction of industries into rural areas. Forests belong to 
the public and should be protected and used accordingly. As for industry 
and mineral resources, the LPT stands for industrialization, for which 
sacrifices are needed from the whole Turkish nation, not just from certain 
classes. Minerals belong to the people, and new laws must regulate 
their extraction and distribution in Turkey and abroad. In finance and 
commerce, the party calls for the stabilizing of Turkish currency and 
more supervision of commerce.

The fourth chapter is on taxation. The LPT demands that taxes be 
general and that no class be exempt. An income adequate for conducting 
a decent life for every Turk should be tax-exempt. The party wants the 
abolition of all taxes on consumer goods. The tax-rolls should not serve 
for political pressures on individuals. Taxes on moving, inheritances 
and buildings should be estimated at the real value. Taxes should be 
calculated in a manner that would ensure a more equitable division of 
income.

A rather lengthy fifth chapter is devoted to social policies — mainly 
housing and development. It starts with an affirmation that the duty of 
the state is to guarantee conditions of work for everyone. Minors, 
mothers and elderly persons should be provided with suitable work. 
Special provision should be made for the unemployed. The rights and 
interests of all those individuals and groups who work have to be protec
ted, for example by trade unions; Turkish trade unions should be allowed 
to join any international labor organization. No limitation on the right

50 Agahk is the system whereby the agas or quasi-feudal large landowners not 
only hold large estates, but lord it over the peasants in those estates.
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to strike or on collective bargaining should be imposed. A country-wide 
social security system must be instituted. The party maintains that the 
freedom of thought, knowledge, speech, press, movement, research and 
artistic expression should be completely Unrestricted. Health services, so 
widely needed, should be nationalized. The duty of the state is to plan a 
modern equipped apartment for every family — and do away with the 
gecekondus in the cities; speculative building should be forbidden and 
the construction of luxury houses restricted; the erection of low-cost 
housing for inexpensive rental should be encouraged. Development 
works should be financed from the general state budget or a special one. 
All public works should be kept free of political intervention, through 
overall planning by an independent department with specially earmarked 
funds.

The last chapter deals with internal and external politics. The LPT aims 
at domestic policies based on the national will, as expressed in democra
tic elections. In foreign relations, the party supports the idea of world 
peace and the independence of all nations. The party also supports 
international disarmament and active international cooperation.

The LPT 1961 program reflects much more than the personalities of 
its formulators. True, the fact that all tweve founders of the party (who 
signed this program) were active trade unionsits left its mark on the 
unexpectedly short discussion of external politics. The emphasis is on 
internal matters, including a reference to the trade unions and their im
portant role. Moreover, the party founders and leaders were concerned 
from the very beginning with its image. It was particularly important 
for them to avoid the label of communism, another reason for the brevity 
and general tone of the sixth chapter — that devoted to external politics. 
Furthermore, even internal affairs centered on well-known grievances in 
the socio-economic field, with hardly any mention of politics, except 
repeated quotations from the writings of Atatiirk. Even the remedies 
which the party had thought up for socio-economic ills were generally 
cautiously phrased. The recurring panacea of state control and planning, 
although it certainly had Marxist overtones, was accepted as respectable 
in Turkey and, indeed, had been widely practiced and advocated by the 
Republican People’s Party, both in government and in opposition. The 
LPT’s radicalism was subdued and bound up with admiration for 
Turkey’s past, hope for its future, and love for all mankind. Although 
nationalization was mentioned several times, it was usually in relation 
to Turkey’s natural resources, without going into specific details. The 
single notable exception was reform in land-holding which was manifestly
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connected with a direct attack on the ownership rights of the rich landed 
agas.

In subsequent years, with the change in leadership and the party’s 
participation in several electoral campaigns, the ideology did not essen
tially change,51 but its radical character became more pronounced and 
more dogmatically formulated. This was particularly the case after 
Aybar and several other intellectuals joined the party. What appears to 
be the party’s next program52 was a much more detailed 166-page book, 
presented and approved by the LPT’s 1964 general congress. It appears 
to have remained in force until the party was closed down in 1971.

The new program reaffirms that the party is a political organization 
that strives to achieve power by lawful means. It gives a general descrip
tion and Marxist analysis of Turkey’s economic, social and political situa
tion. The frank conclusion it reaches is that Turkey is an underdeveloped 
country with very inadequate technological means of production. It has, 
however, the human potential for progiess. The program then deals with 
Turkey’s socio-political structure, which it characterizes as capitalistic 
and hardly altered since medieval times. Its conclusion is that a radical 
change in the social structure is necessary —• to be brought about by 
enlightening the masses and endowing them (under LPT leadership) 
with a broad share of political power. Only then would democracy, as 
formulated in the 1961 constitution, cease to be an empty word. The 
road to development requires nationalization of the larger means of 
production, government investment in industry, reform in land-holding, 
relating education to economic development, eradicating unemployment, 
friendly international relations, and ceasing the exploitation of man by 
his fellow.

The program then lays down a series of “basic concepts” (temel ilkeler):
a. A scientific basis for all policies; b. Democracy in everyday life; c. 
Planned etatism;53 d. Populism and republicanism; e. Revolutionism; 
f. Nationalism; g. Opposition to all kinds of exploitation; h. Support for 
peace; i. Secularism, freedom of conscience, religion and thought; j. 
Private property; k. Attention to the needs of one’s fellow men. Al
though somewhat lofty (like the oft-repeated desire to fight exploitation 
and reaction, or a reaffirmation of the dignity of work), this is all reform-

51 See K. H. Karpat (ed.), Political and social thought in the contemporary Middle 
East (London: 1968), pp. 358-360.

52 Tiirkiye i$fi partisi programi (Istanbul: 1964). Reprinted in  Ferruh Bozbeyli, 
Parti programlari, op. cit., pp. 239-367.

53 The term devletfilik is used.
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ist rather than revolutionary. For instance, emphasis is put on the 
rights of private property and inheritance — which the party promises to 
respect.

The last chapter is entitled “Where shall we bring our compatriots?” 
This is approximately half the program and lists the reforms which the 
party aims at in the economy, industry and mining; artisanship; com
merce, banking and insurance; the financing of development; justice; 
labor and social security; education; culture and art; health, housing; 
transportation; the press, radio and television; tourism; foreign relations 
and national defense. The party’s purpose of bringing prosperity to all 
Turks is restated although it emphasizes the interests of the woikers and 
peasants, for whom the right of collective bargaining and sti iking is 
demanded. Again, although the promise of a change for the better is 
prevalent, its tone is usually moderate, except in the economic field. 
Far-reaching land reform by a radical redistribution of land is demanded 
as well as state control of a sizable part of the not sufficiently productive 
private sector.

Then and later, commentators in Turkey pounced on the 1964 pro
gram of the LPT and maintained that it contained elements of commun
ism and contradicted the 1961 Constitution. One anti-LPT book54 on 
this subject ran through at least three editions in one year. This, however, 
is less immediately relevant than the fact that, as of 1964, the party had 
a cogently written-down ideology.

Some of the materials officially published and distributed by the LPT 
and its main spokesmen afford us further insight into the main compo
nents of the party’s ideology. It will be observed that not all the parts 
making up the 1961 and 1964 programs received equal emphasis. It is a 
fair assumption that those points which were stressed often are the really 
important ones — at least insofar as the rank and file of the LPT and 
Turks outside it grasped the party’s ideology.

For example— a look at a 1963 handbill about the LPT’s main goals.55 
In just one page, the party lists five cardinal points of faith: a. We believe 
that the highest value is in a society of labor; we are against the exploita
tion of one man by. another, b. We are in the forefront of the Turkish 
working-class and watch over the rights, freedom and interests of all the 
working masses; thus we guard the truest interests of the Fatherland, c.

54 Avni Elevli, Tiirkiye Iffi  Partisi programi ile anayasaya aykirtdir. Kurulmak 
istenilen yeni diizen korkungtur (1st, 2nd and 3rd ed., Istanbul: 1968).

55 T. 1. P. nin amaci (Ankara: 1963).
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We want the national income divided according to effort (work), d. We 
want a planned-state system, favoring the workers and carried out by 
them. e. We work for a peaceful foreign policy, founded on friendly 
relations with all states, on an equal footing and prizing our own na
tional existence and independence above everything.

While the above sound like catchwords or slogans, the LPT also knew 
how to elaborate. One example may be found in a series of fifteen lectures 
delivered over the state radio by LPT representatives before the Novem
ber 1964 Senate elections, later reprinted by the party in a 95-page 
booklet.56 They were by the party chairman, Aybar, other party leaders 
such as Senators Niyazi Agirnasli and Esat £aga, the party’s Secretary- 
General at the time, Dr. Orhan Orsal, the writer Yasar Kemal, and 
several party activists from all over the country. While the lectures 
evidently had different emphases, a markedly radical denunciation of 
exploitation prevailed, in the spirit of “on one hand spending, on the 
other poverty!”

Another guide to LPT thinking appears in the party’s reply to a ques
tionnaire. On July 28, 1965, that is, just before the October 10, 1965 
general elections to the National Assembly, three Turkish Youth Associa
tions (Tarim Gen^ligi, Isgi Gengligi, Yiiksek Ogrenim Gengligi), grouped 
in the National Association of Youth in Turkey,57 sent a 38-point ques
tionnaire to all the competing political parties. The JP and NP did not 
respond, but the others did, and their replies were printed by these 
Associations.58 The LPT’s replies to the questionnaire were straight
forward enough. After asserting that youth is the most progressive 
force in Turkish society, the party laid down its views on Turkish youth 
and plans for it, under three main headings — rural, urban, and university 
youth.

In the section dealing with rural youth, the party’s replies demanded 
the reopening of “village institutes” (kdy enstitiileri),59 to prepare 
teachers for rural schools. Graduates of these institutes should be given

56 Tiirkiye i$(i partisi radyo konufmalari. Yurt sorunlari ve fdziim yolu (Ankara: 
1964).

57 This was an umbrella for youth organizations. See J. S. Szyliowicz, “Students 
and politics in Turkey,” Middle Eastern Studies, VI (2): May 1970, p. 162, n. 24.

58 Tiirkiye Milli Gen?lik Te§kilati, Genflik partilere soruyor (Istanbul: 1965).
59 An original educational project, set up in 1940, to train village youngsters, 

then send them back to their villages as instructors. The LPT wanted its resumption 
both for their educational value and as a possible propaganda channel for its own 
ideology.
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opportunities to continue their studies in institutions of higher learning. 
According to location, groups of villages could enjoy such services as a 
health center, sportsground, library, cinema and theater; when necessary, 
health teams and mobile libraries could tour the villages. Equal op
portunities should be given to village children — by scholarships and 
dormitories — to reach the highest positions; and everything should be 
done to remove handicaps originating from their having been born in 
a rural environment.

As to urban youth, the party maintained that equal opportunity in all 
stages of education should be a guiding principle. Consequently, the num
ber of scholarships and possibilities for dormitory facilities should be in
creased. Similarly, the LPT considered it imperative to open evening 
schools and universities for working youths, to help them develop their 
abilities and advance their position in life. Facilities for sports, enter
tainment and recreation should be established for youth.

University youth was so important for the party that its consideration 
of this group is lengthier than the two previous ones combined. The LPT’s 
first demand, in this context, is for a sizable increase in the number of 
students by the opening of new universities in various parts of Turkey. 
The curricula should be re-examined, with the country’s needs in mind. 
So that students can get the feel of the problems of the people, they should 
spend the summer vacation working in factories or fields, with govern
ment scholarships or pay. The universities themselves should set up 
sport and cultural facilities in the country for their students. For working 
people, evening-universities ought to be established and increased in 
number, so that these people may advance educationally and profession
ally.

Although it succeeded less than it had expected in the 1965 general 
elections to the National Assembly, the LPT felt sufficiently encouraged 
to carry on. Its ideological platform does not appear to have undergone 
any substantial change in subsequent years, but it was set forth with 
greater self-assurance. A clear sign of this was the party’s printed attacks 
on the government and on the JP, the party to which all the Cabinet 
ministers belonged; in these attacks, the LPT set its own ideology against 
that of the JP. For instance, in a one-page handbill,60 the LPT accused 
the Turkish government of dishonesty and of subverting the truth. The 
handbill stated that the government, in its new program, had asserted 
that it would remain neutral in relations between workers and employers,

60 T. 1. P., Olaylarin ba$lica sorumlusu HUKUMET'tir (N. p .: n.d. [1966]).
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and that Turkey would consequently be a “social state.” The LPT 
challenged the government’s claim that contemporary Turkey had earned 
the title of a social state and denied the government’s contention of a 
neutral stand in labor relations. The party reminded the government that 
the new Turkish constitution had charged the state with the duty of 
protecting the worker. The LPT maintained that very many workers 
were hard pressed financially — in face of unchanging wages and daily 
rising prices. This, the LPT claimed, was a situation that ought to be 
changed by radical, comprehensive action. The party stood for a different 
approach to the workers and the poor, opposing, for instance, the use of 
the security forces for evicting gecekondu dwellers, and then keeping them 
in jails for months on end.

The defence of the poor masses as the backbone of LPT socio-economic 
ideology is evident in other publications, such as the 4-page “LPT 
reveals the facts.”61 In this leaflet, the LPT accused the JP of having 
done nothing, seven months after the October 1965 elections to the 
National Assembly, to fulfill its election promises. It had failed to lower 
prices, institute labor exchanges for the unemployed, open a credit for 
every Turk who wanted to own a home, make the gecekondus habitable, 
introduce equity into taxation, and improve the financial resources of 
workers. The JP had not taken the side of the workers in the strikes 
that had occurred in those months. It is the LPT that cared about these 
matters and looked after the interests of the workers. The LPT, then, 
presented the protection of workers’ interests as the main pillar in its 
ideological structure. It is in this light that it subsequently catalogued 
the party’s efforts and deeds, e.g. its struggle (in the National Assembly 
and outside it) for the nationalization of petroleum and other minerals 
for the public benefit; its opposition to the eviction of gecekondu dwel
lers; its siding with the interests of the masses in the parliamentary 
debate on the budget, and its resisting bills harmful to the workers. 
In addition, the party had prepared and submitted bills of its own, 
which it maintained were all intended for the good of the people: 
a land-holding reform act, a land tenancy act, a petroleum act, an 
unemployment insurance act, an embracing old-age pension act. This, 
they claimed, was the way to work for an independent, progressive 
Turkey.

Of more than passing interest is another LPT one-page handbill, 
published soon after in the Agri province (near Turkey’s eastern frontier)

61 Tiirkiye i$fi partisi gergekleri afikhyor (N. p.: n.d. [1966]).
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and addressed to “ Our suffering brethren.”62 The sheet emphasized that 
the LPT was the only party that would save landless peasants or those 
that had but little land, unemployed workers, low-paid officials, and 
others. While this is not necessarily original, what is relatively new, at 
least in emphasis, is the party’s proclaimed intention to struggle for the 
development of what it calls “backward eastern Anatolia” (a sensible 
promise, obviously, in the Agri province). Also remarkable was the 
handbill’s addressing the Kurds, Lazes and Circassians, together with 
the Turks, and asserting that the party opposed any discrimination 
against minority groups and considered them equal partners in Turkey. 
Is so doing, the LPT broke one of the taboos of Turkish politics in the 
Republican era, that is, it brought the minorities into the center of the 
political struggle. Turkish governments have made efforts to integrate 
the Kurds and other smaller national minorities into the Turkish body 
politic, and all parties have consistently avoided interfering. For years, 
Turkish authorities have maintained that they had no minority problem, 
and almost no minorities for that matter (the Kurds were called “Mount
ain Turks”). It would appear that the furor which the LPT handbill 
occasioned in governmental and other circles would suggest that complete 
integration is still on its way. The LPT seems to have sensed that it 
touched a raw nerve and increased its support for minority groups in 
subsequent years — making it appear that complete integration of all 
minorities, and the cessation of alleged discrimination against them, is a 
part of the LPT’s ideological platform.

The incident illustrates certain points of emphasis in LPT ideology, as 
well as new tactics employed after the 1961 and 1964 programs of the 
party. These points, however, are mostly incidental and do not join 
together in a comprehensive and coherent ideology. In order to obtain a 
fuller picture of the LPT’s political ideology, together with its socio-eco
nomic fundamentals, one ought to turn to the writings and speeches of 
the spokesmen of the party in the 1960’s. Unfortunately these pronounce
ments do not always follow the same vein and sometimes show differ
ences of approach — not necessarily contradictory, but at times incompat
ible and reflecting differences of background and temperament. Again, 
several wrote in more general terms than others. Of the spokesmen, one 
may begin with some of Professor Murat Sarica’s work. For instance, in 
a lecture interpreting the LPT’s ideology,63 Sarica, after a dutiful attack

62 T. I. P., Qileke$ Icardefler (N. p. [Agri ?]: n.d. [1966]).
63 Murat Sanca, Toplumcu afidan halkfilik-milliyetfilik-dewimcilik (Istanbul: 

1966).
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on capitalism, strives to prove that the LPT is for populism (halkgilik), 
because it opposes capitalist penetration of underdeveloped countries — 
Turkey included. However, as the LPT sees it (according to Sanca), 
nationalism ('milliyetgilik) also plays an important role in its program, 
the LPT understanding it as the joint life in Turkey of all compatriots, 
without regard to their religion, language, or origin. As for the LPT’s 
attitude to revolutionism (devrimcilik), Sarica recalls that Turkey’s War 
of Independence was a revolution in itself; today, the party maintains, 
there is a great need for social revolutionism, directed against exploita
tion.

u.
c. Aybar, Aren, Boran, and Altan

Other LPT spokesmen have treated the party’s ideology in more detail 
and at greater length. They are Mehmet Ali Aybar, Sadun Aren, Behice 
Boran, and £etin Altan. A full account of their socio-economic and 
political ideas must await the historian of contemporary thought in 
Turkey, but one may at this stage analyze some of their radical ideas on 
the Turkish political scene, which were adopted by the Labor Party of 
Turkey. Although perforce selective and incomplete, it is hoped that 
this brief account will provide some help in understanding certain radical 
currents in contemporary Turkey.

Mehmet Ali Aybar was so closely identified with the LPT from 1962 
on, that it is not always easy to distinguish between his own view and 
those of the party in these years. We will therefore refer here only to 
those opinions presented and subscribed to by him personally. In addi
tion to several radio lectures and party pamphlets which he signed, there 
is a useful selection of his articles and speeches, characteristically named 
“Non-dependence, democracy, socialism.”64 The 672-page volume inclu
des selections from the years 1945 to 1967, arranged chronologically, each 
article and speech annotated with source and date. Almost five hundred 
pages refer to his LPT activities and are of interest to us.

Aybar was nominated party Chairman by the LPT’s founders on 
February 1, 1962. One week later a press release was issued on the 
matter.65 On February 9, 1962, Aybar came out with a statement of his

64 Mehmet Ali Aybar, Bagtmsizlik, demokrasi, sosyalizm: segmeler, 1945-1967, 
op. cit. For a Marxist critique of this work, see Muzaffer Erdost, “Tiirkiye sosyalizmi” 
ve sosyalizm (Ankara: 1969), pp. 7-89.

65 Reprinted by Aybar ibid., pp. 191-194.
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own to the press.66 In it he forcefully stated his interpretation of Turkey’s 
current situation and listed his principles for dealing with it. Although 
he was to elaborate on them in later years, these briefly enunciated views 
may well have served as guidelines for future action. Aybar maintained 
that Turkey was in the middle of a grave crisis, whose roots lay in the 
country’s history and of which political uneasiness was only a super
ficial sign. Turkish society could not be truly civilized, so long as it was 
burdened with a medieval economy. Speedy industrialization was the 
solution — as agriculture, too, ought to be based on strong industry and 
advanced technology, to reach the level suited to Turkey’s needs. Absolute 
non-dependence on others is a condition for the advance of science and 
technology. In order that the working masses could have a decisive say 
in these and other matters, a political force should be established. The 
aims ought to be: etatism and planned economy, on the one hand, and a 
decisive role in Turkey’s life for the popular masses, on the other. The 
LPT program — Aybar added — maintains that only a union of working 
intellectuals with other workers could advance Turkey along the road of 
contemporary civilization. It was impossible to separate the demand for 
a human standard of living for the working popular masses from the 
demand for letting them have a decisive say in the affairs of their home
land ; these were but two sides of one demand. He summed up by saying 
that the small LPT, by working steadily and scientifically for Turkey’s 
highest interests, could step in and fill a void in the recently-created 
democratic order, and reach a position of great power.

Stripped of the rhetoric, this meant that the working-class should take 
matters into its own hands and reach a position of power to save Turkey 
by industrialization and planning, and thereby also improve the workers’ 
standards of living. Put together, this was the theme of LPT aims under 
Aybar’s chairmanship. Obviously, an ideological framework was needed 
to rationalize and explain them, and Aybar’s writings and speeches went 
a long way towards one.

Nurtured by his Marxist reading in France during his studies there, 
Aybar’s dialectical approach was simplistic, and seems to have allowed 
only for “right” and “wrong,” “good guys” and “bad guys” , with no
thing in-between. The LPT stood for social justice (sosyal adalet), others 
were against it; even if they employed the term — then very much in 
use — this was only lip-service.67 The LPT was for overall economic plan

ts Ibid., pp. 195-196.
67 M. A . Aybar, Tiirkiyeyi adalet partisi kalkindiramaz (Istanbul: 1966). This is 

the text of his speech in the National Assembly.
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ning and etatism, for the benefit of the masses, including reform in land- 
holding, equitable taxation and widespread education. Its opponents 
(mainly the JP) were for private enterprise, allied to foreign investments 
aiming at exploiting Turkey’s natural resources and at developing areas 
convenient to this exploitation, not necessarily consonant with Turkey’s 
interests.68 The workers, led by the LPT, were the defenders of democ
racy and the constitution; their opponents were capitalists using fascist 
laws.

As Aybar saw it, the only possible way to break the vicious circle of 
economic crises was to enable the Turkish workers to control the means 
of production for their own interests and the interests of Turkey — not 
for foreign markets.69 A planned economy directed by the working 
masses would do away with exploitation, bring about extensive reform in 
land-holding and develop Turkey’s poverty-stricken areas. The LPT 
wanted private enterprise to continue, but not to predominate. This is 
“an open regime,” one of complete equality, as the LPT understood it, 
without a preferred minority.70 In other words, the Turkish worker 
should get his share of the national income.71 72 Aybar considered this 
true democracy and the only safe way to defend Turkey from fascism.^ 

All this — and much more —■ hinges on what Aybar’s concept of 
socialism, Turkish style, really was (or what he wanted it to be). In this 
respect, a recent pronouncement of his, delivered in Ankara on February 
15, 1968, appears to be a fairly detailed exposition of his views.73 Else
where, he had labeled socialism as the “philosophy of life.74 He had also 
honestly sounded a note of warning, that “there is no ready-made recipe 
for socialism.” 75 In the long discourse under consideration, “socialism” 
is, for Aybar, the regime that puts an end to exploitation and grants mart 
real liberty. In Turkey, such a regime could be established only after a 
struggle: when the LPT comes to power, it would liquidate the capitalist 
regime and establish socialism.76 This could be achieved only through

68 Ibid, and Aybar’s Hodri meydan (Ankara: 1967). This was another speech by 
Aybar in the National Assembly.

69 Aybar, Bagimsizlik..., pp. 200 ff.
70 Ibid., p. 205.
71 Ibid., p. 217 and passim.
72 Ibid., pp. 211-212.
73 “Tiirkiye sosyalizmi,” ibid., pp. 639-668.
74 Ibid., pp. 308 ff.
75 Ibid., pp. 476-481.
76 Ibid., p. 639.
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sacrifices;77 special efforts were necessary for socialism to succeed, for 
Turkey still was “an Ottoman-type state.” The LPT was a completely new 
party, with different party regulations and a new program. The difference 
lay in the party’s concept of socialism, which Aybar explained in detail.78

The main characteristic of Turkish socialism was change, directed at 
the current capitalist regime, with its three elements — the agas, the 
compradors, and the American-type bureaucrats — all three working 
to the benefit of American imperialism and international capital. These 
elements doubled their wealth and influence annually, while the working 
classes suffered greater unemployment, landlessness and poverty. Turkish 
socialism — led by the LPT — aimed at fundamental changes in the 
present regime in Turkey, which it considered bad and unjust, and the 
establishment of another in its place. Politics is a struggle for existence, 
a fight between the exploiting and exploited classes. This struggle was 
carried out under the aegis of the constitution, within an equilibrium of 
forces that typified the democratic way. The constitution sided with the 
people and guaranteed their social rights. However, the ruling coalition of 
agas, compradors and American-type bureaucrats did not apply these 
paragraphs of the constitution. The JP strove for the amendment of the 
constitution — thus aiming to legalize what Aybar labeled the “usurping 
regime.” The present regime contradicted the constitution; changing the 
regime was to uphold the constitution. Bringing the working popular 
masses to power — by voting the LPT in — was the only way to obey 
the constitution and save the situation.

According to Aybar, the first matters to be attended to by the working 
popular masses, led by the LPT, to bring about a socialist Turkey, were 
the following:

a. Reform in land-holding. According to the provisions of the con
stitution, land should be redistributed to landless peasants and to those 
not owning enough land. This should be taken away from the agas; 
each individual aga should possess no more than 500 donums, and no 
more than 100 donums in those areas where plenty of water was available 
for agriculture. All land above this maximum, as well as state land that 
was not being worked, would then be redistributed to the peasants free 
of charge. State agriculture stations would be established throughout 
Turkey, to offer technical advice to those peasants who wanted it. Peas
ants who so desired might join cooperatives. It was a lie to say that the

77 Ibid., p. 659.
78 Ibid., p. 662.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



AYBAR, AREN, BORAN, AND ALTAN 151

LPT wanted to make the peasants serfs on the land. On the contrary, it 
aimed at making each peasant the owner of his land — which had for
merly belonged to the agas.

b. Nationalization of foreign trade and insurance. These branches 
were the mainstay of capitalism. Imports and exports should be regulated 
by the state, in a manner that would control prices and prevent the flight 
of hard currency from Turkey. These policies would reflect favorably on 
internal trade, too. Nationalization of banking and insurance was equally 
necessary for breaking down the current corrupt regime. In a socialist 
Turkey ruled by the LPT, foreign trade, banking and insurance would 
be nationalized immediately, for these measures were closely connected 
with reform in land-holding and the taking over by the state of industria
lization. Such measures would put an end to harmful speculation and 
direct credit to the productive popular elements. Nationalization of 
private insurance companies would enable the establishment of social 
security.

c. Speedy economic development, based on rapid industrialization. 
This was a sine qua non for the progress of society. It could not succeed 
in underdeveloped countries through private enterprise which, anyway, 
had no desire to undertake this — private enterprise being interested 
only in gain. Private enterprise was after more profitable industries, as 
well as foreign trade and the erection of luxury buildings. When it came 
to power, the LPT would see that the workers and the state set up heavy 
industries, including the production of machine tools, and build new 
factories. In our times, the “center of gravity” of the national economy 
should be in the public sector. The maintaining of this gravity in the 
private sector would be harmful to the popular interests. An LPT govern
ment would create new branches of industry, through the state agencies 
employing the most suitable techniques.

The private sector should be maintained, but it should be bound up 
with the development planning. Nobody thought of abolishing the private 
sector, but it would not be permitted to exploit the people. It would be 
encouraged to invest in suitable projects which would serve the na
tional development. This was the type of private sector envisaged by the 
Turkish constitution. Since the center of gravity would then be with the 
workers, there was bound to be a continuous improvement of the living 
standards of the workers, needy peasants, small traders, artisans, and 
clerks — all of whom were now barely existing.

Side by side with increasing state revenues, the LPT in power would 
work for a systematic change in the present unjust distribution of income.
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In a society where the highest income is 22,000 times the lowest, there 
was neither democracy nor justice, and there could be no development. 
Salaries, fees, profits and taxes would be readjusted to fit the concept of 
“everyone’s income according to everyone’s work.” This would also mean 
a progressive income tax scale. The changes of the regime would be asso
ciated with basic reforms, in order topu tan  end to “usurping capitalism.” 
This would go together with driving away the agas, compradors, and 
American-type bureaucrats. Turks were called on not to allow the com
pradors to be their partners in exploiting petrol, borax and Turkey’s 
other national resources. Finally, all treaties tying Turkey with NATO 
should be abrogated.

The concluding paragraphs of Aybar’s article on how the LPT viewed 
socialism in Turkey were aptly entitled “Socialism and books.” The 
main thesis was that socialism was the sole way to liberation — both for 
Turkey as a country and for its working, needy and suffering people. The 
constitution, too, upheld this idea. Socialists considered it their duty to 
go to the people and awaken them, organize them within the LPT, and 
assist them to gain power. Consequently, whatever socialism might mean, 
members of the LPT should know their goal well. This was so because on 
their shoulders lay the historic responsibility of establishing socialism in 
Turkey. Before everything else, LPT members should understand that 
socialism was not an easy matter to grasp. In order to establish socialism 
they should know well the historical facts and evaluate them properly. 
Socialism could not be established by decisions written in books and 
repeated around a table; LPT members should remember that its esta
blishment was an extremely difficult and serious matter. Undoubtedly 
books taught one the basic ideas of socialism. However, in order to 
establish socialism, it was not sufficient to be strictly bound to whatever 
was written in books. This attitude was alien to socialist thought and 
always led to harmful results — because every society had its own cha
racteristics, based on its history. Every society is distinguished by its own 
particular historical conditions, and these should be evaluated before 
establishing socialism. The LPT believed that there was no place to 
establish socialism by “bookishness,” imitation and dogmatism. In order 
to establish socialism, the LPT had to  know Turkey’s historical circum
stances and socio-economic conditions. They should understand the con
flicts between classes, consider internal and external factors, conduct re
search among the working masses, organize them, and as a result preserve 
the weight of the workers in the balance of political forces. In other words, 
the LPT should be writing the book of socialism, based on knowledge.
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After all, new theories were born and new books were written. Members 
of the LPT, faced with the responsibility of founding socialism in Turkey, 
were not content with knowledge that was buried in books, but considered 
books as half-open doors.

Aybar concluded, somewhat dramatically, “Our way is the socialism 
of Turkey... We shall certainly establish a democratic, socialist Turkey 
with our calloused hands and our enlightened heads. And the people will 
smile for the first time.” 79

Aybar’s comprehensive interpretation of socialism and of its role in 
Turkey is illuminated and amplified — but not basically changed — in 
his other articles and lectures. While these reflect tactical shifts of em
phasis, the fundamental demand is restated that working people should 
live like human beings — not only for their own sake,80 but for the 
sake of democracy in Turkey.81 The working people are the best fighters 
against the exploitation of capitalism, and the staunchest bulwark against 
fascism.82 In the name of social justice,83 Aybar called for the opening of 
the class-struggle which, as a true Marxist, he knew to be inevitable. He 
also had no doubts about the final victory of the working masses, aided 
by the intellectuals84—■ with the consequent socio-economic changes.85 
However, contrary to many other Marxists, including even several within 
his own party, Aybar steadfastly maintained that the victorious outcome 
of the class struggle in Turkey should be achieved by the working class’ 
coming to power by parliamentary elections. Indeed, he labeled as 
“scandalous” press reports that the LPT was preparing a revolution and 
claimed that, on the contrary, it had always adhered to constitutiona
lity.86 He frequently emphasized these points to rebut charges of com
munism leveled at the LPT by its political rivals; and he stood by this 
concept even in the difficult days after the 1969 elections, when the LPT 
had secured only two seats in the National Assembly. Along the same 
lines, in a speech on the Cyprus problem on September 6, 1964, Aybar 
stated that his party was against Turkey becoming a satellite of either the 19

19 Ibid., p. 668.
80 Ibid., pp. 220 ff. and passim.
si Ibid., pp. 225 ff.
82 Ibid., pp. 227-228.
83 Sosyal adalet (then a frequently employed slogan, as well as the name of the 

leftist monthly, in which Aybar had often written the editorials from its appearance 
in March 1963). Cf. ibid., pp. 232, 254.

84 E.g., ibid., p. 233 and passim.
88 Ibid., pp. 249-253.
86 Ibid., e.g., pp. 381-382, 554 ff.
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United States 0 1 the Soviet Union87 (the speech, indeed, is a scathing 
attack on NATO,88 but not a criticism of the Soviet Union). He could 
not avoid speaking up for Turco-Soviet rapprochement,89 although, 
again, he consistently pleaded for strict non-alignment, to preserve 
Turkey’s absolute independence.90

Professor Sadun Aren, another central figure in the Labor Party of 
Turkey and one of its best brains, is as much an intellectual as Aybar. 
He is a well-known economist, and the author of a book on employment, 
money, and economic policies, which went through at least three edi
tions;91 a second book dealt with inheritance taxes,92 and another 
was an introduction to economics.93 While his scholarly work steered 
clear of politics, a long section of Aren’s first book94 was devoted to “de
velopment policies” in underdeveloped countries. Much of what he had 
to say was aimed at Turkey, even if he did not say so specifically, but 
pursued a theoretical approach. Thorough state planning was his oft- 
repeated and clearly-elaborated solution.

Aren seemed slated for a successful academic career. Born in Erzurum 
in 1922, he graduated at the age of twenty-two from Ankara University’s 
Faculty of Political Science. A year later he was appointed as assistant in 
economics at the same university; in 1950 he was already a lecturer, and 
seven years later was appointed professor. Between 1951 and 1958 he 
repeatedly visited Switzerland, England, France, and the United States 
to do research in economics; he reads both English and French.95 In 
the early 1960’s he made his way up through the main LPT institutions 
and soon became influential. In 1965 he was elected to the National 
Assembly from Istanbul on the LPT ticket. Thereupon he resigned his 
university position96 and sat in the National Assembly until 1969. After

87 Ibid., p. 334.
88 Ibid., pp. 337-343, 376-380, 576 # .  and passim for his opposition to NATO 

and to Turkey’s membership in it. He, too, used the popular slogan “Americans, 
go home!” — see ibid., p. 583.

89 Ibid., pp. 350-351.
99 E.g., ibid., pp. 3 9 6 # ., 4 9 3 # . However Aybar did attack the U.S.A. bitterly in 

other speeches, cf. ibid., pp. 433 # . ,  442 # . ,  459 # . ,  462 # . ,  490 # .
91 Sadun Aren, Istihdam, para ve iktisadipolitika  (Ankara: 1st ed., 1960; 2nd ed., 

1963; 3rd ed., 1968).
92 Id., Veraset vergisi iizerinde bir deneme (Ankara: 1952)
93 Id., Iktisada ba§langiQ (Ankara: 1965)..
94 Pp. 249 # .
95 For these and other details, cf. Tiirkiye'de kim kimdir, op. cit., s. v.
96 According to Karpat, Political and social thought ..., p. 356.

154

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



AYBAR, AREN, BORAN, AND ALTAN 155

the LPT’s defeat in the 1969 elections to the National Assembly and the 
consequent weakening of Aybar’s standing, Sadun Aren and Behice 
Boran seem to have held the decision-making positions in the party.

In his youth Aren was allegedly connected with the Turkish Communist 
Party,97 and his Marxist views probably date from this period. It is not 
easy, however, to work out Aren’s political ideology in the years he was 
connected with the LPT. One difficulty is his frequently expressing him
self in abstract economic terms; another that there was a gradual shift 
in his position towards leftist radicalism, and it is not quite clear how (or 
exactly when) this took place. In the early 1960’s he often elaborated the 
economic and political approach which he had already presented in his 
work on employment, money and economic policies. The articles he 
wrote in those years in Yon9 8 and other journals were written from the 
point of view of etatism. He advocated that the public sector should be 
favored over the private by economic competition rather than legislation, 
but that the private sector be allowed to continue to exist. These views — 
with certain variations — appear to have been shared by Aybar and a 
number of other Turkish intellectuals, both inside and outside the Labor 
Party of Turkey.

In the later 1960’s, however, Sadun Aren, although generally following 
the party line (for instance, in his speeches in the National Assembly) 
appears to have moved further left, to have preached a more rigid 
Marxist type socialism — favoring nationalization and restriction of the 
private sector. Some of these views are even expressed in his popular 
handbook of economics, first published in 1968, with a second edition 
coming out in the following year."  This is mainly a general introduction 
to economics, written in a straightforward style, but is of particular 
interest in its frequent reference to Turkey’s own economy. These are 
generally interpreted in the light of Marxist theory, with the LPT’s solu
tions appended. Examples may be found in Aren’s discussion of the 
agricultural situation in Turkey (calling for a reform in land-holding 
through land-redistribution100), or of the industrial problem101 (advo-

97 Aclan Sayilgan, Komuna (Istanbul: 1969).
98 For an English translation o f one of Aren’s articles in Yon, see Karpat, 

Political and social thought..., pp. 356-358.
99 Sadun Aren, 100 soruda ekonomi el kitabi (Tiirkiye ekonomisinden orneklerle) 

(1st ed., Istanbul: 1968; 2nd ed., enlarged, Istanbul: 1969).
100 Ibid., 2nd ed., pp. 149 ff., 155-156.
101 Ibid., pp. 162 ff.
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eating speedy industrialization). In short, this is an ably written book 
which probably had its use as a propaganda tool.

Mrs. Behice Boran, formerly a lecturer in sociology at Ankara Univer
sity, is considered by many “ the strong woman” in the party. Active on 
the party’s central committees and influential in its inner circle, she was 
a vocal LPT Member in the National Assembly from 1965 to 1969. She 
led the more extreme faction in the 1969 struggle for party leadership, 
which resulted in Aybar’s ouster from the chairmanship of the party. 
While it is difficult to say who in fact was in control of the party from 
late 1969 to its closedown in 1971, it was probably the Boran-Aren 
group.

Behice Boran has lectured and written extensively, both before and 
after joining the LPT.102 103 Claims that she was connected with the Turkish 
Communist Party in the 1940’s or the 1950’s102 have never been sub
stantiated. Nevertheless, her brand of Turkish socialism seems more 
rigidly oriented towards classical Marxism than that of Aybar and even 
that of Aren — although, naturally, during the 1960’s she had to keep 
dose  to the LPT’s official platform. A fair indication of her views may be 
found in her recent book on Turkey and the problems of socialism.104 
It is dedicated to “My colleagues in the party, who are carrying the torch 
of socialism to the four corners of Turkey, despite all the difficulties and 
pressures.” It is systematically divided into eight chapters: The historical 
direction of Turkey; the socialist movement in Turkey after May 27, 
1960; Turkey versus the capitalist and socialist worlds; the social struc
ture of the Turkish socialist movement; the constitution and socialism; 
religion, the constitution and socialism; the method of development; the 
foreign relations of Turkey.

One of the more interesting chapters in Boran’s book is the introduc
tion to its second edition.105 She chose this occasion to settle her accounts 
with Aybar and to scoff at his preference for “a socialist orientation 
suited to Turkey.” She dismissed the talk about Turkish socialism being

102 Both in specialized journals and in more general publications, such as Ant, 
e.g. 55: Jan. 16, 1968, p. 10. For earlier articles of hers, cf. Sayilgan, Soldaki fatlaklar, 
pp. 89-93.

103 However, she was connected with several front organizations. See above, ch. 3.
104 Behice Boran, Tiirkiye ve sosyalizm sorunlari (1st ed.: 1968; 2nd ed.: 1970). 

I refer below to the 301-page 2nd edition (slightly amplified from the first one). 
The 2nd edition was sent to press in June 1969, i.e. when there were rifts in the party 
leadership.

105 Ibid., pp. 5-9.
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sui generis. Such views, maintained Boran, were not new. Views like those 
of Aybar, about there being various types of socialism, were a nationalist 
deviation typical of the approach that “the contents are one and the same 
(i.e., socialist), while the manner of application varies (nationalist).” 
This she rejected, on the grounds that coincidence contradicted historical 
inevitability, while relativity contradicted scientific materialism. Boran 
also criticized the attempt by her opponents — presumably Aybar’s 
group — to minimize the issue by pooh-poohing the variations in inter
pretation. These, she declared, showed basic contradictions which were a 
product of basic differences of opinion. She then added that her insistence 
on the correct interpretation of socialism within the LPT was due to her 
appreciation of the party as the broadest organization striving for 
socialism in Turkey.

Boran regarded Turkey as an underdeveloped country both intellectual
ly and socio-economically, and she pointed at the close correlation be
tween these two aspects of backwardness (or what she considered as 
such). Socialist intellectuals, however, ignored this correlation and attemp
ted to raise the level of socialist thinking in Turkey. The implication 
was that she, too, shared in fulfilling this duty — and her book was the 
result.

Consequently, Boran developed an ideological approach that aimed at 
the practical solution of Turkey’s problems, but within the theoretical 
framework of socialist thinking as she interpreted it. Not surprisingly, 
she considered that Turkey’s development hinged on its industrializa
tion which, in turn, depended on planning; all this was tied up with a 
scientific and technological revolution, along with its socio-economic 
implications. This could be understood solely within the framework of 
class-struggle.106 In other words (and this was emphasized in the intro
duction to the book’s first edition),107 Boran searched for the basic ideas 
and general theory and method that would put Turkey and the Turkish 
socialist movement on the world map; that is, provide a general concep
tual framework for Turkish socialism, its theory and practice. It is the 
work of a sociologist who is a member of the Labor Party of Turkey 
and who has discussed it with other members; she believes that the book 
expresses the basic opinions of the party (although she concedes there 
may be differences in detail).108

106 ibid., pp. 8-9.
107 Ibid., p. 11.
108 ibid., pp. 12-13.

i .
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Boran considered the May 27,1960 Revolution one of the major events 
in Turkey’s modern history.109 Although it had not resolved the country’s 
basic problems or fulfilled the basic wishes of its people, it gave them a 
good constitution, as well as means to change the capitalist regime. It 
also gave the socialist movement in Turkey a good opportunity to develop 
legally, organize freely and bring out its own publications. Thus the LPT 
could come into being as the party representing the workers of Turkey 
and their ideology. The LPT united within it the theory and practice of 
socialism. Both within the party and outside, the socialist movement 
started to deal with what Boran regarded as the country’s concrete pro
blems: the distribution of income, land and credit, unjust taxation, and 
foreign loans. While other socialist groups in Turkey were founded and 
staffed by intellectuals, the LPT was established by twelve trade-unionists, 
none of whom had a high income. The character of an independent 
workers’ party was preserved and distinguished the LPT from the bour
geois parties.110 Indeed it was formed as a reaction to indifference by 
the other parties to the rights of workers. Its establishment was a social 
event and ought to be analyzed by methods suited to the interpretation 
of social phenomena. In Turkey this meant — as in some other countries 
— that the workers had taken over their rights. Although the struggle of 
Turkish workers had not been as lengthy and violent as that of workers 
in the West, there were similarities, chiefly in their actions being within 
the context of centralized bourgeois regimes.

The LPT was joined by intellectuals, who knew more precisely what 
socialism was. The close collaboration of workers and intellectuals had 
made the party what it was. Together workers and intellectuals prepared 
regulations and a program adapted to conditions in Turkey.111 There 
had been different views as to the stand the party ought to adopt towards 
populism, that is, whether or not to become a mass-party.112 Boran 
emphasized the role of the LPT as a vanguard; she saw this as the basic 
principle of the party’s activity. The LPT could stay in the vanguard of 
the workers’ movement by fighting for those causes which were shared 
by and agreed upon by the whole workers’ movement, i.e. for Turkey’s 
industrialization and against any exploitation of the workers by ruling 
capitalist groups, both foreign and local. While in the industrialized

los ibid., pp. 57 ff.
no Ibid., p. 59.
111 As Boran wrote this before the split in the party leadership, she did not criticize 

this approach, which she rejected in the introduction o f the book’s second edition.
112 A  dig at Aybar’s “populist” view?
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countries of the West, industrial workers were the core of the develop
ment and struggle of the working class, in non-industrialized Turkey the 
workers had to unite in order to fight the bourgeoisie, both in parliament 
and out of it. Before 1965 the working-class voted in parliamentary elec
tions, but its members were never elected. In 1965, fifteen candidates of 
the LPT became Members of the National Assembly — on behalf of the 
workers. The masses understood very well the unfairness of taxation on 
consumer goods, the opposition of those in power to land reform, the 
huge profits from import and export of a handful of merchants, the 
discrimination against the poor in education and medical care. Obvious
ly, the LPT had been explaining all this to them, along with the principles 
of socialism. The explanation was being carried out by party intellectuals, 
whose numbers gradually grew, with additions from the ranks of non- 
organized socialism, e.g., among university youth, and journalists such 
as £etin Altan.

As in other underdeveloped countries, in Turkey the economic and 
political impact of the West brought with it new ideas: nationalism, 
democracy, secularism, and socialism.113 Only those socialist theories 
which seemed to suit the new Turkish republic were adopted in its early 
years; socialism was not expressed by a movement of workers and 
laborers. Only as a result of the 1961 Constitution could a socialist move
ment be established in Turkey — totally independent and completely free 
of contacts with foreign elements; related to the structure of Turkish 
society and its historical development.

The socialist movement in Turkey during the 1960’s had steadily grown 
stronger and broader despite external and internal struggles — a matter 
in which it did not differ from other socialist movements. Recent events 
within the LPT, asserted Boran, might be characterized under two main 
headings: a. As the LPT was a socio-political movement, it was in
evitable that, in the course of the years, inner differences of opinion 
would appear. The upper levels of the party succeeded in maintaining 
a balance between these differences and keeping them within bounds; 
but as soon as a rift occurred, it became public knowledge, b. Side 
by side with its socialism, the party’s growth and development called 
for many practical decisions. Such questions as democracy within the 
party assumed cardinal importance. In this respect, certain vulnerable 
spots became apparent. An important one was the weakening of the 
socialist character of the workers’ movement, following the LPT drive to

113 An attempt to show that Turkish socialism was not communist-inspired?

I
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broaden its appeal. The ideological danger was obvious. Socialism was 
essentially the revolutionary ideology — economic and political — of the 
working-class; by broadening the party’s appeal, at the expense of its 
ideology, one risked that the LPT would became a lower-middle class 
party in those areas (such as parts of Anatolia) where there were no in
dustrial workers. Winning the votes of lower-middle class circles would 
make it very difficult to preserve the Socialist nature of the LPT. While 
the party strove to reach power through parliamentary elections, within 
the provisions of the constitution, it did not solicit votes. It wanted 
only the votes of the truly aware voters (bilingli oy), that is of those 
workers and laborers who were class-conscious and intended to gain 
positions of power because they considered it necessary to change the 
regime and give it a socialist direction. Only if the LPT won power 
with the support of such convinced voters could it achieve its goals. She 
also doubted whether an electoral success by other means would last for 
the four-year term of the National Assembly.

The correct way of bringing about these changes was by instilling 
consciousness amongst the working masses and educating them to sup
port change and fight reactionary forces. In order to bring the working 
masses to this situation, it was first necessary to strengthen the party 
cadres, let them ripen and become conscious, knowledgeable and coura
geous. This should be undertaken by the party as a long-range systematic 
project. All these necessary steps had been neglected by the LPT due to 
the pressures of frequent elections — to the National Assembly, the 
Senate, and the local authorities. Indeed, at the top of the party’s lists of 
candidates one found people who were ignorant of the need for socialist 
action. The LPT had overemphasized its desire to attract electoral sup
port from lower-middle class circles, rather than concentrate on the 
education and preparation of cadres. As a result, socialist youth move
ments in the universities had organized and acted parallel to the LPT. 
instead of being at one with it. This happened because the party was 
intent on gaining votes and had not grasped that education within the 
party and preparation of cadres were matters of life or death for the LPT. 
Party education meant reading and discussing socialist literature, organiz
ing courses, lectures and seminars; the reading included socialist novels 
and books on economics, while the discussions compared conditions in 
Turkey to those in other countries. Since Turkey was open to the impact 
of what happened abroad, it was natural that what went on, was written, 
discussed and pondered in the world socialist movement and elsewhere 
should attract attention.
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Boran had no doubt as to whether the LPT should be a mass party 
or a party of cadres.114 Cadres were essential for recruiting the support of 
the working masses after having imparted consciousness to them. Practi
cal knowledge was important, but one should not take a stand anta
gonistic towards formal, “bookish,” education in politics. The best was 
to prepare conscious and educated leaders from within the working 
masses and cadres, from among the intellectuals, trained by practical 
experiences to lead the masses in the future. This, however, required 
planned and systematic application. As it was now, the LPT was not 
striving for a truly socialist order: it envisaged a “mixed economy,” 
with room for a private sector. The land reform, too, which the party 
promised to carry out when in power, was bourgeois rather than socialist 
in character — even though no bourgeois party had spelled out such a 
reform in its program.

Behice Boran returned to some of these problems in another chapter 
of her book, that on “Turkey versus the capitalist and socialist worlds.” 
At the end of the chapter115 she stressed that the Turkish socialist move
ment was meticulous in its support for the country’s independence.116 
While socialism was an important part of mankind’s joint cultural 
heritage, in every country the workers’ movement applied it according to 
the specific conditions of that country. The LPT, the only political orga
nization of the socialist movement in Turkey, was well aware of general 
socialist theory, but evaluated it in the light of conditions in Turkey. 
Nowadays no socio-political movement — or state, for that matter — 
could remain without some connection with others; workers’ movements 
everywhere pooled their efforts against the economic exploitation of 
underdeveloped countries by international capitalism. However, in 
mutual relations between states, the workers’ movements insisted, in 
theory and practice, on absolute independence and equality. Without 
minimizing the differences and contradictions among societies, each 
workers’ socialist movement was first and foremost concerned with its 
own nation and country — and with their specific problems.

This argument was intended to dispel suspicion of the LPT’s trying to 
bring Turkey into the Soviet orbit. Written before the 1969 rift in the 
LPT’s leadership, it seems more like an echo of Aybar’s views than

114 Ibid., p. 76.
n s Ibid., pp. 132-135.
H6 Turkey’s foreign relations, touched upon here, rated a special chapter later in 

Boran’s book, pp. 263-301.
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Boran’s. Perhaps because of this, in what appears like an addendum,117 
Boran argued that the basic concepts of socialism, a minimum subscribed 
to by all socialist parties — presumably, including the LPT — were: a. 
Creation of an alternative system to capitalism, a more progressive social 
order; and b. Ownership of the means of production. This could con
ceivably be a dig at Aybar’s concern with lesser matters, such as vote
getting. And, indeed, Boran then accused the governing labor parties of 
England and Sweden of not being socialist parties, their names notwith
standing, but rather a disguise for capitalism. The implication seemed to 
be that she feared a similar development in the socialist movement in 
Turkey.

Further on, in another chapter on “ the Turkish socialist movement, 
from the point of view of social structure,” 118 Boran argued that Turkey’s 
socio-economic backwardness was so great, that only a socialist overall 
solution could help it, as in the case of other underdeveloped countries. 
In Turkey, as Boran saw it (this was the accepted view of the LPT, too) 
the situation was compounded by the country’s feudal regime,119 mainly 
in the east and southeast. Turkish reaction to the alliance between this 
feudal regime and foreign capital could be gauged by the increasing poli
tical awareness of Turkish workers, their increasing support for the LPT, 
and the formation of the leftist trade union organization DISK — as 
against the relatively political neutral Turk is, as well as the anti-Ameri
can and anti-NATO demonstrations. The general growth of the working- 
class in Turkey prepared a favorable climate for all these trends. This 
was meaningful, since the peasant masses in Turkey did not have an 
ideology of their own and tended to adopt a bourgeois ideology. In 
numbers, however, they were an important base for the socialist move
ment; their political involvement would increase with land reform and 
the mechanization of agriculture. The small artisans and tradesmen 
resembled the capitalist class in their places of work and the working- 
class in their physical labor. They were estimated at 1.5 million in Turkey 
and like other workers were unjustly exploited by capital. Their basic 
pro-bourgeois feelings were exploited by the leadership of the Turkish 
bourgeoisie, as when Demirel promised them that they would become 
factory-owners. However industrialization would- turn many of them 
jnto factory workers, with the attendant consequences. Finally, the social-

n i  Note, ibid., pp. 133-135.
. u s  ibid., pp. 137-194.

U9 In Turkish, Derebeylik diizeni, literally, “the order o f the feudal chieftains.”
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ist movement in Turkey, led by the LPT during the 1960’s, was in a 
position to win over the intellectual classes, too. Since the people, includ
ing the working masses, were still largely under the influence of bourgeois 
ideologies, Boran argued for an all-out effort to spread socialism and 
explain its egalitarian views. Only in this way would the social state 
(sosyal devlet) envisaged by the 1961 Constitution come into being — an 
idea which Boran elaborated further, in her chapter on “constitution and 
socialism.”

Boran’s socialist thought is only briefly analyzed here. Other opinions 
of hers, equally interesting and ably expressed, as on Turkey’s develop
ment and the direction it ought to follow,120 are more in line with the 
LPT’s official policy. Boran does not always bridge her former attitude 
to socialism (consonant with that of Aybar) with her new one, as expres
sed in her book’s second edition. For instance, there is some discrepancy 
between her earlier approach to socialism — as having to suit local con
ditions — and her later more rigid view of the worldwide and immutable 
laws of socialism. There is, however, little doubt about her no-nonsense 
attitude towards elections and vote-getting, which she scorns. She 
clearly prefers to stress educational-propagandist efforts for the prepara
tion of cadres, to lead Turkey to socialism. This is much more than just 
a tactical difference of approach: it refers both to LPT ideology and its 
whole strategy of political action.

Cetin Altan was a younger thinker in the top ranks of the LPT, remark
ably influential in certain youth circles. He was born in Istanbul in 1927 
and graduated from the renowned Galatasaray lycee, then from Ankara 
University’s Law Faculty. Altan, who reads both English and French, 
has traveled extensively.121 He has published poetry and several plays122 123 
(some of which have been performed), but is even better known for his 
journalistic activity.122 In the 1950’s and 1960’s he was one of the most 
widely-read leftist journalists — at least in intellectual youth circles. A 
study among Ankara University students, for example, found that he 
was their favorite columnist.124 After having joined the LPT in the early 
1960’s, he was elected in 1965 to the National Assembly, but was not 
reelected in 1969. His speeches in the National Assembly, along with his

120 Ibid., pp. 235 ff.
121 He described part of these travels in his Bir ugtan bir uca (Istanbul: 1965).
122 For instance his Dilekge and his Tahtirevalli (publ. together in Istanbul: 1966).
123 See Tiirkiyede kim kimdir, op. cit., s. v.
124 Ozer Ozankaya, op. cit., quoted by Szyliowicz. op. cit., in Middle Eastern 

Studies, VI (2): May 1970, p. 160.
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indefatigable writing, so provoked others (particularly the JP), that an 
attempt (which failed) was made to withdraw his parliamentary immunity 
and bring him to trial.125

Cetin Altan’s speeches in the National Assembly followed the party line, 
only more emphatically. Being irritating was their most striking charac
teristic. For instance, in a long speech on Novembei 8, 1965,126 he 
vehemently criticized the JP government’s program and accused it of 
keeping Turkey one of the world’s ten most backward states and many 
of its workers at the poverty level of TL 5 to 10 daily wages. He denounced 
the capitalist exploitation of underdeveloped countries and called for the 
only way out — industrialization as socialists understand it. In another 
speech a month later,127 Altan violently denounced the country’s black 
market, describing it as characteristic of corruption, speculation and 
shady dealings. Similarly, on July 20-21, 1967, speaking on the move to 
withdraw his parliamentary immunity,128 he posed as the champion of 
free speech and free writing, and accused his detractors of fascism, 
barbarism and similar evils.

However forceful his speeches were, they were more in the nature of 
tactical moves to support or propagate LPT attitudes than part of a 
crystallized ideological approach — although party doctrine is expressed 
in them. Altan’s numerous newspaper articles contain a more consistent 
formulation of his view of Turkish socialism. They are written in a 
stunningly effective combination of literary Turkish and colloquial idiom, 
enlivened by a personal approach and popular wisdom, and frequently 
couched in the satirical vein which the Turks call hiciv, or “satirical 
wit.”129 Obviously, an attempt to deal with the literally thousands of 
articles that Altan has produced would require a separate study. We 
shall therefore confine ourselves to a brief account of some of Altan’s 
views which tie up with the LPT’s ideology in the years he was most 
active in the party.

125 Cetin Altan himself has recorded his parliamentary activity in his Ben 
milletvekili iken (Ankara: 1971).

126 Reprinted as a 40-page booklet: Cetin Altan, Hukumet, kapitalist bir 
hiikumettir (Istanbul: 1966).

127 Reprinted — with the reply of Mehmet Turgut, Minister for Industries — as 
a 63-page booklet: Cetin Altan, Demir ve pimento: Karaborsanm ipyiizii (Istanbul: 
1966).

128 Reprinted in Cetin Altan’s Suplanan yazilar, op. cit., pp. 276-308.
129 A  fairly representative sample has been collected in Cetin Altan’s 288-page 

Gepip giderken (Istanbul: 1968), and in his smaller, 119-page, Ta§: gerpekpi bir yazarm 
notion (Istanbul: 1964).
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(Jetin Altan’s scathing views on colonization and imperialism are a 
constant theme in his writing (for instance, his 95-page book “War on the 
Exploiters!” 130); his own brand of socialism is more difficult to grasp 
and define. Perhaps the best source for this is a book he wrote, which 
appeared in the summer of 1967 and went through at least three printings 
in the same year, “As they awaken: the handbook of Turkish socia
lists.” 131 It is actually a combination of two different works: an instruc
tive collection of eighty letters Altan received while at the National 
Assembly by Turks from all strata of society are published verbatim, 
while the book’s first 70 pages are a reply of sorts to the letters, and 
amounts to Altan’s own socialist credo. Characteristically, it is dedicated 
“ to the peasants, artisans, small tradesmen, clerks without backing, and 
the exploited, hard-pressed, ill-treated working-class.”

In what he termed “an unpretentious simple explanation,” 132 Altan 
drew a picture of the class contrasts in Turkey. According to him, 
bourgeois circles were guilty of unlimited dictatorship, which Altan 
labeled “fascism.” He saw in capitalism a pack of lies, first and foremost 
of which was the claim that it was a free system; if so, this was freedom 
for the bourgeois only. There existed no equality within the capitalist 
order: the child of the rich was born wealthy, while the child of the needy 
was born poor; one child would be literate, the other illiterate. The 
respective risks of boss and worker were unequal: the latter might be
come an invalid, the former could find refuge in bankruptcy. In a capita
list regime banks helped employers rather than their employees. In times 
of crisis, the workers suffered most; Turkey had about a million overtly 
or covertly unemployed. In the United States official figures showed there 
were more than five million jobless. The ruling bourgeois class was 
evidently interested solely in its gains, while a planned economy would 
take into account the interests of the whole population. Only an economy 
geared to the interests of the workers would use Turkey’s natural resour
ces for the general good. Capitalism, which is essentially exploitation, 
would not lower prices and thereby its profits; it would prefer over
production and subsequent unemployment. To solve their own prob
lems, factory owners increasingly produced weapons and munitions. In 
the United States (according to Altan), nearly half of all workers were 
employed by the defense industries. A planned economy would be able to

• 130 (Jetin Altan, Somuruciilerle savaf (Istanbul: 1965).
131 Id., Onlar uym.irken, Turk sosyalistlerinin el kitabi (Istanbul: 1967).
D2 ibid., p. 8.
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direct workers towards more peaceful work.133 Meanwhile, Allan main
tained, the capitalist system should be forced to give the workers their 
due wages, weekly leave, social security, and let them have a say in the 
management of their places of work.134 Such measures were insufficient, 
however, and capitalism should and would be uprooted.

In an article entitled “The changing meaning of happiness,” 135 Altan 
came close to saying more specifically how he understood socialism and 
what he expected of it. The way he saw it, before the revelation of scien
tific socialism, happiness was synonymous with owning the most. Every
body wanted to possess more and more, and security seemed safeguarded 
by wealth alone. The state had no social goals. Afterwards, however, it 
gradually became evident that the eagerness for greater personal wealth 
brought misery rather than happiness. Chasing profits strengthened the 
imbalance between the classes. Being a progressive people would bring, 
collectively, greater security than could wealth. Capitalism could not 
give humanity any new horizons, once it was based solely on the premise 
of increasing personal riches. Only workers’ socialism, on the other hand, 
was capable of opening the gates to completely new possibilities and of 
creating a wholly different freedom — for the world of tomorrow.

In yet another article on “Turkey’s situation,” 136 Altan traced the 
country’s sorry conditions to the alliance between the “duchy” of Istanbul 
and the agas and usurers in Anatolia (“A colony of the Istanbul duchy”). 
In “ the colony of Anatolia,” which Altan saw as the most backward of 
Colonies, people were purposely kept illiterate; the same was true of the 
poor health conditions. The opposite was true of the Istanbul duchy, 
where a fortunate minority of Turks continued to enjoy a high income, 
regardless of changes in Turkey’s governments. Any popular forces of 
workers and peasants who criticized this situation were immediately 
labeled “communists.” This pejorative label included, in the view of 
those using it, all that was wicked: spying for the Russians, lack of faith 
in Allah, hatred for the institution of the family, even procuring. Altan 
scoffed at this approach. Without, however, committing himself to 
saying that communists are progressive, he firmly rejected the commonly 
held opinion that “West-European” equals “progressive.” 137 As Altan

133 ibid., pp. 11-23.
134 Ibid., pp. 23 ff.
135 Ibid., pp. 26-28.
136 “Turkiye’nin durumu,” ibid., pp. 28-32.
137 “Ilericilik-gericilik tartijmasmdaki oyun,” ibid., pp. 36 ff.
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said it, the progress that Turkey needed was in reform of land-holding 
and industry.

Perhaps because Cretin Altan’s articles are generally short and concen
trated on one specific point, it is somewhat difficult to pinpoint the under
lying ideological approach. However, the article “The place, method and 
aims of Turkish socialism,” 138 is a useful summary of his conception of 
socialism. Anchored in the 1961 Constitution, Turkish socialism had 
grown from tiny beginnings into a popular mass movement. On May 27, 
1960, the “comprador” circles had been dealt a serious blow, and the 
1961 Constitution emphasized the equality of all. Now Turkish socialists 
stood up to the compradors. Some ideas of these socialists went even 
beyond the constitution, as constitutions, by their nature, safeguard the 
status quo and strive to maintain it. However, because of theii greed, the 
Turkish capitalists were outside the protection of the constitution. 
Turkish socialists understood this and grasped that they had to prevent 
the development in Turkey of a replica of the classical western democra
cy. In the latter, the bourgeois continued to rule and obtain the support 
of the workers, to whom they granted material compensation. The com
pradors argued that Turkish socialists were the enemies of democracy, 
adding lies and spreading rumors, thus influencing public opinion. It was 
as if a small minority pretended to own the constitution. However 
Turkish socialists knew two things very well: a. The constitution would 
break the class rule of the compradors, characteristic of a western type of 
democracy, and thereby paralyze the exploitation of this class, b. Under 
pressure from the working-class, Turkey would suddenly make greater 
efforts towards socialism. Socialists, understanding the constitution and 
real democracy, put forward several goals: a. Absolute independence, 
b. Reform in land-holding — to do away with land agas, in favor of 
landless peasants and those owning little land. c. Nationalization of 
banks — to be put under the control of the popular masses, d. Removing 
foreign trade from the hands of compradors, e. Nationalization of all 
insurance, f. Nationalization of all heavy industry. The combined effect 
of these measures should break the compradors and stop exploitation; 
planning would then assist the Turkish working masses to own their 
own persons, and assure them biead and freedom. With equal opportuni
ties for all, education would be free, and technical education stressed. In 
order to guarantee such a radical change, workers had to become alert

138 “Turk sosyalizminin yeri, metodu ve amaflari,” ibid., pp. 54-58. See also pp. 
5 8 # .

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



168

and organize themselves against the comprador class, which was possible 
only if their weight was decisive in the management of the State. No 
cadres, outside the organized workers, could guarantee socialism, because 
in the long run such cadres slipped into fascism. Socialism was not merely 
an abstract method. In order to safeguard the freedom of the working 
class, an organization, strong in numbers, was necessary. Socialism 
was not merely a matter of personalities and cadres, but of a class. This 
is why the primary task for Turkish socialism nowadays was to awaken 
the working masses, organize them, and bring them as a class into 
politics.

Briefly put, Qetin Altan seems less systematic in his theoretical ap
proach to the LPT’s ideology and to socialism in general than Aybar, 
Aren and Boran. He is more of a tactician, who spearheaded the party’s 
attack on capitalism rather than formulating a cogent theory of Turkish 
socialism. We have, however, given an account of his opinions, for 
Altan’s numerous articles in Yon, Ant, Ak§am, and elsewhere were 
widely read and he had far-reaching influence.

The 1960’s were a decade when old loyalties were breaking up 
particularly in cities and towns — and new ones being forged. While 
there was no consensus as to what they should be, at least some of these 
loyalties were attracted to the party program, rather than to a personality. 
It was before this backdrop of new commitment to ideologies that Turkish 
left radicals organized a party, and came forth with their universal mes
sage. The fact that the RPP has been moving “ left of center,” particularly 
since 1965, only served to prod the LPT into emphasizing even more that 
it is the first and only avowedly socialist party in Turkey. Through its 
Marxist heritage, the LPT (like many radical left parties elsewhere), 
affirmed its disapproval of the capitalist way, which, it argued, had not 
solved the country’s basic socio-economic problems.139 The party pro
claimed its desire for an egalitarian, internationalist regime, which spelled 
a better future for the world, and for all Turks even if only one class, 
the workers allied with the peasants, was going to create the New Turkey 
and guide its destinies.

LPT ideology is well suited to attract the votes and political support 
between elections of those who are clawing their way upward. However, 
while the views of the intellectual circles around Yon, Ant, Devrim, 
and others, have much interest per se, the program of the LPT has to be

.139 in  terms which did not essentially differ from those o f the TCP. See Y. Demir 
and H. Okan, op. cit., in World Marxist Review, VIII (5): May 1965, p. 45.

THE LABOR PARTY OF TURKEY
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weighed also in terms of its applicability to, and feasibility in, Turkey. 
An organized political party, like the LPT, had to present an ideology 
that is relevant to the situation in Turkey in recent years and offer some 
practical answers to the problems affecting it. It is in this context that 
the party’s rigid Marxism, copied with hardly any meaningful modifica
tion from another environment, is irrelevant. Indeed, although current 
Soviet works on Turkey140 refer to the TCP and the short-lived Socialist 
Party of the Workers and Peasants of Turkey rather than to the LPT in 
their discussion of radical reform,141 much of what they write parallels 
LPT demands — particularly concerning reform inland-holding.142 The 
same is true, to a great extent, of what the LPT has advocated as “the 
socialist way of development.” 143

The discrepancy between Marxist theory and socio-economic feasibi
lity in Turkey has recently been pointed out, incisively, by Edwin J. 
Cohn,144 an American economist who spent twelve years in Turkey in 
the 1950’s and 1960’s. He argues persuasively that those intellectuals who 
spoke for the party were so dogmatically Marxist that they failed to per
ceive that Turkey during the 1960’s was basically different from early 
nineteenth-century England. Unlike Western Europe, Turkey has not 
passed through an Industrial Revolution. Much of its industry is still 
hand-produced in artisans’ workshops, and industrial entrepreneurs can 
hardly be considered as controlling a significant part of the Turkish 
economy and holding their workers in virtual bondage. Indeed, “almost 
half of Turkey’s factory industry (excluding small artisan-type work
shops), three-quarters of its mining, the entire railroad, telephone, and 
telegraph systems, and virtually all of the electric-power and gas industry 
are already in the hands of the government, which also controls, directly 
or indirectly, a number of the larger banks.” 145

In these conditions, it is somewhat unrealistic to speak of overall 
nationalization, just as it is farfetched to promise a wholesale redistribu
tion, of land (expropriated and other) to needy peasants. The latter are so

140 Some of which have been discussed in my “Recent Soviet books on Turkey,” 
Middle Eastern Studies, VI (2): May 1970, pp. 212-214.

141 One of the most thorough, among the r e c e n t ly  published, is n .  II. Mon- 
ceeB , AipapHbiu cmpou coepeMetmou Typtfuu (Moscow: 1970), pp. 274 ff.

142 Ibid.,passim.
143 See also Yildiz Sertel, op. cit., p. 340.
144 E. J. Cohn, Turkish economic, social one political change: the development 

o f  a  more prosperous and open society (New York: 1970), pp. 145-149.
145 Ibid., p. 146.
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numerous, that suchland can never be allocated to them all, unless the share 
they receive is so tiny as to be uneconomical. The same strict doctrinaire 
approach, based on rigid adherence to Marxist ideology, is noticeable in 
the LPT’s contention that foreign investments are penetrating Turkey in 
order to exploit its raw materials and cheap labor. Actually, the few 
West-European and American companies that have opened branches in 
Turkey have done so mainly to protect their sales position in the Turkish 
domestic market and hardly export any of their products.146 Similarly, 
the party’s contention that American bases in Turkey exploit local 
workers and humiliate them is not supported by facts. In actual practice, 
they have created many new jobs, relatively well-paid, for local manpower 
and training in various skills for some of the Turks employed there. 
This is not of course to say that there were no social, economic and 
political evils in Turkey for the LPT to fight against. It is simply to point 
out that the party singled out — both in its ideology and for tactical use 
— those evils that accorded with its doctrinaire Marxist ideology. Whe
ther the facts actually fitted the situation, or whether the solution pro
posed went well with Turkey’s needs and possibilities, was not always 
considered in the party’s “aggressively articulate” 14? propaganda.

146 C f ibid., p. 147.
147 To borrow a term from Nuri Eren, “Turkey: prospects for democratic develop

ment,” Journal o f  Intematioitfil Affairs, XIX (2): 1965, p. 174.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



■ ’ - t ' ‘ ’ '• • ' - *

THE GROWING INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND 
PAN-TURK GROUPS

a. Islam and politics

Despite its obvious importance in Turkish politics, religion has not 
yet been adequately studied in this context.1 For centuries, Islam has 
been a powerful force in Turkey, institutionalized in the Establishment, 
although it has no clerical hierarchy of its own. It is now apparent that 
the Kemalist drive for secularization was less successful — particularly 
in Turkey’s rural areas — than was generally assumed at the time.2 The 
abolition of the Sultanate, the Caliphate, the Office of Religious Affairs 
and Pious Foundations, the closing down of the Islamic law courts and 
religious colleges, the introduction of secular, instead of religious, law, 
the change from Arabic to Roman script, and the definition of the Turkish 
Republic in an amendment to the constitution as “secular” were, indeed, 
national measures,3 but influenced the countryside only to a limited de
gree. The more remote a village from the capital, or from any large urban 
center, the more likely were its inhabitants to be hardly aware of the 
secularization laws (among others) and the more liable to ignore them — 
rather than resist them.4 Indeed, the government in Atatiirk’s time and 
in the years immediately following invested considerable efforts in disestab
lishing Islam, but did not persecute its adherents. It left religious practice 
to the conscience of the individual.5 Consequently, it brought seculariza
tion, in terms of everyday life and outlook, more to the towns and cities 
than to the countryside.6

1 Cf. $erif M ardin, Religion as ideology (N . p. [Ankara]: 1969) (Hacettepe 

University Publications, 1), pp. 1 1 -12 .

2 Bernard Lewis, The emergence o f  modern Turkey (London: 1961), esp. pp. 4 1 0  

f f . Cf. W. C. Sm ith, Islam in modern history (Princeton, N. J.: 1957), ch. 4  (“Turkey: 

Islamic reform ation?”). Paul Stirling, “ Religious change in republican Turkey,”  

MEJ, xn (4): A utum n 1958, pp. 395 ff .
3 See U riel Heyd, Revival o f  Islam in modern Turkey (Jerusalem: 1968), p . 11 .

4 Examples in J . S. Szyliowicz, Political change in rural Turkey: Erdemli, op. cit. 
and Paul Stirling, Turkish village, op. cit.

5 See D . A . Rustow, “ Politics and Islam in  Turkey 1 9 2 0 -1 9 5 5 ,”  in  R . N . Frye 

(ed .), Islam and the West (Hague: 1957), esp. pp. 8 2 -8 6 .

6 One o f the most interesting attem pts to  examine empirically popular attitudes 

in Turkey towards religion is §erif M ardin, Din ve ideoloji (A nkara: 1969).
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However, even among the urban intelligentsia, where secularization 
made more headway, religious sentiment did not disappear. In a survey 
carried out in the 1960’s of the religious attitudes of 673 male students 
(at the Faculty of Political Science in Ankara, the School of Social 
Welfare in Ankara and the Academy of Economics and Business Sciences 
in Eskisehir), it was found that 40.3% maintained that religion was 
highly important for them, 27.6% moderately so, while only 32.1% 
considered religion of little importance.7 While not necessarily represent
ative of all intellectuals — or even of all students — nevertheless this 
evidence is significant.

However it is the rural areas that remained the fortress of Islamic 
sentiment. After Ataturk’s death in 1938, village resistance to seculariz
ation became more noticeable. People in the countiyside were hit less 
by inflation than were the townspeople. Nevertheless during the Second 
World War and immediately afterwards, financial hardship contributed 
to a general feeling of discontent that for many changed their indifference 
to the non-religious attitude of the Republican People’s Party to resent
ment against the party — which they began to consider as anti-religious. 
Local religious leaders and others with grievances against the state autho
rities or the RPP fanned this initial resentment and accused the govern
ment, identified with the RPP, of imposing secularism on the Islamic- 
minded population. That this was fairly widespread is evident from the 
fact that the RPP — from 1946 in competition with other parties for the 
popular vote — made some important goodwill gestures towards the 
increasingly outspoken religious circles.8 * Of these, perhaps the most 
notable was the restoration of religious education in primary schools, as 
an elective subject, and the inauguration in 1949 of a faculty of theology 
(lldhiyat fakiiltesi) at Ankara University,9 to prepare qualified religion 
teachers for state schools.10 The dervish orders, which had continued 
to  exist underground, awoke to renewed activity in the late 1940’s,11

7 G . R . Field, “ Religious commitment and work orientations of Turkish students,” 

H um an O rganization  (Lexington, K y .), XXVII (2): Summer 1969, pp. 1 4 7 -1 5 1 . 

See also L . L . Roos, N . P. Roos and G . R . Field, “ Students and politics in Turkey,” 

D aedalus, LXXXXVII (1 ): W inter 1968, esp. pp. 19 5-1 96 .

8 F o r the  connection between the emergence of the m ultiparty system and the more 

permissive attitude towards religion, see E . D . Ellis, “ Turkish nationalism in the 

postwar w orld,” Current H is to ry , XXVI (210): Feb. 1959, pp. 8 8 -8 9 .

■ 9 O n which see H . A . Reed, “The faculty of divinity at A nkara,”  The M uslim  
W orld, XLVI (4): O ct. 1956, pp. 2 9 5 -3 1 2 ;  X LV Il (1 ): Jan . 1957, pp. 2 2 -3 5 .

■ i°  D etails in  B. Lewis, The emergence o f  m odern Turkey, pp. 4 1 2 -4 1 3 .

11 Cf. L . V. Thomas, “ Recent developments in  Turkish Islam ,” M E J, VI (1 ):
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and a stream of popular literature on Islamic themes was 
published.12

Here, indeed, was a new situation. Professor Eisenstadt, comparing 
Turkey and Mexico in a recent study, concluded that, among the major 
orientations of protest, some main ones came “from within the more 
traditional groups like the peasants and the orthodox Muslim circles in 
Turkey, which wanted to utilize the greater flexibility of the new setting 
for the implementation of the more traditional settings and goals.” 13 
Even though these were bound to come into conflict with more “modem” 
groups, such as professionals and intellectuals, the latter were a minority. 
Due to the arithmetic importance of the votes no political group in the 
multiparty period could afford to ignore religious feeling as a potent 
element in recruiting electoral support. While the RPP Cabinet must 
have had just that in mind in the years 1946-1950, with its retreat from 
uncompromising secularism, this was even truer of the Cabinets of the 
Democrat Party, from 1950 to I960.14 Indeed the importance in politics 
of religious sentiment increased during those years, as became clear in the 
1957 elections to the National Assembly.15

Nevertheless, the picture drawn by the rivals of the DP, portraying it 
as a party dedicated to religious revival,16 seems somewhat exaggerated. 
The DP did not give way on such vital issues as restoring the Pious 
Foundations to the management of religious leaders; further, the autho
rities, during the 1950’s, brought to court members of the outlawed 
dervish orders and ultra-religious groups, when these became too pro
minent.17 In fact the DP resisted demands by some of its members for

W inter 1952, pp. 2 2  f f .  Prof. Thom as’ article gives many perceptive illustrations. 

A  more recent work is Abdiilbaki G olpinarh, 100  soruda T iirkiye’de m ezhepler ve 
ta rik a tler  (Istanbul: 1969).

12 The subject is discussed by Paul Stirling, op. c it.  in M E J, XII (4): Autumn 1958, 

pp. 3 9 5 -4 0 8 .

13 S. N . Eisenstadt, “The development of socio-political centers at the second 

stage o f modernization —  a  comparative analysis of two types,” International Journal 
o f  C om parative Socio logy  (Leiden), VII: 1966, p. 135.

14 R . D . R obinson, “ Mosque and school in Turkey,” The M u slim  W orld , LI 

(2): A pr. 1961, pp. 10 7 -1 1 0 .

13 K . H . K arp at, “The Turkish elections of 1957,” The W estern P o litica l Q uarterly, 
XIV (2): June 1961 , pp. 4 4 3 ^1 4 4 .

16 T . Z . Tunaya, tsl& m cdik cereyam  (Istanbul: 1961), pp. 188 f f .;  Cetin Ozek, 

1 0 0  soruda: T iirkiye'de geric i ak im lar  (Istanbul: 1968), passim .

17 Cf. BUlent Daver, “ Secularism in  Turkey: a  dilemma in  Turkish politics,”

S B F D , X X II (1): M ar. 1967, p. 59 . ' '
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the abolition of secularism and an official return to Islam, and expelled 
them from its ranks.18 However, DP Cabinets did restore the Arabic 
call to prayer (instead of the Turkish) and allowed broadcasts of the 
Koran over the state-owned radio. Many new mosques were built — some
15,000 between 1950 and 1960—19 and Muslim tombs were reopened 
to the general public for devotions. In the case of the latter, the official 
reasoning was that they were to be considered historical monuments. 
The authorities, moreover, refrained from preventing intensive religious 
instruction to groups of children in many rural localities.20 Substantial 
funds were earmarked for religious education, including schools for 
prayer-leaders and preachers (imam-hatip okullari). These institutions 
offer a regular Turkish high-school education, but nearly half of the 
curriculum-hours are spent on courses in Arabic, the Koran and religious 
instruction. The faculty of theology at Ankara University also received 
considerable assistance in its development. Just six years after its estab
lishment in 1949 it had its own building, a large staff headed by seven 
professors, eighty-three students, and an annual budget of more than 
a million Turkish pounds.21

Later, DP candidates took full advantage of the above measures at 
election times — as did their opponents, who used Muslim sentiment 
frequently and sometimes in an equally unscrupulous way. Indeed, the 
small Nation Party was banned, and its leaders indicted in 1954, simply 
on account of its intensive propaganda for the restoration of the §eriat 
or Islamic traditional law.22

That there was a trend towards religion was by now obvious; yet 
interpretations as to its real significance varied. The “Neo-Kemalist” 
officers, responsible for the May 27, 1960 Revolution, appear to have

18 H . A . Reed, “ Secularism and Islam in Turkish politics,”  Current History, 
X X X II (190): June 1957, p. 338.

19 Acc. to  G . L. Lewis, in The Muslim World, LVI (4): O ct. 1966, p. 235. Biilent 

D aver, “ Secularism in  Turkey,”  SBFD, X X II (1 ):  M ar. 1967, p . 59 , mentions 5 ,000 

only. See also G o tth ard  Jaschke, “D er Islam in  der neuen Tttrkei: eine rechtsge- 

schichtliche U ntersuchung,” Die Welt des Islams, N . S ., I  (1 -2 ):  1951, pp. 1 6 2-1 63 .

20 Details in T . I I .  HattameB, TIpoceeufeHue e Typifuu e noeemuee epeMH (1923 - 1960) 

(M oscow: 1972), ch. 4 .

21 H . A . Reed, “ Revival o f Islam  in  secular Turkey,” MEJ, VIII (3): Summer 1954, 

p .2 7 3 . C f. The Muslim World, XLVI (1): Jan. 1956, pp. 8 1 -8 2 . See also Reed, “Turkey’s 

new im am -hatip schools,” Die Welt des Islams, N . S ., IV (2 -3 ):  1955, pp. 15 0-1 63 ; 

and his “ Religious life of m odem  Turkish M uslims,”  in R . N . Frye (ed.), Islam and 
the West, p . 111.

22 See also The Muslim World, XLUI (4 ): O ct. 1953, p. 306.
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been concerned23 about religion encroaching upon secularization in the 
spirit of Atatiirk. Although, in general, the officers were careful not to 
commit themselves openly on the issue, the 1961 Constitution, drawn up 
according to the guidelines of the National Union Committee and with 
its approval, was quite explicit on this point.24 It not only reaffirmed a 
general separation of Islam and state, as well as complete freedom of 
worship, but threatened with criminal prosecution and penalties any 
misuse of religion for political purposes. This is almost certainly an 
allusion to the misdeeds of the DP (and of some other parties) in this 
respect. No less relevantly, the 1961 Constitution envisaged enforced 
dissolution of political parties and other organizations manipulating 
religion for their own political ends.

The above constitutional provisions notwithstanding, little was done 
in the 1960’s to insulate religion from politics. As we shall see, the main 
change was probably in tone — the parties and other political groups 
being more careful, as regards religion in their propaganda. The memory 
of the 1960-1961 trials and the punishments meted out to members of 
the Democrat Party was still vivid during the 1960’s. In any case, religion 
received a fair amount of support from the authorities, as several exam
ples might illustrate. About six thousand new mosques were built between 
1960 and 1964,25 approximately the same annual rate as in the 1950’s. 
Islam, although still an elective subject, was given increasing attention 
in the curricula of the state schools.26 The imam-hatip schools grew 
swiftly, in the numbers of institutions, teachers and students.27 This is 
particularly noticeable in the late 1960’s:

23 Cf. the evidence of Ali F uat Ba§gil, Ilmin ifigmda giiniin meseleleri (Istanbul: 

1960), pp. 1 5 2-1 53 .

24 In  addition to  the constitution itself, see also Devereux, op. cit. in  M E A, X II 

(8): O ct. 1961 , esp. pp. 2 3 3 -2 3 4 . Bahri Savci, “ Laik gorti$ a?ismdan ‘anayasada 

inane hiirriyeti’nin miitalaasi,”  SBFD, X VII (2): June 1962 , pp. 17 9 -1 9 5 . Cetin 

Ozek, Tiirkiyede Idiklik: gelifim ve koruyucu ceza hukiimleri (Istanbul: 1962), pp. 

4%ff. Id ., “ Turk anayasa hukukunda laiklik kurali ve gelisimi,” Istanbul Vniversitesi 
Hukuk Fakultesi Mecmuasi, XXVII (1 -4 ):  1962, pp. 9 6 -2 0 7 . Muzalfer Sencer, Dinin 
Turk toplumuna etkileri (Istanbul: 1968), pp. 1 5 7-1 61 .

23 G . L . Lewis, op. cit. in The Muslim World, LVI (4 ): O ct. 1966 , p. 236.

26 F o r an  analysis on a comparative basis with Federal Germany and A ustria cf. 
H akki M avis, Almanya-Avusturya ve Tiirkiye'de din egitimi (Istanbul: 1970). Further 

details in Ismet Parmaksizoglu, Tiirkiye'de din egitimi (A nkara: 1966).

27 Based on the 1968 statistical yearbook o f  Turkey (A nkara: 1969), p. 115, table 

84; and, for 1 9 6 8 -6 9 , on its Ek yayin (“ supplement”)  (A nkara: 1970), p. 2 2 , table 84 . 

See the analysis of these statistics in  A . N . Yucekok, “ Tiirkiyede din egitim 

orgutlerinin illere gore dagilimi,” SBFD, XXV (2): June 1 9 70 , pp. 1 2 3 -1 4 1 . F or
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T able 9. tMAM-HATIP SCHOOLS, BY YEAR

School-year Teachers S tuden ts

1960-61 337 4,548
1961-62 388 5,375
1962-63 436 7,040
1963-64 484 9,824
1964-65 508 10,961
1965-66 558 13,478
1966-67 736 20,208
1967-68 1,090 29,132
1968-69 1,173 37,862
1969-70 1,263 44,275
1970-71 1,547 49,308

Religious education grew ever stronger in the villages,28 where most of 
the extra-curricular Koran courses were held. Of these, in the late 1960’s, 
about 10,000 were under the supervision of the government Authority 
for Religious Affairs, while another 40,000 were privately arranged each 
year — mostly during the summer months.29 Further, a great deal of 
religious literature was published and sold at low prices. The latter includ
ed both books and magazines — of which more will be said presently. 
All in all, observers familiar with the internal scene in Turkey were 
struck by the intensity of religious feeling throughout the country.30 
The topic of religion versus secularism remained a cardinal one in the 
1960’s and frequently arose in different forms of public debate.31

Two questions that one may ask at this point are: a. What type of 
literature were the proponents of Islam publishing in the 1960’s? and

an attack on these schools, cf. M. E. Bozarslan, H ila fe t ve iim m etgilik  sorunu (Istanbul: 
1969), pp. 359 ff.

28 R. B. Scott, “Turkish village attitudes towards religious education,” The M uslim  
W orld, LV (3): July 1965, pp. 222-229. Id., “Qur’an courses in Turkey,” ib id ., LXI 
(4): Oct. 1971, pp. 239-255.

29 Reported, for 1968, by Fehmi Yavuz, D in eg itim i  (Ankara: 1969), p. 22; and 
id., D in eg itim i ve toplum um uz (Ankara: 1969), pp. 70-72. The latter book contains 
considerable information on the place of religion at every stage of Turkish education. 
For statistics o f teachers and students of the Koran courses from 1932 to 1965, see 
Yusuf Ziya Bahadinli, Tiirkiyede e g itim  sorunu ve sosya lizm  (Ankara: 1968), p. 151.

30 Heyd, R eviva l o f  Islam  in m odem  Turkey, op. c i t . ,  passim . Franz von Caucig, 
“Um die Zukunft des Kemalismus in der Turkei,” A ussenpolitik  (Freiburg), XIX  
(10): Oct. 1968, pp. 629-630.

31 Bahri Savci,. “Laiklik prensibinin ‘Tiirkiye §artlan’ i?inde miitalaasi,” SB F D , 
XIX (2): June 1964, pp. 139-153.
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b. What organizations did they set up to further their goals and what was 
their political importance ?

The first question is easier to answer perhaps, due to the large number 
of such publications. As Professor Bernard Lewis has pointed out,32 
out of several thousands books printed in Turkey in 1939, only a dozen 
were on religious subjects. In the 1950’s, however, there were many more: 
in addition to popular booklets for the pious, there appeared works on 
Islam, the life of its Prophet and other dignitaries, Islamic history and 
mysticism, and commentaries on the Koran. The trend continued into 
the 1960’s, when numerous books and booklets were published, explain
ing the dogmas and rites of Islam in a simple, straightforward way to 
adults33 and schoolchildren.34 Textbooks for learning the Arabic of the 
Koran were printed.35 Collections of hutbes, or Friday-sermons,36 pro
vided the faithful with additional information, while books — on the 
history of Islam or certain of its episodes37 — were published for the 
more intellectual reader. Islamic classics were translated into Turkish, 
such as Muslim’s Sahih, al-Gazzali’s works, modernists like Muhammad 
Kutb, and others. A new Encyclopedia of Islam was prepared and its 
fascicles sold at a reasonable price. In addition a great amount of apologetic 
literature was written in the 1960’s, of which a characteristic example was 
the attempt to prove, by quotations from Western authors, that Islamic 
civilization was the real source of Western civilization.38 Perhaps the 
most suprising type of apologetic works were those striving to prove ■— 
with meticulous quotations — that Ataturk was a good Muslim.39

32 In his “Islamic revival in Turkey,” International A ffairs  (London), XXVHI 
(1): Jan. 1952, p. 42.

33 Such as Ali Kemal Belviranh, Isldm  prensip leri (1st ed.: 1962 ; 9th ed., Istanbul: 
1971), or Mehmet Karagiille, D ua ve kurtu luf (Istanbul: 1971).

3“* Ahmet Hamdi Akseki, D in dersleri (Istanbul: 1970). This 368-page book was 
especially prepared for the 4th and 5th grades in elementary schools.

35 E.g. Miinif Qelebi, Kur'an d ili a lfabesi ve okum a k a id e ltr i  (Ankara: 1970).
36 E.g. Ismail Cojar, M inberden m ii’m inlere  (2 vols., Ankara: 1970). Suleyman 

Ate?, H atip lere hutbeler  (2nd ed., Ankara: n. d. [1971]).
37 §ehbenderzade Filibeli Ahmed Hilmi, Isldm  tarihi (2 vols., Istanbul: 1971). 

Naci Ka?if Kiciman, M ediae  m iiddfaasi yah u t H ica z bizden nastl ayrild t (Istanbul: 
1971).

38 Ismail Hami Danijmend, Garp m enba’larm a gore  garp  m edeniyyetim n m enbai 
olan Isldm  m eden iyye ti  (2nd ed., Istanbul: 1971).

39 For such a collection o f Ataturk’s reflections on religion, see the booklet by 
Hafiz Ya?ar Okur, A ta tiirk le  on bej  y d :  d in t hatiralar  (N. p.: 1962).
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In number, books on religion and theology ranged from 150 (out of a 
total of 4,357) in 1961, to 291 (out of a total of 6,099) in 1966,40 but 
their impact might well have been greater than these figures indicate, as 
they were issued in inexpensive soft-cover editions which were sold in 
numerous shops and book-stalls — a fact which caused considerable 
worry to the champions of secularism.41 Several subjects seem to recur 
in many of these pro-Islamic publications:

a. Islam is a moral, desirable way of life.
b. The decline in Muslim faith and practice was a major cause of the 

fall of the Ottoman Empire.42 A return to Islam would bring back past 
glories: “A Great Turkey will be a Muslim Turkey.”43

c. No basic contradiction exists between secularism and Islam. 
Turkish secularism is not anti-religious; indeed, enlightened secularism 
supports Islam.44

d. Nor is there any contradiction between Islam and Turkish national
ism: they complement one another;45 indeed, Islam and Turkism are 
the two sacred foundations of Turkey,46 and Islam has consistently been 
an important element of Turkish culture;47 the Turks had come to the 
assistance of the Muslim world centuries ago and have continued to 
collaborate with it ever since.48

e. Equally compatible are Islam — the essence of oriental culture — 
and western civilization; a synthesis of Turkish Islam with West-Europ- 
ean civilization (in which the former would predominate, apparently) is 
both feasible and desirable.49

f. Consequently all the talk about “progressive” (ilerici) and “reac
tionary” (gerici) in Turkey and the classification of religious Muslims 
amongst the latter is complete nonsense — for what can be more pro-

40 1968 statistical yearbook o f  Turkey, op. cit., p. 121, table 93.
41 See Nadi, op. c i t . ,  pp. 218, 350 and passim .
42 E.g., Kadircan Kafli, T iirkiye’nin k a d e r i? (Istanbul: 1965), pp. 49 ff.
43 Ahmet Kabakh, M iisliim an T iirkiye  (Istanbul: 1970), p. 12.
44 E.g., A. N . Kirmaci, T iirk iye’nin ge leceg i  (Istanbul: 1965), pp. 43-45.
45 Miirjid Altayli. Tiirk m illiyetfi-top lu m cu  doktrinin um umi esaslari (Istanbul: 

1969), passim .
46 T iirkiye m illiye tfiler  birliginin gdriifii (N. p.: 1964), pp. 7-8.
47 Osman Turan, Tiirkiye'de mdnevi buhrart: din ve l&iklik (Ankara: 1964), pp. 

18 ff. Osman Keskioglu, Islam diinyasi dun ve bugiin (Ankara: 1964), pp. 8 ff.
48 This is the main thesis o f Yilmaz Boyunaga’s book, Dost ve diifman gdzii ile 

Tiirk-lsldm sentezi (Istanbul: 1970). See also Suleyman Siirmen, Vlkii kavgasi (2nd 
ed., Ankara: n.d.), esp. p. 135.
■ 49 A  leading exponent of this thesis was the late Peyami Safa, see his Dogu-bati 
sentezi (Istanbul: 1963). Cf. his earlier Tiirk inkddbma bakiflar (2nd ed., Istanbul: n.d.).
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gressive than faith, virtues, morals, and justice?50 If anything, Islam 
has always been distinguished by a forward-looking interest in the welfare 
of the individual and in the well-being of the worker, as well as by op
position to all forms of exploitation and of fanaticism.51 Indeed, so the 
argument goes, it is preposterous to note that the anti-religious have 
been labeling all anti-communists and all believers as reactionary!52

In other words, recent pro-Islamic literature in Turkey has identified 
Islam with the Turkish nation,53 an approach not merely restricted to 
the orthodox, but apparently quite prevalent among many Turks.54 This 
literature has also been prone to identify the non-religious, and particu
larly the anti-religious, with the communists and other groups, which 
are vehemently opposed.

In recent years, the spearhead of pro-Islamic literature in Turkey has 
been directed more against communists than against any other group. 
This seems to have been so both for inherent reasons (as the godlessness 
of communism was a constant challenge to faithful Muslims) and for 
tactical considerations (as denunciations of communism have always 
found a ready ear in Turkey). With arguments borrowed from Islamic 
writings and past history, communism was described as “ the deceitful 
enemy”55 and the persecutor of Muslims wherever it ruled.56 All types of 
leftism were lumped together as variations of communism.57 Much of the 
invective, naturally, was directed at communist activity in Turkey.58 
Socialism and communism, past59 and present,60 were considered poison

so E .g .,  Osman Turan, Tiirkiye’de s iy d si buhranm kaynaklari (Istanbul: 1969), 
pp. 104 ff. and passim . Suleyman Siirmen, L ider k im d ir l  (Ankara: 1967), pp. 77-80. 
Id., S ag-sol kavgasi (Ankara: 1969), pp. 195 ff.

51 Examples in Sadik Albayrak, Som iiriiye k a rfi tsldm  (Istanbul: 1971), passim . 
Faruk GUventiirk and Fuat Kadioglu, D in iftginda y o b a zh k , A ta tiirk fiiliik  (Ankara: 
1967), pp. 3 ff., 39-41.

52 Cf. Necmeddin Eri$en, Tiirkiyede altm ci f i lo  hddiseleri ve g e rfek  em peryalizm  
(Istanbul: 1969), p. 61. Fuat Kadioglu, G ericilik ve o tes i  (Zonguldak: 1965).

53 Ali Muzaffer Ersoz, M illi  s tra te ji  (Ankara: 1965), pp. 62-63 and passim .
54 Cf. Heyd, R eviva l o f  Islam  in m odern Turkey, pp. 25-27.
53 Salih Dogan Pala, S ag-sol m eselesi ve isldmin hiikmii (Bursa: 1966), p. 55.
56 E.g., Cavit Ersen, K iz il zindanlar (3 vols., several editions in the late 1960’s).
57 S. D . Pala, op. c it . ,  passim .
58 See for example Ibniitayyar Semahaddin Cem, tsldm ildhiydtinda $eyh Bedreddin, 

pp. 45 ff., where Nazim Hikmet is constantly referred to as “Nazim Hikmetof.”
59 A . Cerrahoglu, Tiirkiyede sosya lizm  (Istanbul: 1965). Ismail Sagirli (ed.), 

Ye$il kom iinizm  kavgasi (Istanbul: 1970).
60 See attack on Yon  articles concerning Islam, in A . Cerrahoglu, Isldm iyet ve 

O sm anh sosyalistleri; Is ldm iyet ve yoncii sosyalistler  (N. p.: 1964).
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and both alien and unsuited to a Turkey peopled by faithful Muslims.61 
Worldwide freemasonry,62 missionary activity,63 and “an international 
Jewish plot”64 were denounced, also, because of their alleged ties with 
communism. Indeed all were considered a single dark plot.

Such and related views, defending Islam and recommending it to the 
Turks, and defaming whatever and whoever was regarded as hostile to 
Islam, were not limited to books. Newspapers and magazines, too, voiced 
these opinions: many treated extensively, and sometimes even passion
ately, a diverse range of matteis related to Islam and Turkish attitudes 
towards it — including politics, economics, education, radio and televi
sion. A fair sample of these may be found in the collected articles of 
Ahmet Kabakli, a lawyer and lecturer, in the daily Terciiman and else
where, in the late 1950’s and through the 1960’s.65

An Islamic-minded press in Republican Turkey was not, however, a 
wholly new phenomenon; in the early 1950’s theie had appeared journals 
with a similar orientation, mostly rather poor in content.66 In the 1960’s 
the number of religious and theological newspapers and periodicals 
ranged from 13 (out of a total of 1,653), in 1962, to 24 (out of a total of 
1,739), in 1964.67 68 The dailies most closely identified with a pro-Islamic 
policy seem to be Bugun6& (“Today”), Babi Ali'de Sabah (“Morning”), 
Yeni Asya (“New Asia”), and Hakikat (“Truth”), all published in Istan
bul. Another Istanbul daily, the mass-circulation Terciiman (“Interpre
ter”) is generally sympathetic to Islam, although perhaps less committed 
than the other four. In general, all defended the §eriat and accused its 
opponents of atheism; secular intellectuals were branded as communists.69

61 Examples in Peyami Safa, S osya lizm , m arksizm , kom iinizm , a collection of 
articles edited by E. Goze and N . Kosoglu (Istanbul: 1971).

62 Cevat Rifat Atilhan, M asonluk n e d ir l  (4th ed., n.p.: n.d.). Id., M asonlugun if  
y iiz ii  (3rd ed., Istanbul: 1970).

63 E.g., Samiha Ayverdi, M isyonerlik  kar$ism da T iirkiye  (Istanbul: 1969).
64 Cevat Rifat Atilhan, Yahudi diinyayi n asd  istild  e d iy o r? (Istanbul: 1962). Id., 

F esa tp ro g ra m i vepro toko lla r  (Istanbul: 1968). Id., Ig n e lif tf i  (4th ed., Istanbul: 1969). 
Kemal Yaman (ed.), M ille t dii^manlanmn ihdnet pldnlari (belgeler) (Istanbul: 1971).

65 See Ahmet Kabakli, M iisliim an T iirkiye, op. c i t . ,  and M a b e d  ve m ille t (Istanbul: 
1970), passim .

66 Examples in B. Lewis, op, c it.  in International A ffairs, XXVIII (1): Jan. 1952, 
pp. 44-45.

67 196 8  s ta tis tic a l yearbook  o f  Turkey, op. c it .,  p. 121, table 94.
68 On which see M. §ahap Tan, Bugiin'iin dervifi (M ehm et § e vk e t E yg i) k im dir  ? 

(Istanbul: 1970).
69 C f. Gens, op. c it . ,  pp. 77-78 and passim .
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Among the weeklies, one may mention tttihad (“Union”), which started 
to appear in Istanbul on October 24,1967. Its publisher was Salih Ozcan, 
but its editor-in-chief and moving spirit was N. Mustafa Polat. The 
“statement of purpose” in its first issue left no doubt as to its goals. 
tttihad maintained that the Muslim world was beginning to awaken, 
faced as it was with the challenges of Western materialism and of the 
Northern (viz., Russian) sickness of atheism. It claimed, further, that 
social life, in all its aspects, was facing bankruptcy. The future, however, 
belonged to Islam, and no Muslim, therefore, should despair of the 
future. Faith in Islam could lead to a wholly new system, which might be 
arrived at by a union of all Muslims. The main goal of tttihad was to 
save Muslims from materialism and all types of atheism and to encourage 
the union of all Muslims so as to foster material and spiritual progress.

tttihad, indeed, pursued these goals persistently and ceaselessly. In
tended for the unsophisticated and written simply, it has been reporting 
steadily on Muslim affairs in Turkey and other countries. It has supported 
those domestic policies which have shown a favorable attitude towards 
Islam and has attacked those hostile to Islam — particularly communists, 
socialists and the Labor Party of Turkey. Since 1965 it has been also 
criticizing the “left-of-center” policy of the RPP. In 1971 it did not 
hesitate to attack the Erim Cabinet for supposedly being anti-religious. 7P 
Much of the information in tttihad was on Ottoman history or Muslim 
feasts and practices, which served as an incentive for the study of the 
Koran and Islam.70 71

Islam, a monthly appearing in Ankara from April 1956, continued well 
into the 1960’s.72 It was interested in distributing knowledge of Islam 
and teaching the Koran in Arabic, with a Turkish translation. Articles 
included expositions of Islam’s views on such matters as the position of 
women, medicine and bribery. The backwardness of Turkey was related 
to the neglect of Islam.73 Some articles dealt with events from Muslim 
history, others with current affairs such as the Turco-Greek dispute over 
Cyprus, which was presented in a pro-Muslim spirit.74 Supplements for 
Muslim youth were also published.75

70 tttihad, 182: Apr. 27, 1971, p. 10.
71 See also J. M. Landau, “Turkey from election to election,” The World Today, 

XXVI (4): Apr. 1970, p. 163.
72 The last issue to hand is September 1965. There may, however, be later ones.
73 hldm, July 1965, p. 295.
74 Ibid., Apr. 1965, pp. 219-220
75 Ibid., Nov. 1964, p. 300.
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A quarterly review, Islam Diigiincesi (“The ideas of Islam”), appeared 
in Istanbul, published by M. ihsan Babali and edited by ishak Erdebil. 
It began publication in March, 1967, that is at approximately the same 
time as Ittihad. Islam Dii§iincesi however was not involved in politics, 
but aimed mainly at instructing its readers in Islam and closely-related 
matters. Its writing was in a style replete with Aiabic terms, with the 
Turkish equivalents rendered in parentheses. It may still be appearing, 
but not regularly.76

Perhaps the most aggressive of all magazines with strong Islamic 
leanings is a relatively new weekly, Yeniden Milli Mucadele (“The 
Struggle for Independence — Anew” 77), which began publication, in 16 
pages, in Istanbul early in February, 1970. The publisher then was Omer 
Ziya Belviranli and the editor Selim Arko?. If anything, it is even more 
aggressive than Ittihad and slightly more sophisticated. The weekly has 
printed regular features on Muslim points of belief, sometimes going 
into a more detailed exposition of faith.78 It has included reports on 
Islamic events in Turkey and on Muslims abroad — such as in the Soviet 
Union, Kashmir, and North Africa.79 It has pursued a relentless cam
paign against communism, in almost every issue, and has connected the 
communists with other alleged enemies of Turkey — Christians (particu
larly missionaries)80 and Jews.81 Freemasons were attacked only slightly 
less violently.82

As we have said, it is more difficult to pinpoint organized Islamic 
movements in contemporary Turkey, although some information has 
•become available in recent years. While reports of the existence in 
Turkey of a widespread network of Islamic cells, manipulated by the 
international Muslim Brotherhood,83 seem exaggerated and unreliable, 
less systematic organized activity does continue. One knows, for instance, 
that there exist numerous religious associations (dernekler) to assist the

76 II (6): Nov. 1968; II (7): May 1969; II (8): Oct. 1969.
77 Probably referring to a renewal of Atatiirk’s War of Independence.
78 E.g., Yeniden M illi  M iicadele, 33: Sep. 15, 1970, p. 13.
79 Ib id ., 25: July 21, 1970, pp. 7, 11; 27: Aug. 4, 1970, p. 13.
so E .g .,ib id . ,27: Aug. 4,1970, pp. 1, 3,14; 28: Aug. 11,1970, pp. 11,13; 29: Aug. 

18, 1970, p. 2.
81 E.g., ib id ., 26: July 28,1970, p. 16; 27: Aug. 4,1970, pp. 7,11; 28: Aug. 11, 1970, 

pp. 6, 16; 29: Aug. 18, 1970, p. 16; 32: Sep. 8, 1970, pp. 5, 16; 33: Sep. 15, 1970, 
pp. 4, 14, 16.

82 E.g., ib id ., 29: Aug. 18, 1970, p. 4.
83 Ant, 64: Mar. 19, 1968, pp. 4-5; cf. ib id ., 66: Apr. 2, 1968, p. 6. Cf. Gen?, op. 

cit., pp. 135 and passim.
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imam-hatip schools, courses for learning Koran, pious institutions with 
a philanthropic character, and holy shrines and memorials.84 Mention 
should be made of Islamic groups within the University students’ organi
zations; the Turkiye Kur'an kurslari kurma, koruma ve idame ettirme 
dernekleri (“Associations for establishing in Turkey Koran courses, sup
porting them and maintaining their existence”); the Turkiye din adamlari 
yardimla§ma federasyonu (“Federation of associations for assisting men 
of religion in Turkey”); the ilim yayma cemiyeti (“Society for distribut
ing knowledge”) — claiming seventeen branches; the Yegil ay (“Green 
crescent”) —-an anti-alcoholism group; and numerous others — reach
ing, in 1968, 10,730, or 28.4% of all associations in the country.85 While 
these were not necessarily politically-slanted, they represented an impor
tant potential for recruitment to action in political organizations: some, 
indeed, combined social welfare activities with the imparting of politico- 
religious notions.

Religious groups with more obvious political aims had been common 
in the Ottoman Empire, and it is no wonder that they did not disappear 
overnight with the establishment of a Republic. The Ticani sect, for 
example, was active in the 1930’s, calling for the reinstatement of the 
call-to-prayer in Arabic, and even going so far as to smash statues of 
Atatiirk.86 The latter activity moved the organizations of Turkish 
students — nurtured on Ataturk’s reforms — to repeated protests.87 The 
Ticanis appear to have numbered several thousands.88

After the decline of the Ticani sect and its virtual disappearance from 
political activity, a more widespread religious order came to the fore — 
that of the Nurcular, or “disciples of Nur.” 89 Their founder and

84 See lists in the appendices to A. N . Yucekok, op. c it.  in SB F D , XXV (2): June 
1970, pp. 128-141.

85 Toker, So Ida ve sagda vuru^anlar, op. cit., p. 131. Gen?, op. cit., pp. 135-136. 
The most recent study, in considerable detail, is A. N . Yiicekok, Tiirkiye'de 
orgiitlenmif dinin sosyo-ekonomik tabam (1946-1968) (Ankara: 1971).

86 Bernard Lewis, The emergence o f  modern Turkey, pp. 401, 414. G. L. Lewis, 
op. cit. in The Muslim World, LVI (4): Oct. 1966, p. 236.

87 Nermin Abadan, “Values and political behavior of Turkish youth,” TYIR, 
IV: 1963, pp., 92-93.

88 Acc. to Marcel Colombe, “La Turquie et l’lslam,” R evue Franfaise de  Science  
P olitique, V (4): Oct.-Dec. 1955, pp. 761-771.

89 There is quite a body of literature on the Nurcular. See, e.g., Tunaya, lsldm cd tk  
cereyam , pp. 232-239. Qetin Ozek, 100 so ru d a ..., pp. 180-194. Neda Armaner, 
Nurculuk  (Ankara: 1964). Yilmaz Cetiner, Inane somiiriiculeri: nurcular arastnda  
b ir  a y  (Istanbul: 1964). Faruk Giiventurk, D in tftg i altinda nurculugun igyuzu  (2nd
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leader was Saidi Kiirdi, sometimes called Saidi Nursi (after the village 
Nurs or Nuris, where he was born in 1874 or thereabouts). Saidi had a 
traditional education only and participated in a conservative counter
revolution against the Young Turks in 1909. After the First World War, 
he found himself in a new situation. Until the beginning of the multi
party era in 1945, Saidi cautiously kept out of the limelight. He was 
careful not to speak against secularism, but rather for Islam, to his 
steadily increasing number of admirers. In 1945 he came into the open 
as their Ustad, or Master of an order. During the 1950’s, Saidi took 
advantage of the relatively favorable climate towards religion by travel
ing around the country, preaching and writing. Several volumes of his 
speeches and writings were collected both in his lifetime and after his 
death in Urfa (1960).

The Nurcular continued their activity in the 1960’s and appear to 
have increased their following.90 The crackdown on the Nurcular by 
the authorities after the 1960 Revolution and repeated arrests91 did 
not appear to hurt their popularity. They continued preaching and 
practicing their rites, in defiance of the law.92 A clandestine school of 
theirs was discovered in Kuleonii, a village in the province of Isparta, 
and raided by the police in January 1971. 85 students, aged between eight 
and twenty, wearing religious robes and turbans, were arrested while 
learning Islam and Arabic. Nine sacks of Nurcu publications were seized. 
The school was a boarding institution, housing students from sixty of 
Turkey’s provinces, while the official school, built in 1924, could not 
recruit enough pupils.93

The Nurcular considered Saidi a v e l i ,  or saintly person, who could 
perform such miracles as being in two places at the same time, move 
through locked doors, or live without food. They also considered him 
“a peerless philosopher,” but an examination of his basic ideas does not 
support this contention. They claim to be a twentieth-century interpreta
tion of the Koran — most suitable for our times. All the answers to con

ed., Istanbul: 1964). Golpinarh, op, c it .,  pp. 226-230. M. Sencer, Dittin Turk  
toplumuna e tk ileri, op. c it .,  pp. 218-224.

so See previous footnote. Conflicting reports about the Nurcular appear at 
intervals in the Turkish press.

91 See, e.g., Cum huriyet, Aug. 3, 5, 6 and 7, and Sep. 9, 1960.
92 See The T im es  (London), Dec. 31, 1962, for the arrest of fourteen Nurcular. 

C f. ib id ., Jan. 1, 1963.
93 Reported in the weekly O u tlook  (Ankara), V (219): Jan. 27, 1971, p. 12. The 

Nurcular also gave financial assistance to promising University students — thus 
training future cadres.
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temporary problems are in the Koran, and the Nurculuk (or doctrine of 
the Nurcular) brings them to believers. It claims to be not a tarikat, or 
dervish order, but a theoretical system, based on a spiritual idea of the 
need for a theocratic state to end “the 27-year period of irreligion.” 
Religious schools (to include instruction in Arabic) are to be established; 
indeed, Saidi demanded, in a letter to Menderes, that his collection of 
speeches, Risale-i Nur (“The message of light”), become a part of the 
curriculum in all of Turkey’s schools. The Nurculuk identified secularism 
with irreligion and considered them both contrary to Islam. Since Islam 
contains everything, it should be the basis of the state. The head of state 
and the members of the National Assembly ought to be religious Turks. 
There is no need for any constitution except the Koran, and the §eriat 
should be the law of Turkey. Saudi Arabia is cited as a successful example. 
The Nurcular frankly recommended polygamy, traditional dress and 
other measures consonant with the §eriat.

Without openly attacking Ataturk or daring to insult him, the Nurcular 
nonetheless condemned the era of his administration as one of irreligion 
and decline, which had opened the way for communist infiltration into 
Turkey. Such open accusations had been rarely voiced in the rule of the 
Republican People’s Party, but were more frequently heard after 1950. 
Indeed, there seems to have existed some form of tacit collaboration, 
based on a community of interests, between the leadership of the Demo
crat Party and the Nurcular. Insofar as it can be ascertained, this resulted 
in the authorities not generally interfering with the activities of Saidi and 
his followers. Although they called themeselves Hizb-iil Kur’an or “Party 
of the Koran,” the Nurcular do not appear to have set up a tightly-knit 
political organization, certainly not on the lines of the other political 
parties in Turkey. One may assume that setting up a formal Islamic 
party would not only have been contrary to the Turkish Constitution, 
but would have united against it all the secular elements and the existing 
political parties.

Consequently, several Islamic organizations planned to work clandes
tinely or semi-clandestinely. For instance, in the 1960’s, Cevat Rifat 
Atilhan, a former soldier and author of a hate-campaign against free
masons and Jews,94 set up a small group, the Islamic Democratic Party, 
which aimed at teaching village children, inter alia, “the sublime and 
moral bases of Islam, purified of accretions, superstitions and Jewish

94 See above, footnotes 62 and 64, for his books. C f  D . A. Rustow, op. cit., in 
R. N . Frye (ed.), Islam and the West, pp. 98-99.
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fabrications.” 95 Another example was an underground association, the 
Suleymancilar (“Suleymanists”), in Turkey’s more remote Eastern pro
vinces. Named after its founder, Suleyman Seyfullah (1863-1946), the 
group preached a type of popular Islam, extremist in character, whose 
goal was a theocratic state. Meanwhile, they condemned anything foreign 
as the work of the devil, and those supporting foreign works — as the 
army of the devil. Indeed, they considered themselves an army against 
anything from abroad. They were great partisans of, and participants in, 
the Koran courses. Some of their leaders were educated at al-Azhar in 
Cairo and at the Umayyad Medrese in Damascus.96

The Nurcular and some lesser groups continued their missionary 
activities — on the fringe of legality — in the 1960’s, further eroding the 
country’s secularist structure. While their clandestine activities in those 
years are not known in detail,97 the frequent calls in Bugiin in the late 
1960’s for mass prayers and Holy War reflected their views. Also, it ap
pears that some Muslim organizations in Turkey were involved in student 
demonstrations, during which they raised banners calling for a “Muslim 
Turkey,” or proclaiming that “ Islam is coming!” 98 Anyway, the military 
authorities considered these organizations, particularly the Nurcular, 
enough of a danger, in the months immediately following the presenta
tion of the March 12,1971 military Memorandum, to have many of their 
members arrested and brought to trial charged with subversive activities. 
According to the Turkish press, in August 1971 six Nurcular were sen
tenced to prison terms of up to nine years on charges of religious agita
tion, while three others were found innocent. Early in September of the 
same year, fifty-four Nurcular were brought before a military court in 
Izmir and accused, in a 36-page charge, with having organized religious 
meetings intended to destroy the existing order in Turkey and set up, 
instead, a state based on the geriat. The accused were 6 preachers (vaiz), 
3 merchants, 2 lawyers, 1 journalist, 2 engineers, 14 students and 26 
workers and peasants.99

95 Quoted by H. A. Reed, “Secularism and Islam in Turkish politics,” Current 
History, XXXII (190): June 1957, p. 338.

96 Cetin Ozek, 1 0 0  soruda e tc ., op. c it . ,  pp. 200-202. Golpmarh, op. c it .,  pp. 225-226. 
Gen?, op. c it . ,  pp. 230-235.

97 It is known that their supporters were occasionally brought to court and charged. 
See Daver, op. c it . ,  in S B F D , XXII (1): Mar. 1967, p. 65. For subsequent years, 
see Gen?, op. c it . ,  pp. 156 ff.

98 D er S p iegel weekly, June 30, 1969, p. 100.
99 A k sa m , Sep. 3, 1971. Yankt, 29: Sep. 13-19, 1971, p. 21.
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While the trials of the Nurcular in 1971 were not as spectacular as 
those of the leftists accused of conspiracy, bank robbery, and murder, 
they were equally significant as an indication of persistent political 
activity. What is also interesting is the fact that — like the Turkish left, 
which was inspired, and possibly assisted, by an ideology from abroad — 
the Muslim right, too, was assisted by extreme religious organizations in 
Saudia and Jordan. From 1967 Ahmet Selah el-Ali, a Palestinian living 
in Lebanon, was reported to be increasingly active in Turkey, first for 
the Islamic Hizb-iit Tahrir, a fanatical underground political party banned 
in Jordan,100 and set up a central office in Beirut; then, for an Islamic 
organization in Saudia, Rabitat-iil Alem-i Islam. El-Ali reportedly held 
public meetings in Ankara, Konya and Nigde, and formed branches of 
the above politico-religious organizations in these towns. At those meet
ings, religious and political tracts were read and interpreted, and plans for 
broadening propaganda activities discussed (with the setting up of a 
theocratic state in Turkey as a final goal). The boldness of Hizb-iit 
Tahrir reached its peak in May 1967, with the publication and distribu
tion of political handbills dealing with current events in Turkey.101 The 
police was alerted. In August 1967, several leading members of the party 
were arrested. In the following month, the police broke up a party cell, 
which comprised Jordanian students of agriculture at Ankara Univer
sity.102 In July 1968, too, many other party members were arrested.103

Indeed, in the late 1960’s, the involvement of Islamic circles in politics 
became increasingly evident. At a national convention of mukaddesatgis 
(or “ those revering sacred Islam”), held in Bursa early in 1968, it was 
claimed that sovereignty was Islam’s, not the nation’s; that the law 
courts ought to be based on religion; and that in Islam, religious and 
state affairs were conducted together.104 Further, there were indications 
that a sustained effort was being made by religious circles to infiltrate 
education — particularly the universities — the press, the judicial system, 
and even the military forces.105 Indeed, such activities were supported, 
possibly even co-ordinated by a new body with political aims, set up on 
November 18,1967. Named Milli Miicadele Birligi(“Union for National

100 For its ideology and objectives, cf. J. M. Landau (ed.), M an, s ta te  an d  soc ie ty  
in the contem porary M iddle E a st (New York: 1972), pp< 183-188.

101 See text in A n t, 23: June 6, 1967, p. 6.
102 Cum huriyet, Aug. 6 and Sep. 8, 1967.
102 Toker, Soldo ve sagda vurufanlar, op. c it . ,  pp. 137 ff.
104 See Nadi, op. c it .,  pp. 386-387.

Cf. ib id ., pp. 452-454, 461-462. See also Gen?, op. c it .,  pp. 8 8 # .
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188 INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

Struggle”), it claimed to represent a “wide front of the scientific right” 
of all trends — based on Islam and patriotism. Moreover it frankly 
fought leftism and secularism by oral and written propaganda and through 
its branches within the imam-hatip schools.106

These activities notwithstanding, no political party could be established 
with Islam as its platform. This was patently impossible in the Kemalist 
Republic; neither the Neo-Kemalism of the National Union Committee 
nor the military command would have allowed it in the 1960’s. Indeed 
the Party Law of 1965 explicitly forbade the establishment of political 
parties conflicting with the principle of secularism. So it was not before 
the beginning of 1970 that an Islamic group set itself up formally as a 
fully-fledged political party.

The Party for National Order (PNO) (Milli Nizam Partisi) was founded 
on January 26, 1970, by Necmettin Erbakan and was closed down on 
May 20, 1971,107 * as part of the drive undertaken by the military to dis
band and bar from active politics both the radical left and the Islamic 
right. While the left was more spectacularly involved in physical violence, 
by late 1970 the Islamic Right, too was echoing a similar activism in 
its call for a “Revolutionary Religion” (devrimci din).l0S

Erbakan had been a Professor at the Technical University, worked in 
several industrial enterprises then and was also the secretary and after
wards the chairman of the Union of the Chambers of Commerce and 
Industry.109 In politics, he had been a prominent leader of the Justice 
Party, where he was credited with heading the more conservative, Islamic- 
minded faction. An extreme advocate of private initiative, Erbakan was 
trying to outbid Demirel.110 Shortly before the 1969 elections to the 
National Assembly, he fell out with Demirel; the latter knew that Erba
kan was challenging him as party leader, and also wished to give the JP 
a younger, less conservative look. The JP vetoed Erbakan’s candidacy; 
he succeeded nevertheless in being elected to the National Assembly as 
an independent member from Konya. After maneuvring for a while, 
Erbakan became Chairman of the newly-founded party.111

106 Gene, ib id ., pp. 235-246.
107 C f. Yankt, 13: May 24-30, 1971, p. 9.
i° 8 See, e.g., Talat Halman, in M illiy e t 1 9 70 , op. c it . ,  p. 300.
i°9 E. Guresin, “Yeni parti,” Cum huriyet, Jan. 27, 1970.
no Varhk Y illi§i 1 9 70 , op . c it .,  pp. 18-19.
in  On the foundation of PNO, cf. D ev le t,  44: Feb. 2, 1970, pp. 4—5. M illiy e t  

1970, pp. 155-157. The Guardian, Jan. 28, 1970. L e M on de, Feb. 6, 1970. See also the 
following footnotes.
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ISLAM AND POLITICS 189

Other leaders of the party elected in its first meeting on January 26, 
1970, were Hasan Aksay, responsible for organization, propaganda and 
information; Ahmet Tevfik Paksu, head of electoral affairs and of groups 
affiliated to the party; Suleyman Arif Emre, Secretary-General; Ismail 
Miiftuoglu, Assistant Secretary-General and Omer Faruk Ergin, Accoun
tant-General (treasurer).112 Some were ex-JP members, all were conserva
tive in their politics. The press and the public considered the new party 
and its leaders committed to the bolstering of Islam in Turkey by political 
means. Both the Bugun and Babi Ali’de Sabah dailies, strongly supporting 
Islam, hailed the PNO. The former, indeed, was apparently the only 
newspaper to announce the party’s establishment even before it was set 
u p ;11  ̂it assured its readers that the PNO would be a party of rightists.114 
The latter was even more vehement in its support. It greeted the PNO as 
the party expected by every mukaddesatfi115 in Anatolia,116 the answer to 
all those who thought that the JP had veered leftwards,117 a right-of- 
center party to protect the real interests of all rightists.118 The proof, from 
the point of view of Babi AlVde Sabah, was that the party was truly 
anchored in Islam.119

The founding congress of the Party for National Order convened in 
A nkara, on February 8, 1970. The party leadership claimed that 1,500 
people joined it on the day of its foundation,120 and about 500 attended 
the above congress, where speeches were made, slogans supporting 
religion displayed, and poems against freemasonry and communism 
read.121 The party seems to have recruited some support from among 
well-to-do townsmen and devout Muslim villagers122 and to have invested 
no little effort in establishing branches throughout Turkey. Unconfirmed

112 B abi A lV de Sabah, Jan. 28, 1970.
H3 Refik Ozdek, “Yeni parti,” Bugun, Jan. 25, 1970.
114 Bugun, ibid.

ns Or “one who respects sacred things.” This is frequently used instead of 
“Islamist,” as employing the latter term might stir up the angry opposition of the 
secularists.

116 “Yeni bir parti,” B abi A lVde Sabah, Jan. 28, 1970.
U7 Ismail Oguz, “Mill! nizam partisi,” ibid. This refers to the “new look” given 

by Demirel to his Cabinet after the 1969 elections.
n s Miinewer Aya$li, “Selamlariz,” ib id ., Jan. 31, 1970.
119 Necmi Hakkatapan, “Mill! nizama dogru,” ib id ., Feb. 13 and 14, 1970.
120 Yeni Gun, Feb. 9, 1970.
121 Ibid.
122 Tekin Erer, “Mill! nizam partisi!” Son H avadis, Feb. 2, 1970. Cf. Muzaffer 

Sencer, T iirkiye’de siyasa l partilerin  sosya l tem elleri, pp. 364-372.
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190 INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

reports have it that known Nurcular were among the members;123 the 
support of commercial circles, mainly in Anatolia, was more in evidence. 
There is a vivid description of how Erbakan set up a branch of the party 
in Kiitahya on November 21, 1970, after careful preparations.124 
Erbakan himself arrived in Kiitahya for the event and was met by such 
cries as “The commander of the army of faith is coming!” or “The 
renovator of our time has come!” 125

Erbakan had maintained at its foundation that the party was ideolo
gical126 with a forward look.127 Its program128 set out to prove this claim 
in a hundred paragraphs. Its “basic aims” were listed as realizing the 
potential of the Turkish nation for morals and virtue, bringing order, 
freedom from anxiety and social justice to society, happiness and peace 
to all Turks, and moral recovery, based on the positive sciences and 
technology. Further, the party called for moral and material progress, a 
synthesis of Turkey’s great historical values and the democratic rule of 
law — to bring about prosperity and happiness, together with a civiliza
tion that would serve as a model for the world.

While the program emphasizes its devotion to true democracy, anyone 
reading between the lines of the preamble or the paragraphs that follow 
can see that the PNO is no less devoted to Islam. While the party was 
legally prevented from inscribing Islam in its program, the constant 
repetition in the document of “morals and virtue,” ahlak ve fazilet (both 
Arabic terms with strong Islamic connotations) was a clear indication of 
its general orientation. The program explained social justice, too, in 
terms of morals and virtue; it defended freedom of conscience, but also 
stood for the need for religious education. It opposed the exploitation 
of religious feelings for political gains, but approved at length of the 
work of the government Authority for Religious Affairs (Diyanet i$leri 
te§kilati) and of its importance as well as that of other religious bodies; 
for all these the party demanded full freedom of action. Perhaps the 
clearest indication of the party’s attitude toward Islam was its stand on 
secularism (§ 6). While it could not legally oppose secularism per se, it 
affirmed that the party opposed any interpretation of secularism which

123 See Gens, op. cit., pp. 230, 307.
124 As reported by Erer, “Erbakanm bankasi,” Son Havadis, Dec. 24, 1970.
125 “Iman ordusunun kumandam geliyor!” “Asrin muceddidi geliyor!”
126 C f Babi Ali'de Sabah, Feb. 12, 1970.
127 Cumhuriyet, Jan. 27, 1970.
D8 Published in the press, then reprinted by Ferruh Bozbeyli, Parti programlart, 

op. cit., pp. 395-432.
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might be hostile to religion. In saying this, the PNO actually adopted 
one of the basic tenets of the first program, dated 1945, of the now defunct 
Democrat Party, namely, that the DP “rejects the erroneous interpreta
tion of secularism in terms of enmity towards religion.” 129

Probably the same positive attitude towards Islam, and the desire to 
capitalize on religious feeling, which had moved the DP in 1945, moved 
the PNO in 1970. However, while in the DP’s program, it had a relatively 
inconspicuous place among 87 other points, in the PNO’s program, 
although one of 100 paragraphs, the approach to religion permeated the 
document and gave the party as Islamic a character as the laws of Turkey 
permitted. The omission, too, of any reference to Atatiirk in the PNO’s 
program was hardly accidental.

At least as important as the program, for practical considerations, 
was the image which the Party for National Order attempted to create in 
Turkey. While several commentators were reminded of Necip Fazil 
Kisakiirek’s ideology,130 and others of that of Nazism,131 there were 
those who took it at its face value as an extreme Islamic party. Erbakan 
himself tried to emphasize that the PNO was different from all other 
political parties,132 as well as truly progressive in many respects.133 Two 
somewhat more detailed expositions of his views, as party leader, are 
instructive. The first is from the beginning of 1970, the other from the 
end of the same year, that is roughly spanning the first year of the party’s 
official existence.

In a press conference Erbakan gave on January 26, 1970, he announ
ced134 that the newly-founded Party for National Order would accept 
anyone as a member except freemasons, communists and Zionists. The 
party stood for democracy, social justice,135 freedom of conscience and 
other liberties, an orderly administration, planning and development 
with special attention paid to Turkey’s underdeveloped areas. The PNO 
strongly opposed any form of population-planning or birth-control, 
both of which it considered detrimental to the national interest (and

129 Quoted by D. A. Rustow, op. cit. in R. N. Frye (ed.), Islam  and the W est, 

p. 91.
130 F. Atay, “Politika,” D unya, Feb. 12, 1970.
131 Erer, in Son H avadis, Feb. 2 and Dec. 24, 1970.
132 Abdi ipek?i, “Bir kisim sagcilar i?in yeni bir ?ati ” M illiy e t,  Jan. 27, 1970.
133 Ahmet Gttner, “Mill! nizam partisi,” Bugiin, Feb. 9, 1970.
134 Reported in Cum huriyet, Jan. 27, 1970.
135 Which he characteristically termed “ i?timai adalet,” using the Arabic term, 

not “sosyal adalet,” more generally employed in Turkey.
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192 INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

opposed to Islam, presumably). The party’s “new order” was to include 
the abolition of the Senate, limitation of the membership in the National 
Assembly to 300, election of the State President directly by the people, 
strengthening of the national morals in the universities, radio and tele
vision, and the overhauling of education.

This presentation of party goals was amplified by Erbakan in a lengthy 
speech in the National Assembly at the end of December 1970.136 Invest
ing himself with the role of public censor, Erbakan expressed stiff opposi
tion to Turkey’s increasing ties with the Common Market. Of special 
interest are his main arguments, specifically based on an Islamic ap
proach. According to Erbakan, the Common Market had been set up 
by six Catholic states and was essentially a Jewish and Zionist organiza
tion. His view was that Turkey would do better to strengthen its connec
tions with the world’s 1,000 million Muslims.

Many of his views are identical with those expressed in the weekly 
Yeniden Milli Miicadele, so much so, that some well-informed people in 
Turkey believe that this magazine is the mouthpiece of the Party for 
National Order. The fact that the first issue was published on February 
3, 1970 — a week after PNO’s foundation — is pertinent in itself. How
ever, the party was short-lived and seems to have been of limited signifi
cance as a political force, chiefly as a symptom of the importance of 
Islam and of its potential in the mainstream of Turkish politics. The 
weekly, however, has continued publication regularly during 1971, after the 
party was banned. Recent issues have continued to reflect Erbakan’s views 
and even echo his style, although they do not mention the party.137

Nurcular, the Party for National Order, and several other groups, 
differed in their ideologies from dervish orders and strictly religious 
organizations in at least one important respect — their attitude towards 
Turkish nationalism. By talking and writing about a relatively new con
cept, Islam milliyetgiligi, or “ Islamic nationalism,” 138 their spokesmen 
attempted to identify Turkish nationalism and Islam. As they emphasized 
repeatedly, Islam was a strong contributing factor to the formation of a 
Turkish nation, and the Turks were the foremost soldiers of Islam.

136 Reported by Tekin Erer, “Ka? yalan soyledi?” Son Havadis, Dec. 25, 1970.
137 For a scathing attack on this weekly, see Toker, Soldo ve sagda vurufanlar, 

p. 105. In 1971, before the party was banned, PNO had published a magazine for 
its youth organization, Tek nizam (“Unique regime”) which appeared in Ankara 
twice a month.

138 Literally, “The nationalism of Islam.” See Qetin Ozek, 100 soruda ..., pp. 
193 ff.
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One of the most appealing formulas for such a synthesis was worked 
out by the influential Dr. Riza Nur (1879-1942). During the Kemalist 
era, Riza Nur daringly called for a return to Ottomanism. While he 
accepted the Republican form of government, he wanted Islam to be the 
official religion and the Arabic script to coexist with the Latin script. At 
the same time there was a strong Pan-Turk streak in Riza Nur’s ideology. 
He advocated a reunification of all Turks, led by those of Anatolia.139

b. Pan-Turk trends

Most thinkers who preached a combination of Islam and Pan-Turkism 
conveniently disregarded such objective difficulties as that while practically 
all Turks were Muslims, certainly not all Muslims were Turks. For this 
reason and others, an almost diametrically-opposed view was taken by 
certain radical Pan-Turk groups which, without openly disowning Islam, 
relegated it to a secondary place, emphasizing the national-radical element 
in their ideological framework and propaganda activities. As we are 
unable to deal with all nationalist ideologies in contemporary Turkey,140 
we will examine Pan-Turkism only, especially because it became one of 
the cardinal doctrines in the radical response of the political right in 
Turkey in the late 1960’s.

To be distinguished from Pan-Turanism (a movement that aimed at 
the union of all Turkic, Mongolian and Finno-Ugric peoples), Pan- 
Turkism141 still attracts many Turks. Although it has earlier origins, 
Pan-Turkism started about one hundred years ago, chiefly in the writings 
of intellectuals who were looking for a common bond as a response to 
Ottoman weakness and military defeat. Although there were varying 
points of view, it seems that the common denominator of these Pan-

139 For an evaluation of Riza Nur’s personality and work, see Cavit Orhan 
Tutengil, Doktor Riza Nur iizerine iif yazi — yankilar— belgeler (Ankara: 1965).

i-to For several o f these, see I. E. Darendelioglu, Turkiyede milliyetfilik hareketleri 
(N. p.: 1968) (further: Darendelioglu, Milliyetfilik) and K. H. Karpat, “Ideology 
in Turkey after the revolution of 1960: nationalism and socialism,” TYIR, VI: 1965 
(publ. 1966), pp. 68-118.

141 There is a considerable literature on Pan-Turkism. See, e.g., B. Lewis, The 
emergence o f  modem Turkey, pp. 342 ff. C. W. Hostler, Turkism and the Soviets', 
the Turks o f  the world and their political objectives (London: 1957). Id., “The 
Turks and Soviet Central Asia,” MEJ, XII (3): Summer 1958, pp. 261-269. 
S. A. Zenkovsky, Pan-Turkism and Islam in Russia (Cambridge, Mass.: 1960); a 
Turkish translation appeared in 1971. Frank Tachau, “The search for national identity 
among the Turks,” Die Welt des Islams (Leiden), N .S.,V H I: 1962-1963, pp. 165-176. 
Zeki Velidi Togan, Hdtiralar (Istanbul: 1969).
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Turkists (and of those who followed) was the unity, as a people, of all 
tribes of Turkic descent, from the Eastern Mediterranean to Sinkiang, 
and from the Volga to southern Anatolia. The premise of Pan-Turkism 
was the common heritage of all these from a joint stock in Central Asia. 
First cultural in character, early in the twentieth century Pan-Turkism 
acquired a political nature. New associations and clubs discussed Pan- 
Turkism and published journals supporting the idea. During the First 
World War, Pan-Turkists hoped for union with their brethren in Russia, 
and, indeed, Enver Pasa died in attempting to lead into battle soldiers of 
Turkic origins in Russia. However, the establishment of the Soviet Union 
and its growing might temporarily dampened these hopes. Atatiirk 
worked hard to instill into his people feelings of Turkish patriotism for 
the new Republic, instead of vague sentiments for a nebulous Pan-Turk 
homeland. In the Second World War the Germans cleverly used Pan- 
Turk aspirations to form military units of Soviet war prisoners of Turkic 
descent. However, although official circles in Turkey were interested in 
the future of Turkic communities in Soviet Central Asia, in case of a 
possible Soviet defeat in the war, and although certain negotiations with 
the Germans in the matter were initiated, the Turkish government was 
careful not to commit itself prematurely.

The officially reticent attitude of their government by no means dictated 
the hopes and attitudes of private individuals or groups in Turkey. 
In the course of the Second World War, various circles in Turkey absorb
ed Nazi propaganda; these were pro-German and admired Nazism, 
which they grasped as a doctrine of warlike dynamism and a source of 
nationalist inspiration, on which to base their Pan-Turk and anti-Soviet 
ideology. In the years immediately following the War, Pan-Turkism 
remained fashionable in certain circles, including the younger generation 
at school in the 1930’s or early 1940’s. At that time the teaching of history, 
literature and language had been permeated with the concept of the 
Central Asian heritage and with racist myths associated with it. In the 
1950’s, when the Cabinets of the Democrat Party took a more permissive 
attitude towards Islam, Pan-Turk nationalism acquired a conservative 
religious tinge — at least in the countryside, where militant teachers 
added an Islamic ingredient to Pan-Turkism.142

Pan-Turk sentiment has been expressed in various ways. The press 
frequently reported news concerning “ the Outer Turks” (Di$ Turkler);

142 See Karpat, op. cit., in TYIR, VI: 1965, pp. 87-89. Karpat maintains that in 
the 1960’s nationalism of this type was on the defensive (ibid., 89-91). If so, it was 
a very articulate and energetic defensiveness.
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in the 1950’s and 1960’s, pamphlets appeared, and politicians used these 
sentiments skillfully. All in all, there has been considerable interest in, 
and alertness towards, the situation of the Outer Turks, particularly when 
they had grievances. There were reactions among the Turkish public, 
expressed at meetings and street-demonstrations, and in the press, 
whenever it was felt that a group of Outer Turks was in danger of losing 
its Turkish identity — as, for example, when the communist regimes in 
the Soviet Union and China intensified their shaping of Turkic peoples 
into a new mold, or the Turks in Kirkuk were reportedly denied permis
sion by the Iraki authorities to learn Turkish,143 or the position of the 
Turks in Cyprus was felt to be in danger.

Journals supporting Pan-Turk nationalism such as Bozkurt (“Grey 
Wolf,” symbol of the ancient Turks), appeared during the Second World 
War. It was published from 1941 and was edited by Reha Oguz Turkkan 
who also later set up a clandestine Pan-Turk organization.144 Another, 
the weekly Qnaralti (“Undei the Plane-Tree”), edited by Orhan Seyfi 
Orhon, appeared from 1941 to 1944. Tanridag (a name for the Tien 
Shan mountain-range, home of the ancient Turks) started publication in 
May 1942, with Riza Nur writing the editorials.145

At the end of the Second World War, Pan-Turk groups started their 
activity anew, several with racist, Nazi-style, undertones. Probably the 
most prominent Turk active, at that time, in Pan-Turkism was Necip 
Fazil Kisakurek, a poet and writer. Among his numerous works are 
several plays,146 a 600-page biography of Abdul Hamid II (first serialized 
in Yeni Istanbul),147 a collection of essays of an autobiographical charac
ter,148 and a book of precepts, mainly on Islam.149 His chief claim to 
fame, however, is that he started the publication of an aggressive maga

143 in  this case, the Iraki authorities went to the trouble of denying it in a book 
written by the Iraki press attache in Ankara, Ibrahim Dakuki, Irak Tiirkmenleri 
(Ankara: 1970). This is a translation from the Arabic. For a work defending the Turks 
in Irak, see Kadir Misiroglu, Musul mts'elesi ve Irak Tiirkleri (Istanbul: 1972).

144 See also his lleri Tiirkfiiliik ve partiler (Istanbul: 1964), passim.
145 For this and others, cf. Darendelioglu, Milliyetfiiik, pp. 202 ff.
146 Para (1st ed.: 1942; 2nd ed., Istanbul and Ankara: 1970). Reis bey (1st ed.: 

1964; 2nd ed., Istanbul and Ankara: 1971). Kanli sank  (Istanbul and Ankara: 1970).
147 ulu Hakan Abdiilhamid HQn (2 vols., 2nded., Istanbul: 1970). This respectful, 

revering book broke a taboo; Abdul Hamid II had been under constant attack in 
Republican Turkey.

148 Ydanh kuyudan — hapishane hatiralari (1st ed.: 1955. 2nd ed., Istanbul and 
Ankara: 1970).

149 Efendimiz, kurtarictmiz, miijdecimizden nur harmam (Istanbul: 1970).
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zine, Buyiik Dogu (“The Great East”)150 and was also apparently the 
main ideologist of an association bearing the same name. The association 
appealed to Islamic sentiment, in fanatical terms, simultaneously attack
ing secularism, westernization, freemasonry and Jews. In May 1951, 
the association disbanded voluntarily to avoid pending legal prosecu
tion, but reorganized a year later as Yeni Buyiik Dogu (“New Great 
East”).151 It seems to have disbanded soon after, but Buyiik Dogu 
continued to appear on and off for a while152 and, in 1954, its criticism of 
Atatiirk’s reforms brought sharp protests from student associations in 
Istanbul.153

In the quarter-century following the Second World War, a relatively 
large number of periodicals appeared supporting the Pan-Turk cause. In 
several, one senses the influence of Nazi racist theories.154 Azerbaycan, 
which in 1971 was in its twentieth year of publication, had the following 
English sub-title: “Monthly Turkish cultural periodical of Azerbai- 
dzhanian Turks.” Its commitment to the cause of this community of “Outer 
Turks” has never been in doubt. Published by iskender Akiizum and 
edited by Ahmet Karaca, it has systematically featured anti-Soviet and 
anti-communist articles, along with poems about Azerbayjan and its 
Turks, selections from their prose, poetry and folkore, and a chronicle of 
events, mostly a list of Soviet persecutions.155 In a similar vein, the in
terests of the Outer Turks in Turkestan are taken up by a magazine, which 
appears irregularly, entitled Milli Tiirkistan (“National Turkestan”). It 
is particularly worth noting that it appears in Diisseldorf, and is written 
in both Latin and Turkic characters, with an English summary, which 
suggests that it is directed at Turkish workers in Federal Germany, 
Turkic people in Turkestan, and world opinion. It usually contains strong 
attacks of the Soviet Union and its policies.156

iso Cf. B. Lewis, in International Affairs, XXVIII (1): Jan. 1952, pp. 44—45. Acc. 
to Karpat, op. cit. in TYIR, VI: 1965, p. 86, n. 1, the Democrat Party supported the 
magazine financially.

151 Reported by H. A . Reed, “Secularism and Islam in Turkish politics,” Current 
History, XXXII (190): June 1957, p. 338.

152 It is not known exactly when it ceased publication. N ot to be confused with 
the monthly Buyiik Tiirkiye 1970, appearing in Istanbul since 1970.

153 See Biilent Daver, in SBFD, XIV (3-4): Sep.-Dee. 1964, pp. 51-52.
154 For some others, cf. Darendelioglu, Milliyetfilik, esp. pp. 367-383. 

Darendelioglu himself publishes and edits the Istanbul monthly Toprak (“Earth”).
155 A  typical issue, in this respect, is the 57-page issue of January 1971.
15« E.g., M illi Turkestan, XVII (28): Jan.-May, 1970.
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Two monthlies of a much wider appeal, both with marked Pan-Turk 
leanings, began appearing in Ankara in the 1960’s. Turk Kiiltiirii (“The 
Culture of the Turks”) started publication in 1962. It is a prestigious 
journal, comprising both scholarly and popular articles, mainly literary 
and historical studies concerning Turkish civilization. Nevertheless, Turk 
Kiilturii bills itself as “the magazine of the Turkish world.” 157 While it 
would be unwise — and, probably, illegal — to proclaim its Pan-Turk 
sympathies more fully on the cover, this clearly indicates its general tone. 
The monthly carries articles with a Pan-Turkish content and often ex
presses its Pan-Turk sympathies in the monthly essays on Turkish na
tionalism. Turk Kiilturii also opens its pages to anti-communist pro
paganda, written by such well-known anti-communists as Fethi Tevet- 
oglu.158

Turk Birligi (“The Union of Turks”) was founded in April 1966 by 
Kerim Alhan, who is still the publisher-editor. It is more socio-political 
and less sophisticated in character then Turk Kiilturii. There is little 
doubt, however, about its Pan-Turkism. The first issue of Tiirk Birligi 
proclaimed that it was “a nationalist, cultural and artistic monthly — 
the voice of Turkism in Anatolia, the Caucasus and Azerbayjan.” 159 
From the second issue until the time of writing, this was changed to “a 
nationalist, cultural and artistic monthly [which] works for Turkish 
unity and Turkism.” 160 The general goal of Tiirk Birligi was expressed in 
numerous articles on current events, history and language, in stories, 
plays and poems concerned with Turkish nationalism and the past and 
present situation of the Outer Turks, particularly in Azerbayjan and 
Turkestan, whom the monthly hopes will one day be joined with their 
brethren in Turkey. The Soviet Union is presented as the enemy not only 
of Turks, but of all good people.161 Not surprisingly, Tiirk Birligi also, 
opposes all forms of socialism in Turkey.162

Possibly the most distinguished of the Turkish fighters for Pan-Turkism 
was Professor A. Zeki Velidi Togan (1890-1970), who fought for the

157 Literally, “o f the world of Turks” : “Tiirk Kiilturii Turk diinyasmin dergisidir.”
158 See, e.g., Tiirk Kiilturii, IV (42): Apr. 1966, pp. 512-518.
159 “Anadolu, Kafkas, Azerbaycan Tiirkliigiiniin sesi aylik, milliyetgi, kiiltiir ve. 

san’at dergisi.”
160 “Tiirk birligi, Tiirkliik i?in galijir aylik, milliyetgi kiiltiir ve san’at dergisi.”
161 E.g., a biting attack on the Soviet intervention in Czechoslovakia, reprinted 

from Cumhuriyet, in Tiirk Birligi, III (30): Sep. 1968, pp. 3-6.
162 E.g.-, Sayilgan’s article in Tiirk Birligi, I (9): Dec. 1966, pp. 5-6.

I..
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198 INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

cause indefatigably by political action, speech and writing.163 Among his 
published works are very useful scholarly studies on Outer Turks, their 
history, literature and languages: some are colored by Pan-Turk pro
paganda, others are free of it. Perhaps Togan’s most significant work on 
Pan-Turkism is a collection of articles and speeches on the subject dating 
from the 1950’s and the 1960’s and reprinted as “The Values of Tur- 
kism.” 164 In this book Togan emphasized the danger for Turkey in the 
long-range plans of organized communism and socialism and maintained 
that the idea of Pan-Turkism had more relevance than ever before. As 
he understood it, in a world sharply divided into two opposing camps, 
with two different ideologies, the Russians would be doing their utmost 
for the speedy Russification of all the peoples in the Soviet Union; this 
is exactly what Pan-Turkism should actively strive to prevent.165

Works by others on Pan-Turkism are generally more popular and 
easier to digest. Some have explained nationalism, at least to some 
extent, in Pan-Turk terms.166 Others have tried to prove that the Kurds — 
in Turkey, at least — are really Turks.167 Still others have dealt with 
the history of Pan-Turkism abroad, particularly in Russia.168 A favorite 
subject has been that of current Pan-Turk problems, such as Soviet 
Turkestan and the grievances of Turks there.169 This is especially im
passioned in its forceful protest against what it describes as “the Russifi
cation of the Turks in Turkestan.” 170 Written with equally deep feeling 
are works on the Turks in the Caucasus, which accuse the Soviet autho
rities of genocide during the Second World War and after against these 
people — complete with documents and photographs.171

163 See his memoirs: Hdtirat, op. cit., and other works. An English translation 
of Hdtirat is in preparation (at Brill, Leiden), under the title Memoirs. Turkestan 
and the nationalist and cultural struggle o f the Muslim Eastern Turks.
, 164 Turkliigiin mukadderati iizerine (Istanbul: 1970).

!65 ibid., esp. pp. 88 ff.
166 E.g.. among the more recent ones, Ali Kemal Meram, Turkfiiliik ve tiirkfiiliik 

miicadeleleri tarihi (Istanbul: 1969); Ibrahim Kafesoglu, Turk milliyetfiliginin mesele- 
leri (Istanbul: 1970).

167 K. M. Fahrettin, Kiirtler'in tiirk’iigii (Ankara: 1968). Mahmut £apar, Dogu 
illerimizdeki afire tier in tiirkliigii (Istanbul: 1972).

168 E.g., liber Ortayli, (farhk Rusyasinda Turkfiiliik hareke fieri ve Gasptrali Ismail Bey 
(Ankara: 1968). Tahir Qagatay, Kizil emperyalizm (4vols.,Istanbul-Ankara: 1958-1969).

169 Ziyaeddin Babakurban, Di$ Tiirkler ve Tiirkistan ddvasi (Istanbul: 1962).
170 Ibid., pp. 20 ff. See also Ann Ergin, The voice o f  Turk ism (Istanbul: 1964); 

H. Ali Gakar, Tiirkistan drami (Istanbul: 1972).
I7* E.g., Ahmet Hazer Hizal, Kuzey Kafkasya (hiirriyet ve istikldl ddvasi) (Ankara: 

1961).
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We have already referred to the not easily reconcilable concepts of 
Islamism and Pan-Turkism. While certain works with Pan-Turk content 
rejected Islam as not consonant with Pan-Turkism (or Turkish nation
alism, for that matter),172 others attempted to prove that all, or most 
Turks — in Turkey and abroad — were Muslims and that the Turkish 
bond is (or should be) cemented by Islam.173 The latter view, which did 
not sound implausible to an untrained mind, was not altogether convinc
ing for intellectuals. Some of these, particularly if trained in a secularist 
approach, have looked for another basis for their Pan-Turk ideology. 
They have found it in recent years in nationalism, or milliyetgilik, which 
in certain circles has plainly meant “chauvinism.” The possibility of a 
common bond between chauvinism in Turkey and Pan-Turkism is fairly 
obvious. Casting around for what other peoples had said about nation
alist ideologies, certain Turkish writers were fascinated by racist the
ories.174 They found, indeed, some support in earlier works of Turkish 
ideologists such as Ziya Gokalp.175 It was only a short step to agitation 
against the non-Turk minorities, such as the Greeks and Americans, e.g. 
in the book “Turkey above everything.” 176 A racist approach to nation
alism and such agitation (although some said they should not be over
emphasized) suited the “Vision of a Great Turkey,” which is, incident
ally, the name of Mehmet Kaplan’s collection of articles.177

Mehmet Kaplan, a professor of literature at Istanbul University, is 
a well-known figure in milliyetgi or “nationalist” circles. As Kaplan and 
others saw it, for “the Great Turkey of tomorrow” 178 179 milliyetgilik 
could provide all the answers, in such fields as the character of the political 
regime, socio-economic reforms and education. 1?9 In other words, the

172 Necmeddin Erijen, Tiirkiyede altinci filo hddiseleri ve gergek emperyalizm 
(Istanbul: 1969).

173 Enver Aydm Kolukisa, Dinde tiirkgiiliige doniig (Ankara: 1970). A  somewhat 
similar approach had been taken earlier by Kisakiirek in his above Biiyiik Dogu, 
as well as in several of his books.

174 See, e.g., Mehmed izzet, Milliyet nazariyeleri ve midi hayat (Istanbul: 1969), 
esp. pp. 40-49, discussing “nation and race” (milliyet ve irk).

175 Cf. ibid., p. 42. On Gokalp’s views, cf. Niyazi Berkes (ed.), Turkish nationalism 
and Western civilization: selected essays o f  Ziya Gokalp (N. Y .: 1959); and Uriel 
Heyd, Foundations o f Turkish nationalism: the life and teachings o f  Ziya Gokalp 
(London: 1950).

176 Cemal Anadol, {Ne Amerika, ne Rusya) Her geyin iistiinde Tiirkiye (Istanbul: 
1970). See pp. 34-36 for agitation against the minorities.

177 Mehmet Kaplan, Biiyiik Tiirkiye riiyasi (Istanbul: 1969).
178 Cf. ibid., p. 17 and passim.
179 See, for another example, Ali Muzaffer Ersoz, M illi strateji (Ankara: 1965).
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20 0 INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

'milliyetgis tried to offer an overall plan for Turkey’s future, which would 
rival in its scope — as well as in its goals and strategy — the programs of 
the Turkish leftists. Just as the Turkish left offered a multitude of solu
tions, so the milliyetgis presented a variety of plans for making Turkey 
great again and fighting communism — apparently the only two goals on 
which a consensus existed among milliyetgis.18° Some milliyetgis wrote 
and spoke for a “scientific nationalism” (bilimsel milliyetgilik),181 an 
answer to “scientific socialism.” Others were the proponents of a “na
tionalist socialist system” (milliyetgi toplumcu diizeri) which, they explain
ed, had nothing to do with the national socialism of the Third Reich but, 
father, concentrated on a type of nationalism that was to benefit the 
people by emphasizing socio-economic development.!82 This, again, 
appears a studied reply to the claim of Turkish leftists to monopolize 
socio-economic reform. Yet others added a Pan-Turk ingredient to their 
milliyetgilik, maintaining that bringing the Outer Turks into the fold 
was essential to making Turkey truly great again. Indeed, the exponents 
o f  Pan-Turkism practically always worked among the milliyetgis and 
sought their support in organized political activity. Actually, because 
Pan-Turk activities were illegal in Turkey, the proponents of Pan-Turkism 
had to organize and act within and through various nationalist groups, 
such as the Biiyiik Dogu association.
. Their clandestine ness or semi-clandestineness notwithstanding, some
thing is known of organized Pan-Turk activities.183 Based on strong nation
alist sentiment and anti-Soviet feeling in the years immediately after the end 
of the Second World War, several nationalist associations sprang up of a 
marked Pan-Turk character. Perhaps the most noteworthy ones were the 
Turk Kiiltur Qaligmalari Dernegi (“Association for Studies on Turkish 
Culture”) and the Turk Genglik Teskildti (“Group of Turkish Youth”), 
both set up and led by university students in 1956.184 These and several 
others were established with the goal of promoting historically-hallowed 
Turkish ideals, encouraging and assisting Outer Turks, and resisting the

iso For a combination of these two in the doctrine of milliyetgilik, see Tevetoglu, 
'Agikliyorum (Ankara: 1965), pp. 253-262 and passim.
■ -181 E.g., ’ Gokhan Evliyaoglu, Bilimsel milliyetgilige giri$. Nerede duruyoruz 

(Istanbul: 1971).
182 See Kurt Karaca, Milliyetgi Tiirkiye. Milliyetgi-toplumcu diizen (Ankara: 1971). 

Tahsin Yahyaoglu, Tarim kentleri. Milliyetgi-toplumcu diizen (Ankara: 1971).
183 Darendelioglu, Milliyetgilik, although not always objective, is one of the main 

sources for inside information about nationalist and Pan-Turk organizations.
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spread of communism in Turkey.185 They supported the publication and 
distribution of milliyetgi books and magazines, and organized nationalist 
meetings and anti-communist demonstrations. Since their goals were 
practically the same, the two organizations and several smaller ones fused 
in May 1951 into Turk Milliyetgiler Dernegi (“Association of Turkish 
milliyetgis").

During the 1950’s the Association of Turkish milliyetgis was in contact 
with various groups and organizations defending the cause of the Turkish 
minority in Cyprus.186 Indeed, the identification of many Turks on the 
mainland with their brethren in Cyprus injected a more palpable element 
of Pan-Turkism into the activist milliyetgi groups. Some claimed that the 
Turks in Cyprus were in danger of being persecuted by a Cypriot majority 
that was both Greek and communist; they considered Cyprus a part of 
Turkey. Later, in March 1961, demonstrations and marches were arran
ged by several milliyetgi groups in order to commemorate and protest 
the persecution by the Iraki authorities of Outer Turks in Kirkuk, two 
years earlier.187 Turkish journalists, who had been invited to visit the 
Soviet Union, soon afterwards, wrote on their return articles about the 
Turkic minorities there — which inflamed public feeling in Turkey still 
further.

During the 1960’s with the general rise in political participation, at least . 
partly as an answer to growing leftist activity, the increase in milliyetgi 
organization and activity was very much in evidence. Among the many 
new groups of milliyetgis which sprang up throughout Turkey, one of the 
most important was the Turkiye Milliyetgiler Birligi (“Union of Turkish 
Nationalists”), which was established at a general congress in Ankara in 
August 1964. It actually drew mainly on the membership of another 
group, the Turkgiiler Dernegi (“Association of Turkists”), which had been 
set up somewhat earlier. The 1964 congiess elected as Chairman of the 
Union of Turkish Nationalists Nejdet Sangar, and as Vice-Chairman Dr. 
Hikmet Tanyu, both well-known political writers and personalities who 
supported milliyetgilik and Pan-Turkism. The Union of Turkish Nation
alists was an association of militant patriots whose center was in Ankara 
and which soon opened branches in Istanbul, Kayseri, Adana, Mersin, 
Tarsus, Polatlr, Bogazlayan, Antalya, Izmir and Yesilhisar. In addition, 
many “hearths” or “homes” (ocaklar) were inaugurated. All these were

185 cf. Karpat, op. cit. in TYIR, VI: 1965, p. 87. ,
186 For some of these, see Darendelioglu, Milliyetgilik, pp. 215 ff.
187 Cf. ibid., pp. 302-303.
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202 INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

meant to instill milliyetgi consciousness and drum up support for the 
Union of Turkish Nationalists. The Union also published works advocat
ing nationalism and Pan-Turkism.188

Led by other, probably rival personalities (in this case, Professor Ibra
him Kafesoglu), a general congress of milliyetgis was convened in 1967, 
which decided on organizing a seminar, as part of their second general 
congress, in Istanbul in May 1969. The 216-page proceedings of the 
latter189 aie instructive. Five committees of the seminar separately 
debated the communications presented to each, and afterwards presented 
their reports to a plenary session of the congress. The first committee 
dealt with milliyetgilik and its problems. One of its interesting conclu
sions was that, as in the early twentieth century, Turkish milliyetgilik 
still had to fight against separatist and underground movements of mino
rities190 and, simultaneously, to be active against destructive trends that 
endanger Turkey.191 The second committee discussed education, the 
arts, and the press. Inter alia, it sounded a note of warning that the largest 
teachers’ federation, since its 1962 convention in Aydin, was led by a 
group of self-avowed leftists. The third committee dealt with economic 
and development matters, including reform in land-holding and natural 
resources. The fourth committee debated Turkey’s geopolitical situation 
and foreign relations. This included a discussion on the Outer Turks, 
which were listed by countries and claimed to total 69,500,000.192 The 
fifth committee discussed the relationship between milliyetgilik and 
morality and religion. It asserted unequivocally that Islamism (Miislii- 
manlik) was an integral component of milliyetgilik and ought to be an 
integral part of the education for milliyetgilik.193

The conclusions of the fifth committee in the 1969 congress of the 
milliyetgis are a reminder of the interrelation of some milliyetgi groups 
(or their leaders, at least) with Islamic circles in Turkey. Another example 
of this connection and its relevance for political action in the 1960 s is 
expressed in a pamphlet, published in Turkish, Arabic and English. The

188 Such as Tiirkiye milliyetgiler birligi’nir, gorii-ju (N. p.: 1964) or its 3 mayis 
tiirk fillergiinii antolojisi (vol. I, Ankara: 1967). For this Union, see also Darcndelioglu, 
Milliyetgilik, pp. 351-352. Toker, Soldo ve sagda vurwjanlar, p. 159.

189 Milliyetgi Tiirkiyfye dogru (10-11 Mayis 1969da yapilan milliyetgiler ilmi 
seminerinde varilan neticeler) (Istanbul: 1969).

190 Probably refers to  the Kurds.
191 That this refers to Marxism is evident from the report, Milliyetgi Turkiye'ye 

dogru, op. cit., p. 47.
192 Ibid., pp. 180-181.
193 Ibid., esp. pp. 190-198.
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English title is A memorandum concerning Great Turkistan which we 
offer to the governments and heads o f states o f  all Muslem and peace loving 
countries about the resolutions passed, but not put into practice by the 
Muslem Conferences.194 The memorandum was prepared by Isa Yusuf 
Alptekin, self-styled “Former secretary-general of the Eastern Turkistan 
government. President of the national centre of Eastern Turkistan.” 
This is an interesting document, both in terms of contents and presenta
tion. It claims to be an authentic protest against the physical suffering of 
Outer Turks ruled by the Soviet Union and Communist China, their 
deprivation and harsh treatment, as well as against the planned efforts 
to assimilate them against their will, by Turkey’s “ two arch enemies.” 
The memorandum was presented in 1962 to two World Muslim Con
gresses held, respectively, in Karachi and Mecca; in 1963 to the World 
Muslim League, the founders of which were then meeting in Mecca; in
1964, to the 6th World Muslim Conference, held in Mogadishu; and, in
1965, to the General Islamic Congress, assembled in Mecca. The memo
randum concludes that, despite the positive decisions in these gatherings 
in support of the Turks and Muslims of Turkestan, absolutely nothing 
has been done.

A further example is the case of an active and well-known organiza
tion of milliyetgis, whose main goal was to fight communism in Turkey, 
as its name plainly indicated, Tiirkiye Komiinizmle Miicadele Dernegi 
(“Association for Fighting Communism in Turkey”).195 Three associa
tions bearing this name, differently staffed, have been active in Turkey — 
in Zonguldak between 1950 and 1953, in Istanbul between 1956 and 1960, 
and in Izmir since 1963. All three, while idealizing the small town menta
lity and moral values of Anatolian society, have drawn part of their 
inspiration from Pan-Turkism. Their chief objective has remained to 
oppose communism. The first of these three associations, headed by 
Nejdet Sangar, published various anti-communist tracts and rented 
Zonguldak cinema halls to show anti-communist films. The second, led 
by Burhanettin §ener, called on the youth of Istanbul to join the struggle 
against communists, anarchists and traitors. Public lectures were orga
nized, and — since the association had been joined by students — high 
caliber lecturers were invited. Among these were renowned thinkers like 
Peyami Safa and University Professors like A. Zeki Velidi Togan. The

194 Istanbul: 1967.
195 On which see Darcndelioglu, Milliyetfilik, pp. 222-224, 286-289, 353-360. 

Karpat, op. cit. in TYIR, VI: 1965, pp. 87-88.
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third association, however, appeals to be the most active of the three. 
Set up by forty-one persons from all walks of life,196 it aims simultaneous
ly at fighting communism and strengthening the values of Turkism — 
chiefly the patriotic sentiment. Branches were speedily established 
throughout Turkey, reportedly reaching 110 in 1965.197 For a brief 
while, State President Cemal Guise! agreed to serve as the association’s 
honorary president — which lent it considerable prestige. The associa
tion organized numerous lectures and meetings, addressed by such known 
anti-communists as Professor Ibrahim Kafesoglu, Kadircan Kafli, Necip 
Fazil Kisakurek, Aclan Sayilgan, Fethi Tevetoglu, and Ilhan E. Daren- 
deliogu. It also published several books, including a translation of the 
Pankowski Memoirs, and encouraged the printing of nationalist and 
anti-communist articles in the Turkish press.19« The association appears 
to have enjoyed strong support among conservative, Islamic circles. Its 
funds weie reportedly provided by the Justice Party, and by allocations 
from the budgets of provincial councils and of other bodies which sympa
thized with the association.199

While it may be premature to assess the full scope of Islam and of 
Pan-Turkism in the recent domestic politics of Turkey, it would seem 
that this is far greater than is generally thought, particularly when both 
are used, separately or jointly, to redefine Turkish nationalism. The 
next chapter provides a concrete example.

2 0 4  INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

196 For a Hst of their names and occupations, see Darendelioglu, Milliyetgilik, 
pp. 353-354.

197 Ibid., pp. 355, 357. Acc. to p. 360, the number of branches later rose to 177. 
For a detailed distribution, by years and localities, see A . N . Yiicekok, Tiirkiye’de 
demek gelipmleri (1946-1968) (Ankara: 1972).

198 Of these, one may get an idea from the monthly Komunizme ve Komiinistlere 
K arp Turk Basim, appearing in Ankara from early 1965.

199 See Gen?, o p .c it ., pp. 25, 30-33, 76-77 — which lists the allocations by the 
quarters o f Istanbul.
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THE POLITICAL RESPONSE OF THE RIGHT:
TURKEY UBER ALLES

a. H istory and organization

While a legally constituted Marxist party was in existence during the 
1960’s, the extreme right did not formally organize a political party until 
1965. This Was so probably because the right — as one understands the 
term in Europe — was amply represented in the Democrat Party (later 
in the Justice Party) and smaller right-of-center political parties. To a 
large extent, the extreme right formed a political party in response to the 
left’s having done so. From the end of the Second World War (if not 
earlier), radical anti-communist youths, chiefly among university stu
dents, had rioted against Ankara University professors and lecturers 
suspected of communism to obtain their dismissal (among them Behice 
Boran, in 1947). Similarly in Istanbul the National Student Union was 
active in fighting communism in Turkey.1 Such events were repeated, 
and the mood for organizing a party of the extreme right was there: the 
change-of-order concept, introduced by the 1960 Revolution and the 
1961 Constitution, provided the opportunity; the establishment and 
activity of the LPT provided the motive; milliyetgi and Pan-Turk groups, 
strongly anti-leftist, provided the support.

The Republican Peasant National Party (RPNP), or Cumhuriyetgi 
Kdylu Millet Partisi,2 represented — as of 1965 — a radical group that 
might be termed the militant party of the Turkish right.

As the takeover of this party in 1965, when it changed its earlier cha
racter and became a new organization in everything but name,3 was 
mainly the work of one man, Tiirkes, it is to his career and personality 
that we turn first.4

1 Karpat, Turkey’s politics, pp. 372-374.
2 Literally, “The Party of the Republican Peasant and of the Nation.”
3 Except for party publications there is little material on the RPNP, especially 

since 1965. See however Dodd, pp. 157-162. Kijlali, pp. 59-65. N. Abadan, Aitayasa 
hukuku ..., pp. 209-225.

4 Outside his own party (and attacks by his political opponents), very little has
been published on Ttirke?. See, e.g., Fuat Ulus and M. Ozda£, Alparslan Tiirkes 
(Ankara: 1965). Fuat Ulus, Ute liderler (Ankara: 1965), esp. pp. 13-15. Bekir Berk 
and N . M. Polat, Islami hareket ve Tiirkes (N. p. [Istanbul]: 1969). Weiker, op. cit., 
pp. 125-127, was among the first to note Turkey’s importance and potential; see 
also ibid., pp. 69, 121, 130, 131, 137. -

„ CHAPTER SIX _  . ; :
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206 THE POLITICAL RESPONSE OF THE RIGHT

A colorful and controversial figure, Alparslan Turkes was born in 
1917 in Cyprus, in Nicosia (which the Turks call Lefkose) and lived 
there until he was fifteen years old, when his family moved to Istanbul. 
He was a voracious reader of history, literature (including journals of 
all kinds), and philosophy, a fact he always took care to emphasize. He 
graduated from the military academy in 1938 and chose the army as his 
career. In 1944 he was involved in an anti-communist demonstration, 
arrested and tried (apparently for his pan-Turanian propaganda — of 
which more below). Although acquitted, the affair haunted him; to his 
opponents it proved his extremism, and to his admirers his devotion to 
nationalism. Later he wrote a book on the episode,5 6 stressing his patri
otic behavior. He spent some time in Germany, served in the office of the 
Turkish military attache in the United States (he reads and speaks Eng
lish fluently), then in the NATO command in Ankara. In 1957 he appears 
to have been one of a group of colonels and other ranking officers who 
planned a military movement to prepare a coup d’etat (which was not, 
however, carried out).5

Turkes, then a colonel, had been deeply involved in the plot which 
brought about the May 27,1960 Revolution. It was he who first announ
ced over the Turkish radio that a military coup had sparked the Revolu
tion. He soon became Executive Aide to General Cemal Giirsel, the 
head of the National Union Committee (NUC) which had carried out 
the coup, and which continued to guide the fortunes of Turkey for the 
next year and a half. Other officers envied his privileged position and the 
fact that people listened to what he said, and some admired his speeches, 
which were widely reported in the press.7

At the same time, however, there seems to have existed a serious 
cleavage of opinion which also involved Turkes.8 The NUC was divided 
on the best way of achieving reform (that there was a pressing need for 
reform was about the only matter on which all NUC members agreed). 
A group of fourteen officers in the NUC — generally, junior in rank and 
younger than the others — the spokesman of most of whom was Turkes, 
although not opposing democracy as an intrinsic value, stood for strong

5 Alparslan Tiirke?, 1944 millipetgilik olayi (Istanbul: 1968).
6 According to Ali Fuad Bajgil, La revolution militaire de 1960 eti Turquie, op. cit., 

p. 172.
7 See e.g., Gokhan Evliyaoglu, MilliyetgiUgimizm on hedefleri (Istanbul: 1962), 

pp. 19-20 —  reprint o f an article written on November 7, 1960.
8 Already mentioned briefly in ch. 1. See also B. H . .hamuic®, Cpeduue caou e 

noAummecKOu oku3hu coepemmiou Typquu (Moscow: 1968), ch. 4.
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handed social and educational reform, in the spirit of Atatiirk. They 
maintained that authoritarian rule was well known in Ottoman history 
and had been reintroduced in Republican Turkey by Atatiirk himself; 
and that only the military could provide such government. They added 
that, in any case, the people considered the military as representing the 
state. Consequently, it was obvious that only the military could lead 
Turkey into the atomic age. It followed, these officers said, that continued 
military rule was preferable to early parliamentary elections.9 Their 
view has been admirably summarized by Rustow, “Dynamic and author
itarian leadership is required to secure social justice, mass education, 
and economic development; since bickering politicians are incapable 
of such leadership, the military must provide it.” 10

Apparently, in 1960 Turkes and his radical colleagues felt strong 
enough to initiate the dismissal of 147 university teachers. However, 
those elements opposing Turkes and favoring a speedy return to a 
multiparty, parliamentarian regime, had the upper hand. Twenty-three 
of the NUC’s thirty-seven members (one of the original thirty-eight, 
Irfan Bastug, had died in a car accident) decided to expel the other four
teen from the NUC. Turkes, who was sent to New Delhi, was one of 
several expellees posted to Turkish missions abroad. However the four
teen kept in constant touch. Several met in Paris in October 1961, then 
all gathered in Brussels in July 1962.

In February 1963 Turkes returned triumphantly to Turkey and soon 
entered politics.11 He was briefly detained after Aydemir s second 
attempted coup in May 1963 and probably suspected of having been 
implicated. Turkes’s first political commitment (in writing, at least), 
appears to have been a 72-page booklet he wrote, together with two of 
his closest associates among “ the fourteen,” Rifat Baykal and Muzaffer 
Ozdag. The book contained the defence12 by each of his share in the 
1960 Revolution and subsequent events. It also included an introduction,

9 See Bahri Savci, “Bir otoriter ideoloji denemesi Uzerine miitalaalar,” SBFD, 
XVIII (3-4): Sep.-Dee. 1963, pp. 71-103. Cf. Ba$gil, op. cit., p. 173, who maintains 
that Turke? wanted the military to retain power for four years.

10 D . A. Rustow, “The military. B. Turkey,” jn: R. E,,Ward and D . A. Rustow
(eds.), Political modernization in Japan and Turkey, p. 384. ;|

11 F.-W. Fernau, “Le retour des ‘quatorze’ en Turquie,” Orient, 25: ler trim. 
1963, pp. 17-24. Id., “Impressions politiques de Turquie,” ibid., 34: 2e trim. 1965, 
pp. 33-34.

12 Alparslan Turke$, Rifat Baykal and Muzaffer Ozdag, Bazi gerfekler (savunmalar) 
(Istanbul: 1963).
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by Tiirkes,13 foreshadowing some of the political ideas he expressed 
later. He spoke for rationalism, liberty and dignity, and proclaimed 
the need for a Turkish renaissance (Turk ronesansi).

After their return, Tiirkes and several others of “the fourteen” appear 
to have considered forming a political party of their own, but finally 
preferred joining an existing one and assuming its leadership. They 
chose the Republican Peasant National Party, which they considered 
ripe for a takeover, and where some members sided with their ideas. 
This was a small, conservative party that had obtained 14% of the vote 
in the 1961 election to the National Assembly. A year later, however, 
the RPNP’s dynamic leader, Osman Bolukbasi, left it, along with a 
group of National Assembly members, to found the Nation Party. In 
subsequent years, the party did not do so well — in fact recording poor 
results in both the local election of 1963 and the elections to a third of 
the Senate in 1964. Ahmet Oguz, the party’s Chairman, was not provid
ing it with sufficient leadership and there were those in the party who 
disagreed with his policies.

The situation was ably exploited by Tiirkes and his associates. At the 
end of March 1965, Tiirkes and four other members of “ the fourteen” 
joined the RPNP (by the end of June, ten of “the fourteen” had joined);14 
Tiirkes was appointed Inspector-General of the party — a position he 
had apparently bargained for before joining. He astutely used his new 
position to contact personally local branches of the RPNP and persuade 
them to send pro-Tiirkes delegates to the party’s national convention to 
be held at the end of July 1965. The RPNP old guard sensed what was 
going on, and Hasan Dinger, ex-Minister of Defense and a member of 
the party’s Supreme Control Committee was quoted as saying that Tiirkes 
should be ousted from the RPNP, as he intended to use the party for his 
own designs. Similar opinions were voiced by A. Tahtakilig, the candidate 
of the RPNP old guard for chairmanship of the party.

The RPNP national congress,15 which met in Ankara at the end of 
July 1965, was packed with Tiirkes sympathizers who acclaimed him 
as the savior. Youths with brick-red armbands — of whom Turkey was 
to see more in following years — carried written orders to “his” delegates 
on how to vote; they were also the ones who gave him the loudest ap-

43 Ibid., pp. 3-10.
■ 14 Three joined the RPP, and one the LPT. See Bernard Vernier, “L’armee turque 

et la republique neo-kemaliste,” Politique Etrangdre, XXX (3): 1965, p. 271.
15 This was described in detail in the weekly Akis (Ankara), 581: Aug. 7, 1965, 

pp. 3-4, 6-11.
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plause. Even apart from this his passionate oratory and his well-reasoned 
arguments contrasted with the staid speeches of the veterans of the 
RPNP who had preceded him to the rostrum. Tiirkes contrasted Turkey’s 
poverty with her human and economic potential, pleaded foi overall 
reform in education and other spheres, and advocated strong leadership. 
He repeatedly used (to good effect) the terms vatan (fatherland) and millet 
(nation), stressed that Turkey was an indivisible entity and that the 
Turks were the equals of, or even superior to, any other people. Tiirkes 
spoke foi Pan-Turanism, and proclaimed that “ Islam was the religion of 
the Turkish nation” (probably for the benefit of the congress as a whole, 
and particularly for the Anatolian delegates).

The speech was skillfully delivered and inspiring; it was frequently 
interrupted by applause from Tiirkes’s supporters, who gave him a rousing 
ovation at its end. Not unexpectedly, on August 1, 1965, the national 
congress elected Tiirkes Chairman of the RPNP by 698 votes to 516 for 
Tahtakilig,16 * no mean feat for a newcomer to a party. Oguz, Tahtakilig 
and several others walked out of the party, but Tiirkes even put this to 
good use, by inviting back to the fold several people who had left after a 
quarrel with the old guard. Simultaneously, he changed the personal 
composition of the party organs to include his supporters and to ensure 
him a majority. One of his close associates among the fourteen, 
Muzaffer Ozdag, became Assistant Secretary-Geneial of the RPNP, 
others became close collaborators. Secure in his chaiimanship, Tiirkes 
set about molding the party anew.

Except for these personnel changes and several subsequent ones, 
Tiirkes did not rush into introducing any structural alterations in the 
RPNP. However from the very beginning of his takeover he did give it a 
more , centralized and authoritarian character. Various observers have 
commented on the quasi-militaiy directives Tiirkes sent the party s 
functionaries and on his preference for deciding all important matters 
personally. At the same time he himself drew up the cardinal points of 
the RPNP’s new ideology. Summarized and published late in 1965, his 
Dokuz Isik (“Nine Lights”) was a booklet, couched in simple language, 
which became the Urim and Thummim of the party. The work embodied a 
more extremist approach to etatism than that of the RPP, and commenta
tors in Turkey and abroad^ were quick to pounce upon this and accuse

16 See The Times (London), Aug. 2, 1965.
n  see e g  Nadi, op. cit., pp. 224-229. F.-W. Femau, “Die Entwicklung der 

M ehrparteidem okratie in  der Tiirkei,” Europa A rch iv-Z eitschrift fur Internatio
nale Politik (Bonn), XXI (9): May 10, 1966, p. 355.
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Tiirkes arid his supporters of Neo-Nazism (citing, also, the rise of the 
terms “nationalism” and “socialism” in the “Nine lights”). Tiirkes was 
quick to refute such accusations and to proclaim that he was far from 
Nazism or fascism; and that, on the contrary, his was the only correct 
interpretation of Kemalism. Opponents, however, were equally quick to 
point out that Turkes’s and the party’s casual interest (at best) in the 
future of democratic institutions in Turkey, their special attention in 
fostering youth groups,18 19 and their arranging para-military marches and 
youth demonstrations, were reminiscent of the practice of fascist parties 
elsewhere.

While the party had perforce continued to use the RPNP regulations, 
even after Tiirkes took it over (and, insofar as it is ascertained, no new 
ones were introduced), the change of the party’s name early in 1969 
afforded an opportunity to prepare brand-new regulations. The 133- 
paragraph, 26-page book of regulations of the Nationalist Action Party10 
(NAP) merit a brief analysis, if only for comparison’s sake with those 
of the Labor Party of Turkey.

The NAP’s headquarters is in Ankara, with branches elsewhere. The 
party’s declared aims are the following: To serve the establishment and 
development of real democracy; and to work for the solution of Turkey’s 
problems in order to safeguard the prosperity and happiness of the 
Turkish nation.

Eligible for membership are Turks, who have attained their majority 
and who enjoy their rights; those who have never been sentenced to long 
jail terms or found guilty of shameful crimes; those who were not found 
to have sunk to ideologies contrary to the republic, democracy, secula
rism, and law; those who are neither communists nor communist sympa
thizers; those who are not government officials, especially not if they 
are in managerial and decision-making roles; and those who were not 
banned in 1961 from playing an active role in political life.20 Those 
who are qualified to join should obtain signed recommendations from 
two party members. Applicants who have been rejected may appeal to

18 The RPNP even founded a special body to research the problems o f Turkish 
youth, the C K M P  genglik m eseleleri a ra jtirm a  ve incelem e kurulu, which published 
such booklets as Turk gengligi igin h izm et p ldm  (Ankara: 1965).

19 M illiye tg i h areke t p a r tis i  tiizugii (N. p.: n.d. [1969]). The party’s new name 
may also be; translated “Nationalist Movement Party.” The summary which follows 
adheres closely to the order of the regulations in the original.

20 Probably, leading members o f the defunct Democrat Party.
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a higher level in the party. Nobody may be rejected on grounds of lan
guage, race, sex, religion, creed, class, or occupation.

Members are expected to explain to their compatriots, on every 
possible occasion, the party’s program and decisions; create an atmos
phere of sincere camaraderie among all Turks; fight against any thought 
or movement which may damage the public peace of Turkey — such as 
sentiments of malice, hate or partisanship; avoid using the party and its 
services for their own private interests or those of others — on the 
contrary, a feeling of service to public prosperity and happiness should 
prevail among NAP members; work for solidarity within the party 
and oppose destructive elements that threaten party unity.

The party’s main institutions are the general congress (genel kongre), 
the general executive board (genel idare kurulu), the presidium of the 
party21 (genel bagkanlik divam) various control committees or Courts of 
Honor (haysiyet divam), and the consultative council (istifare meclisi). 
The chief officers are the party Chairman, his assistants, and the Secre
tary-General.

The general executive board, which is the NAP’s decision-making and 
administrative body, comprises 37 members: the party Chairman, the 
general chairmen of the NAP’s women organizations and youth organi
zations, 28 members elected by the general congress, and another six co
opted by the general executive board itself. Within forty-eight hours of its 
election, the general executive board meets to elect the party Chairman, 
from among its own members. The general executive board takes all the 
administrative and other decisions between meetings of the general con
gress; appoints the bodies of the party’s local branches; arbitrates be
tween members in case of dispute; takes measures to increase the party’s 
financial resources; interprets the party’s regulations and program; 
increases the budget allocations when necessary; and keeps in touch with 
the party’s deputies, senators and representatives in local bodies.

The presidium of the party is made up of eleven members: the party 
Chairman himself, three assistants, the Secretary-General, the Accoun- 
tant-Geneial (that is, treasurer) and his two assistants. This body follows 
the directives issued by the general executive board; it also sets the agenda 
of the meetings of the general executive board.

The supreme court of honor (yuksek haysiyet divam) is the highest 
disciplinary body of the party. It coordinates the work of the provincial

21 The exact translation of the Turkish term is “general presidium.”
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courts of honor (whose duties, along with other provincial bodies, 
are detailed later).

The party Chairman presides over all the party bodies, except the 
control committees; this includes the sessions of the NAP’s parliamentary 
groups. He represents the party, conforming to its regulations and pro
gram and to the decisions of the general congress and the general execu
tive board. It is he, too, who sees to it that these are carried out. The 
party Chairman contacts the government and representatives of other 
parties on behalf of the party, after seeking the advice of his bureau. He 
publishes statements in the party’s name and carries out propaganda 
trips. He is accountable to the general congress.

The party Chairman has three assistants. They are each responsible 
for one of the following spheres: a. Propaganda and information, in
cluding the printing, publication and distribution of NAP materials, 
open-air and indoor meetings and press relations, b. Organization. This 
includes inspection and control, arranging the official travels of the party 
Chairman, of the members of the general executive board and of the 
party’s National Assembly Members and Senators, as well as having 
responsibility for the party’s conventions on the local level, c. Elections 
and finances — the planning of the party’s election strategy, directing 
party activity during elections and checking the results afterwards; it also 
involves finding new financial resources, controlling income and expenses, 
and inspecting the accounts kept by the party’s Accountant-General.

The Secretary-General’s office is the nerve center for all the party’s 
organizational affairs. The Secretary-General — in addition to the party 
Chairman — represents the party in all legal matters; he also coordinates 
the work of the party Chairman and his three assistants. The Secretary- 
General has three assistants of his own, who are, respectively, in charge 
of collecting information, of propaganda, and of organizational matters.

The Accountant-General and his assistants are responsible for all the 
party’s finances and the control thereof.

The party Chairman and the members of the general executive board — 
no matter what their duties — receive no payment from the party.

The consultative council is the party’s main advisoiy body. It is 
presided over by the party Chairman and composed of the members of 
the general executive board, the general Chairmen of the NAP’s women’s 
and youth organizations, all the former party Chairmen, representatives 
of the party’s provincial branches and all of its National Assembly 
Members and Senators, and other party members who have distinguished 
themselves in Turkey’s economic or cultural life (and are, therefore,
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appointed by the NAP’s general executive board to serve on the consul
tative council). At the invitation of the party Chairman, the consultative 
council meets at least twice a year and prepares memoranda or passes 
advisory decisions on the party’s internal affairs and general policies.

A lengthy chapter of the book of regulations of the NAP deals with 
conventions at various levels and details all the formalities and technica
lities involved therein. Of particular interest is the composition and 
competence of the party’s general (that is, national) congress, which is 
considered the NAP’s supreme body. Participants are drawn from the 
party’s parliamentary faction, together with those elected to the congress 
at local conventions by the branches. The general congress elects the 
party Chairman, the general executive board, and the supreme control 
committee. It may alter the party’s regulations or program if necessary; 
approve or reject the budget and accounts; pass recommendations or 
binding resolutions on subjects connected with state and society, or party 
policy (these have first to be presented in writing by the party Chairman, 
the general executive board, or 5% of the delegates to the general 
congress, then examined by a commission which presents its report); 
decide on the party’s dissolution or its union with any other, and what to 
do with its assets. It is the only body that may pass decisions in these 
matters.

The party’s funds are drawn from the following sources: Members’ 
registration fees and monthly dues; the sale of party publications, flags, 
badges, membership cards; balls, banquets, entertainment, concerts, 
sports competitions, lectures, trips, and the like; lotteries; revenues from 
the party’s possessions; donations; loans; and contributions from the 
state, in accordance with the law.22 As in the case of the LPT, discussed 
above, there is no reliable data for other ways of financing the RPNP’s 
activities.

On the surface, the NAP 1969 regulations are not very different from 
those of the LPT in 1961 — allowing for the difference in date and for 
the NAP’s pronounced anti-communist stand. Closer scrutiny, however, 
reveals that the similarity is deceptive. The NAP’s regulations are longer, 
and the mass of details is evidently meant to increase the hold of the 
party’s central bodies on all branches and on all members. Without 
conceding the central bodies’ control and decision making powers, the

22 All these seem hardly sufficient to cover the party’s expenses. One wonders 
whether landowning agas contributed to party finances, as reported in Und ein 
Rentner inspiziert die Truppen,” Europa Report (Munich), II (8): Aug. 1969, p. 25.

I _■
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LPT —- at least formally — attempted to build the party more as a 
grassroots organization. The NAP, on the contrary, was constructed in 
a vertical pattern of authority, somewhat reminiscent of a military 
organization — probably due to Tiirkes’s background and that of some 
of his closest collaborators. In the LPT, the party Chairman held con
siderable power; but the NAP Chairman was an even more powerful 
figure, and chaired practically all of the party’s central institutions; ways 
and means were granted him to convene meetings and initiate measures — 
more so than in the LPT or other Turkish parties at the time. While 
much of this is covered-up by democratic trappings, the strong hand of 
Tiirkes is evident behind several of the more authoritarian regulations, 
as is his determined day-to-day leadership of the party.

A further feature of the RPNP-NAP has been the character of its 
youth groups. These may serve as an instance of a programed, coordina
ted attempt by a political party to transmit its central values to the 
younger generation. The party drew on several Pan-Turk associations 
(mentioned in the preceding chapter); it was generally believed that such 
organizations as the Turkgiiler Birligi, later called Turkiye Milliyetgiler 
Birligi, were connected with the RPNP-NAP. A smaller group, Vcitanse- 
ver Turk Tegkilati (“Patriotic Turkish Association”) was headed by 
RPNP National Assembly member ismail Hakki Yilanlioglu.23 The Ulkii 
Ocaklari Birligi (“The Union of Homes of Ideals”) and the Geng Vlkii- 
ciiler Tegkilati (“Association of Young Idealists”) were both sponsored 
by the party.24 The latter, called later Turkiye Ulkiicii Genglik Tegkildti 
(“Idealist Youth of Turkey”),25 was responsible in 1970-1971 for publish
ing in Istanbul a monthly, Turkiye Ulkiicii Genglik Dergisi (“The Maga
zine of the Idealist Youth of Turkey”), which brought the party’s message 
to Turkish youth of either sex.

While all Turkish political parties have attempted to form youth 
organizations — with varying degrees of success — the RPNP-NAP 
invested far more heavily than others in this venture. The party made 
great efforts to take over student organizations, not unsuccessfully — for, 
even when it failed, it was not infrequently runner up. It also set up its 
own youth groups which were organized on new lines.

Typically called (hnd calling themselves) “commandos” (Turkish, 
komandolar), they began to make their presence felt in public life only

23 Toker, Solda  ve sagda vurufanlar, pp. 158-159.
24 Ib id ., p. 131.
25 Or possibly a parallel organization.
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in 1969, although they probably started training in the summer of 1968.26 
The three main training camps were organized in or near Istanbul, Izmir 
and Ankara, Turkey’s three largest cities; smaller ones were reportedly 
held near Samsun and in Anatolia.27 28 Newspaper accounts that the party 
was planning to establish a total of thirty-four camps (ultimately to  train 
100,000)2 8 are evidently far-fetched and intended to create an impression 
that a large commando-corps was in the making. Persistent rumors that 
the youths were being instructed in the use of firearms29 have been 
categorically denied by the party.30

The party’s semi-official publication, the monthly Milli Hareket (pub
lished in Istanbul)31 gives the following account of the daily schedule of 
the three-week camp that summer: Prayer, two hours of physical training 
(including judo, wrestling, and boxing), breakfast, reading period, lunch, 
two more hours of physical training (as above, plus rope-walking and 
wall-scaling), prayer, long matches and sports, prayer, dinner, and 
lectures (e.g., on the essence of nationalism, as opposed to com
munism). It appears that prayers were introduced for the religious 
participants.

While the ultimate goal may have been to reach a higher figure, in 
practice estimates of the actual number of the commandos in 1969 and 
1970 varied from a few hundreds to five thousand.32 As the term 
komando was of foreign origin, the youths preferred to be known, with 
party approval, as Milliyetgi Toplumcular (“National Socialists” 33), 
then Bozkurtlar (roughly, “ Grey wolves”). They demonstrated in the 
streets,34 at first peacefully enough; their first violent action occurred on

26 Sam Cohen, “Right-wing Turks go militant,” The Guardian, Feb. 3, 1969.
27 Istanbul, Izmir, Samsun kamplari agildi,” Devlet (weekly, Ankara), 16: July 

21, 1969, pp. 4-5, 8.
28 Reported in Ant, 136: Aug. 5, 1969, pp. 4-5. Gen?, op. cit., p. 224, wrote about 

“35 camps.” Peter Flinn, “Turning point for Turkey,” The New Middle East (London), 
13: Oct. 1969, p. 15, reported “some 30 camps.”

29 See hints in Ant., 88: Sep. 3, 1968, pp. 10-11.
30 Devlet, 16: July 21, 1969, p. 4.
31 Fasc. 38: Sep. 1969, p. 4. See also Devlet, 18: Aug. 4, 1969, p. 4.
32 Sam Cohen, in “Turkish commandos with Nazi ideas,” The Guardian, Aug. 

19, 1969, estimated them at 4,000-5,000. Alan Seymour, in The O bserver Foreign  
N ew s Service, no. 26154: Feb. 4, 1969, thought they numbered 300 only.

33 An evocation of “Nazis,” or merely a coincidence? The term was also used by 
others at the time, as noted in ch. 5. Anyway, the party rightly pointed out that 
“toplumcu” meant “social-minded” rather than “socialist.”

34 a  special marching song was composed for them — reprinted in D evle t,  68: 
July 20, 1970, pp. 6-7.
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December 31, 1968, when they broke into the quarters of leftist students 
at Ankara University’s Faculty of Political Science.35 Subsequently, they 
broke up leftist meetings, smashed windows of bookshops selling leftist 
literature,36 and were even reported to have disrupted a World Health 
Organization seminar on birth-control with shouts of “The great Turkish 
nation is going to be made impotent!”37 Commentators could not help 
observing certain similarities between the training and behavior of these 
youths and those in paramilitary organizations in Europe in the 1930’s. 
The fact that Milli Hareket advertised Turkish translations of Nazi 
books did nothing to dispel this image.

As stated by the party the real aims of these youth groups are not very 
clear. The party’s semi-official weekly Devlet declared that their goal 
was to revive and re-establish Turkish-Islamic civilization; and that they 
had no part in politics, nationalism (milliyetgilik) being theii only guiding 
principle.38 Tiirkes, who assumed responsibility for the organization, 
candidly acknowledged that the Bozkurtlar were essentially set up to 
assist the party in defending Turkey from communism.39 Two of Ttirkes’s 
closest collaborators (members of the activist military officers in 1960), 
Diindar Taser and Rifat Baykal, directed the commando training camps 
in Ankara and Izmir, respectively. One of the youth leadeis in Istanbul, 
Niyazi Adigiizel, followed Tiirkes’s lead in 1969, maintaining that their 
duty was to fight for Turkey, against communism and Eastern or West
ern imperialism, but Yilmaz Yalginer, one of the youth leaders in Ankara, 
saw more immediate targets for the commandos. A student himself, he 
claimed that communist students (as he phrased it) had gone too far in 
university disorders, late in 1968 and early in 1969, and should be taught 
a lesson. Consequently, the commandos perpetrated “raids” on faculties 
and clubs dominated by left-wingers. According to press reports — pub
lished, admittedly, by their opponents — tens of these commandos beat 
up university students who were members of rival organizations in several 
major cities, and only the police prevented bloody violence.40 As a 
reprisal, Yalginer himself was beaten up by his classmates at Ankara 
University’s Faculty of Political Science. Demonstrations by these

35 Reported in M illiy e t,  Jan. 1, 1969.
36 According to the weekly D e r Spiegel, June 30, 1969, p. 100.
33 Acc. to The T im es (London) and The D a ily  Telegraph, both o f Apr. 8, 1969.
38 D evle t,  16: July 21, 1969, pp. 4-5.
39 Sam Cohen, op. c it . ,  The Guardian, Feb. 3, 1969, and the Turkish press.
40 A n t,  106: Jan. 7,1969, p. 6; 117: Mar. 25, 1969, p. 6; 136: Aug. 5, 1969, 

pp. 4-5.
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commandos continued, even after the March 1971 military in
tervention.41

No less than the political activity and propaganda of the RPNP-NAP, 
the organizing of the Bozkurtlar and their subsequent strong-handed 
behavior are evidence of increasing violence in Turkey’s public life. The 
growing readiness of both left and right to use extremist slogans and 
accompany them by no less extremist acts indicates a growing radicaliza- 
tion of Turkish extreme politics. This is further evidenced by the ideo
logy of the RPNP-NAP.

b. Ideology

The doctrines propounded by the Labor Party of Turkey are essentially 
Marxist although employed selectively in a framewoik of “Turkish 
socialism,” where it has to compete with other leftist ideologies. The 
approach of the Republican Peasant National Party after 1965, and since 
1969 as the Nationalist Action Party, echoes certain ideologies typical of 
the twentieth century European right. In the Turkish context, it is pro
bably the only rightist ideology which is of real political significance. 
Interestingly, the RPNP-NAP ideology is a mirror image of that of the 
LPT as regards the diagnosis of the situation and the necessity for radical 
reforms. However, the remedies prescribed and the methods for carrying 
them out are notably different.

Several of the focal points of RPNP-NAP ideology have already been 
mentioned briefly, and must be referred to again, in an attempt to present 
a more systematic analysis of its ideology. It should be remembered 
that the paity’s program and other publications were always written 
under the guidance of Alparslan Tiirkes; often indeed they were directly 
penned by him.

The party program,42 although intrinsically interesting, actually rated 
scant and rare mention in the speeches and writings of the party spokes
men — as opposed to that of the LPT. Its 254 paragraphs, indeed, seem 
to have served mainly as raw material for the pronouncements of party 
leaders, who quoted it without mentioning it. Tiirkes’s own writings were 
cited far more frequently. Indeed, Turkes’s personal leadership of the 
party has never been in doubt, and the few who disagreed with him left 
the party. This situation differs from the LPT, where a small group jointly

41 The Guardian, Feb. 3, 1969. See also Ali Kazancigil, in Le Monde, Jan. 8,1969. 
For later activities, see Yeni Ortam (daily), May 22, 1973.

42 Reprinted by Ferruh Bozbeyli, Parti programlari, op. cit., pp. 175-238.
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decided on ideology and policies and several personalities seem to have 
made major decisions collectively. In the RPNP-NAP setup, Tiirkes s 
figure predominates throughout; although he unavoidably delegated 
authority, in true military fashion he gave directions for political activity 
and ideological propaganda and supervised these as closely as he could. 
Consequently, his own writings and speeches are the main sources for 
determining the exact nature of his party’s ideology. These sources, cor
roborated by the party’s publications which have appeared in recent 
years, generally present a lucid, coherent political philosophy.

A brief note on Turkes’s ideological make-up is necessary. Two events 
seem to have greatly influenced his life — his participation in Pan- 
Turanist, anti-communist demonstrations in 1944 and his subsequent 
arrest and trial; and his participation in the May 1960 Revolution and 
subsequent exile to New Delhi. Of the two, the first seems to have left a 
deeper impression on the young officer. The tiirkgiiliik, or “Turkism, 
which he and his friends demonstrated in 1944, became Turkes’s early 
credo. These same friends, who had been accused and tried with him in 
1944, were later active (during Turkes’s absence in New Delhi) in form
ing a Tiirkgiiler Dernegi (“Association of Turkists”) established on 
September 16, 1962. This changed its name, on August 30, 1964, to 
Tiirkiye Milliyetgiler Birligi (“Union of the Nationalists of Turkey ), 
who founded ocaks throughout Turkey. Its leading members were N. 
Nihal Atsiz, Nejdet Sangar, Dr. Hikmet Tanyu, and M. Zeki Sofuoglu — 
all implicated with Tiirkes in 1944. It is not known what connections 
Tiirkes maintained with them during his exile and after his return to 
Turkey in 1963. However, he undoubtedly read their publications43 44 45 and 
his speeches after 1965 often reflected their views on politics, especially 
in everything relating to turkgiiluk. Furthermore, Tiirkes frequently 
ended his speeches with the slogan of the Tiirkiye Milliyetgiler Birligi, 
“God protect the Turks!”44 This had also been the slogan of the Tiirk 
Genglik Te§kilati, in the years immediately after the Second World War.45

The RPNP’s platform for the 1965 general elections to the National 
Assembly is a fair indication of the party’s ideology soon after it was

43 p or example, Tiirkiye Milliyetgiler Birligi yayinlarv. I. Tiirkiye milliyetgilerin 
gdriijii. Ilk bildiri (N. p.: 1964). Tiirkiye Milliyetgiler Birligi Ankara Ocagi yayinlarv. 
I. 3 Mayis Tiirkgiiler giinii antolojisi, vol. I (Ankara: 1967). Suleyman Stirmen, Olkii 
kavgast (Ankara: n.d.). Id., Lider kimdir? (Ankara: 1967). Ali Kemal Meram, 
Tiirkgiiliik ve Tiirkgiiliik miicadeleleri tarihi (Istanbul: 1969).

44 Tartri Tiirkii korusun!
45 Cf. Darendelioglu, Milliyetgilik, p. 162.
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taken over by Tiirkes. Called “The RPNP program for a prosperous and 
strong Turkey,”46 the 66-page booklet was obviously geared for vote
getting, but it nonetheless reflects the party’s new mood. Its 254 para
graphs covered the party’s aims in detail and explained the ways and 
means of carrying them out. The party aspired to establish in Turkey a 
secure political system which would speedily bring about human rights 
and freedoms, personal and general prosperity and social security. With 
this aim in mind, the party would strive to institute a progressive style of 
life and structure the nation according to modern science and technology; 
indeed, the party wished to have scientific thought and the concept of 
planning dominate both the administration of the state and the fife of the 
people. The party’s goals were permeated by the following concepts: 
a state which should be nationalist, democratic, secular and based on 
social laws; freedom, nationalism, morals, knowledge, social con
sciousness,47 development, populism, care for the peasants,48 and 
industrialization.

The party’s view of the role of the state was that it existed to permit 
society to live in peace. As for the Republic of Turkey, the essence of its 
will and the concept of its development were to enable the Turkish nation 
to live continuously in liberty, peace and prosperity. It was therefore the 
duty of the state to serve the people and to assist the individual in freely 
forming his own personality. The relations between the state and the 
individual should be harmonized in justice.

The Turkish nation was understood by the party as having a continuous 
historical and social personality. The party believed in the great past and 
enlightened future of Turkism, at the same time rejecting the concept of 
racism. While the party conceded the existence of classes and organiza
tions within the Turkish nation, it was against any form of human 
exploitation and opposed the idea of the class-state and of class-war. It 
maintained that the interests of groups and classes could be taken care of 
in harmony within the dictates of the law. The party, indeed, considered 
itself champion of the political, social and economic rights of all those 
who worked—peasants, laborers, tradesmen, artisans, officials and mem
bers of all the professions.

4<5 Miireffeh ve kuvvetli Tiirkiye igin C.K.M.P. programi (Ankara: 1965).
47 The Turkish term, toplumculuk, sometimes rendered as “socialism,” has a  

somewhat different connotation in this context, as already explained.
48 The Turkish term koyciiluk has no exact equivalent in English. “Being pro

peasant” is the closest, perhaps.
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2 2 0 THE POLITICAL RESPONSE OF THE RIGHT

• Further, the party considered all political parties that strove to attain 
power by election as democratic; it opposed the mentality that advocated 
seizing power by other means.

The ideas of Kemalism49 (Ataturkgiiluk) guided the party. It aspired 
to build a Turkish nation living in peace within itself and with other 
nations, in a woild free from fear, exploitation and pressures. The party 
believed that the whole world was one unit, in which Turkey should live in 
understanding and good neighborliness with all nations. It supported the 
basic concepts of justice, in all its political, economic, social and legal 
aspects. Similarly, it accepted the freedoms of religion and conscience, and 
opposed the exploitation of religious sentiments for any puipose. While 
the party was for secularism, it did not equate this concept with atheism; 
it maintained that the regime ought to support religious institutions.

The RPNP program then placed particular emphasis on the need for 
an overhaul of the state and social organization, to be expressed in 
administrative reforms, general education (both professional and techni
cal), land reform, agricultural development, industrialization, and the 
mobilization of the means of production. This should be concomitant 
with a general improvement in services — which would be speedy, 
inexpensive and easy to obtain.

Since the RPNP considered itself truly nationalist, its program explain
ed its nationalist outlook in some detail. It defined Turkish nationalism 
as “feelings for and service to the Turkish nation, its culture and state.” 
Nationalism (milliyetgilik) is a creative and progressive source of inspira
tion for the Turkish nation, spiritually, emotionally and physically. The 
party regarded Turkish nationalism as anti-imperialist, peaceful, liberta
rian, and democratic; it had adopted these characteristics from Turkish 
history, the credo of the people, and the ideas of Atatiirk. The party’s 
nationalism strove to make Turkey an equal and honorable member of 
the family of nations: keep awake the Turkish spirit of independence 
and freedom; safeguard the development of the Turkish nation, united in 
language, goal, culture, and fate; work for a modern nation, and create 
the spirit of sacrifice and revolutionary mentality required for economic, 
social, and cultural advance. The party’s basic approach to development 
was that it came through a combination of scientific planning and revolu
tionary progress. Scientific thought should be encouraged to drive away 
superstition.

49 On which the most recent work in English appears to be Suna K ili’s Kemalism 
(Istanbul: 1969).
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The party’s populism Qialkgilik) was taken to mean that the common 
welfare of the people should be above the happiness of the individuals, 
although the program was quick to affirm its high regard for family 
life. Social justice (sosyal adalet) was duly praised and associated with the 
need to develop backward regions and with tax reforms. The program took 
a lenient view of the future economic role of the private sector, expressed 
interest in agricultural reform, afterwards dealt more lengthily with the 
hoped-for industrialization, which it considered essential to Turkey’s 
economic future. It was ready for radical reforms which would lead to a 
new organization of production based on the priciples of modern techno
logy and science. The party considered this as the second chapter in 
Turkey’s War of Independence. With this goal in view, the state should 
plan accordingly and organize all the nation’s material and spiritual 
resources; modernize the national economy; increase production; arrange 
the necessary training and jobs for the unskilled and jobless; encourage 
the economic and cultural advance of the nation; improve working con
ditions; safeguard the dignity of labor; and integrate Turkey’s economy 
with that of the world. In order to build a Turkey with a population of a 
hundred millions, the state should establish health, social, economic 
and financial institutions and furnish material assistance to large families.

The rest of the program was an elaboration of these principles. It 
explained in some detail how modernism and planning should be applied 
to administrative ieform, education (at all levels), culture and the arts, 
national defense (oriented towards modernization and development), 
foreign affairs (good relations with all states, particularly Islamic states 
and Turkey’s neighbors), agricultural development (an overall effort for 
rural reform), establishment of agricultural cooperatives (to be helped 
by bank credits), forestry policies, animal husbandry, fisheries (to be 
developed), nutrition and housing of Turks (to be vastly improved), 
migrants from village to town (to be assisted generously), industries and 
handicrafts (to be encouraged), commerce (special emphasis on foreign 
trade), financial matters (easier financing), justice (to be administered 
more speedily and cheaply), communications, tourism, health, social 
security (for children and the aged), children, women, working problems 
(including special care for Turkish workers abroad).

While all this appears to be a relatively complete list of the RPNP’s 
list of demands and promises, they were specially geared to the 1965 
general elections. They were so all-embracing that they could hardly be 
considered strictly as the party’s own ideology. This ideology has, indeed, 
been formulated by Alparslan Tiirkes himself. Although not divorced
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2 2 2 THE POLITICAL RESPONSE OF THE RIGHT

from the above program, it appears more to the point and concise and 
thus perhaps easier to analyze. Some of Tiirkes’s numerous speeches 
and occasional articles will be examined later;50 they contain much that 
refers to specific occasions and are therefore of limited value. By contrast, 
his books generally express a more rounded ideology, which in recent 
years has been synonymous with that of the party he has led. His “A case 
of nationalism, 1944”51 describes his nationalist attitudes of that time 
(when he was arrested and tried), and his part in the May 27, 1960 
Revolution and the unjust treatment he later received from his fellow 
officers. This is more an apologia pro vita sua and revelation of Turkes’s 
personality than of the ideology of the party he led, and it is consequently 
of less immediate concern.

In addition to this autobiographical work, Tiirkes published three 
books, each one complementing the other. The first, chronologically, 
is “Our foreign policies and Cyprus” , a 36-page booklet,52 based on a 
lecture to the Turkish Culture Society for Cyprus,53 a Pan-Turk group, 
on December 17, 1965. Briefly, Tiirkes spoke on three main subjects: 
Turkey’s foreign relations and policies, Turkish ideological movements, 
and the Cyprus question. According to Tiirkes, a state, in its relations 
with others, watches over its own interests, guided by a certain philoso
phical approach; the philosophy of Czarist Russia, for instance, differed 
from that of the Soviet Union. Basic policies — thus varying from day- 
to-day politics — are geared to the state’s long-range interests. Turkish 
foreign policy was still influenced by the four destructive wars it had 
participated in — Turco-Italian (1911), Balkan (1912-1913), First World 
War (1914-1918), and War of Independence (1919-1922). His survey of 
the ideas and movements for a Greater Turkey— all of which he sympa
thized with— led Tiirkes to a somewhat warlike definition of milliyetfilik, 
which meant for him “defending the Turkish millet (nation).” The Cyprus 
question, evidently, was the meeting-ground of the previously discussed 
issues of foreign relations, the idea of a Greater Turkey, and milliyetgilik. 
Tiirkes spoke of Cyprus’ being Turkish since 1571. Greeks leaving Turkey 
settled in Cyprus, and Turks were compelled to emigrate from Cyprus to 
Turkey — to Mersin and other areas — a total of 250,000 to 300,000 
Turks. Some 125,0Q0 remained in Cyprus. The Cypriot Greeks, who 
were for union with Greece, had imported many weapons into the island,

50 See below, ch. 7.
51 Alparslan Turkey, 1944 milliyetfilik olayi.
52 Id., Di$ politikamiz ve Kibris (Istanbul: n.d. [prob. 1966]).
53 Kibns TUrk Kulttir D em e|i.
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but the Turkish government did nothing for the Cypriot Turks. Tiirkes 
maintained that the latter wanted union with Turkey, and that he himself 
would have sent Turkish forces to Cyprus, informing Great Britain and 
Greece that the earlier agreements had been broken anyway. Cyprus, 
he claimed, is as Turkish as Anatolia, Western Thrace and Salonica!54

These were Turkes’s basic views on the foreign policy of Turkey. In 
this particular case, Tiirkes seems to have been poignantly effective 
perhaps because he was a Cypriot Turk himself and had lived in the 
island during his childhood and early youth (1917-1933). Otherwise, 
however, his usual aggressive style — particularly whenever Pan-Turk 
issues cropped up — contrasted with the bland pronouncements of the 
1965 RPNP program about good neighborliness and its importance. 
While Pan-Turkism was never ignored for long, Turkes’s other two 
books placed more emphasis on domestic affairs.

Turkes’s second theoretical work is his 16-page booklet “Nine Lights.”55 
First published in Istanbul in 1965, it was reprinted several times,55 and 
soon became the vade mecum for party activities — its price remaining 
constant at TL l ,57 inflation notwithstanding. The ideas set forth in the 
“Nine Lights” were not aired for the first time in 1965. More than two 
years before the first edition appeared, Friedrich-Wilhelm Fernau, 
writing from Turkey in March, 1963,5« commented on the fact that 
“nine principles” (nearly identical to the 1965 “Nine Lights”) were 
being attributed to the circle of officers, led by Tiirkes, who had returned 
to Turkey the preceding month. Some of the ideas, indeed, may be traced 
back to the milliyetgi groups of the post-Second World War years, or, 
indeed, to Atatiirk’s time.

Because of the impact of this work on party circles — it was studied, 
frequently quoted and interpreted59 — we shall analyze the 1965 booklet

54 The last two became part of Greece after the First World War — but Tiirkes 
nevertheless considered them Turkish.

55 Dokuz i$ik (1st ed., Istanbul: 1965; later editions available).
56 I have a copy of the fourth edition (Istanbul: 1967) and of the fifth (Istanbul: 

1969). A  more recent edition, with some interpretative additions, appeared in 
Istanbul in 1972.

57 A  Turkish Lira (pound) was worth about 7 U.S. cents by 1971.
58 Cf. his “Le retour des ‘quatorze’ en Turquie,” Orient, 25: ler trim. 1963, pp. 

\1-7A.
5» See, e.g., Alpaslan (sic!) Tiirkes, M illi doktrin DOKUZ I$IK'in iki prensibi: 

milliyetfilik-toplumculuk (Ankara: 1971); Enis Gdkyigit Ydrukoglu, Dokuz i$ik ta 
niifus politikasi (Ankara: n.d. [1971/72]). Necmettin Haciemino|lu, Milliyetgi egitim 
sistemi. “Dokuz I$ik“ iizerine bir inceleme (Istanbul: 1972).

f
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in detail. The nine60 lights and their elaboration by Tiirkes are as fol
lows,61 62 more or less in his own words, somewhat abbreviated:

a. Nationalism (milliyetgilik) is the deep sentiment feeding the Turkish 
nation. A Turk is one who feels he is one and is proud of it. We consider 
it a duty to work for this nation. This is a deeply-rooted feeling, which 
seeks to carry Turkey forward, using the most modern and scientific 
methods. Our nationalism is not nourished by feelings against anyone. 
It is a sentiment born of a desire to bring Turkey into an advanced state 
of civilization — removed from fear and pressure, prosperous, happy and 
modern. In addition our nationalism means Turkism (Tiirkgiiluk). 
Ideologically, this means conforming in all spheres to the Turkish spirit 
and traditions and to assistance to all Turks and the Turkish nation in 
everything.

b. Idealism (ulkuciiliik). We are idealists. A man may wish to serve 
mankind, but he should first seive his own nation; by so doing, he serves 
mankind too. For one who is loyal to his family is also loyal to mankind. 
Our ideal is to bring Turkey, in the shortest way and within the briefest 
time, to the highest level of civilization — in happiness, prosperity, 
independence, and liberty. Freedom for individuals and independence for 
nations are among our main principles— for men are born free and equal. 
Consequently, everyone should be afforded equal opportunities. This is 
equality in its simplest meaning. In this context Tiirkes mentions the 
Turks living outside Turkey’s frontiers, all of whom he loves and will 
never renounce. Under the principle of self-determination, they should 
be permitted to decide their fate. Nevertheless, he continues, our ideology 
will always be realistic, and we will never push Turkey into risky ventures.

c. Morality (ahlakgilik). Morals are the basis of everything. A society 
without morals cannot succeed. The bases on which our morality stands 
are the concept that the morals of the Turks should conform to Turkish 
traditions, spirit, and to the beliefs of the Turkish nation; at no time will 
they contradict the laws of nature. Morality will raise the level of the 
Turkish nation.

d. Social-mindedness (toplumcululc)62 has here a special meaning, with 
a local flavor; Tiirkes gives it three characteristics: 1. Private enterprise 
should be protected and encouraged, provided that the dangerous anta

60 In ancient times the Turks considered the number nine lucky.
61 The order of the “lights” is according to the first edition. Others (such as the 

fourth edition) list them in a slightly different order.
62 The term toplumculuk is consistently used by Turkey and his party, as distinct 

from sosyalizm.
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gonism between employers and workers is controlled. 2. Holders of small 
capital should be encouraged to unite it with larger enterprises. State 
support is essential for such enterprises, if they are large; this is usual, 
for instance in the United States, in atomic and space research, as well as 
in other fields of scientific research. 3. Welfare and social security should 
be organized, for they are sorely lacking at present. Our aim is that no
body in Turkey should be afraid of remaining helpless, unprotected, or 
unemployed. When the head of a family dies, his children should imme
diately be protected and they should continue their education; the widow 
should be given a job. All this should be undertaken by a wide organiza
tion. This could take care of all injustices and tragedies; health matters 
and legal costs; and inject new hope into those in despair.

e. Scientism (ilimcilik). Our attitude is that research and study should 
be based on a scientific mentality. This is true also of our approach to 
any event or situation related to the state. Everything should be examined 
only according to scientific principles — observation, research, analysis, 
experiment, and a proven conclusion.

f. The guaranteeing of freedoms (hurriyetgilik). We understand this to 
apply not merely in the political sense, but in all realms of life. We refer 
to the freedoms laid down in the United Nations Charter — freedom of 
speech, conscience, writing, research, social and economic freedoms, 
freedom from fear, pressures, and poverty. All these ought to be guaran
teed to every Turkish citizen.

g. Care for the peasants, or being pro-peasant (koyciiluk). Since 
seventy per cent of our people are peasants, we consider rural develop
ment of special importance. The 43,000 villages in Turkey need the same 
number of schools, clinics and agricultural experts. The figures are stag
gering. Villages ought to be grouped, by size, in units of ten, for example. 
Then one would need only 4,300 schools, doctors, midwives, agricultural 
experts and machinery centers (for agricultural cooperatives). This makes 
it more feasible — as the Turkish villages are in dire need of doctors, 
midwives, teachers, schools, and modernization of agriculture. Most 
urgent is the modernization of agriculture; experts can help by introduc
ing the most modern implements and the most advanced methods to 
guarantee the most profitable yields. Agricultural reforms, however, also 
mean a reform in land-holding. In some parts of Turkey, particularly in 
southeastern Anatolia, some people own up to fifty villages, while the 
peasants who five there are landless, income-less and half-starving. It is 
in the national interest to assist these peasants. Agricultural mechaniza
tion will enable one or two people to do the work of tens or hundreds,
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226 THE POLITICAL RESPONSE OF THE RIGHT

and the rest could be transferred to industry.63 The peasant is not a slave, 
he is free like everybody else. Thanks to mechanization, those remaining 
in agriculture would find it very profitable, while others will make a 
decent living in industry or in other economic sectors. In central or west
ern Anatolia, on the other hand, agricultuie is endangered by the current 
inheritance laws, which divide a man’s landed estate among his male 
heirs, thereby causing a ridiculously unprofitable diminution in the size of 
land-holdings. Changes in the inheritance laws and the introduction of 
agricultural machinery — shared on a cooperative basis — would re
medy the situation. Special studies should be undertaken on the land, to 
precede the above reforms; new institutes for agricultural research should 
be founded, which as part of their activities would process all pertinent 
statistical data. The villages will remain separate entities, but the pro
posed units will benefit from the advice of these institutes and all the 
other services, including cultural and technological ones.

h. Development and populism (geligmecilik ve halkgihk). People are 
nevei content with their situation and strive for better conditions, to be 
reached by harnessing the forces of nature. Had they been satisfied, 
civilization would have remained static. However, the situation today 
is not that of five years ago, and will be different — and better — five 
years hence. Thus dissatisfaction is the basis for progress and develop
ment. This attitude does not ieflect adversely in any way on our part — 
for a nation’s history is a continuous flow. Consequently, all our future 
activities and our drive for progress and development are suited, in every 
detail, to our national spirit and traditions. As for populism, we under
stand this to mean that everything we do is of the people, by the people 
and for the people.

i. Industrialization and technology (endiistricilik ve teknikgilik). Today 
the world has entered the atomic and space era. The steam era is gone; 
the electric one, too, is soon to be a thing of the past. A nation can enter 
this new atomic and space era only by advanced technology — in a state 
that industrializes and places the emphasis on large, heavy industries.

Tiirkes unfolds the above Nine Lights in a simple, straightforward 
manner, written in an easily understandable style. There are frequent 
repetitions and elaborations of the basic point. Obviously the work is 
aimed at a popular audience. The emphasis is on milliyetgilik, which is

63 This seems a rather odd conclusion, for Turkey does not lack manpower but 
skills, and it is over-optimistic to expect numerous unskilled peasants to be easily 
absorbed and gainfully employed in industry. It is, however, attractive propaganda.
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simply defined as serving the Turkish nation; all the other “Lights” are 
interpreted and evaluated in terms of service to the Fatherland. The party 
members, indeed, often described themselves as milliyetgis first and fore
most and scoffed at others who pretended, also, to be milliyetgis. Turkes 
obviously considered himself to be the high priest of milliyetgilik64 and 
probably also of turkguliik. Quantitatively, however, the toplumculuk 
and kdyculiik take most space, over four pages each, or over half of the 
booklet between them. One realizes, upon re-reading them, that the for
mer tries to impress both employers and workers, while the latter attempts 
to recruit the support of the peasant masses. Even the ending of the 
booklet testified to an obvious desire for a wide appeal. Turkes asks for 
strength (to carry out the above) from Ulu Tanri, i.e., Almighty God.64 65

More recently, Turkes has elaborated his (and his party’s) ideology, at 
greater length, in a book named “The problems of Turkey,” 66 which ran 
during 1969 into at least two editions; according to the publishers, the 
first edition sold out within a month. The book includes photographs, too, 
most of them of Turkes speaking to the people or mingling with them. 
The publisher’s preface67 introduces Turkes as “not only the party’s 
general Chairman, but also its creative force and spirit.” The book 
appears to be the most detailed exposition to date of Turkes’s views, 
which he presents quite candidly. If a general reader finds it less systematic 
then the Nine Lights, this is because it is a collection of speeches and arti
cles (even including the above booklet on foreign policy and Cyprus).

The first article, “Turkey’s problems,”68 (which gives the book its 
name) is largely concerned with milliyetgilik. Apparently based on a 
speech of Turkes to the Nationalist Action Party, it elaborates the te r m -  
in its Turkish context — mote fully than in the “Nine Lights.” Our main 
role as milliyetgis (asserts Turkes) is to improve Turkey’s situation and 
defend it. Any movement in Turkey that does not subscribe to these 
principles ought to be considered illegal. For every nation desires to 
advance to a higher level, to a more prosperous, fortunate, civilized and 
progressive position. Nations lacking this sacred sentiment are con

64 Cf. Turkes’s introduction to Suleyman Siirmen, Vlkii kavgasi (Ankara: n.d.)
65 Significantly, not Allah. As we shall see, at times Turkes’s attitude to religion 

appears ambivalent.
66 Tiirkiye’nin meseleleri (1st and 2nd editions, Istanbul: 1969). In our account, 

we shall refer to the 232-page 2nd ed.
67 ibid., p. 6.
68 Ibid., pp. 7-16.
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demned to lag behind and disappear. True milliyetgilik aspires, first and 
foremost, to make Turkey the most prosperous, strongest, and most 
civilized nation on earth. This in spite of the fact that today’s Turkey 
lags much further behind Germany and Great Britain than it did a hundred 
years ago. At the present rate of development, it will take Turkey 249 
years to reach the level of Euiopean states. Obviously, this should be 
greatly speeded up.

Tiirkes then considers Turkey’s basic problems. The first is the spiiitual 
crisis through which the nation is passing. While such crises are not un
known elsewhere, they aie particularly destructive if they create disorder 
and confusion. Some people blame Islam for Turkey’s backwardness, 
but Tiirkes disagrees and sees no direct connection between the two. 
According to him, the crisis confronting Turkey is expressed in the in
decisiveness, levity and powerlessness of the administration. Before 
everything else, a state should maintain order and establish its authority; 
otherwise, subversive movements, aiming at the state’s destruction, may 
carry out their designs. Another immediate problem is to change Turkey’s 
system of education, in order to prepare highly qualified scientists and 
technicians. Yet another is the social inequality which exists in Turkey 
and the absence of socially-oriented organizations. Further problems 
are the gap between the low productivity (due to antiquated methods of 
production) and the high consumption (which apes western countries). 
Many are ready to imitate the consumption in the west, but only few 
strive for a level of production that would increase Turkey’s prosperity 
and wealth. This is a grave mistake; an equilibrium is needed between 
production and consumption.

Tiirkes then passes on to the problem of the intellectuals. These, he 
claims, are often educated in foreign ways, remote from Turkey’s main
stream. Indeed, they dwell in ivory towers and look at their fellow Turks 
from above — refusing to share the life of the Turkish masses. This atti
tude has been a major factor in the slow development of the Turkish 
people. The situation is different in all (sic) other nations, where develop
ment is due to cooperation between the intellectuals and the masses. 
In Turkey this has led to a dearth of truly capable administrators. No 
wonder that many Turkish teachers are so immature and egotistic that 
they do not impart a spirit of milliyetgilik or other values to their pupils, 
simply knowledge. As a result, many youngsters, just out of school, refuse 
to work in agriculture or as artisans, but, instead, crowd the doors of 
offices, looking for clerical jobs, that is become a charge on society. This 
is yet another sign of immaturity.

228 THE POLITICAL RESPONSE OF THE RIGHT
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Another of our problems, continues Tiirkes, is the absence of industry. 
Today’s advanced, powerful and prosperous nations have managed to 
establish and conti ol their own modern means of industrial production. 
In Turkey children are not given an education suitable to the develop
ment of industry. Indeed one of the destructive ideas spread about, from 
time to time, is that Turkey is an agricultural country; that agriculture 
should be developed, along with light industries, on a small scale; and 
that Turkey needs no other industries. Those who say so are the foes of 
Turkey’s development. Actually, in order to enable Turkey to stand on 
its own feet and be strong — indeed, so that it may exist — it is impera
tive to teach Turkish schoolchildren technical skills and science, and 
establish factories, to conform with the modern era.

All the investment policies — reflected in taxation and budgets — are 
wrong and create further problems. For Turkey’s development, invest
ments should be channeled to industry. Other investments should be 
secondary. A government which encourages, instead, the erection of 
theaters and other buildings is acting unwisely.

Preliminary conditions for embarking upon development, continues 
Tiirkes, are the establishment of national unity and its protection, the 
institution of security, and the defence of territorial integrity. All these 
are endangered by subversive activities. Chief among these is communism, 
which aims at weakening the Turkish nation from within, destroying its. 
unity and breaking up its fatherland. Communism is an ideology invented 
by a Jew in a foreign country; it clashes with the concepts of nationalism, 
religion, and family; it is recognized everywhere as the bait offered to 
sabotage a nation and subject it to the most fearful and cruel imperialism 
— that of Moscow. This can be seen in the lands of the communist 
camp, first and foremost in Czechoslovakia. The communists are spies, 
servants of Turkey’s enemies and traitors to the Turkish nation.

For more than a century, Turkish intellectuals have mistakenly believed 
that Turkey’s progress depended on copying the regimes of foreign states. 
This mistaken mentality presupposed that imitation is the panacea for 
the immediate cure of all Turkey’s ills. Since at the time, Great Britain 
and France lived in a liberal capitalist system, this was adopted al
though it did not necessarily suit Turkey’s conditions. Mere imitation 
can never be a solution. Nowadays, some of our intellectuals show the 
same mentality and wish to imitate either the neo-liberalism of the west 
or Moscow’s communism. Turkey, with its special conditions and its 
own history, national traditions and spirit, will never be saved and deve
loped by imitating others. Turkey, with its own heritage and characteris
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tics, will progress in its own way. This is why we have thought out a one 
hundred per cent local doctrine, that of the Nine Lights. Our movement 
and our ideology are our own, hence the most suitable.

The main components of Tiirkes’s ideology are listed above, in the 
problems which he considers vital to Turkey’s future, and in the solutions 
he offers here and has offered in his two earlier works. This book on 
Turkey’s problems elsewhere lists some other points which fit neatly with 
the doctrines of Tiirkes and the NAP. Tiirkes wishes to see not only a 
.scientifically-advanced, but also a well-populated Turkey of eighty 
millions by the year 2000.69

To strengthen Turkey, close relations should be established with what 
he calls “the Outer Turks” (Dig Turkler).76 This refers to Cyprus71 
and other lands. For the same reasons, Tiirkes openly opposes any form 
of birth-control, labeling it a scheme of Turkey’s enemies to limit its 
population.72 Not surprisingly, he also supports Turkish as the language 
of instruction in all Turkey’s educational establishments, including the 
universities (some of which employ English).73

Special attention is given, time and again, to Turkish youth and its 
problems and goals.74 Tiirkes rightly gauges that part of Turkish youth, 
particularly students, was traditionally sympathetic to the Pan-Turk 
ideals so dear to him.75 While he knows that Turkish youth is not a single 
entity in its attitudes, he sees it, in general, as the vanguard of Turkey. 
Since he grasps that all political parties vie with each other to attract 
youth, he attempts to infuse it with milliyetgilik. He has observed among 
some university youths the same defects and shortcomings that character
ize a sector of Turkish society: a. Lack of purpose and of patriotic 
thoughts; b. Lack of seriousness; c. A dislike for discipline and a lack of 
respect for the rights of others.76 He places these students in leftist move
ments and considers them a serious danger. Proper education of Turkish 
children may avoid such dangers in the future. He promises Turkish 
youth a better future77 and tries to convince it to adopt the Nine Lights.

69 Ib id ., “Meseleler ve bazi gdriijlerimiz,” pp. 17-18. On pp. 59 and 97, he speaks 
of 100 millions.

70 Ib id ., p. 23.
71 Ib id ., “G6ru?lerimiz ve politikamiz,” ib id ., pp. 36 ff.
72 ib id . , “Dogum kontrolu,” pp. 76-77.
73 Ib id ., “D il davasi,” pp. 78-83.
74 E.g., ib id ., pp. 91-102.
75 Cf. Szyliowicz, op. c it .,  M idd le Eastern S tu dies, VI (2): May 1970, pp. 152-155.
76 Turke?, Tiirkiye'nin m eseleleri, p. 95.
77 Ib id ., pp. 96 ff.
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Then all youth will have equal opportunities, along with free health care; 
good working conditions and an array of cultural and educational 
establishments.78 Not surprisingly, these opinions were reflected (even 
though in varying sequence) in the party publications directed towards 
youth,79 as well as in Tiirkes’s brief reply to a circular addressed by 
Turkish youth organizations to all political paities in September 1965, 
that is shortly before the general elections to the National Assembly.80 
All this is consistent with the NAP use of its own youth organization, 
in the late 1960’s, for demonstrations, for training in commando methods, 
for violence against its opponents and for taking over several student 
groups.

Perhaps the only point in his ideology in which Tiirkes appears to 
have wavered, even changed his mind somewhat, is his attitude towards 
Islam. While the 1965 RPNP program, drawn up under his general 
direction, spoke of a secular state, Tiirkes’s later pronouncements, as 
we have just seen, praise Islam as an important part of the Turkish 
heritage. In the 1969 electoral campaign to the National Assembly, he 
broke with several of his close collaborators who would not agree with 
what they considered his tactical move towards Islam for the purpose of 
vote-getting. That orthodox Turks had some doubts, in 1969, about the 
sincerity of Tiirkes’s conversion to a religious outlook is evident from a 
booklet published at the time.81 In it, N. M. Polat, a journalist with 
orthodox Islamic views,82 interviewed a lawyer, Bekir Berk, considered 
a leader of the Nurcular, concerning Tiirkes’s opinions on Islam. Quoting 
from Turkey’s own writings, Berk maintained that Tiirkes had consistent
ly shown a secularist approach. According to Berk, in 1962 Turkey 
wrote an article in a daily newspaper strongly disclaiming that he and 
his fellow revolutionaries had any intention of establishing in Turkey a 
state based on Islamic culture; he had accused the Justice Party of excit
ing religious fanaticism in 1965, and in 1967 had reaffirmed his secularist 
approach. Worse still, from the point of view of Polat, Berk reminded

78 ibid., p. 102.
79 C.K.M.P. Gen?lik Kollari Genel Merkez — Mutejebbis Heyeti, Yurtsever 

Turk genci (Ankara: 1965). Id., Turk gengligi ifin hizmet pldni (Ankara: 1965).
80 TUrkiye Milll Gen?Iik Tejkilati, Genflik partilere soruyor, op. cit. Tiirkes replied 

on September 12, 1965, expressing great affection for youth.
81 Bekir Berk and N. Mustafa Polat, lslami hareket ve Tiirkes (N. p. [Istanbul]: 

1969).
82 At the time he was editor of Babi Ali’de Sabah, a conservative Islamic daily 

newspaper. See M illi Hareket (Monthly), fasc. 11: June 1967.
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him that, in the “Nine Lights,” Tiirkes had advocated a youth with free 
thoughts and a free conscience. All this fits in with what we have said of 
Turkey and relates to his attitude towards Islam before 1969; after that 
date, he seems to have compromised with Islam, to a degree, possibly 
in response to pressures from within his own party. We will mention 
several instances in the next chapter, of this affecting the party’s pro
paganda in the course of the electoral campaign of 1969.

c. Periodicals supporting the party

Before summing up its political and socio-economic philosophy, it 
might be worthwhile to analyze briefly the attitudes of the party’s press 
to Turkey’s problems; an exhaustive inventory would require a separate 
work. The fact that two journals83 were identified with the RPNP (later 
the NAP) and closely reflected its ideology and politics, was impressive — 
compared, for instance, to the LPT. The latter, despite its high regard 
for propaganda, has had no regular organ of its own, even though 
several newspapers or magazines intermittently supported it. The reason 
appears to be a chronic lack of funds, so that the LPT has had to disse
minate its views by handbills, pamphlets and books. However, although 
the RPNP-NAP was able to support two publications, it never attempted 
to issue a daily, an enterprise which only the larger parties could afford. 
Paradoxically, indeed, the LPT probably reached a larger readership, 
through sympathetic writers in such unaffiliated dailies as Ak§am, 
Cumhuriyet and Milliyet, than the RPNP through its affiliated periodicals.

Milli Hareket (“National Action” or “National Movement”) was a 
monthly published in Istanbul, each issue comprising twenty pages (in
cluding the cover). Its masthead described it as “a magazine of ideas, art 
and politics.” It began to appear in October 1966,84 but suspended publi
cation in August 1971.

Devlet (“State”) is a weekly, first published in Ankara.85 Each issue 
comprises twelve large pages (including the cover). Its masthead cites

83 More recently, since May 1971, a monthly, Tore (“Custom”), published in 
Ankara, expresses views close to the NAP’s, as does a daily, Orta Dogu (“The 
Middle East”), published in Istanbul.

84 The flbrst issue is undated, but the second is marked November, 1966. In several 
instances it appeared twice a month.

88 Repeated attempts have shown that it is well-nigh impossible to buy Milli 
Hareket outside Istanbul, or Devlet outside Ankara. It is therefore fair to assume 
that they were almost exclusively directed to these cities. As of May 10, 1971, Devlet 
moved its office to Konya, however.
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a famous saying of Atatiirk, “Oh, Turk, turn unto thyself!” It began 
publication on April 7, 1969, but on September 6, 1971 announced that 
in the future it would be published only every fifteen days.

To take the older Milli Hareket first, its chief role was evidently to 
serve as an organ (and, for its first thirty months — the only one) of the 
party; to inform members of party news and other affairs in Turkey (and, 
more rarely, abroad); react to various events and phenomena of interest 
— such as student demands and activities,86 Kosygin’s visit to Turkey,87 
or devaluation of the Turkish Lira;88 praise Tiirkes and his activities,89 
extol him as a leader who ought to be a Cabinet Minister,90 and denigrate 
his opponents;91 attack other political parties, chiefly the JP92 (compet
ing with the RPNP in the same social circles) and the LPT, whose social
ism it equated with communism, the enemy of Tuikey93 (freemasonry is 
the next woist94). Leftists of all types are attacked, and the reader warned 
of their hold on the press, cinema, theater and radio.95 Youth, to whom 
an appeal is frequently made,96 is particularly warned against these evils.

Most of this reflects the general views of the party leadership, and 
particularly of Tiirkes, who sometimes wrote in Milli Hareket or granted 
it interviews.97 His own concept of milliyetgilik was not infrequently 
elaborated by other writers in the magazine98 and presented as meaning 
“service to the Turks.”99 As one article put it, “Socialists (communists) 
cannot be milliyetgisV’10° Later, with the party’s rapprochement with

86 M illi Hareket, fasc. 2: Nov. 1966; 24: July 1968; 29: Dec. 1968; 54: Jan. 1971.
87 Ibid., 4: Dec. 15, 1966.
88 Ibid., 50: Sep. 1970.
89 Ibid., 8: Mar. 1967; 10: May 1967; 17: Dec. 1967; 19: Feb. 1968.
90 Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966; 10: May 1967; 11: June 1967.
91 Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966 calls Qetin Altan a traitor (bain).
92 Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966; 4: Dec. 15, 1966; 5: Jan. 1, 1967; 19: Feb. 1968.
93 Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966; 5: Jan. 1, 1967; 8: Mar. 1967; 9: Apr. 1967; 17: Dec. 1967; 

18: Jan. 1968; 24: July 1968; 33: Apr. 1969; 43: Feb. 1970; 45: Apr. 1970.
94 Ibid., 1: n.d. [Oct. 1966]; 7: Feb. 1, 1967; 15: Oct. 1967.
95 Ibid., 8: March, 1967.
96 Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966; 4: Dec. 15, 1966; 7: Feb. 1, 1967; 9: Apr. 1967; 10: May 

1967; 24: July 1968; 29: Dec. 1968; 32: Mar. 1969.
97 Ibid., 3: Dec. 1, 1966; 9: Apr. 1967; 11: June 1967; 13: Aug. 1967; 17: Dec. 

1967; 19: Feb. 1968; 20: Mar. 1968; 25: Aug. 1968; 31: Feb. 1969; 34: May 1969; 
37: Aug. 1969.

98 Ibid., 1: n.d. [Oct. 1966]; 3: Dec. 1, 1966; 39: Oct. 1969.
99 Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966. The definition is by Nejdet San?ar.
too Mehmet Eroz, “Sosyalist (Komunist) Milliyetgi olamaz,” ibid., 28: Nov. 

1968, pp. 7-8.
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Islam, milliyetgilik is also examined in terms of Islam, emphasizing the 
parallels between the two terms.101

A contents analysis shows, however, that the most frequently alluded- 
to topic, as well as the most emphasized one, is the idea of Pan-Turkism 
— no doubt because it appealed to a wide readership, on the one hand, 
and was apparently the only major theme not exploited by other political 
parties, and consequently easily monoplized by the RPNP-NAP.

Pan-Turkism was explained and adopted from the first issue of Milli 
Hareket,102 in its “statement of purpose” (amag) drawn up by Muammer 
I§m, the magazine’s first publisher.103 This starts with the fiery assertion 
that, “After leaving Central Asia, the Turkish nation became a great 
state.” The revival of a “Great Turkey” is a recuirent theme,104 and one 
way of achieving this (in addition to industrialization and opposition to 
birth-control)105 is through militant Pan-Turkism. The tone is markedly 
more aggressive than the Pan-Turk theories of Ziya Gokalp early in the 
20th century, whom Milli Hareket frequently quotes and whose ideas 
appear to have served at least partly as a model. The Turkish language is 
the main link uniting Turks within Turkey and elsewhere.106 Pages are 
devoted to lists of Turkish words and their etymology.107 The Kurds 
and Alevis, living in Turkey, are described as Turks who regard them
selves as such.108 Indeed, any Kurdish agitation within Turkey is attribu
ted to communist incitement.109 Inflated figures are adduced to show 
that most Turks still live outside of Turkey’s political frontiers, e.g., 70 
millions in Russia, 30 millions in China, 12 millions in Iran, 3 millions in 
Irak, and 2 millions in the Balkans.110 Strong support is given the Turks 
in Cyprus;111 demands for Turkish schooling are voiced on behalf of the 
Turks in the Kirkuk area;112 attention is given to the Turkmens of the

101 E.g., “Islamiyet ve milliyetgilik,” ibid., 46: May 1970. See also Nahit Dinner, 
ibid., 48-49: Aug. 1970.

102 Ibid., 1: n.d. [Oct. 1966],
103 Ibid., page 2. Later the publisher was Ahmet B. Karaca, and the editor-in-chief 

Sakin Oner.
104 ibid., 1: n.d. [Oct. 1966]; 3: Dec. 1, 1966; 25: Aug. 1968; 31: Feb. 1969; 44: 

Mar. 1970; 47: June 1970.
i°5 1. H. Yilanhoglu, “Dogum kontrolii,” ibid., 31: Feb. 1969.
106 Ibid., ibid. 1: n.d. [Oct. 1966], Ahmet Kabakli’s article.
107 Ibid., ibid.
los Ibid., 2: Nov. 1966; 7: Feb. 1, 1967; 8: Mar. 1967.
io» Ibid., 45: Apr. 1970, pp. 1, 3.
no Ibid., 1: n.d. [Oct. 1966], Cf. ibid., 7: Feb. 1, 1967 (M. S. Aran’s article).
in  Ibid., 10: May 1967; 17: Dec. 1967; 18: Jan. 1968; 19: Feb. 1968.
H2 Ibid., 13: Aug. 1967.
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Taurus Mountains;113 hundreds of thousands of Turks are said to live 
in Western Thrace,114 and the geopolitical situation in the Balkans is 
examined in the light of Turk concentrations there.115 Elsewhere, Muzaf- 
fer Ozdag, one of the party’s main ideologists, maintains that Mustafa 
Kemal himself had been very concerned about the Outer Turks,116 living 
outside Turkey’s frontiers. While minimalists write about Cyprus, the 
islands117 and Western Thrace becoming a part of Turkey proper,118 the 
maximalists dream of “Tomorrow’s Turanian state.” 119 The maximalists 
believe that the Turkish ideal should be to reach the roads leading to 
India and China: Azerbayjan (with its 5.5 million Turks), the Caucasus, 
Bukhara, Samarkand, Aksu, Manchuria’s borders (Turkestan),120 the 
Northern Turks — to the Volga and Siberia — not to speak of the 
Balkans. Evidently, the party’s concern for the situation of Turks — and 
Muslims, for that matter121 — in the Soviet Union fitted well with its 
anti-communist, anti-Russian feelings.

Much of what has been said applies also to the weekly connected with 
the NAP — Devlet. There are some differences, evidently, but mostly 
subtle ones. Short poems and readers’ letters give the weekly a more 
personal touch, as does more detailed reporting on recent events inside 
Turkey (a regular feature). Devlet adds some insight into party views and 
policies in recent years — since this weekly started publication only on 
April 7, 1969. Certainly, the Pan-Turk drive for a Yiiz milyonluk Tiirkiye 
(“Turkey of a hundred million people”), and the memory of past glory 
and grandeur are there,122 too, as are the unequivocal anti-communist

i d  ibid., 19: Feb. 1968.
114 Ibid., 26: Sep. 1968 (Giingor Aslan’s article).
ii3 Ibid., 22: May 1968 (same writer).
ns Ibid., 19: Feb. 1968. See also ibid., 44: Mar. 1970, p. 15.
117 The islands in the Aegean?

n s Milli Hareket, 18: Jan. 1968 (Gokgeoglu’s article).

119 “Yarinki Turan devleti,” ibid., 20: Mar. 1968. Seyfettin also published a 
pamphlet bearing this title.

120 In another issue Mirat Ozcpamli complains that the Turks in Turkestan are treated 

by the Soviets as second-class citizens. C f ibid., 28: Nov. 1968.
121 See, e.g., “Sovyet Rusyada Muslumanlann durumu,” ibid., 42: Jan. 1970. 

“Turk edebiyati ve tarihi iizerine Rus basktsi,” ibid., 45: Apr. 1970. “Sovyetler 
ulkesindedin meselesi,” ibid., 46: May 1970.

122 See, e.g., Devlet, 2: April 14, 1969, pp. 5-7; 5: May 5, 1969, p. 9; 6: May 12, 
1969, p. 4; 10: June 9, 1969, p. 2; 12: June 23, 1969, pp. 5, 9; 14: July 7, 1969, p.. 
5; 15: July 14, 1969, pp. 5, 11; 23: Sep. 8, 1969, pp. 6-7; 24: Sep. 15, 1969, p. 2; 
31: Nov. 3, 1969, pp. 6-7; 33: Nov. 17, 1969, pp. 2, 11; 40: Jan. 5, 1970, pp. 6-7;
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propaganda123 and the call for development and industrialization,124 
through the party’s revolutionary approach to social affairs.125 If  any
thing, the main differences between Devlet and Milli Hareket are in tone 
and emphasis. Devlet, for instance, seems to lay greater stress on attacking 
both socialism (which it equates with communism) and capitalism (which 
it sees in the light of United States economic influence in Turkey126 — 
while Milli Hareket emphasizes the anti-communist crusade. Perhaps 
Devlet intended to create the image of a party nearer the centei of the 
political spectrum.

Then, too, a much more favorable attitude towards Islam emerges 
from Devlet, possibly because it started publication only several months 
before the 1969 elections to the National Assembly, and in the period 
when the party’s policy had veered closer to Islam. Indeed, the very 
first issue of Devlet contained an article by Dr. Yasar Kutluay, of the 
Faculty of Theology at the University of Ankara, recommending in no 
uncertain terms the bold expansion of Islamic education in Turkey.127 
The positive attitude of Devlet towards Islamic education was kept up 
steadily, and, as late as September 1971, Cezmi Kirimkoglu was writing 
to protest the proposal, then being considered by the new Minister cf 
Education, to close down certain courses of the Hatip schools, as an 
economy measure; Kirimhoglu maintained that the people wanted these 
courses and that this should be the prevailing consideration.128 Other 
articles support the impression that a rapprochement with Islam was the

43: Jan. 26, 1970, pp. 6-7, 9, 12; 46: Feb. 16, 1970, pp. 6-7, 11; 51: Mar. 23, 1970, 
pp. 9, 11; 57: May 4, 1970, pp. 6-7.

123 E.g., ibid., 2: Apr. 14,1969, p. 3; 4: Apr. 28,1969, p. 2; 7: May 19, 1969, p. 8; 
8: May 25, 1969, p. 8; 11: June 16, 1969, p. 2; 12: June 23, 1969, p. 2; 13: June 30, 
1969, p. 9; 19: Aug. 11,1969, p. 3; 31: Nov. 3,1969, pp. 6-7; 43: Jan. 26,1970, p. 11; 
47-48: Mar. 2, 1970, pp. 6-7; 54: Apr. 13, 1970, p. 4; 55: Apr. 20, 1970, pp. 5, 11; 
58: May 11, 1970, pp. 6-7, 12; 63: June 15, 1970, p. 5 (connecting Kurds and 
communists).

124 jbid., 2: Apr. 14, 1969, p. 12; 5: May 5, 1969, p. 12; 8: May 25, 1969, p. 7; 
10: June 9, 1969, pp. 6-7; 11: June 16, 1969, pp. 6-7; 12: June 23, 1969, pp. 6-7; 
13: June 30,1969, pp. 6-7; 43: Jan. 26,1970, pp. 6-7,10-11; 67: July 13,1970, pp. 6-7.

125 Ibid., 3: Apr. 21, 1969, pp. 6 ff.; 10: June 9, 1969, pp. 6-7; 21: Aug. 25, 1969, 
pp. 10-11; 32: Nov. 10, 1969, pp. 6-7, 11; 35: Dec. 1, 1969, pp. 6-7, 10; 36: Dec. 
8,1969, pp. 6-7; 37: Dec. 15, 1969, pp. 6-7; 38: Dec. 22, 1969, pp. 6-7, 10-11; 41: 
Jan. 12, 1970, p. 11.

126 Ibid., 4: Apr. 28, 1969, p. 3; 5: May 5, 1969, p. 3; 7: May 19, 1969, p. 5; 14: 
July 7,1969, pp. 4 ff .\ 17: July 28,1969, p. 3; 55: Apr. 20,1970, p. 7.

127 “Tiirkiye’de din egitimi,” ibid., 1: Apr. 7, 1969, p. 8.
128 Ibid., 127: Sep. 6, 1971, p. 4.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



PERIODICALS SUPPORTING THE PARTY 237

deliberate policy of Devlet129 and of the party at the time. The general 
tenor is that Islam adds strength to Turkey (that is, without entering a 
discussion on the merits of Islam).

Yet another subtle difference was in the greater emphasis of Devlet 
of its support for the Turkish military. Indeed, it interpreted the March 
12, 1971 Memorandum, as a warning to both communists129 130 and an
archists131 and supported it unreservedly. Devlet’’s attitude towards the 
military was further expressed in an article by Recep Doksat,132 in which 
the writer took the view that while the Turkish officer was milliyetgi 
and inkilapgi (in this context, “nationalist” and “reformist”), he was 
neither devrimci nor ihtilalci (in this context, both mean “revolutionary”). 
Indeed, Devlet expressed the hope that the army would break the hands 
of all traitors133 — by which it most probably referred to all leftists and 
possibly to others. It may be assumed that this unconditional support of 
the military was one of the reasons Devlet was not closed down, as were 
some other extremist magazines, after the Maich 1971 military interven
tion.

Devlet published a series of five articles by Dr. Orhan Tiirkdogan on 
the “Anatomy of the NAP” which presents an interesting self-image of 
the party.134 A lecturer in sociology at Ataturk University in Erzurum, 
Tiirkdogan’s sympathies are with the party — he may well also be a 
member — but he writes in a scholary detached style. Even so, the fact 
that the party weekly printed his articles tends to show that Devlet 
generally agreed with the image drawn by Tiirkdogan.

Tiirkdogan sees the NAP as Turkey’s first organized nationalist party. 
It drew on the myths and legends of the early Turks, which some Turks 
tend to mix with real history. In the multiparty era since 1945 no other 
party has appealed to public opinion as forcefully as the NAP. Actually, 
Tiirkdogan points out that the NAP is the youngest of Turkish political

129 Ibid., 9: June 2, 1969, p. 3; 14: July 7, 1969, pp. 6-7; 15: July 14, 1969, pp. 
4-5; 16: July 21,1969, pp. 10-11; 17: July 28,1969, p. 5 (Tiirke? praying in Samsun); 
21: Aug. 25, 1969, pp. 3, 9; 22: Sep. 1, 1969 (the fire at al-Aksa Mosque); 27: Oct. 
6, 1969, pp. 4-9; 31: Nov. 3, 1969, pp. 6-7; 34: Nov. 24, 1969, pp. 2-3, 10-11; 64: 
June 22, 1970, p. 10.

130 ibid., 102: Mar. 15, 1971, pp. 1, 3.
131 Ibid., I l l :  May 17, 1971, p. 1.
132 “Turk ordusu devrimci degildir!” ibid., 103: Mar. 22, 1971.
133 Ibid., 114: June 7, 1971 p. 1.
134 “Milliyetgi Hareket Partisi’nin anatomisi,” Devlet, 17: July 28, 1969; 18: Aug. 

4, 1969; 19: Aug. 11, 1969 ; 20: Aug. 18, 1969; 21: Aug. 25, 1969.
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parties and its establishment was the logical result of the conflict between 
left and right — a process which had not yet reached completion. The 
idealist youth leading the party are determined to carry out its historical 
mission. It is different from other Turkish parties, which were set up by 
an order from above, or formed from the remnants of other parties. The 
NAP is a party that has adopted the basic values of the nation and the 
ideals of society — like the Conservative Party in Great Britain. Indeed, 
the NAP is an ideological party in the western sense. It is as aware as 
are Turkey’s leftist parties of the socio-economic gap within the country, 
and is the only political party to stand up to the left with a systematic 
nationalist (milliyetgi) ideology. It is, actually, the only organization 
opposing the now legal Labor Party of Turkey, with an ideology of its 
own that is both nationalist and social-minded (toplumcu) and, con
sequently, it embodies an economic doctrine. It is in the essence of its 
ideology — which is based on the traditions of Turkey’s national culture, 
social structure, and state policies — that the NAP differs from both 
communist and fascist parties. Thus in Turkey the RPP has been used to 
single-party rule, fascist-style, while the LPT would like to see one class 
governing the whole of society — instead of democratic relations between 
society and parties. The NAP, on the other hand, would prefer a. to have 
a strong elitist cadre to realize the nationalist and social progress of 
Turkey, b. to serve as a powerful counter-weight to the communism 
which threatens Anatolia and to protect Turkish society — taking into 
account Turkey’s geopolitical situation. As to the NAP’s place amongst 
political parties, Tiirkdogan maintains that, in the Turkish context, it 
would be erroneous to see it as rightist, because of its emphasis on sacred 
national values; its very real concepts of social justice bring it close to a 
leftist party, in the West-European sense.

Further, Tiirkdogan analyzes the party-leader relations within the 
NAP, which he approaches in terms of power-elite. Such relations are 
conditioned, seemingly, by the state of society in a given country. Tiirkes, 
the NAP’s founder, himself came from a middle class family and entered 
politics after an army career. Tiirkdogan sees him as an idealist, a devo
ted patriot, full of sympathy for national and social ideas, a decision
maker who expresses himself briefly and determinedly. After the May 27, 
1960 Revolution, western political analysts referred to him as “the strong 
colonel.” Among political parties, the NAP is characterized as strong- 
willed and disciplined, and, at the same time, patriotic. These terms also 
describe the personality of Tiirkes himself. His nationalist stand was 
evident as early as 1944 and has continued. Despite pressure from all
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sides in his four years as party leader,133 Tiirkes never renounced his 
principles. Nevertheless, this does not make him either a fascist or a 
Nazi, as he has been labeled by the leftist press. He and the NAP are 
both anti-communist and anti-fascist. They oppose both racism and the 
idea of dialectic class-struggle; and would like to institute a harmoniously 
compatible society in Turkey, on the Japanese model. This would enable 
the establishment of the prosperous state envisaged in the Nine Lights for 
everyone,135 136 not just for a preferred class or group (as the other parties 
desire).

Turkdogan then examines the Nine Lights at some length and adds 
another, “militancy” (militanizm), expressed in what he actually calls 
komandoculuk, or “commando activity.” This is an activism tailored for 
youth, to replace the bright slogans attracting them to anarchism.137 In 
a way, the NAP’s militancy for youth is a direct continuation of the 
Turk milliyetgiler dernegi (“Association of Turkish nationalists”), a 
movement of patrioticyouths, which in the early 1950’s opened numerous 
branches in Turkey, but was shut down by the Democrat Party. The 
“commandos” have already made their mark among university students.

Finally, Turkdogan turns to the NAP symbols: the three crescents of 
the party’s emblem and the term Bozkurtlar for its commandos. He. 
points out that these are obvious symbols of Turkey’s past, of the party’s 
patriotic sentiments, and of its combination of nationalism and religion. 
As he sees it, the NAP, far from being a theocratic party, resembles 
Christian-Democrat or Christian-Socialist parties in the west, which 
respect the values of religion.

In our evaluation of the RPNP-NAP and its ideology, one does not 
have to accept Tiirkdogan’s assessment of the party as exhaustive. 
Obviously it can be regarded, at least in part, as an exposition of the 
image which he and some party leaders desire to disseminate among 
Devlet's readers — which in itself is instructive.

The organized right in Turkey, represented by the RPNP-NAP, 
resembles the organized left (the LPT), in their extremism and in some 
of their slogans, but not necessarily in the content of their respective 
ideologies. There is a definite similarity between right and left in Turkey 
in their hatreds — generally directed at the laissez-faire of the ruling party 
or, in the early 1960’s, at the coalition of parties which promised moder-

135 This refers to the years 1965-1969.
136 Actually turn toplum, or “the whole society.”
137 A problem that worried NAP constantly. See the characteristic “Marksist 

kafalar,” Milli Hareket, 54: Jan. 1971, p. 15.
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ate economic reform but achieved little. Consequently, the appeal of 
both right and left was material and aimed at change in the economic 
and political status quo. Current shortcomings assumed larger propor
tions and were criticized with growing impatience. Both right and left in 
Turkey are pessimistic as to the present, optimistic as to the future.

However, side by side with these similarities, there are basic differences 
in both content and tone.

As a political movement, the right in Turkey lacks the uniformity of the 
class basis that the left has and therefore its cohesion. The RPNP-NAP 
proclaims itself as being above classes in Turkey, indeed of opposing the 
class-war. It purports to be a centrist, rather than a rightist, party (and, 
in some respects, at least, reminds one of what Professor Lipset calls “the 
fascist center”138). Accordingly, it claims to stand for more general ideas 
and ideals — nation, race, state grandeur. This claim entitles it (so the 
leaders of the RPNP-NAP say), more than other parties — surely more 
than the LPT — to become a mass party. The Turkish right’s alternative 
to class-war is economic and technological competition with other peo
ples, a competition geared to Turkey’s speedy development in a classless 
society. This general approach is the strength of the RPNP-NAP, for 
it carries a wider appeal than the left; it is also its weakness, for it has no 
immediately obvious potential supporters, as the LPT has. The pro
paganda of the left in Turkey, mainly aired in socio-economic protest, 
unintentionally served as fuel for the RPNP-NAP. The party felt (and 
said so) that the propaganda of the left was not only inspired by alien 
sources, and therefore abhorrent, but also promised its solutions at a 
remote future time. Consequently, the RPNP-NAP claimed to be the 
bearer of a more urgently immediate message.

Having distinguished itself from the left, the organized right in Turkey 
had the tougher job of dissociating itself from conservatism and the reac
tionism associated with it in many people’s minds; in other words, they 
had to become “the New Right.” 139 While conservatism in Turkish 
politics has shown an inclination to compromise — displayed in the 
1960’s in various degrees by the JP, RPP, RP, and UP — the RPNP- 
NAP’s radicalism has been expressed first in its intransigent extremism, 
then in its message of modernism (whose keyword was to bring Turkey 
into the atomic and space age). Militant nationalism (milliyetgilik)

138 Op. tit., pp. 129 ff.
139 As formulated so well, in another context, by Hans Rogger, in his “After

thoughts” to H. Rogger and E. Weber (eds.), op. ti t ., pp. 575-576.
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blends the future goal of power through modernization to a glorification 
of the Turkish nation and race, both within Turkey’s frontiers and out
side. The grandeur of the past of the Turkish nation is held up as a 
model for a brilliant future in an ideological mixture that comes close 
to an apocalyptic myth of a great, highly industrialized Turkey of more 
than a hundred million Turks (in addition to the “Outer Turks”), the 
equal of the Great Powers, and particularly of the Soviet Union.

As was the case of the right in some European states in the 1920’s 
and 1930’s, in Turkey, too, the right assumes a sense of destiny, to which 
only the RPNP-NAP can presumably lead the people, saving them from 
the danger of anarchy brought about by the left.140 Sometimes explicitly, 
more often implicitly, the RPNP-NAP maintains that it knows best what 
Turkey really needs. Although careful not to attack parliamentary gov
ernment head-on, the party’s ideology did imply that democratic rule in 
Turkey had brought it little good. It wanted total power, allegedly for 
the sake of Turkey. It did not inveigh against the state it wanted to 
preserve, but against the established political, economic and social 
order. It attacked leftism and the anarchy it foreshadowed, and spoke 
out for Law and Order. The uniforms, marches and flags of the 
Bozkurtlar were symbols of this Law and Order, as well as a reminder 
that the RPNP-NAP was not above using violence (despite official 
denials by the party of any such intent).

Lastly, in Turkey as elsewhere, the personalities of the leaders in the 
rightist parties are generally more decisive than in other political move
ments. The lack of a sophisticated doctrine, and the absence of a well- 
defined class on which to base its support, have increased the relative 
importance of a capable, charismatic leader in a rightist political organi
zation. His personal role is frequently crucial to the party’s fortunes, bis 
hold on both organizational activities and ideological pronouncements 
much stronger than on other political parties in Turkey. This is particu
larly so in the case of Alparslan Tiirkes who, a Colonel by training and 
experience, seems more conditioned than other politicians to an authori
tarian approach. His patriotic past (the Pan-Turk nationalist incident of 
1944) is extolled; his service to the Fatherland at a historic hour (active 
participation in the 1960 Revolution) is duly praised. He is presented by 
his party as both old enough to inspire confidence in the middle-aged,

140 It is interesting to remember that, while RPNP-NAP attacked the left 
vehemently, the LPT devoted only a minor part of its propaganda to attacks on the 
RPNP-NAP, as its quarrel (and competition) was chiefly with the JP and RPP.
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and young enough to appeal to Turkish youth. Although roughly the 
same age as the LPT leaders, Ecevit of the RPP, and Demirel of the 
JP — he is actually slightly older than some of them — his party has laid 
considerable emphasis on its appeal to youth. Again, this not only repeats 
the customary practice of the European right, but is no less a mirror 
reflection of the LPT’s approach. Indeed, most radical organized groups 
have been doing the same, in Turkey and elsewhere — much more so 
than the so-called moderate parties.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

TURKISH ELECTIONS: LEFT VERSUS RIGHT

a. The parties and the elections

From 1946, the time of the first multiparty elections in Turkey, the 
holding of political elections was never in doubt. After a brief interlude 
in 1960, electoral competition resumed. Elections were frequent: in the 
Second Turkish Republic hardly a year passed without elections being 
held for the National Assembly, the Senate, or the local administration. 
More and more social groups grew bolder in their political consciousness 
and participation, and the rising number of political parties participating 
and the ever sharpening cleavage of opinion added their divisive effect. 
In part both the increased participation and divisiveness were due to 
the sustained activity of the Labor Party of Turkey and the Republican 
Peasant National Party.

One way to evaluate the political activity of the organized left and 
right in contemporary Turkey is to trace the electoral efforts1 (and their 
results) of both the LPT and RPNP. True, both were small political 
parties, with no reasonable chance at that time of winning a majority 
in any democratically-run elections. Nevertheless, both parties were 
quick to grasp the significance of free electoral propaganda and the 
importance of getting a small number of spokesmen into the two houses 
of parliament.

The period we shall discuss is a limited one, starting after the 1961 
general elections2 •— the first of the Second Turkish Republic. The LPT 
had just been established and hardly had enough time to organize party 
branches in fifteen provinces — the minimum required by law in order to 
qualify for an electoral contest. Indeed, its founders apparently thought 
that the party was not ready to run in national elections against the con-

1 We shall refer in this chapter mainly to national elections, and local ones only 
to a lesser degree. For the election laws in force in the 1960’s two handy compendia 
are available: one edited by M. A. Yal?m, Temel kanunlar ve segim mevzuati (Istanbul: 
1968); the other by A. §. Efem and N . Koknar, Biitiin degisiklikleriyle segim kanmlari 
(Istanbul: 1968).

2 On which see Cemal Aygen, “Memleketimizdeki seamier ve neticeleri,” SBFD, 
XVH (1): Mar. 1962, pp. 203-287.
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servative, well-established parties.3 The LPT ran for the first time 
in 1963. The RPNP, on the other hand, assumed the character of a 
radical rightist party in 1965, and its role in the elections cf that year will 
be considered.

The electoral activity of both these parties indicates that they must 
have hoped for considerable success at the polls. Their leaders had not 
necessarily read Lipset’s estimate4 that the electoral response to political 
parties aiming at social change depends, inter alia, on effective channels 
of communication and on the absence of ties to a traditional party. 
However, they did sense the existence of many non-committed voters 
and the possibility of influencing them through mass-communication — 
particularly the radio. By law the state-owned radio had to offer free 
time to all registered parties (and every party made full use of this op
portunity). This made it easier for small parties to compete with the 
larger and wealthier ones with their extensive electoral propaganda. In 
estimating the full importance of this medium, one should bear in mind 
that the number of licensed radio sets (not to mention the numerous 
unlicensed ones) grew from less than a quarter of a million in 1948 and 
just under a million in 1955,5 to 1,816,437 in 1963.6 This is particularly 
significant, if one notes that 401,972 of these — or between a fifth and a 
quarter of the total — were located in the villages. In this manner, ladio 
election propaganda could attempt to reach the illiterate — particularly 
as a large number of licensed radio sets were located in coffee-houses and 
similar public places (47,325 in 1963). For comparison’s sake, the follow
ing are the figures for licensed radio sets in subsequent years (it will be 
observed that the ratio of those in villages to the total increased from 
one quarter in 1964 to one third by 1970 — considerably moie than the 
relative population increase):

3 On the parties competing in the 1961 elections, see Nadir Nadi, “Evolution de 
politique interieure,” Syntheses (Bruxelles), 205-206: June-July 1963, p. 226.

4 Political Man, op. cit., p. 261. Lipset refers there to left voting, but in our context 
this appears equally relevant to both the LPT and RPNP-NAP.

3 Acc. to Cohn, op. cit., p. 173. More detailed data pertaining to the years 1938 
to 1958 may be found in F. W. Frey, “Political development, power, and communica
tions in Turkey,” in L. W. Pye (ed.), Communications and political development, 
esp. pp. 320-321.

6 This and the figures which follow closely are based on the State Institute of 
Statistics — Turkey, Statistical yearbook o f  Turkey 1968 (Turkish and English) 
(Ankara': 1969), p. 281; and on its Supplement (Ek yaytn) (Ankara: 1970), p. 78. 
See also its Monthly Bulletin o f  Statistics 1971, V-V1I (Ankara: 1971), p. 44, table 
25.
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Table 10. LICENSED RADIO SETS IN TURKEY, BY YEAR

Year Total In the villages

1964 2,079,322 514,095
1965 2,195,501 583,915
1966 2,383,990 701,890
1967 2,720,959 830,859
1968 2,885,120 921,377
1969 3,072,135 996,000
1970 3,136,498 1,048,000

The first opportunity for the LPT to use the state radio for its propa
ganda presented itself (even before the party’s first national congress) in 
the November 17, 1963 provincial and municipal elections. A case in 
point — and an instructive one — is Aybar’s election speech over Ankara 
radio on November 5, less than two weeks before election day.7 He 
addressed himself to workers, peasants, small shopkeepers, daily workers, 
pensioners, widows, people on a low-income, social-minded intellectuals, 
and all those in favor of the people and of labor. As Aybar phrased it, 
all political parties had solicited their vote since 1946, but the situation 
remained much the same, seventeen years later: no homes, no work, no 
running-water, no roads, no electricity, no doctors and no medical care. 
They were illiterate, and so were their children. In many parts of the 
country, there were no cinemas, theaters or concerts. Aybar then remin
ded his listeners that the national income was very unevenly and unjustly 
divided, and appealed to them to remember all these facts at the polls—  
and particularly that the LPT was the only party that cared, and that 
would bring about the sorely-needed reforms.8

It became evident, when the votes were counted, that the LPT was not 
yet sufficiently organized and that its appeal was still limited. The party 
had put forward candidates in nine provinces only, and in only seven 
of these did it get any tangible results, and modest ones, at that — as 
follows:9

i  Reported in full in the LPT’s pamphlet, Tiirkiye iffi partisigene! bafkaru Mehmet 
Ali Aybar'm sefim bildirisi (Ankara: 1963).

8 The other LPT radio speakers on the eve of the 1963 elections, such as the party’s 
Secretary-General Kemal Siilker, followed Aybar’s line. See the collection of these 
talks reprinted as the 95-page Tiirkiye iff/ partisi radyo koniqmalarv. yurt sorunlart 
ve fbziim yolu (Ankara: 1964).

9 Acc. to Sayilgan, Solun 94 yili, pp. 381-382. Slightly different figures in the 
official returns cited by Karpat, op. cit., in MEJ, XXI (2): 1967, p. 161, and in Abadan,.
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Valid votes for the LPT, 1963 local elections 
(in 7 provinces)

Istanbul
Izmir
Ankara
Diyarbakir
Kayseri
Adana
Gaziantep

14,675
7,131
5,919
2,389
2,282
1,776
1,334

Total 35,506

From the LPT’s point of view, the election returns were disheartening. 
The party succeeded in obtaining merely one municipal councillor, in 
Diyarbakir.10 On a countrywide basis, the LPT obtained just over a 
third of one per cent of the total valid vote (more precisely, 0.36%), 
but it received an average of nearly 3 % of the vote in the provinces it 
contested. About two-fifths of its valid vote came from Istanbul, the 
party’s center and main field of operation. While in absolute numbers 
the Istanbul LPT results were not so bad, relatively they were even a 
poorer show for the party than countrywide. Interestingly, the votes for 
the LPT generally came from well-to-do districts; observers at the time 
thought that they were cast by intellectuals, including students. While 
the latter point obviously cannot be substantiated, the party’s decision
makers seem to have drawn the lesson that their propaganda was too 
sophisticated. An example is a theoretically phrased 32-page booklet, 
prepared just before the 1963 elections by the paity’s research bureau.11

In subsequent elections, they not only intensified their propaganda, 
but brought it down-to-earth. Instances of this change of tactics may be 
observed before the 1965 general elections, the first in which the LPT 
participated on a country-wide basis. It was better prepared after the 
party’s 1964 national congress. Its propaganda was not hampered by 
local, narrower interests, as in 1963 — when it had to battle against

Atiayasa hukuku ve siyasi bilimler agmndcm 1965 sefimlerinin tahlili (Ankara: 1966), 
p. 229.

10 1964 Tiirkiye yilhgi (Istanbul: n.d. [1964]), pp. 136-137. See also P. J. 
Magnarella, Regional voting in Turkey, The Muslim World, LVII (3): July 1967, 
pp. 224-234, and LVII (4): Oct. 1967, pp. 277-287.

11 Tiirkiye i$?i partisi — Ankara arajtirma ve yaym bttrosu, Amactmiz — 
yolumuz — yontemimiz (Ankara: 1963).
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firmly-established vested interests. In 1965 not only was the LPT’s 
electioneering inherently better suited to a national, rather than a local, 
campaign, but it could capitalize on the inability of recent coalition 
cabinets to agree on joint action, and accordingly blame the govern
ment parties for the neglect of socio-economic reform.

b . T h e  1965 e l e c t io n s

There is quite a body of literature on the 1965 elections in T u r k e y , 12 
although the part played by both the LPT and RPNP (to be dealt with 
subsequently) is often passed over, because of the relatively small share 
of the vote either of them obtained. However, the strenuous campaign 
of both parties and their not unimpressive achievement — relative to 
the results obtained by other, better-established parties — certainly merit 
a longer discussion. We shall first look at the LPT, then at the RPNP.

The LPT’s election campaign in 1965 appears particularly relevant in 
the light of the party’s growing involvement in leftist politics. While it 
may be argued that the increasing popularity of leftist journals, like 
Ton,12 13 was confined in the early 1960’s to a comparatively limited circle 
of social-minded intellectuals, the concern of government circles and 
parts of the Establishment over leftist activity is an indication that it was 
taken seriously. To give one example, in March 1964, Bertold Brecht’s 
play The good woman o f Setzuan was suspended by the martial law 
authorities, after demonstrators claimed that it was pro-communist. The 
demonstrators broke up the performance, tore up posters and threatened 
the actors and the theater staff with violence (shouting “To Moscow, to 
Moscow” and “Off with the actors’ beads”). Counter demonstrations 
were staged in favor of the play by university students, who posted

12 The most detailed analysis is a book by Nermin Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ve 
siyasi bilimler afisindan 1965 segimlerinin tahlili. See also J. S. Szyliowicz, “The 
Turkish elections: 1965,” in MEJ, XX (4): Autumn 1966, pp. 473-494. M. Steed 
and N . Abadan, “Four elections of 1965,” Government and Opposition, I (3): April 
1966, pp. 297-344 (Turkey: pp. 335-344). P. J. Magnarella, op. cit. in The Muslim 
World. J. M. Landau, “Turkey from election to election,” The World Today, XXVI 
(4): Apr. 1970, pp. 156-166. Bahri Savci, “ 1965 milletvekilleri se?imi uzerinde bir 
analiz,” SBFD, XX(4): Dec. 1965,pp. 177-218. Nermin Abadan and Ahmet Yiicekok, 
“ 1961-1965 segimlerinde biiyiik $ehirlerde gelir durumuna gore oy verme davramjlan,” 
ibid., XXI (4): Dec. 1966, pp. 103-117.

13 See above, ch. 2.
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slogans on the walls (“Democracy means freedom of thought” and 
“This is not fascist Spain”).14

In this tense atmosphere, the LPT and several other political parties 
campaigned in 1965 with high expectations of winning a number of seats 
in the 450-member National Assembly — for which elections were being 
held. Their hopes were largely pinned on the changes introduced into the 
electoral system in Turkey. Under the First Republic, national election 
results were computed by electoral districts, according to a plurality 
system that simply spelled “Winner take all” (and, by implication, all 
other votes were lost). This system clearly favored the large parties. A 
proportional representation system to the National Assembly based 
on “remainders,” introduced in 1961, was further elaborated before the 
1965 elections to this body. Briefly this worked as follows. In every 
electoral district, seats in the National Assembly were first allocated to 
the candidates whose parties obtained the necessary number of votes. 
Secondly, all votes not used for this purpose (“remainders”) were then 
added up on a countrywide basis. Thirdly, all these remainders were 
then credited to the parties and divided by the number of still-vacant 
seats.15 Obviously, this computation favored the small parties.

The LPT was the only party which had not participated in the 1961 
elections and was running, in 1965, for the National Assembly for the 
first time. It was hailed in some places as the champion of a reform in 
land-holding; these instances however were rare and were a reaction to 
over-exploitation by the landowners. The party was furthest to the left 
of all those competing (the Turkish Communist Party was barred by law 
from running). This laid it open to facile charges of communism which 
often led to rioting, and several times to LPT candidates being beaten 
up and troops having to protect them during election rallies. This hap
pened, for example, in Akhisar on March 5, 1965, when the local LPT 
officials were pelted with oranges and stones at an open-air rally, then 
physically attacked. Again in Bursa on July 4, 1965, LPT members 
were attacked by adherents of the Association for Fighting Communism 
in Turkey.16 Worse from the LPT’s point of view, it was led into bitter

The Times (London), March 26, 1964. The play was later allowed to resume 
its run.

is Erdogan Tezi?, “L’evolution du systeme electoral turc sous la seconde 
r6publique,” AFDI, XVHI (29-32): 1968, pp. 170-187.

is The Times, London, and Le Monde, both of July 6, 1965. About this organiza
tion, cf. Sayilgan, pp. 393-394, and ch. 5 o f our study.
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competition with the still powerful Republican People’s Party, which was 
running for first place against the Justice Party, popularly considered the 
heir of the defunct (and banned) Democrat Party. However, the LPT and 
RPP basically sought the vote of very much the same people. While 
hoping that LPT propaganda might deprive their arch-rival, the JP, 
of some votes in the agricultural areas of Eastern Turkey, the RPP 
election strategists were apprehensive that in cities and towns, the LPT 
might attract votes from workers and intellectuals who had supported 
the RPP. Biilent Ecevit, leader of the left wing of the RPP, succeeded in 
convincing the RPP strategists to promote a “left-of-center” image for 
the party in the 1965 elections. He explained the new attitude clearly 
and concisely in his 125-page book Ortamn Solu (“Left of center”), 
which ran into several editions. Later (from 1966 to 1971), Ecevit was 
Secretary-General of the RPP and ensured that supporters of the “left- 
of-center” policy held all key-posts, except that of party Chairman, 
which was still held by inonii. It should be noted, then, that the RPP’s 
new attitude had drawn closer to that of the LPT and therefore to a 
greater extent they sought to attract the same voters.

The other parties contesting the 1965 elections, in addition to the 
RPP, JP and LPT, were the Nation Party (NP) (Millet Partisi), the New 
Turkey Party (NTP) ( Yeni Turkiye Partisi), and the Republican Peasant 
National Party (RPNP). All three were right-of-center parties, and as 
such, rivals of the LPT, but hardly competing for the same vote. In the 
years following the 1961 elections the RPP first ruled in a coalition with 
the JP, then with the other three right-of-center parties, without the JP. 
The LPT’s election tactics were to sell itself to voters as the agent of 
change in internal affairs, and anti-American in foreign policy. In the 
latter field it worked hard to stir anti-U.S. feelings, first with slogans 
(“Americans, go home!”), then with deeds, and tried to exploit the senti
ments it had aroused for its own propaganda — while smearing its op
ponents as “servants of the United States.”

The LPT used its allotted time on the radio, organized meetings, and 
published and distributed numerous pamphlets. For its radio talks, the 
party mobilized its very best: Riza Kuas, a trade unionist and a founder 
of the party; chairman Aybar; ex-Professors Sadun Aren and Behice 
Boran; influential journalist £etin Altan; popular novelist Yajar Kemal; 
renowned poet Can Yiicel; and several others. The talks,17 all given in

17 Reprinted in a booklet, Yafasin emekfiler, yafasm Turkiye (Ankara: n. d, 
[1965-1966]).
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September and October 1965, were personal in style, but designed for 
the widest possible appeal.

In addition to these talks, the LPT used written material, which was 
of limited value in a country which had then an illiteracy rate of about 
45%. The daily press at that time printed only one-and-a-half million 
copies per day, of which some 80% were sold in Istanbul, Ankara and 
Izmir.18 Consequently, the LPT, which had no official daily of its own 
(even though several supported it), was in some need of publishing and 
distributing pamphlets and manifestoes, hoping they would reach the 
literate, at least. It is impossible to obtain reliable data about the quantity 
in which the above materials were printed and distributed.

One booklet of 16 pages Gelin canlar bir olahm (“Come, friends, 
let us unite!”)19 includes poems and bits of folklore, old and new, 
to win support for the LPT. The message was driven home that 
the LPT “is the party of the worker, peasant, small shopkeeper, 
driver20 21 and artisan. Let us look for these in the lists of candidates.”

Table 11. WORKING PEOPLE AS CANDIDATES IN 1965 
ELECTION, BY LISTS21

Working people among 
the candidates LPT JP RPP

Workers, trade-unionists,
technicians 137 5 5

Peasants 21 0 0
Drivers, small

shopkeepers, artisans 54 0 7

Total 212 5 12

The pamphlet then added that, furthermore, most of these candidates 
were at the top of the LPT’s lists and consequently had good chances of 
being elected.22

18 Cf. N . Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ..., p. 260 and footnote 15.
19 Published by the party (Istanbul: n.d. [1965]).
20 In Istanbul drivers are a well-organized group.
21 Gelin canlar bir olahm, op. cit., p. 2.
22 Apparently more complete, later data were cited by Sertel, op. cit., pp. 147-148. 

She mentioned 216 workers and provisional laborers out of the LPT’s total of 382 
candidates for the 1965 elections. See also below, the discussion of the election results.

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



THE 1965 ELECTIONS 2 5 1

Emphasizing the social background of its candidates was only one 
aspect of the many-faceted election propaganda of the LPT in 1965. The 
LPT had to present a convincing program of its own and, at the same 
time, refute the accusations of other parties and attack them in turn. The 
election platform contained the following points.23 24 25

1. Nationalization of all heavy industry, including the iron and steel 
works in Eregli.

2. Institution of a 5-day, 40-hour week, with wages linked to the cost- 
of-living.

3. Legal prohibition of lockouts.
4. The slowing-down of migration from village to town.
5. Handing over of the lands they work to those peasants who are 

landless or do not own sufficient land.
6. Ownership and exploitation of all minerals, particularly petroleum, 

by the nation.
7. Nationalization of foreign trade and banking — to stop the flight of 

hard currency abroad.
8. Dissociation from the Common Market and abolition of the Law 

for Encouraging Foreign Investments.
9. Opening of Village Institutes for the instruction of the peasants.
Obviously, not all of these aims could be crowded into every single

manifesto or pamphlet. After all, the party had started its election cam
paign in January 1965, with a speech by Aybar — later printed — in 
which he assured the Turks that “the good, happy days are not far off.” 
Characteristic of the LPT’s 1965 electioneering is a one-page appeal to 
workers and others.24 It was addressed to Turkish workers, tobacco 
growers, builders, peasants, artisans, small tradesmen, intellectual 
youths, progressive intellectuals, and low-salaried clerks. The appeal 
took up what it considered the grievances of each of these groups in 
turn, “Tobacco growers,25 burdened with numerous children, you work 
an 18-hour day, spend days at the doors of the bank [for a loan], then 
tobacco-merchants rob you and become rich — without anything remain
ing in your hands. Construction workers, you wear yourselves out, 
building apartments, without getting anything for yourselves. Peasants, 
don’t you have the right to own the lands you’ve been working on for 
years, to live like human beings, to have your children know how to

23 Summarized by N . Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ..., pp. 241-242.
24 Tiirkiye i??i partisi, Emekfi kardefler (N. p.: n.d. [1965]).
25 The LPT also devoted a special one-page appeal to tobacco growers: Tiirkiye 

i$?i partisi, Tiitiinde taban istiyor (N. p. [Izmir]: n.d. [1965]).
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read ? Artisans — blacksmiths and shoemakers — what do you get for 
your work? Don’t you want to live like men? Tradesmen, peddling your 
wares in he markets, can you support a family, educate your children 
and furnish them with clothes? Intellectual youths, why do you delay 
in taking your place in the democratic struggle against those who retard 
the second war for independence — the war to save the Turkish nation 
from its misery? Let all those who desire equal education, land and 
medical care, constant employment and a suitable price for their agricul
tural produce, vote for the LPT.”

Another characteristic appeal, published in the Bilecik district (in 
northwestern Turkey, east of Bursa),26 was couched in more general 
terms and meant both to recruit support for the LPT and refute accusa
tions against it. Addressed to all Turkish workers, peasants, small 
tradesmen and young intellectuals, the appeal began by stating that Tur
key was a country where only the wealthy half a million could afford to 
live. They lived off the work of another twenty-nine-and-a-half millions 
who could barely subsist — an injustice scarcely known elsewhere on 
earth. The appeal then called on the workers and peasants to wake up 
and remember that the Turkish constitution considers all those living in 
Turkey equal. It reminded them that they would not attain their rights 
and their work’s worth by entreaties — but only by seating in the Na
tional Assembly LPT candidates, who would watch over the workers’ 
interests. The appeal then called on the voters not to believe accusations, 
such as that LPT members were communists, atheists, or enemies of 
family life;26 27 such false rumors were spread by the wealthy who wanted 
to continue their parasitical and selfish existence, building one apartment 
on top of another and spending on cars. The LPT, in the National Assem
bly, would fight unemployment, try to provide equal education opportuni
ties for all, to let the peasant keep the whole income of his yield, to have 
everyone own a home and earn enough for his family s needs, and to 
guarantee a pension to everybody over the age of sixty.

Realizing such sweeping electoral promises meant radical reforms. 
This was also implied in the LPT’s motto Kdyluye toprak, herkese i§ 
(“Land for the peasant, employment for everyone!”).28 This spelled 
nationalization, and in the 1965 electoral campaign the LPT candidates

26 Turkiye i$?i partisi —  Bilecik il baskanligi, Ugi, koylii, kiigiik esrtaf, geng aydrn 
vatandag! (N. p. [Ankara]: 1965).

27 In Turkish: Komunist, dinsiz ve aile dugmam.
28 Other slogans raised on banners in the LPT’s Istanbul open-air meetings 

included: “For free education” or “N o force can stop the awakening people.”
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explained that their party favored extensive nationalization (for instance, 
of petroleum), along with sweeping reform in land-holding and a 40-hour 
week. The LPT’s opponents were quick to equate these demands with 
revolutionary communism; and the LPT’s avowed anti-Americanism 
appeared to lend some credence to the accusations that the party was a 
stooge of the Soviet Union. The charge was repeated by JP candidates 
and others, who openly asserted at election meetings that certain LPT 
candidates were registered members of the communist party, and that 
the LPT’s methods were communist. Such claims reappeared in declara
tions of various other bodies, such as chambers of commerce or the 
stock exchange. They were also repeated in writing. For example, a 48- 
page booklet, by a Police Inspector,29 accused LPT members of being 
communists in a socialist disguise, and compared the speeches of Aybar, 
Kuas, and other LPT leaders (about the rich landowners being the ene
mies of the workers) to what Karl Marx had written in his Communist 
Manifesto and to communist propaganda in developing countries in 
general; the booklet then went on to list the most dangerous of the LPT 
candidates, implying that some at least were certainly communists. The 
same accusations appeared in several handbills and many newspapers — 
for instance in a special 18-page supplement to the Toprak Dergisi of 
September 25, 1965, “Who leads the LPT and who supports it — here 
are the documents.”30

Accusations of communism were i ejected outright by the LPT. Acting 
on the principle that attack is the best defense, pamphlets written by LPT 
members (or sympathizers) and by the party itself responded vigorously. 
For example, a pamphlet written by the former Associated Press cor
respondent in Turkey, Iffet Aslan,31 argued that there ought to be 
socialist Members in the National Assembly. It praised the LPT candi
dates and attacked others, particularly those of the RPNP. The pamphlet 
branded the RPNP under its new leadership as “ the new RPNP” or 
“RPNP number 2.” A more extensive LPT pamphlet32 attacked even 
more forcefully the party’s opponents, chiefly Demirel and his supporters. 
The pamphlet addressed itself to the whole nation, before which it 
charged the JP leaders with failure in foreign affairs and exploitation in 
domestic policy. As for Demirel himself, he was accused of being the ally 
and servant of American interests and of having caused Turkey consider

29 Kenan Oztiirkmen, Tiirkiye i$fi partisinin if yiizii (Istanbul: 1965).
30 TlP’i kimler idare ediyor kinder destekliyor. Ip e  vesikalari.
31 Iffet Aslan, Iktidar adaylari (Ankara: 1965).
32 Tiirkiye i??i partisi, Bunlar halk diifmanlandir (N. p.: n.d. [1965]).
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able financial loss, for his own, as well as American, gain. The same 
applied — so the pamphlet alleged — to Demirel’s close associate in 
the JP, Mehmet Turgut. These were the people, according to the LPT 
pamphlet, who falsely accused the LPT of communism and tried to 
alienate the people from the LPT, with rumors of the party’s immorality 
and irreligion, or its subservience to Russia. While the pamphlet scorned 
such accusations (“they are groundless”), it took pains to reply to them, 
by maintaining that there was no known, convicted communist amongst 
the LPT’s candidates; on the contrary, their detractors were the agents 
of foreign exploitation. Presumably, this referred to the JP. The pamphlet 
saw the RPNP and the other parties as accomplices of the JP, and attemp
ted to discredit the other parties as being part of a regime of exploita
tion — opponents of the distribution of land to the peasants, of the 
nationalization of foreign commerce, banking and insurance, and of 
increasing taxes levied on the wealthy. That is to say, foes of workers, of 
the people and of democracy.

The RPNP approached the 1965 elections to the National Assembly 
with certain handicaps, of which nobody was more conscious than Turkes 
and his close collaborators. The party had been weakened, first, by the 
breakaway of Boliikbasi and his followers in 1962 and their formation 
of the Nation Party; the RPNP stood to lose support in several of its 
local branches. The departure from the RPNP of Ahmet Oguz, then of 
Tahtakihg and part of the party’s old guard — after Tiirkes’s takeover — 
was a further blow; several joined the JP and could expect the votes of 
their followers and friends. Turkes and his collaborators were also ham
pered in the electoral contest by their being held responsible for outlaw
ing the Democrat Party and bringing its leaders to trial. They could 
count on their voting appeal and his personal prestige to offset these 
expected losses; but this meant considerable effort and much hard work. 
Turkes himself toured the country tirelessly, covering nearly 6,000 kms.33, 
visiting Konya, Eski^ehir, Izmir, Bursa and Istanbul twice, and chartering 
a plane for part of his tour.

Both his speeches during this campaign and the written propaganda 
were unusually outspoken, even if somewhat repetitive, as all campaign 
speeches tend to be. In most of his actions one detects a steady effort to 
improve his own image and that of his party. Since some of his themes 
were echoed by the LPT — and, for that matter, by the underground 
TCP — Turkey came out strongly against the Turkish left, all of which he

2 5 4  TURKISH e l e c t io n s : l e f t  v e r s u s  r ig h t

33 Acc. to N . Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ..., p. 216.
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labeled as communist. By implication, the RPNP was Turkey’s best 
bulwark against communism.

The strongly-nationalist, anti-communist image was driven home in 
the 1965 campaign, as were other elements from the 66-page program 
approved by the 1965 congress of the RPNP, “The RPNP program for 
a prosperous and strong Turkey.”34 Here we will treat only the points 
repeated in the 1965 campaign,35 which were expressed in the party’s 
34-page booklet condensed from the program in a form suited to a wider 
public, “Our basic principles, our main demands, and our working 
plans,”36 and in a 29-page booklet, “A bulletin for the 1965 elections.”37 
According to these the party aimed at establishing a new order, based on 
the “Nine Lights.” Although the first booklet mentioned the term “social” 
frequently, it rejected the concept of class-struggle and sought other 
ways to secure equal opportunities for every citizen. Ambitious goals 
were drawn up: to strive for a prosperous Turkey of the future with a 
population of one hundred millions; unite small villages into larger entit
ies; provide modern services for rural Turkey; guide Turkey’s agricultural 
society in the path of an industrial order; guarantee by the state of work 
for everybody;38 assure nationalized free health services for everyone, 
unemployment insurance for all workers, and pension rights for all 
women over 55 and all men over 65. In concrete terms, “every family 
ought to be able to afford daily half a kilo of meat, and every Turk one 
glass of milk.”

State-planning was considered the best method for achieving these 
and many other aims. The necessary finance would be available, provided 
that everyone paid taxes according to his means; much would be provided 
by the proper exploitation of Turkey’s natural resources by the state. 
In other words, the RPNP’s election platform rejected the so-called 
“gradual balanced development” of Turkey, and pleaded for “a great 
leap forward,” based on Turkey’s natural resources and human potential. 
For this purpose foreign capital, too, was acceptable to help speed 
industrialization. The party was for a more assertive foreign policy, 
neutrality (favoring the United States, however), and closer relations

34 Miireffeh ve kuvvetli Tiirkiye if in C .K.M .P. programi (Ankara: 1965).
35 See also N . Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ..., pp. 217-225.
3« CKMP, Temel ilkelerimiz, ana ddvalarimiz, icraat pl&mmiz (Ankara: 1965). 

Possibly the work of the party’s leading ideologist, MuzafFer Ozdag (one of “the 
fourteen”).

37 C.K.M.P., 1965 sefim bildirisi (Ankara: 1965).
38 A  reply to the herkese if slogan of the LPT?
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with Asian and African states — particularly with Turkey’s neighbors 
and Islamic states.

While these booklets were fairly representative of the party’s views, 
its election propaganda generally emphasized what it considered the 
RPNP’s activism — usually described as “dynamic centrism,” by which 
it meant assuming a central, but intrinsically active, position. Indeed, 
the party frequently attacked the left as agents of communism (a favorite 
topic) and the right, as past-oriented. It maintained that the RPP had 
been a forward-looking party only under Atatiirk’s leadership and that 
later it became fossilized and fascist-minded. Further, the RPNP stressed 
some, but generally not all, of the party’s goals, sometimes suiting the 
choice of subject-matter and emphasis to its audience. For example, 
in Antalya in late September 1965, Tiirkes attacked the LPT’s aim of 
distributing all land-holding above 500 donums, and claimed that such a 
step would make communists of all Turks; the RPNP was against land 
redistribution.39 The party held that the solution should be different: 
raising the level of agriculture, encouraging Turkey’s industrialization, 
and transferring landless peasants to industry or other sectors of the 
economy.40

On some occasions, Tiirkes or someone else was the sole speaker; on 
others, quite a few speakers took part.41 However, the speeches of Tiirkes 
and his collaborators did not stir much public interest outside Istanbul 
and Ankara, except in Afyon, Eskisehir, and a few other places42 — 
despite youth marches, festive music and the like. Perhaps aware of this 
the RPNP worked as hard as its rival parties in publishing and distribut
ing handbills and pamphlets — mostly written for the election campaign.

In the relatively unsophisticated economy of Turkey’s rural provinces, 
artisans and merchants, socially two very conservative groups, have 
long been interconnected, since many artisans doubled as traders selling 
the wares they produced. In a handbill addressed to them,43 the RPNP 
maintained that it was well aware of their concern at the political, econo
mic and financial instability in Turkey and at increasing taxation. The

39 Reported in Cumhuriyet, Oct. 1, 1965, and quoted by N. Abadan, Anayasa 
hukuku ..., p. 221.

40 Yeni Istanbul, Oct. 7, 1965, quoted ibid., p. 222.
41 For instance in an open-air meeting in Ankara, near the Faculty of Agriculture, 

on Oct. 9, 1965, eight party speakers plus the local candidates of Ankara were slated 
to address the meeting. See the invitation: C.K.M.P., Saygideger yurtta§ ! Cumhuriyetfi 
Kdylii Millet Partisi’nin son biiyiik mitingine katil! (N. p.: n.d. [1965]).

42 N . Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ..., p. 224.
43 C.K.M.P., Saygideger tiiccar ve esnaf vatanda? (N. p.: n.d. [1965]).
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party, which struggled for a happy, strong and prosperous Turkey, 
would find a remedy for the anxiety of the merchants and artisans. Particu
larly so, since the RPNP opposed communism. The aim of the party, in 
the field of commerce, was to assist and serve them. A basic principle of 
the party was to protect the spirit, creative thought and power of private 
enterprise, and to increase private initiative by assisting it with government 
capital and information. Artisans and tradesmen had an important place 
in the party’s plans for the modern industrialization of Turkey. In the 
urban industrializing areas, special place and credit were to be allocated 
to small tradesmen and artisans. Commercial relations would be increased 
with other countries in the Middle East. Exports would increase and 
their real worth be assured. National development plans would guarantee 
the realization of complete social justice. The taxation system would be 
rectified, so that needy people and those with a low income would be 
tax-exempt. The appeal ended by calling on merchants and artisans to 
“Trust us!”

Another handbill, directed at peasants,44 began by affirming that the 
peasants made up the strength of the nation, and were the founders and 
the protectors of the state, the basic element of Turkey’s people. Never
theless, the handbill pointed out, peasants lived in dire need; their villages 
still lacked roads, water, electricity, medical care and education for the 
children. Their work and sweat were bought very cheaply, while the 
commodities they wanted were sold to them at high prices. They had no 
part in the administration, and their situation remained unchanged. The 
RPNP offered its services to the peasants and promised to provide com
fort and dignity; good pay for their labor; farming equipment and 
cheaper fertilizers; easy-term and sufficient credit; roads, water, electri
city and a school for every village — comparable to those in the town; 
adequate and free health care; continuing education at state expense, so 
that the children of peasants could be physicians, engineers, lawyers, or 
officers; government assistance for improving the land and its yield, along 
with insurance against drought, fire and similar calamities; accident and 
old-age insurance; help in finding lodging and jobs for those peasants who 
had moved to town. The pamphlet promised to speak up for the peasants 
in the National Assembly, since it considered itself their party.

A different appeal was contained in a handbill prepared by a lawyer 
named M. E. Turkmen, an RPNP candidate in Kirklareli (in Thrace).45

44 C.K.M.P., Sevgili koylii yurttaflarimiz ifin (Ankara: 1965).
45 C.K.M.P. Kirklareli milletvekili adayi avukat Mehmet Edip Turkmen (Ankara: 

n.d. [1965]).
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His electioneering was typical in that he took local conditions into 
account. Turkmen started by telling the story of his life, education, and 
public service (military career and civilian legal posts). Not unexpectedly, 
he laid special emphasis on his legal work and political activity since 
1947 in Thrace — chiefly in nearby Edirne (Adrianople). He maintained 
that he knew the area, including all its villages, as well as any Thracian 
(he himself had been born elsewhere). He praised the glorious centuries- 
old Turkish historical tradition of the area — a persuasive argument 
anywhere in Turkey, and particularly in a province bordering Greece. 
Then Turkmen moved to social and economic matters: he asked his 
readers in Kirklareli why they were not living like human beings, their 
children were illiterate, they themselves were unemployed or had a low 
income, or — when employed — they worked under difficult conditions; 
also, why job-seekers had to look for jobs in the lands of the infidels.46 
The state should help, by exploiting the manifold riches in Turkey’s soil. 
By proper work, the situation could be improved, as the examples of 
Germany and Israel proved. The RPNP could guide the people to this 
end and be of true service to the Thracians, protect their rights, bring 
them prosperity, and find suitable ways to develop the country. The party 
would watch over justice, public security, freedom of thought, speech 
and writing. All these were part of a widely-embracing plan, published 
in the RPNP’s program. After sounding a note against the other candi
dates, whom he accused of simply wanting to buy votes, Turkmen asked 
the readers to allow him to enter into their service.

Professor Nermin Abadan, of Ankara University’s Faculty of Political 
Science, who has had considerable experience in the contents analysis of 
the Turkish press,47 has more recently turned her attention to the contents 
analysis of the radio campaign speeches, as delivered by the party 
spokesmen just before the 1965 elections to the National Assembly. From 
her data, some items that are relevant to the Labor Party of Turkey and 
the Republican Peasant National Party have been extracted.48

This relates only to domestic policies, for the differences in outlook on 
foreign policy are so evident that it seems unprofitable to compare them 
on a quantitative basis. Not surprisingly, there is an almost equal number

46 Presumably western Europe (esp. Germany).
47 For instance, of Cumhuriyet and Ulus in the years 1939, 1946, 1953 and 1960 — 

which she has summarized in SBFD, XVI (2): June 1961, pp. 93-118.
48 N . Abadan, Anayasa hukuku ..., p. 253. See also her “Some aspects of political 

behavior in Turkey: the role of regional opinion leaders during the 1965 elections,” 
TY1R, VI: 1965 (publ. 1966), pp. 161-169.
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Table 12. SUBJECTS DISCUSSED OVER THE RADIO IN  THE 1965
CAMPAIGN

Subject
Times mentioned

LPT RPNP

1. Programs and future actions 5 3
2. Praise o f the party and its leaders 3 11
3. Attacks against other parties 8 9
4. Socio-economic matters:

a. Reform in land-holding 15 5
b. Petroleum 15 2

5. Attitude towards extremist trends:
a. Criticism of the extremist left - 7
b. Criticism of the extremist right 3 3

6. Praise for religion 1 6

of times in which self-praise and rival-denigration were employed; 
praise of its leader seems more appropriate for the RPNP than for the 
LPT. A reform in land-holding and the nationalization of petroleum 
were more natural subjects for the LPT than for the RPNP, as was the 
LPT’s sparing praise for religion (it probably asserted that it was not 
against it), compared to the RPNP’s rather favorable attitude to Islam. 
While criticism of the extreme left comes naturally to the RPNP, it is 
interesting to note that it criticized the extreme right too — and as often 
as did the LPT. This could be explained by the RPNP’s desire to appear 
as the party of the center, critical of both left and right, although in 
practice far more against the extreme left.

The results of the 1965 elections to the National Assembly will be 
discussed briefly; we shall revert to them when dealing with the 1969 
national elections. The October 10, 1965 elections were held according 
to the detailed election law of April 25, 1961 (with the modifications as to 
the final computation of remainders on a countrywide basis already 
explained). The results were as follows.49

49 Based mainly on Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 12 ekim 1969 milletvekili segimi 
sonuglari (il ve ilgeler itibariyle) (Ankara: 1970), p. 8. See also N. Abadan, op. cit. 
in Government and Opposition, I (3): Apr. 1966, p. 343. Cf. Cumhuriyet, Oct. 14, 1965, 
quoted by Szyliowicz, in MEJ, XX (4): Autumn 1966, p. 491; Landau in The World 
Today, XXVI (4): Apr. 1970, p. 157.
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Table 13. THE 1965 VOTE FOR THE NATIONAL ASSEMBLY

Party Vote Seats
National
Remainder Seats {Total)

JP 4,921,140 52.9% 204 36 240
RPP 2,675,905 28.7 102 32 134
NP 582,823 6.3 6 25 31 ^
NTP 346,209 3.7 3 16 19
LPT 276,191 3.0 2 13 15
RPNP 208,798 2.2 — 11 11

Independents 296,588 3.2 — — —

Total 9,308,238 100.0 317 133 450

Most of the parties were suprised, in varying degrees, by the results — 
including the Justice Party, which now had an absolute majority in the 
National Assembly, and the Republican People’s Party, which suffered 
(percentagewise) its worst electoral defeat up to that date. Nonetheless, 
these two parties together polled 81.6% of the total vote and between 
them won 374 (or just about five-sixths) of the 450 National Assembly 
seats. Consequently, the pattern established in 1950 of both mass parties 
carrying with them most of the country was repeated in 1965, despite 
the obvious intention of the 1961 election law to favor smaller parties. 
Of particular significance was the absolute majority gained by the JP, 
despite, or perhaps due to, its being the successor of the DP. In a sense, 
this might be considered a vote against the Neo-Kemalism of the military 
who had carried out the 1960 Revolution.so As for the smaller parties, the 
Labor Party of Turkey did less well than it had expected, but not too 
badly at that. It ran ahead of the Republican Peasant National Party and 
not far behind the New Turkey Party. We shall first consider the LPT’s 
performance and then that of the RPNP.

On the face of it, the LPT did well to obtain fifteen seats, in its first 
campaign for the National Assembly. Even The New York Times51 was 
impressed and considered the LPT a growing political force. More 
closely examined, it ran candidates in 51 (out of Turkey’s 67) provinces — 
more than any of the competing parties, except the JP and RPP. The

so See also Charles Zorgbibe, “L’evolution politique de la republique turque,” 
Revue Juridique et Politique (Paris), XX (3): July-Sep. 1966, pp. 408-409.

si Nov. 16, 1965.
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party described its 382 candidates as follows :5̂  101 workers, farmers and 
agricultural workers, 36 lawyers, 27 trade unionists, 27 artisans, 23 sm all 
tradesmen, 22 members of various liberal professions, 21 technicians, 20 
journalists, 18 teachers, 15 retired officers, 14 officials, 11 engineers, 10 
retired teachers, 10 businessmen and contractors, 5 drivers, 4 professors, 
4  women, and 3 artists. On the slates themselves, intellectuals usually 
had the favored places, in particular those serving on the LPT’s various 
bodies — to increase their chances of election. Even so, a third of the 
LPT’s candidates were trade unionists.52 53 54 55 The fact that 13 out of the 15 
elected candidates entered the National Assembly thanks to the national 
remainders points to a rather scattered vote, and to the LPT’s being well- 
known in various parts of Turkey, without achieving a strong hold on 
any single province. Even so in many cases it failed to penetrate workers’ 
centers on a countrywide basis (in the mining area of Zonguldak, for 
example, which comprised about 40,000 miners, it received a bare 4,856 
votes). It did much better in towns with a population of over 100,000, 
obtaining an average of 6 %, as opposed to a national average of 3 %. 
It did best in Istanbul, Ankara, Izmir and Gaziantep, large centers with 
numerous intellectuals and industrial workers.54 Actually, nearly a 
third of the LPT’s valid votes were cast in three out of the fifty-one 
provinces in which it ran, as follows:

These three are among the most populous provinces; in the other 
forty-eight provinces in which it ran, the LPT obtained an average vote 
of about three to four thousand.55 Its main support was undoubtedly 
in the cities and larger towns, where it appears to have drawn some 
intellectual and urban worker support from the RPP, and less so among

52 Summed up by Karpat, in MEJ, XXI (2): Spring 1967, p. 167. See also Y. Sertel, 
op. cit., p. 148. Originally the party had planned to have 507 candidates run in 54 of 
Turkeys provinces (see N . Abadan, Anayttsa hukuku ..., p. 344), but apparently 
later thought it wiser to concentrate its efforts.

53 See Y. Sertel, ibid.
54 Cf. computation in N . Abadan and A. Yiicekok, op. cit. in SBFD, XXI (4): 

Dec. 1966, pp. 114 ff.
55 Actually, considerably less, if  one remembers that the LPT obtained in the 

province of Kars 9,333 votes and in Adana 7,926.

Istanbul
Ankara
Izmir

49,422
20,264
15,840

Total 85,526

I
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peasants in rural areas — where the JP held fast and even increased its 
vote, compared with the 1961 elections.

The LPT’s poor showing among workers in 1965 may be attributed to 
several factors: a. the electoral conservatism of numerous Turkish voters, 
particularly those who had migrated to the towns recently and were still 
rooted in their village traditions, b. the comparatively difficult and some
what abstract propaganda of the LPT, which was also too ladical for 
many. c. The LPT’s lack of sufficient funds and inadequate organization 
in Turkey’s social infrastructure, d. as most of the propaganda was 
carried out on two levels — logical for the educated, and emotional for 
those with little or no education — the lack of a good, grassroots 
organization to explain this difference was all the more felt. e. the bitter 
campaign against the LPT by all the other parties, f. the antagonistic 
attitude towards the LPT of the Turk Is, whose prominent leaders openly 
accused the LPT of being a disintegrating force in the workers’ movement. 
Indeed, the Turk 1$ optimistically hoped that all political parties would 
adopt and carry out a pro-labor policy.56 All these tended to reduce the 
identification of workers with the LPT.

An ideological cleavage on social policies was therefore an important 
factor in a Turkish election for the first time. In 1965 social reform first 
appeared as a meaningful issue. In previous elections, the RPP and DP 
(and in 1961, the RPP and JP), along with several minor parties, cam
paigned on opposite platforms: state control over the economy versus 
private initiative. The secularism of the RPP was confronted with the 
half-avowed traditionalism and religiousness of DP. In the election cam
paign of 1965, however, and in the voting itself social attitudes had a 
major share, expressed in the social radicalism of the LPT, with its insis
tent demand for urgent reform, as opposed to all those elements implicitly 
or explicitly supporting the status quo. The RPP seems to have fallen 
between these two extremes.

If, despite its appeal, the LPT obtained such meager results, something 
must have been wrong (apart from its organizational and tactical deficien
cies) with the image it presented. True, certain intellectuals could grasp 
the differences between socialism and communism, and, liking the radical 
approach of the LPT to social reform, gave their support. Many others, 
however, could not easily reconcile the LPT’s pronounced sympathies for 
a certain type of political regime, with its radical socio-economic doc-

56 Aybar replied and attacked the Turk 1} vigorously, maintaining that their policy 
of neutrality had been imported from the United States and would benefit only the 
exploiters o f labor.
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trines, which appeared close to anti-democratic communism (a belief 
assiduously fostered by anti-LPT propaganda). The planned etatism in 
social reform, in which the LPT combined both approaches, antagonized 
the adherents of private initiative, or was already advocated by the 
supporters of the RPP’s understanding of economic etatism. In coming 
years the LPT had to seek ways to improve its popular image.

The RPNP did no better than the LPT in the 1965 elections to the 
National Assembly; if anything, it did worse, running last. Not only did 
it obtain fewer seats — eleven to the LPT’s fifteen — but in no electoral 
district did it collect enough votes to seat a deputy. All the party mem
bers reached the National Assembly thanks to the national adding-up 
of remainders.

There are several reasons for the failure of the RPNP to achieve better 
results on a countrywide basis. Probably the most important was the 
splits in the party, when first Bolukbasi and his followers left to form the 
Nation Party, and then several others broke with the party after Turkey 
had taken over its leadership. In 1961 the RPNP obtained about 14% 
of the vote in the elections to the National Assembly. In 1965 the 5.3% 
of the Nation Party, led by Boliikbasi (RPNP’s leader in 1961) may be 
discounted, as well as some of the JP vote and that of some independents.

If this were all, the RPNP may be considered not to have done so 
badly in 1965, obtaining only 2.2 % of the vote. But actually this was not 
so — for in 1965 the RPNP did not address itself solely to the conservative 
electorate wooed by the party in 1961: it appealed to a much larger 
section of the electorate, and on a wider plank of socio-economic reform 
and political progress. The party’s failure to impress many voters in 1965 
was also undoubtedly due to its lack of organization, which is the second 
major reason for its failure. Tiirkes and his associates had succeeded in 
persuading many local branches of the RPNP to send pliant delegates to 
the July 1965 national congress, and consequently in obtaining a majority 
in the central bodies of the party — but this did not necessarily mean 
that they had all the party’s branches in their hands. Some remained 
loyal to the old guard — Oguz, Tahtakilig and their associates — while 
others were disorganized and demoralized as a result of the sudden 
change in leadership. 1

Another reason may lie in the image which the newleadership presented 
to the electorate. While the relative youth of Tiirkes and his associates 
was appealing (compared to Tahtakili?), sympathizers of the outlawed 
DP remembered the NUC’s responsibility in bringing the DP leaders to 
trial. Others could not, and did not, forget that these youthful officers
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had been exiled in November 1960 by the NUC, allegedly for supporting 
the continuation of military rule in Turkey. Perhaps this was the reason 
Why, out of the ten NUC officers who joined the RPNP, only half (includ
ing Tiirkes) were elected to the National Assembly in 1965. The very 
radicalism’ of the RPNP’s “new look,” with its emphasis on overall 
planning and speedy industrialization under state control, which might 
have appealed to some intellectuals, frightened away others, who were 
led to believe that the RPNP was assuming a fascist character. Although 
the party denied it, the Fiihrer-like behavior of its leader did little to 
dispel the allegation.

There is therefore a similarity in the problems faced by the two parties. 
The RPNP had to prove that its strong-handed leader-oriented line did 
not denote fascism; while the LPT had to persuade the country that its 
socialist solution for Turkey was not communism. Both failed to convince 
the mass of voters of this, then and later — perhaps because they did in 
fact smack of such extremism.

A closer look at the detailed results of the 1965 elections57 shows that 
the RPNP generally failed to make its mark even at the local level. The 
party ran in only 48 of Turkey’s 67 provinces: in only two did it obtain 
more than ten thousand votes (11,899 in Ankara, and 10,657 in Nigde). 
In Istanbul, where 623,543 valid votes were cast, it obtained just 9,250 
or 1.5%. One other interesting feature is the relative distribution of its 
vote. While the vote for the LPT in 1965, in the districts in which it ran, 
was generally between 2% and 4%, i.e. within reasonable distance of its 
countrywide average of 3%, the RPNP’s proportionate vote differs 
widely from district to district: 18% in Mus, 11.8% in Agri, 10.3% in 
Nigde; and, on the other hand, 1.5 % or less in ten districts, in which the 
party ran in 1965: in Bahkesir, Gaziantep, Hakkari (0.8%), Hatay, 
Istanbul, Izmir, Kirklareli, Kocaeli, Tekirdag, and Trabzon. The RPNP 
therefore scored well in isolated pockets only.58

c. Senate elections, 1966-1968

The Senate is a new institution in Turkey, introduced after the 1960 
Revolution to improve the system of checks and balances. Senate elec
tions are held every two years, in different provinces, to elect a third of

57 Devlet istatistik enstitusii, 12 ekim 1969 milletvekili segimi sonuglari (il ve ilge 
itibariyle), op. cit., p. 8.

58 For the results o f the 1965 elections, see also Lecercle, op. cit. in Revue de Defense 
Nationale, XXH: Feb. 1966, pp. 287-289.
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the membership. The LPT, which had not participated in 1965, did so 
in both 1966 and 1968, as did the RPNP. Both increased the tempo of 
their publications perhaps more so than the other minor parties, larger 
than either of the two.

The tone of the LPT publications became more caustic, and provoked 
a response in kind. Although such a phenomenon was not new in Turkey, 
the controversy seems to have engendered a good deal of bitterness. 
This was not assuaged by the fact that the LPT’s result in the elections 
was no worse (actually a little better) than in the 1965 elections to the 
National Asembly.

While the LPT’s election propaganda does not seem to have differed 
in the two elections, the RPNP seems to have stepped up its efforts. 
Between May 21 and June 4, 1966, Tiirkes and other RPNP leaders 
delivered fifteen radio talks. They expressed his view and those of the 
party in some detail.59 60 61 In summarizing their contents we have retained 
as far as possible the characteristic style of the speakers.

a. Turkey’s rulers have left the people in dire need. Three main 
movements endanger our unity: communism, separatism (bolgecilik6») 
and sectarianism (mezhepgilik). Communist organizations in Turkey, 
under various names, are connected with either Moscow or Peking; they 
all desire, however, to obtain the seat of power. They also want to divide 
Turkey. In Cyprus, we wanted a Turco-Greek federation, but this did 
not work out. The RPNP is very alert to the Cyprus situation and will 
never agree to Enosis. Turkey is not a hard-pressed country; on the 
contrary, it has vast natural resources and a great potential — provided 
we use them.

b. In order to ensure the development and progress of Turkey, great 
projects are urgently needed. In a state based on social justice, everyone 
ought to have the same opportunities. This is not so in a country 71 % of 
whose population are villagers.«  Most of our villages lack a school, a 
doctor, and a road. Morality is an important basis for every society. 
Our morals, however, are corrupt; we are today, indeed, in a state of 
moral crisis. The government should set an example, by basing every
thing on justice.

59 The talks were reprinted in a 91-page booklet, CKMPnin 5 haziran tarihinde 
yapilan kismt Senato sepimleri miinasebetiyle yaptigi radyo konu^malari (Ankara- 
n.d. [1966]).

60 The term may also mean “regionalism.”
61 Or peasants. The Turkish term is koylii.
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c. Since the May 27, 1960 Revolution Turks have been beset by dis
quiet and hesitation. Shooting has occurred at Ankara University. The 
government has brought in both the police and the armed forces un
successfully. One observes a fragmentation, in society and politics, into 
numerous small groups. The Justice Party, winner of the 1965 elections, 
is the representative of reaction; its leader claims that he must retain his 
hold on power.

d. The RPNP is the party dedicated to Turkey’s freedom and pros
perity. Other parties have failed to answer the needs of the Turkish nation; 
they are of the past. The RPNP will help the villagers and establish 
social security for all Turks.

e. The RPNP is a nationalist (milliyetgi) party, in its program, organiza
tion-rules, leaders and cadres. The party’s nationalist concept (milliyetgi- 
lik) is based on Turkey’s great and honorable past and aims at obtaining 
for Turkey an honorable position in international relations, at raising 
its economic, social and cultural level, at fostering a reformist mentality 
and a spirit of sacrifice, and at doing away with unemployment and 
ignorance. This contrasts with other parties, which are encouraging the 
penetration of foreign interests into Turkey.

f. The coalition governments after 1961 are no different from those 
that ruled before 1960. They claim to be for democracy and nationalism, 
but are hypocrites. All they have created is hostility in our midst. We 
are a people dating back hundreds of years; Turkey will yet serve as a 
light for the world.62 63

g. The new constitution allows the setting up of political parties. The 
R p p  and the communists have been accusing us of being fascists, Hitle- 
rists (Hitlerci) and racists (irkgi) and of other falsehoods. I, Tiirkes, 
announced to you on May 27, I96062 what was taking place. Now I 
call on you again, for the sake of peace, tranquility, prosperity, happiness 
and human dignity. The RPNP will assist the arts and sports; send intel
lectuals and youths to assist the villages, foster culture, and bring Turkey 
into the space and atomic age.

h. “The Fourteen,” within the National Union Committee, thought 
of the Nation first — while many others were just supporting inonxi.

After T iirk e ?  had delivered these eight talks, the next six were given 
by various party leaders, like Ahmet Er (chairman of the RPNP’s Central

62 A  clear “sense of mission.”
63 That is, on the day of the Revolution.
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Control Committee), iffet H. Oruz (chairwoman of the party’s women 
association), and Mustafa Kaplan (the party’s Secretary-General); the 
fifteenth was then delivered by Tiirkes himself. These mostly elaborated 
the earlier lectures, emphasizing that the RPNP was a party of nationalist, 
but practical, idealists — the only choice between the leftists and their 
reactionary opponents who anyway have done nothing to curb com
munism.

While the party’s radio talks were obviously intended for a wide audi
ence, the RPNP’s would-be Senators’ written appeals were largely 
pitched at local audiences, although combined with the party’s general 
strategy. Let us examine two such appeals, one for the Senate elections of 
1966, the other for those of 1968.

In 1966 the party’s candidate for the Usak electoral district (in western 
Turkey, south of Kiitahya) was Erhan Loker. His 8-page election 
appeal64 65 opened with a letter to the people of Usak. He introduced 
himself as a lawyer, much interested in Turkey’s general problems — 
legal, economic, social, cultural, and political — who wished to convey 
his views to the people of Usak for their decision. Subsequent pages 
listed several biographical details: Born in nearby Kiitahya, his family 
was well-known in Usak; he had traveled and seen a great deal, had 
published twelve books and had another six ready in manuscript. There 
followed a list of several of his articles, in economics and politics, with 
summaries. In one of these he had written about his twenty years of 
legal work for trade unions. In another, “Turkey’s political system 
today,” he had examined the multiparty system, and maintained that it 
had not prevented civil strife, as confirmed on May 27, 1960. The RPNP 
held that party politics weakened the state. A new constitution could not 
save the situation, which was approaching another crisis. One of the 
results of the multiparty system was that certain groups had moved 
from the concept of “social justice” to “socialism,” thence to so-called 

scientific socialism, and lastly to communism. The latter had now 
been penetrating the universities, too. The implication of Loker’s booklet 
was that a one-party system — presumably based on the RPNP — was 
the only way to stop communism and save Turkey.

This was not necessarily the approach of every RPNP candidate. 
Two years later, RPNP candidate Mehmet Orhun,66 running for the

64 C .K .M .P . Usjak ili senato adayi Erhan L o k er  (N. p .:n .d . [1966]).
65 On whom see Tiirkiye'de k im  k im dir 1 9 6 1 -1 9 6 2 , op. c it .,  j.v., p. 472. This, the 

second edition, seems to be the latest available Turkish W ho's who.
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1968 Senate elections, published an 8-page appeal,'S(S directed at the voters 
in Rankin district (north of Ankara). Orhun, a chemical engineer, born 
in Edirne in 1917, who had traveled and studied in Turkey and abroad and 
had published technical books, addressed the people of Cankiri as “Turks 
and Muslims.” He thought that the main reasons for the present back
wardness of Turkey were that it was ruled by persons who had lost pride 
in being Turks, who were deprived of Muslim morals, and who did not 
understand science and technology. They were men who were not worthy 
of governing since after they had collected great sums in taxes, they had 
not provided the people with schools, roads, water, bridges and electri
city. Under their rule, there flourished lewdness, bribery, corruption, 
injustice, along with communism — the enemy of the Turkish nation and 
religion — and freemasonry. The RPNP, the true nationalists, would 
faithfully represent the people and provide for justice, virtue, prosperity, 
Turkism and Islam.

The representatives of Rankin had formerly been lawyers or men 
with similar occupations; when industrial projects were proposed, they 
did not know enough, and these were allocated to other provinces. To 
place Mehmet Orhun, a chemical engineer, in the Senate would make 
sure that industry would come to ^ankiri; his expertise and experience 
were described in glowing terms. The appeal then added more of the 
RPNP’s aims of creating a Great Turkey, with all that was best in mora
lity, national education, proper administration, industry, agriculture, 
and financial-economic reforms. It ended with an appeal to Allah and 
Islam.

In addition to the usual attack on Turkey’s incumbent rulers and 
praises for the RPNP, along with a list of its intentions, one observes the 
appeal to the people’s economic interest — bringing industry to gankiri. 
However, there was in this booklet an additional, significant element 
the sentimental appeal to Islam, still a potent force in rural Turkey. As 
we have pointed out,®  ̂the RPNP gradually veered closer to a pro-Islamic 
stance, although there was by no means a unanimity of views in party 
circles concerning the place of Islam in the party’s platform.

It is noteworthy that the Tabor Party of Turkey ranked fourth in 
the results of the 1966 Senate elections. Its descent to fifth place in the 
Senate elections of 1968 was partly due to the appearance of the con- 66 67

66 C um huriyetfi K oylu  M ille t P artis i, R ankin  Hi idare h e y e ti b ildirisi —  G ankiri Hi 

sen a to r adayi M ehrnet Orhun (A nkara: 1968).

67 See ch. 6.
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Table 14. SENATE ELECTION RESULTS, BY PARTY, 1966-1968«8

P a rty

1966 (21 provinces) 

Vote  %

1968 (22 provinces) 

Vote  %

JP 1,417,614 57.4 1,505,935 49.1

RPP 727,522 29.4 821,688 26.8

NP 135,368 5.5 192,392 6.3

LPT 79,014 3.2 143,731 4 .7

RPNP 48,703 2 .0 60,984 2.0
NTP69 62,839 2.5 — —

RP68 69 70 — — 284,234 9.2

Independents 980 0.0 58,264 1.9

Total 2,472,0407i 100.0 3,067,22872 100.0

servative Reliance Party, which split from the RPP. Of greater signifi
cance was the LPT’s advance from 3.2% to 4.7% of the vote. Since it 
related to different parts of Turkey from those which participated in the 
1966 Senate elections, this result is not, however, as meaningful as it 
would otherwise have been. Thanks to a law, promulgated in 1964 
which modified the electoral system so that vote remainders could be 
used by the competing parties,73 the LPT obtained one seat in the Senate 
in 1966 — a woman Senator from Kocaeli, named Fatma Hikmet

68 Computed on the basis o f Devlet istatistik enstitiisu, 5 haziran 1966 cumhuriyet 
senatosu uyeleri kismi sefim sonuflari (A nkara: 1967) and 2 haziran 1968 cumhuriyet 
senatosu uyeleri kismi sefim sonuflan (Ankara: 1969). See also Bahri Savci, “ 1966 

kismi senato sefimleri tah lili,” SBFD, XXI (3): Sep. 1966, pp. 16 1-1 69 .

69 D id  not participate in 1968, as it had been weakened considerably.

70 D id not participate in 1966. This new party, the Reliance Party (R P) (Giiven 
partisi), was founded in  1967 by a  group of conservative Members of the N ational 

Assembly and Senators who had left the RPP, displeased w ith its recently proclaimed 

“left-of-center” policy. Later, it changed its name to N ational Reliance Party (Milli 
giiven partisi). See also above, ch. 1.

71 The official 2 haziran 1968 cumhuriyet senatosu iiyderi kismi sefim sonuflari, 
op. cit., p. X I, sums up these same figures as 2 ,4 7 2 ,1 0 9 . F or unknown reasons, these 

figures (which I  have accepted as the later ones) differ slightly from those o f the earlier 

official returns, 5 haziran 1966 cumhuriyet senatosu uyeleri kismi sefim sonuflari, 
op. cit., p. V II, table I.

72 2 haziran 1968 . . . ,  p. IX , sums up these same figures as .3,067,057.

73 Details in Tezis, op. cit., in AFDI, X VIII (2 9 -3 2 ): 1968, p .  175.
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i§men. However, since competition from other parties was tougher in 
1968, the LPT did not win representation.

Another characteristic was the LPT’s running in 20 out of 21 electoral 
districts in the Senate elections of 1966, and in all 22 districts in the 
Senate elections of 1968. The RPNP, however, ran in only 16 electoral 
districts in both 1966 and 1968, or in less than four-fifths. This was one of 
the reasons that its overall result was only 2 %, the lowest of all parties 
that participated, and a slight drop, also, from the national average of 
2.2% which the RPNP had obtained in the 1965 general elections to the 
National Assembly. One can understand the RPNP’s reluctance to run 
for seats in all districts, for after all it was evident that in most of them the 
JP or RPP would win easily. The fact that other small parties and the 
RPNP ran, however, was no doubt to make their presence felt, by using 
the radio and other means of propaganda — with an eye to the 1969 
general elections to the National Assembly. Nevertheless, its efforts did 
not provide the RPNP with any Senate seats, and in fact gave it rather 
poor results. Thus in 1966, with the exception of Ankara (where it polled 
11,225 votes), Adana (5,048 votes) and Kayseri (4,306) votes), it merely 
received from 1,000 to 3,700 votes per electoral district. In 1968 the vote 
it obtained was slightly more evenly divided, ranging from 1,063 votes in 
Adiyaman to 7,286 in Konya — although from 1966 to 1968 its overall 
percentage did not change.

The two large parties, the JP and RPP, together polled 86.8 % of the 
vote in the Senate elections of 1966; in 1968 they polled only 75.9% — 
an obvious drop for each. In 1968, even before the Senate elections, the 
JP moved to amend the National Assembly election law, proposing to 
cancel the adding-up of local remainders in the computation crediting 
the parties on a national basis. It will be remembered that in the pro
portional representation system of election to the National Assembly in 
1965, the remainders of each party in the various electoral districts 
were added up to enable it to seat more deputies. We have seen how the 
smaller parties seated most of their members into the National Assembly 
in 1965 in this way (The NP, 25 out of 31; the NTP, 16 out of 19; the 
LPT, 13 out of 15; the RPNP, all of its seats). The JP move was obviously 
intended to liquidate — or, at least, render ineffective — future parlia
mentary opposition by the small parties. Although the latter fought the 
bill vehemently, the JP (with the support of the RPP) succeeded in pass
ing it and thus amending the electoral law (March, 1968). The amend
ment set up a quota arrived at by simply dividing the total vote cast in 
an electoral district by the number of seats to be filled in it. Seats were
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then divided proportionately among the parties that exceeded this quota; 
parties obtaining fewer votes than the quota in that district were not 
allotted seats.74 75

This controversy further embittered party politics. The National 
Assembly of 1965-1969 — and to a somewhat lesser degree the Senate — 
grew accustomed to impassioned speeches, accusations and counter
accusations more frequent and biting than those of several preceding 
legislatures. As the LPT was affected, although its fifteen Members in 
the National Assembly were new (or perhaps because of this), they spoke 
comparatively often and trenchantly. Particularly irritating to the other 
parties were Aybar, Behice Boran and £etin Altan. Altan so annoyed 
Members of other parties in the National Assembly, that they cast 
around for legal ways to remove him (an evident indication of his success). 
A sub-committee of the National Assembly moved on April 7, 1967 to 
suspend (Jetin Altan’s parliamentary immunity on charges of communist 
subversion in his writings. After a stormy, twelve-hour debate, the 
National Assembly suspended Altan’s immunity (July 21, 1967). The 
decision was, however, quashed by the Constitutional Court, since it 
found that the composition of the parliamentary sub-committee which 
had presented its recommendation to the National Assembly was at 
fault. 75

The “£etin Altan affair” is symptomatic of the LPT’s aggressiveness 
and of its rivals’ response. The year 1968 seems to have been a high 
point in inter-party strife, at least judging from the quantity of publica
tions and their virulence. They were further exacerbated by the struggle 
over the amendment to the electoral law for the National Assembly and 
by the Senate election campaign. To give a few examples:

In a 54-page booklet, Uludogan76 promised to show what kind of 
party the LPT was — that it was not a workers’ party. He analyzed the 
LPT booklet Yeni diizen (“New order”) and its claim that Turkey was 
for the workers. Uludogan then asked, “Well, what about all others?” 
He also took issue with the LPT’s slogan of “land for the peasant” and

74 The Tim es (London), M ar. 4 , 1968. L e  M onde, M ar. 5, 1968. Rodolfo G il 

Benumeya, “ Lo nacional y lo mundial ,en la actualidad .de T urquia,” R evista  de  
P olitico  Internacional (M adrid), fasc. 106: Nov.-Dee. 1969, p p . 1 3 5 -1 4 2 . The 

amendment itself is reprinted by Mehmet Ali Yal?in (ed.), T em el kanim lar ve segim  
m evzuati, op. c it .,  pp. 3 0 2 -3 0 4 . F or a  Turkish comment, see Tezis, op. c it.  in  A P D I, 
X VIII (2 9 -3 2 ): 1968, p. 170.

75 The Tim es (London), A pril 8 , 1967; L e  M onde, July 2 2  and A ug. 4 , 1967.

16 A ttila  M . U ludogan, TUrkiye ig g ip a r tis i ifginin p a r tis i  deg ild ir!  (A nkara: 1968).
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asked who would then pay the peasants for their work, should the LPT’s 
promises be realized. Uludogan ended by asserting that nobody should 
exchange reality for empty slogans.

This appeal to continue the status quo and ignore the LPT’s radical 
propaganda was buttressed with further accusations. Dr. Faruk Siikan, 
Turkey’s Minister of the Interior, spoke in the parliamentary budget 
commission about “extremist trends” and his speech was then published 
by his party, the JP, as a 28-page booklet.77 Siikan stated that there was 
a movement afoot to destroy the state. Lately, the LPT had arranged 
numerous meetings in Ankara and the eastern parts of Turkey suggesting 
that the inhabitants of this area were not Turks, but Kurds or Alevis —■ 
a very sensitive matter.78 Siikan denied that the LPT spoke for “scientific 
socialism;” he considered the LPT Marxist, for its methods were identical 
to those of the TCP, and its contacts were with communist parties abroad. 
He concluded by asserting that the LPT’s ideas conflicted with Turkey’s 
constitution, that their Allah was Stalin and their Ka’ba was Moscow.

An equally aggressive tone characterized a 161-page book written 
by Nural Cengiz Yamakoglu, who claimed he had been a member of 
the LPT.79 The book started by saying that it was a duty to unmask 
Turkey’s enemies — the communists — who had kept quiet until the 
1960 Revolution, after which they had begun open activity. He called 
the members of the LPT communists and traitors, accusing them of using 
communist methods and selling communist propaganda, such as Nazim 
Hikmet’s works. All they wanted was to break up Turkey into hostile 
camps and destroy it, along with everything that was sacred to it. All 
the LTP’s leaders were known leftists, many of them well-known com
munists, and several had a criminal record. Aybar was campaigning for 
abolishing those paragraphs in the penal code that forbade communist 
activity, and he was responsible, also, for numerous clashes and quarrels. 
Yamakoglu then listed 111 LPT members, with a few details about each, 
to prove they were either communists or extreme leftists. Afterwards, 
he maintained that the LPT had contacts with communist parties abroad, 
and that socialism, although it talked about social reform, was nothing 
but a disguise for communism.

77 Ififleri bakam Dr. Faruk Siikan perdeyi araladi. Ifte TlP  (Ankara: 1968).
78 Which indeed it was, for successive governments had tried —• in varying ways — 

to integrate them into Turkey.
79 Nural Cengiz Yamakoglu, Ben bir TlP'li idim (Istanbul: 1968). With an 

introduction by tlhan E. Darendelioglu. Postscript by Faruk Siikan — the latter 
being a reprint o f the material mentioned in footnote no. 77.
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Some of the LPT’s response was as aggressive as the accusations leveled 
at the party, some balanced and moderate in tone. An example of the 
latter was a 30-page booklet by Dr. Murat Sarica (a Professor in the Law 
Faculty of Istanbul University and a prominent LPT member) and 
Nurkalp Devrim.80 Published by the party, the booklet repeated some 
previously published facts and ideas about the LPT and elaborated on 
them. It stated that although the bulk of Turkey’s population was made 
up of workers, peasants, artisans, small tradesmen, and clerks — they 
all received only a small part of the national income. It accused the RPP 
of having done too little for Turkey and for most Turks during its 
lengthy rule. As the LPT saw, the way to independence (economic and 
otherwise) was to stop foreign exploitation of Turkey. Land-reform, 
limiting the maximum holdings to 500 donums per person, was impera
tive, as was social security and other benefits for working people. As a 
socialist party, the LPT also believed in planned etatism.

The above polemics between the LPT and other political parties did 
not reveal a most important factor — a bitter controversy within the 
LPT itself, which led to several splits in the party during the late 1960’s — 
already alluded to above. While splits are not unusual in Turkey’s political 
parties, a small political grouping like the LPT was perhaps worse hit 
by them than larger parties. The split in the LPT’s leadership was its 
worst, and the party entered the 1969 general elections to the National 
Assembly deeply demoralized and disunited, with one faction calling the 
other “Soviet agents” and the other replying with “United States spies.”

The RPNP, meanwhile, had problems of its own — even though they 
were apparently less serious than those of the LPT. While no open split 
occurred, the party leadership was hurt by the desertion (and generally 
retirement from politics) of several of Tiirkes’s main collaborators — 
including some of “the fourteen” — shortly before the elections. While 
personal differences with Tiirkes may have had a minor part in their 
decision, it seems that the major causes were disappointment in the party’s 
limited success and differences in their ideological approach—for instance 
as to the stand of the RPNP towards Islam. An interesting example in 
practical politics is Osman Yiiksel’s electoral radio talk in October 1969, 
just before the elections.81 Yuksel was an RPNP National Assembly 
Member from Antalya and an Assistant-Chairman of the party, and was

so Dr. Murat Sarica and Nurkalp Devrim, Tiirkiye  ijpzp a rtis in i taniyahm  (Istanbul: 
May 1968).

8t Reprinted as Serdengegti Osman Yuksel'in radyo konu$malari (Ankara: 1970).
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running as the party’s candidate again. In his three radio speeches on 
behalf of his party, he interspersed (in a circumspect, but obvious way) 
his call to milliyetgilik with allusions to Islam.

Desertions notwithstanding, Alparslan Tiirkes continued to be the 
acknowledged leader of the party, the bagbug, as his admirers called him, 
using an old Turkish appellation for chieftain. In the RPNP’s general 
congress, Tiirkes delivered the major address, on November 24, 1967,82 
with his accustomed self-assurance, and carried the convention with him. 
The major points he made were the following:

The general congress meets amidst events vitally important for Turkey. 
We support the government’s foreign policy and its stand for peace and 
membership in NATO — but we should draw closer not only to the West, 
but also to the Muslim Middle East and the awakening Afro-Asian 
nations. Regrettably, the government neglects Cyprus; it is only forty 
miles from Turkey and was ruled by Turkey for 350 years; it has never 
belonged to Greece, and without doubt should be in Turkey’s hands. We 
should remember the Turks in Cyprus. As for internal matters, Turkey’s 
development and general situation are first and foremost dependent on 
internal unity and security. One should watch out for such phenomena 
as partisanship, regionalism, racism and communism — which endanger 
the body-politic of our nation. We believe that the divisive and confound
ing forces of communism are the greatest peril we face — we who have 
lived in honor, shoulder-to-shoulder, during the 900-year existence of 
our State. Democracy is the best form of government for us, but it has 
flaws which should be corrected — for example, the institution of Life 
Senators should be eliminated.83 The most pressing reforms that we 
stand for are in the fields of education, society, administration, industry, 
agriculture, and finance.84

In the same convention, Tiirkes also delivered the closing speech,85 
in which he criticized the current situation in Turkey, saying that demo
cracy was sold for the price of spinach (that is, very cheaply), corruption 
abounded and villages waited endlessly for tap-water. He ended by 
appealing to the youth and intellectuals to work for a Great Turkey.

82 Reprinted by the party as a 14-page booklet, Genel bagkan A lparslan T iirkefin  
VIII. biiyiik  kon greyi afig  konugmasi (N. p .: n.d. [1967-1968]).

83 The “Life Senators,” permanent members of the Senate, were those officers in 
the NUC who had exiled “the fourteen.”

8“* A  brief explanation of his Nine Lights follows. See above, ch. 6.
85 Reprinted in a collection of speeches by A. Ttirke?, N ifa k  zam ani deg il (Ankara: 

n.d. [1969]), pp. 29-32.

274 TURKISH ELECTIONS: LEFT VERSUS RIGHT

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



SENATE ELECTIONS, 1966-1968 275

Interestingly, the party’s name at this convention was referred to as 
CKMP Milliyetgi Hareket Partisi, or the RPNP — the Nationalist 
Action Party.86 A monthly with a very similar name, Milli hareket, 
had started publication at the end of 1966;87 it was published by the 
RPNP or by circles very close to it. The action of the congress was 
apparently one of the official steps in changing the name of the party to 
the Nationalist Action Party (NAP). This was then formalized at an 
extraordinary congress of the party in Adana, in February 1969, which 
approved the new statutes.88

In his speech at this convention (on February 8, 1969), Tiirkes made 
the following observations.89 With the weakening of France and England 
in the Second World War, the way was cleared for Soviet pressures in 
the Middle East. Turkey has joined NATO, but the Czechoslovakian 
crisis and the Arab-Israeli fighting keep the danger of war near Turkey. 
Economically, Turkey is tied down to a backward agriculture, having 
failed in its industrialization. Planning is inadequate and policies are 
confused. The nationally-minded groups want happiness and prosperity 
for Turkey; others aspire only to increase divisiveness and social conflicts; 
the non-national economy still reigns in Turkey. The Islamic faith and 
the feeling of Turkism need new expression and a new organization geared 
towards the twenty-first century, the age of space, the atom and elec
tronics : a new society, social security, land reform, and industrialization 
that will bring about economic independence.

That the above was not intended merely for his party, but for all 
Turks — with an eye to the approaching general elections to the National 
Assembly — is quite clear from another speech entitled “The third 
road,” 90 in which he attacked the Justice Party, with the following 
comparison: the gap between Turkey and the developed nations has 
increased rather than decreased. Thus during Sultan Abdul Aziz’s day, 
Napoleon I ll’s France was twice as advanced as Turkey, while De 
Gaulle’s France is five times as advanced as Turkey in the age of Demirel 
— despite huge sacrifices by the Turks!

86 Ibid., pp. 20-28. The name may also be translated as the RPNP —  the Nationalist 
Movement Party.

87 Probably in October 1966. See above, ch. 6.
88 Published in a 26-page booklet, Milliyetgi hareket partisi tiizUgu (N. p.: n.d. 

[prob. 1969]).
89 Reprinted in his Nifak zatnam degil, op. cit., pp. 3-11.
99 “tlfiincu yol.” Reprinted ibid., pp. 12-19.
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d. The 1969 elections

The 1969 electoral battle was as violent as that of 1965,91 the small 
parties putting even greater efforts into the battle because of the severe 
handicap created by the 1968 amendment to the election law.92 The two 
larger parties, however, felt that for them, too, the approaching election 
was crucial: the JP leadership, headed by Suleyman Demirel, felt that 
it had to increase party representation in the National Assembly above 
the bare majority it had attained in 1965, and strive for a two-thirds 
majority. The moderately left-of-center leadership of the RPP, directed 
by the party’s Secretary-General, Biilent Ecevit, also felt that the party 
had to increase its contingent in the National Assembly, to compensate 
for recent desertions by a number of members, to prevent a more extre
mist group from asserting itself, and, also, to justify the “left-of-center” 
policy he had advocated.

One might add that a certain malaise, already reflected by elements of 
the press, was in evidence throughout the election campaign. Like 
every malaise, it was a rather complex, confused amalgam: Turkey’s 
difficulty in catching up with more developed and modern countries, with 
its population gaining close to a net million per year; that almost half 
of all Turks were still illiterate; the feeling that many socio-economic ills 
persisted, that the cost-of-living was rising more than many liked (particu
larly the prices of consumer goods, chiefly food) and an overall frustra
tion that no Messiah was in view to bring easy, comforting solutions. The 
increase in roads and in the means of mass communication, as well as 
the universal character of compulsory military service, brought at least 
some information about these events to every village; while the constant 
migration from village to city brought some realities of village-life to 
the towns.

The platforms of the various parties, reprinted in innumerable hand
bills, wall slogans, pamphlets, magazines, and speeches, held little that

91 Having witnessed both, this is my general impression, supported by the opinion 
of other on-the-spot observers. For an instructive and entertaining account, see 
Sadi Ko^a;, B ir segim  boyle  g e f t i  (Ankara: 1970). C f. Peter Flinn, “Turning point 
for Turkey,” The N ew , M idd le  E a st,  13: Oct. 1969, pp. 13-16.

92 On the electoral campaign and the elections themselves, see W. F. Weiker, 
“Turkey’s elections may bode ill,” M id  E a st  (Washington, D . C.), IX (6): Dec. 1969, 
pp. 10-13, 32-34. M. P. Hyland, “Crisis at the polls: Turkey’s 1969 elections,” 
M E J ,  XXIV (1): Winter 1970, pp. 1-16. W. M. Hale, “Aspects of the Turkish general 
election of 1969,” M idd le  Eastern S tu d ies, VIII (3): Oct. 1972, pp. 393-404. Landau, 
op. c it. in The W orld  Today, XXVI (4): April 1970, pp. 156-166.
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was new — but the old themes seemed more impassioned. The JP pointed 
to its four-year record of relative economic and political stability, and to 
the annual 7 % rise of the gross national product; it presented a midd'le-of- 
the-road image and campaigned for law and order. All other parties 
claimed to stand, in varying degrees, for a “change of order” policy -— 
and thus took some of the wind out of the sails of the LPT and RPNP.

The LPT campaigned, as formerly, for the improvement of the workers’ 
lot and the expansion of education; this time, however, it emphasized 
its desire for an independent — rather then a socialist — Turkey. This 
was part of Aybar’s electoral policy, designed to appeal to a wider elec
torate, as opposed to several of his more dynamic rivals for party leader
ship.93

As for the Nationalist Action Party, the general tenor of its campaign 
was not essentially different from that of the party under its old name, 
the Republican Peasant National Party. In general, it repeated earlier 
themes, and particularly those laid down by Tiirkes at the extraordinary 
party congress in Adana, in February 1969. If anything, the change of 
name involved a more militant approach, also expressed in meetings and 
demonstrations of the party youths, Bozkurtlar, or “grey wolves,” 
using the emblem of the ancient Turks and the symbol of the Turkish 
race.94 Militancy also expressed itself in a more openly favorable attitude 
to Islam, and in a more aggressive stance towards other political parties 
and to what the NAP considered hostile groups.

One example, taken from Sivas, illustrates these tendencies. The 
election handbill95 was written by M. T. Betin, director of the Sivas 
branch of the Pamuk-Bank96 and NAP candidate in the 1969 elections 
to the National Assembly. Betin pointed out that he was born in 1934 
and had experience in banking and a great deal of public spirit. He added 
that in 1965 he had performed the pilgrimage to Mecca. This was an 
obvious pointer, as was the general style of writing, for religious-minded 
Muslims among the electorate of Sivas. However, most of what he said 
was directed at youth, “the hope of tomorrow’s Turkish nation.” He 
warned against false promises by candidates of other parties, and lumped 
them together with what he termed the godless lies of communism, 
Zionism and freemasonry. Betin and the NAP, on the contrary, believed

93 See above, ch. 4.
94 See above, ch. 6.
95 Haci M. Tevfik Betin, £ok muhterem vatanda$larimiz, sevgili ywrtda$lanma 

(Sivas: 1969).
96 The name means “Cotton Bank.”
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that Turkey’s progress and the prosperity of all were feasible only in a 
spirit of unity, grounded in Turkish and Islamic morals. This was the 
way to general development and individual happiness.

One can gather, from the pro-NAP weekly Devlet, an idea of the NAP’s 
candidates, at least as regards their occupations. Devlet printed9"? these 
details in 27 (out of Turkey’s 67) electoral provinces (when it ran in some 
of the others, this must have been on a minor scale). Accordingly, the 
231 candidates can be classified as follows:

Table 15. BREAKDOWN OF 231 NAP CANDIDATES IN 1969, 
BY OCCUPATION

Merchants 37 Of independent means 6
Lawyers 27 Housewives 6

• Retired military officers 18 Economists and financiers 5
Officials9* 15 Industrialists 4
Teachers and educators97 98 99 12 Artisans and small tradesmen 3
Engineers 11 Drivers 3
Contractors 9 Hatips100 3
Workers 8 Pharmacists 3
Physicians 7 Booksellers 2
Technicians 7 Insurance agents 2
Accountants 7 Electricians 2
Landowners 6 Others 16
Journalists 6
Trade unionists 6 Total for these 27 electoral

districts 231

The “others” were a group in which the occupation of each of these 
sixteen candidates was different. Among those specifically listed above, 
the merchants predominated, followed by the lawyers — a naturally 
articulate group. The 18 retired military officers (to whom we might 
add another police officer, from the “others” group) was prominent, too, 
and tended to distinguish the NAP from other political parties at the time. 
Also noteworthy was the relatively large number of people of means and 
with a sound economic position — contractors (mostly in the construc
tion business), landowners, economists and financiers, industrialists and

97 24: Sep. 15,1969, p. 9; 25: Sep. 22,1969, p. 9; 26: Sep. 29, 1969, p. 11; 27: Oct. 
6, 1969, p. 12.

98 Including 4 retired officials.
99 Including 4 retired teachers.
too On which see above, ch. 5.
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men of independent means. Not less remarkable was the candidacy of 
three hatips (to whom we might add a miiftu, in the “others” group) — 
undoubtedly an indication of the party’s rapprochement with Islam 
shortly before the 1969 elections. The fact that six housewives were 
among the candidates is also interesting, although by this time it had 
become standard practice for women to run in elections.

The official results of the 1969 vote to the National Assembly were not 
unexpected. Their main characteristic was that, although votes for the 
two large parties declined both proportionately and in absolute figures, 
they gained deputies at the expense of the smaller parties, because of the 
amendment to the election law abolishing the adding-up of remainders.

Table 16. ELECTION RESULTS, 1969-1965ioi

P a rty
N o. o f  Votes 

1969
%

1969
%

1965
N o. o f  S e a ts  

1969 1965

JP 4,229,712 46.5 52.9 256 240
RPP 2,487,006 27.4 28.7 143 134
NP 292,961 3.2 6.3 6 31
NTP 197,929 2.2 3.7 6 19
LPT 243,631 2.7 3.0 2 15
NAPioz 275,091 3.0 2.2 1 11
RP103 597,818 6.6 — 15 __
UP104 254,695 2.8 — 8 __

Independents 511,023 5.6 3.2 13 —

Total 9,086,296 100.0 100.0 450 450

Particularly interesting is the manner in which the vote was divided 
between rural and urban areas.101 102 * 104 105

101 Mainly based on Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 12  ekim  196 9  m ille tvek ili segim i 
sonuglari ( il ve ilgeler itibariy le) and its larger 1 2  ekim  m ille tvek ili seg im i sonuglari 
(both — Ankara: 1970).

102 In 1969 the party changed its name from the Republican Peasant National 
Party to the Nationalist Action Party.

i°3 Had not participated in 1965.
104 Had not participated in 1965. This was a small party led by Huseyin Balan, 

and based largely on local Shiite support.
los Based on Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii, 1 2  ekim  m ille tvek ili segim i sonuglari, 

op. c it . ,  p. XXIV.
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Table 17. RURAL AND URBAN VOTE, 1969

Rural Vote (%) Urban Vote (%)

JP 46.4 46.9
RPP 24.7 32.9
NP 3.5 2.8
NTP 2.6 1.4
LPT 2.6 2.8
NAP 3.0 3.0
RP 7.7 4.1
UP 3.0 2.4
Independents 6.5 3.7

Total 100.0 100.0

In absolute figures, obviously, the picture was somewhat different, 
for, in 1969, 6,222,054 valid votes were cast in the rural areas, and only 
2,867,302 (or less than half that number) in the urban ones. Percentage
wise however the NP, NTP, RP and MP, all conservative parties, obtained 
greater support in the villages than in towns and cities. The RPP, always 
centering in urban areas and said to be less efficient, organizationally, 
in the rural areas, did better in the former. The JP obtained approximately 
equal support — percentagewise — in village and town, which shows its 
great overall strength. The NAP did exactly the same in both, and the 
LPT almost so, which perhaps indicates a more equitable distribution of 
effort and a growing awareness of the party’s existence in the rural areas 
(both parties, particularly the LPT, had previously been more urban- 
oriented).

The results, in numbers of seats in the National Assembly, were 
particularly gallin g  to the four small parties which had also participated 
in the 1965 elections: The NP lost, proportionately, about half of its 
vote (6.3% to 3.2%), but its parliamentary group was reduced from 31 
to 6. The NTP lost just over a third of its vote, but the number of its 
seats were reduced from 19 to 6. The LPT lost a tenth of its vote (3 /  to 
2 .7 % ),1 0 6  but its seats dwindled from 15 to 2. Strangest of all, the RPNP 
(NAP) increased its proportionate vote (from 2.2 % to 3 %), yet obtained 
only 1 seat instead of the 11 it had had in 1965! This was due only to a 
limited extent to the participation of two new parties, the RP and UP, 
which together obtained 23 additional seats in the 1969 National Assem- 106

106 For a detailed analysis o f the LPT’s losses, see Ant, 147: Oct. 21,1969, pp. 8-9.
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bly; or to the success of 13 independents in gaining seats in that year. 
The main cause was the amendment of the electoral law, for the JP in
creased its National Assembly contingent by 16 (compared with 1965), 
or 6.7%, despite the loss of about 700,000 votes, or 6.4%; and the RPP 
increased its seats by 9, or 6.7 %, despite the loss of 200,000 votes or 
1.3%.

Since a party represented in the National Assembly must have at 
least ten seats to qualify as a fully-fledged parliamentary group — with 
office prerogatives and procedural rights — all small parties were dis
qualified, except for the Reliance Party. Needless to say, this still further 
increased the power of the JP and RPP parliamentary groups. The small 
parties reacted in varying ways. Tiirkes was the only NAP candidate to> 
be elected (in Adana, where the NAP received 21,641 votes). At first, he 
refused to see reporters, who wanted his views about the election results. 
Then, however, he recovered and, in a remarkable interview he gave Abdi 
ipekgi of the daily Milliyet, sounded a more cheeiful note. What he said 
was that, although disappointed that the NAP had now only one Member 
in the National Assembly, its vote had risen by about 35 %. He added 
that from pre-election polling of public opinion they had hoped for 
even better results.107

In any event, Tiirkes succeeded in keeping his party together. Not so 
the LPT. Divided by internal discord before and during the 1969 elec
tions, the party was further rent by its failure at the polls. Aybar and 
Kuas were the only LPT candidates to win seats (both in Istanbul, where 
the LPT received 34,633 votes). Aybar was held responsible for the LPT’s 
relatively poor showing; his opponents, led by Aren and Boran, accused 
him of sacrificing principles in order to gain votes, and of having lost 
both. This view was expressed in a series of articles in Milliyet,108 by 
Ismail Cem, attributing the failure of the LPT in the elections to the 
party’s continued inability to formulate a solid ideological basis. Aybar 
resigned from the LPT’s chairmanship on November 15, 1969, although 
he still had support among some party veterans, who for a time regarded 
him as a sort of grey eminence.109 In 1970, however, the effective decision
makers were Boran, the party’s Secretary-General, and Aren, who was an

107 Reprinted in an interesting collection of pre-election and post-election interviews 
of party leaders by Abdi Ipek?i, L iderler d iyor k i  (R oporta jlar) (Istanbul: 1969), 
pp. 291 ff. Some of the interviews also appeared in M illiy e t.

108 Oct. 15-18, 1969, reprinted in Ismail Cem’s Tiirkiye iizerine  (ara^tirmalar)  

(Istanbul: 1970), pp. 60-65.
109 At least, acc. to an article from Ankara, in L e  M onde, Nov. 26, 1969.
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influential member of the party’s Central Executive Committee. Their 
combination was apparently stronger than any views the party’s new 
Chairman, §aban Yildiz, a former trade union leader, might have had.

Although Aybar was one of the LPT’s two Members in the National 
Assembly, it seemed he had progressively less of a say in the decisions of 
the party’s directing bodies. While it is not clear when he completely dis
sociated himself from the party, the rift in the LPT grew wider still, when 
Aybar published an open letter in the press in April 1971.110 Directed to 
workers, peasants and laborers, Aybar stated that the LPT had collapsed 
internally. He accused the party’s Central Executive Committee of hav
ing become severed from the nation. The LPT he knew had become a 
club of intellectuals, whose officials were paid by the limited funds of the 
party. He added ominously that he was receiving letters pressing him to 
found a new party for working-people, and that he was considering it.

The split of the LPT into two large feuding groups and several smaller 
ones — generally more rigidly Marxist — rendered the party’s activity 
in 1970 and 1971 ineffective, except perhaps on the propaganda level. 
Even here it had to compete with numerous other groups which advoca
ted various degrees of leftist extremism, not to mention several rightist 
Islamic groups (one of which developed into a small political party). 
Suffice to say here that political fragmentation became the order of the 
day in the months following the 1969 elections.111

This fragmentation visibly increased throughout the 1960’s and may 
well be one of the most important signs of the politicization of Turkey s 
masses. Since reliable figures of party-memberships are not available, one 
has to examine more readily-found statistics.112 While in the 1961 elec
tions to the National Assembly, four parties competed, in 1965 the figure 
rose to six, and in 1969 to eight. In addition in 1969 thirteen independents 
were elected, as opposed to none in 1961 and 1965. If this is seen in the 
light of the proportionately lower voting participation in 1969 (a na
tional average of 64.3%, as compared to 71.3% in 1965), the fragmenta
tion becomes even more evident.

Elections to the Senate are less reliable as an indication of voting beha
vior, because the basis for comparison is weakened by the fact that every 
two years a different part of the Turkish electorate elects a third of the

110 Milliyet, Yeni Gazete, Son Havadis — all o f April 14, 1971.
111 See above, ch. 1.

The following is based on the official Turkish statistics, as well as on data and 
sources mentioned earlier in the present chapter.
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Senators.115 Even so, a brief examination is instructive. In 1961 all of 
Turkey’s 67 provinces elected the entire Senate. Then, in 1964, 1966, and 
1968 (but not in 1970), about a third of the provinces elected a third of 
the membership. Again, the number of competing parties had risen from 
four in 1964 to six in 1966 and 1968. Of equal relevance, parties were 
increasingly running in more electoral districts. The New Turkey Party, 
for example, had candidates in only 11 of out 24 electoral districts in 
1964, but ran in 15 out of 21 districts in 1966.114 The Labor Party of 
Turkey ran in all districts in 1968; in 1966 it had failed to put candidates 
in one district.115

A similar picture emerges from the analysis of the results in the country
wide elections to provincial councils, mayoralties, municipal councils, 
and local councils on June 2, 1968.11<5 Participation was 65.7% and the 
votes were divided among eight parties and numerous independents. 
The latter obtained 6.8 % of the valid vote, even more than independents 
were to get in the elections to the National Assembly in 1969 (5.7 %) — as 
to be expected in local elections.

The lively interest shown everywhere in Turkey during the 1968 local 
elections was natural, since candidates were known locally and their 
personalities were bound to determine the material interests and day-to- 
day concerns of voters. Probably, too, rural landlords reminded voters 
to go to the polls. If anything, one wonders why participation was not 
larger on the national level. Part of the answer lies in the relatively low 
participation in those provinces with large urban centers. If one looks at 
the three provinces with Turkey’s largest cities, the answer becomes 
clearer: participation was 62.5% in the province of Ankara, and a mere 
43.6 % and 58.8 %, respectively, in those of Istanbul and Izmir.11? In the 
1968 voting, participation was usually higher in the rural than in the 
urban areas.

While the swift increase in political alertness in Turkey’s cities is self- 
evident and hardly needs elaboration, it is the gradually growing politici
zation of rural Turkey that is the more interesting— and, possibly, the

113 The Life Senators and those appointed by the State President are irrelevant 
to these comments on elections.

114 The NTP did not compete in 1968, as it had been weakening — although it 
did. participate in local elections in the same year.

115 It had not run in 1964 at all, due to lack of preparedness for an electoral contest.
116 See Devlet Istatistik Enstitusu, 2 haziran 1968 mahalli sefimler sonuflari 

(Ankara: 1969).
n? Cf. ibid., pp. V-VI.
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more portentous — phenomenon. That this was so has already been 
observed, for instance by Professor Szyliowicz.118 In more recent years, 
the phenomenon was connected to regional voting by Professor Magna- 
rella.119 However, it is rather in terms of participation in political elec
tions that the growing interest in national (as distinct from local) politics 
should be measured.

In this context, an instructive picture emerges from a preliminary 
examination of voting in recent political elections. This is noticeable 
since the 1946 general elections, when the voters first had a choice between 
competing political parties. The wooing of the voters by the major parties 
— particularly, the RPP and DP — continued through the 1950’s and 
gave the people a new sense ofpower. In the decade starting with the 1961 
elections the process of intensive recruiting of electoral support and the 
ensuing politicization gathered pace, apparently due to three main causes:
a. the improvement in mass communication, paiticularly the radio.
b. the growth of the reading public, who could better absorb the violently 
aggressive tone and content of the more radical press, c. the growth in 
the number of political parties and in their skill in making use of the 
radio and press.

In addition a major factor in the increase in political participation in 
Turkey was the radicalization of politics. As the Republican People’s 
Party had ruled supreme and virtually alone until 1946, so the political 
scene was dominated since, and particularly as of 1950, by two parties, 
the DP and RPP, which together were the decisive political forces. In the 
1960’s, there were still two major parties, the JP and RPP. There were 
evident differences, however. Firstly, no political party before 1965 had 
a majority in the National Assembly, and consequently coalition govern
ments were necessary, with the cooperation of the top military command. 
Secondly (and more significantly), since 1965 two far-off-center parties 
became increasingly active during elections and between elections. The 
proportionate decline of the national vote of the JP in 1969 to 46.5% 
(from 52.9%) and that of the RPP to 27.4% (from 28.7%) indeed can 
be attributed, in large measure, to public dissatisfaction, as well as to the 
activity of the LPT and RPNP, and to that of other small parties.

In other words: votes in 1969 were almost everywhere widely distrib
uted among the competing parties—indeed, much more so than in 1965.

118 Political change in rural Turkey: Erdemli, op. cit.
119 Op. cit., in The Muslim World, LVII (3): July 1967; LVH (4): Oct. 1967, pp. 

277-287.
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Smaller parties, including the LPT and RPNP (now called the NAP) had 
by 1969 organized well enough to compete nearly everywhere. In 1965 
the LPT had run in 51 out of Turkey’s 67 provinces; in 1969 in all 67. 
In 1965, the RPNP had run in 48 provinces, in 1969 (as the NAP) in 60. 
It is clear that much of the effort of these two (and other) parties was 
directed at the urban population. It is interesting to note that, in the 1969 
parliamentary elections, students in forty university dormitories (whose 
participation reached 93 % of those having the right of vote) gave the 
LPT 18%, and the NAP 12%, of their total vote120 121 122 123 — a substantially 
higher percentage than the national average. The election propaganda 
disseminated by candidates of these two parties and by their respective 
national party organization apparently succeeded, however, in penetrat
ing even remote rural corners in eastern Turkey, too — to judge by the 
results of the voting. A comparison of the electoral results in 1965 and 
1969121 shows that while in 1965 quite a few of Turkey’s 67 provinces 
gave practically no votes to several of the parties, in 1969 this was the 
rare exception. Indeed in 1969 there were hardly any districts in which 
parties obtained no vote. Sometimes their aggregate support amounted 
to merely a handful of votes, of some tens or some hundreds at most, 
but the trend was unmistakable. This is noticeable, also, in a more minute 
breakdown, i22 Of course not every poll included votes for every party, 
but most villages and all larger places did so.

This trend seems to indicate not only a greater penetration of radical 
propaganda into the Turkish countryside, but also a significant change in 
the political behavior of rural Turkey. In this respect, our examination 
of recent Turkish political elections confirms the conclusions reached by 
Professor Frey concerning the growing socialization of Turkish peasants 
under the impact of the mass media.123 Indeed, as a result of interference 
in rural life by mass media, education, and intensive electoral propaganda, 
the landowners no longer received from their tenants the same automatic 
compliance as formerly, in voting. An impressive number of peasants,

120 Official election results, reported by Gen?, op. c it . ,  p. 309.
121 See e .g .,  Devlet istatistik enstitusii, 12  ekim  196 9  m ille tvek ili se fim i sonuflari 

Cil ve ilfe ler itibariy le )  (Ankara: 1970), pp. 8-9.

122 For full details, cf. the much larger 1 2  ek im  19 6 9  m ille tvek ili se fim i sonuflari, 
also prepared by the Devlet istatistik enstitiisu (Ankara: 1970), passim .

123 f . W. Frey, “Surveying peasant attitudes in Turkey,” The Public  Opinion 
Q uarterly , XXVII (3): Fall 1963, pp. 335-355. Id., “Socialization to national 
identification among Turkish peasants,” The Journal o f  P o litics, XXX (4): Nov. 
1968, pp. 934-965.
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who had started believing in the secrecy of the ballot, voted with material 
or other considerations in mind (e.g., ethnic, as in the case of parts of the 
electorate in areas inhabited by Kurds) — in a manner showing consider
ably more self-appraisal of, and sometimes involvement in, politics.124 
A recent examination of political culture among a sample of Turkey’s 
villagers has revealed that a very sizable number of landless peasants 
voted — against the wishes of the local agas — for the LPT.125 Political 
participation in Turkey, both rural and urban, although still determined 
by socio-economic variants, has been steadily increasing.126 The radicali- 
zation of politics, with its emotional charge, has played a substantial part 
in the process of change.

124 For an evaluation o f material versus other considerations in the voting of 
Turkish peasants, see Szyliowicz, op. c/7.,in MEJ, XVI (4): Autumn 1962, pp. 430-442.

125 Ozer Ozankaya, Koyde toplumsal yapi ve siyasal kultiir (Ankara: 1971), esp.
p. 228.

126 Deniz Baykal, Siyasal katilma: bir davramg incelemesi (Ankara: 1970), passim.
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CHAPTER EIGHT

IN CONCLUSION

In the preceding pages I have tried to analyze some of the main trends 
in the radicalization of politics in Turkey in the eleven years after the May 
27, 1960 Revolution. If a political culture of a nation is the sum total 
of its orientation at a given moment in history, then Turkey’s political 
culture in the 1960’s is best characterized by radical orientations. More 
than any others these influenced the general course of Tui key’s political 
history in that decade, and this despite the small membership of organized 
extremist groups.

Military involvement in politics appears the most significant event in 
Turkey’s recent domestic affairs. In both May 1960 and March 1971, 
a non-politicized army intervened to oust the leader of the majority 
group in the National Assembly and to violate the principle of civilian 
supremacy in order to save the essence of civilian supremacy. To under
stand this move of the armed forces, one must remember the profound 
concern of the Turkish military for reform. An elitist group, which is 
naturally and professionally oriented towards enhancing national strength 
and prestige, the military has grasped that these ideals are largely a 
function of Turkey’s economic development. In the 1960’s, although the 
military high command closely watched political developments, its 
supervision was discreet and mostly invisible. Therefore, despite the 
importance of military-civilian relations in the period of May 1960 to 
March 1971, they cannot be considered a major facet of Turkish domestic 
politics. The situation after March 1971, although not yet finally crystal
lized at the time of writing, seems to have changed. The difference in the 
attitude of the military command can be related to two factors. Firstly, 
it has learnt the lesson of the failure of the 1960 coup, and has grasped 
that remote control of a skillful civilian government is not always effec
tive. Consequently, it is inclined to see through the initiation of pressing 
socio-economic reforms. Secondly, it has found that military personnel, 
including junior officers (many of whom had been university students 
before being drafted) are not immune to radical propaganda. It has 
therefore ordered the retirement or transfer to other posts of some junior 
officers and has been supervising the political activity of others.

Increased political participation is another hallmark of this era. Again, 
it is not its main characteristic, for participation had also been a factor 
in Turkish politics in earlier years, particularly from the end of the Second
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World War. However the period following the 1960 Revolution is peculiar 
in its speedy diversification (if one may be permitted to use the term in 
this sense). We have shown that the rival political parties succeeded 
practically everywhere in bringing out voters in their favor — even in 
remote places. For this purpose, the parties generally employed un
sophisticated language. Polls often indicated support of all, or most 
parties, including such opposing extremes as the Labor Party of Turkey 
and the Republican Peasant National Party (Nationalist Action Party). 
This contrasts sharply with the pre-1960 situation where all of the vote, 
with few exceptions, went to the two major parties.

No less remarkable a political fact is that this growing and more 
diversified participation has increasingly affected rural Turkey. The 
urban-rural dichotomy has not disappeared, nor is it likely to do so 
overnight. Several forces, however, have contributed to a change in its 
character, such as the multiparty system and the improvement in trans
portation and mass communication. As put succinctly by Professor 
Szyliowicz,1 “The increased contacts with the nearby towns set in motion 
... the arousal of a whole complex of the new wants... their list of neces
sities now included radios, bicycles, running water, electricity and 
Western-style clothing. This was politically significant because these 
new expectations led to a marked preoccupation with ways and means 
of fulfilling them, and the inhabitants now realized that the sources of 
satisfaction lay outside the immediate community, i.e., in the national 
political system...”

Much of the political participation, in the period 1960-1971, bears the 
marks of increasing radicalization. True, this applies more to urban, 
rather than rural Turkey, with the intellectuals, particularly, showing 
marked political involvement. However, with large-scale immigration 
from the village to the city (frequently characterized by settling in shanty
towns of gecekondus) and admission of many students of peasant origin 
into institutions of higher learning, this distinction does not necessarily 
hold. Radical politicians seem to find support among all strata, with youth 
supplying the ingredient needed for speedier fermentation. The relevance 
of growing radicalization in politics is striking when one compares what 
lay behind the two military interventions of 1960 and 1971. The former 
was essentially a coup against a majority party which had entrenched 
itself in power with rural support and, in broad terms, was neglecting 
reform and, consequently, modernization. The latter was a coup that was

1 Erdemli, op. cit., p. 198.
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set in motion by, in addition to very much the same causes as that of 1960, 
the rising political activity of violently radical groups, chiefly of extreme 
leftist youths who were finding sympathy from certain urban elements 
(which indoctrinated them) and rural ones (which gave them shelter and 
hiding). While leftist groups set up in the years immediately following 
the Second World War were essentially political clubs and did not particu
larly worry the military unduly then or later, in 1971 radical youth 
activities caused serious concern to the military command. The un
relenting manhunt for fugitives belonging to these radical groups, and 
their continuing trials by martial courts, with all the attendant 
publicity, reflect military concern — if not at the physical force of 
these groups, at least at their impact. This attitude of the military is 
confirmed by the continued prosecution and banning by the courts of 
the Labor Party of Turkey and of the Party for National Order (although 
proceedings against them had been initiated before the March 12, 1971 
Memorandum). Again, this attitude was reflected in the military 
authorities’ ban on numerous extreme left and strongly Islamic 
newspapers and magazines.

The major feature of Turkey’s radicalization in the period 1960-1971 
remains, however, the visibly increasing involvement in politics of both 
left and right (these terms being used with all the caution stated in our 
Preface). This applies in varying degrees to the legal or quasi-legal ac
tivities, under the new Constitution and Party-Law, of the LPT, militant 
Islamic and Pan-Turk groups, the RPNP-NAP, and to the Dev Geng 
and its subsidiaries. All of the LPT, the Party for National Order, the 
Dev Geng and the leftist militant groups have been banned. Their relative 
importance to the radicalization of Turkish domestic politics remains, 
however, a matter of considerable interest.

There are some striking similarities between certain attitudes of many, 
perhaps most, of the radical groups that we have mentioned in this 
study. Both the left and the right recognized that politicization, like 
modernization, was an irreversible process in Turkey, and each contribu
ted its share to the process. All of the LPT, the RPNP-NAP, and the 
Islamic groups, despite their varying ideological approach, recognized 
the interests of a large part of the population in material benefits and 
improvements. While there was no consensus among the national elites 
as to the best way to development, its need was not in doubt, and practi
cally all political forces advocated it. Indeed, economic development was 
favored by all as one of the paths to social justice, or sosyal adalet, in 
its nineteenth-century meaning of “just treatment of all, irrespective of
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creed or social standing, according to enacted laws.”2 Of course, for 
Islamic groups, the concept was flavored with Islamic connotations, 
while the Dev Geng youths and others went further towards a more 
radically revolutionary approach combining social, economic and politi
cal desires for a total change of regime.

All these radical groups rejected close association with Europe and 
the United States, for varying reasons and with different degrees of 
emphasis. The left feared that association with the Common Market or 
with United States business would increase the capitalist hold (as they 
regarded it) on the country. The right, Tiirkes-type, feared that foreign 
influence would undermine Turkish nationalism, while Islamic groups 
feared it would supplant religion with foreign values. All were apprehen
sive lest such an association would make it difficult, or even impossible, 
to estabh'sh and safeguard the kind of Turkey that each desired. The 
result was violent anti-foreign propaganda, chiefly anti-American, and 
(except for the left) anti-Russian.

It was somewhat more difficult to find a positive identification with 
the population. Since the political orientations of a large part of the pop
ulation, particularly the “isolates” in Turkey’s eastern regions, were 
still neutral, Ataturk’s father-figure, the constitution, Islam, or the 
military forces were used vaiyingly by all radical groups to shape public 
opinion the way they wanted it. Both left and right adopted a patriotic 
tone, in order to identify with the nationalism of the masses. The right 
emphasized patriotism more insistently than the left, but the left’s 
frequent repetition of its desire for “a completely independent Turkey” 
was geared to very much the same theme as the right’s call for “a Great 
Turkey.” In order not to lose ground to either the LPT or the RPNP, 
conservative parties have also had to adopt strongly worded nationalist 
slogans and, in addition, have increasingly turned for political support 
to the religiously oriented rural population. This is what probably caused 
the RPNP, in the late 1960’s, to draw closer to Islamic circles, and even 
the LPT generally refrained from openly antagonizing these circles. What 
distinguished the politics of the other parties from the JP was that the 
former tried, with some success, to lessen citizen support for the govern
ment.

The frequently-voiced argument against the left in Turkey went roughly 
as follows. Since Communism is illegal in Turkey, every Communist

2 Forthis meaning o f sosyal adalet, see Niyazi Berkes, The development o f  secularism 
in Turkey (Montreal: 1964), p. 511.
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states he is a socialist or a leftist. This was largely accurate, but the 
implication was that everyone who claimed to be a socialist or a leftist 
was a covert communist. This was far from true, and the left went to 
great pains to reject this emphatically. Much the same applies to active 
Islamic circles, which had to convince the authorities that they were 
neither fanatic, nor regressive; and to the militant right, which had to 
prove that it was not fascist and racist, but nationalist and Pan-Turk.

Despite these similarities in tactical operation, there were naturally 
basic differences in the ideological premises and political strategies of 
the different radical parties and groups. Politically-minded Islamic 
groups, such as the Nurcular or the Party for National Order, attacked 
secularism, considering it hostile to religion, and campaigned for a 
return to tradition and the establishment of a theocracy. The Labor Party 
of Turkey, although maintaining that it was socialist, not communist, 
was hardly less vocal than the illegal Turkish Communist Party in its 
opposition to a society in which conspicuous consumption existed side 
by side with widespread poverty; its spokesmen openly advocated a 
“Socialist Turkey.” The Republican Peasant National Party, then the 
Nationalist Action Party, repeatedly claimed that it was a centrist party, 
with its own brand of social-mindedness; called toplumculuk, Turkey’s, 
indeed, somewhat resembles Abd al-Nasser’s earlier stage of “Arab 
socialism,” in its being anti-communist (and a substitute for communism), 
as well as being combined with a strong dose of nationalism and Tslam 
Lastly, the interpretation of socialism by the Dev Geng and other 
impatient youth groups, with their leanings to violent revolution, was 
closer to that of the TCP. In recent years their struggles have largely 
shaped Turkey’s political culture.
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Referendum of July 9, 1961 9, 12 
Reform socialism 59, 60 
Reforms of Ataturk x, 30, 51, 171, 183 
Reliance Party (RP) 17, 37, 240, 269, 

279-281
Religious agitation 186 
Religious education 174-177, 185-187, 

190, 236
Religious institutions 171, 174

Religious involvement in politics 171- 
193

Religious leaders 172 
Religious publications 176-182 
Republican Peasant National Party 

(RPNP) 14-16, 18, 35, 124, 205-243, 
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192, 216, 266. See also Students 

University Professors 11, 23, 115, 126, 
203-205, 236, 237, 258, 273

Ulkii ocaklari birligi, see Union of Homes 
of Ideals

Onal, Burhan Cahit 128

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



INDEX 315

Ustad 184 
tlstiin, Nevzat 28

Vat an 124
Vat an Partisi, see Fatherland Party 
Viet-Nam 43, 78 
Village Institutes 143, 144 
Violence in public life 29, 32, 35, 36, 

38, 41-43, 46, 47, 216, 217, 247

Warsaw Pact forces 130 
Weber, Eugen x
Westernization of Turkey 51, 80. See 

also Modernization
Workers’ Party of Turkey, see Labor 

Party of Turkey
World Federation of Communist Youth 

Groups 114
World Marxist Review 105 
World Muslim Congress 203

Yalazan, Teoman 74
Yal?iner, Ytlmaz 216
Yalginkaya, Halil 110
Yalman, Emin 124
Yamakoglu, Nural Cengiz 272
Yankt 44
Yasa, Ibrahim 53
Yeni Asya 180
Yetti Biiyiik D oiu  196

Yeni Qag 105
Yeni devletfilik, see Neo-etatism  
Yeni Edebiyat 100 
Yeni Gun 74, 75, 85 
Yeni Istanbul 195
Yeni Tiirkiye Partisi, see New Turkey 

Party
Yeniden M illt Miicadele 182, 192 
Yefil A y  183 
Ytgtn 118
Yildiz, §aban 127, 131, 282 
Yigit, Osman 77
Yon 50-67, 72-74, 79, 83, 85, 155, 168, 

247; definitions of socialism 58-60, 
62

Young Turks 184
Youth: involvement in politics 4, 5, 

29-31, 35, 39, 40, 46, 47, 65, 66, 72, 
85, 113, 143, 144, 159, 163, 208, 210, 
214, 216, 230, 233, 238, 239, 274, 277, 
289; leadership 216; RPNP-NAP 
connections 214, 215; violent activi
ties 216

Youth Association of Turkey 113, 114 
Yticel, Can 70, 249 
Yuksel, Osman 273, 274 
Yurt ve Dunya 101

Zrngil, Y. xi 
Zionism 191, 192, 277 
Zorlu, Fatin Ru$tii 8

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Professor Landau is the author of: 
Parliaments and Parties in Egypt 
(New York, Praeger: 1954). Studies 
in the Arab Theater and Cinema (Phil
adelphia, University of Pennsylvania 
Press: 1958). The Israeli Communist 
Party and the Elections for the Fifth 
Knesset, 1961 (together with M. M. 
Czudnowski, Stanford, The Hoover 
Institution: 1965). Arabische Litera- 
turgeschichte (together with H. A. R. 
Gibb, Zurich, Artemis Verlag: 1968). 
Jews in Nineteenth-Century Egypt 
(New York, New York University 
Press: 1969). The Arabs in Israel: A  
Political Study (London, Oxford Uni
versity Press for the Royal Institute of 
International Affairs: 1970). The 
Hejaz Railway and the Muslim Pil
grimage: A  Case of Ottoman Political 
Propaganda (Detroit, Wayne State 
University Press: 1971). Middle East
ern Themes: Papers in History and 
Politics (London, Frank Cass: 1973). 
He has edited: Israel (Niirnberg, 
Glock und Lutz Verlag: 1970) and 
Man, State and Society in the Contem
porary Middle East (New York, Prae
ger: 1972).

ISBN 90 04 04016 1

Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s



Ins
titu

t k
urd

e d
e P

ari
s


	RADICAL POLITICS IN

	MODERN TURKEY

	PREFACE

	THE GROWING INVOLVEMENT OF ISLAMIC AND PAN-TURK GROUPS

	IN CONCLUSION

	287





