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An abstract of the thesis of Bahar Bilgen for the degree of Master of Arts from the 
Atatürk Institute for Modern Turkish History to be taken September 2007 
 
 
 
 

Title: Implementation of Land and Agricultural Reform Law No. 1757 in Urfa 
(1960-1980) 
 
 

This thesis focuses on the implementation period of Land and Agricultural Reform 
Law No. 1757 in Urfa which was the region of implementation. The law remained in 
force between 1973-1978. After the application of the Democratic Party to the 
Constitutional Court, the law was abrogated in 1977. The Constitutional Court gave a 
one-year term to pass a new law; however, there wasn’t any attempt to make a new 
law. As a result, Law No. 1757 ceased to have force in 1978. Until Law No. 3083 the 
Agricultural Reform Law on Land Arrangement in Irrigation Regions inured in 1984, 
several articles of the Law No. 1757 remained in force. Law No. 1757 was 
implemented in a very restricted way; nevertheless, it had drastic effects in Urfa. 
This law was a very flexible law that it may create a transformative effect in the 
region of implementation depending on the interpretation of certain articles related to 
expropriation and types of enterprises. On the other hand, it contained certain articles 
that allowed large land owners to compensate their loss or even avoid the 
expropriation process. In this respect, the success of the implementation very much 
depended on the government. The main questions of the thesis are that what kinds of 
effects the implementation of land reform had both on landless peasants and land 
owners and what their reactions were to being included in the process. The land 
reform had to be perceived as an implementation that might facilitate egalitarian 
social structure in a geography where not much industrial employment opportunities 
were provided and where serious inequalities were observed in land dispersion. 
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Atatürk İlkeleri ve İnkılap Tarihi Enstitüsü’nde Yüksek Lisans derecesi için Bahar 
Bilgen tarafından Eylül 2007’de teslim edilen tezin kısa özeti 
 
 
 
 

Başlık: 1757 Sayılı Toprak ve Tarım Reformu Kanunu’nun Urfa’da Uygulama 
Süreci (1960-1980) 

 
 

Bu tez 1757 Sayılı Toprak ve Tarım Reformu Yasası’nın uygulama sürecini 
incelemektedir. Bu yasa pilot bölge olarak seçilen Urfa’da uygulanmıştır. Yasa 1973-
1978 yılları arasında yürürlükte kalmıştır. Demokratik Parti’nin Anayasa 
Mahkemesi’ne başvurmasından sonra yasa 1977 yılında iptal edilmiş ve yeni bir yasa 
çıkarılması için bir yıllık süre tanınmıştır. Ancak yeni bir yasa çıkarmak yönünde 
herhangi bir adım atılmamıştır. 1984 yılında 3083 Sayılı Sulama Alanlarında Arazi 
Düzenlenmesine Dair Tarım Reformu Kanunu çıkana kadar, 1757 No.lu yasanın 
belirli maddeleri yürürlükte kalmıştır. Temel olarak yasanın çıkış süreci, uygulama 
süreci ve sonrası ele alınmaktadır. Bu anlamda tez, 60–80 arası dönemi 
kapsamaktadır. Yasa her ne kadar çok sınırlı ölçüde uygulanmış olsa da, Urfa için 
çok etkili sonuçları olmuştur. Bu yasa maddelerinin yorumlanmasına göre çok çeşitli 
uygulama sonuçları doğuracak kadar esnek bir yasaydı. Bir taraftan bölgede sosyal 
ve ekonomik ilişkileri dönüştürücü bir etkisi olabilecekken, diğer taraftan toprak 
sahiplerinin bu uygulama sürecinin dışında kalmalarını sağlayacak kaçış noktaları da 
sağlıyordu. Bu tezin temel sorusu, toprak reformu uygulamasının topraksız köylüler 
ve toprak sahipleri üzerinde sürece müdahale açısından nasıl bir etkisi olmuştur. 
Başarısız ya da yozlaştırılmış bir toprak reformu uygulaması ağaların otoritesini 
pekiştirmiş midir? Başarısız bir toprak reformu uygulaması, köylülerin toprak 
bilincinde bir uyanışa yol açabilir mi? Bu uyanış çeşitli şekillerde bir direnişin 
sinyallerini verebilir mi? Bu tez, Türkiye’deki toprak reformu çalışmalarına, bilgi alt 
yapısı ve elle tutulur bir kaynak sağlama yönünde bir katkı niteliğindedir.  
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PREFACE 

 

The issue of land reform occupied the agenda of Turkey from the 1930s to the 

1990s. Even though studies have been conducted on Land Provision Law of 1945, 

there is no academic work on the Land and Agricultural Reform Law of 1973. In this 

respect, this study provides a new perspective on the discussions of land reform in 

Turkey.  

This thesis is comprised of five chapters including the introduction and 

conclusion. The second chapter titled, “Land Reform in the Environment of the 

1960s”, examines the political environment of the 1960s and their approach and 

interpretation of land reform. In the 1960s ideologies shaped politics.  Land reform 

was not exempt from this situation. In this chapter, secondary resources are used like 

books and diaries etc.  

 The third chapter examines how discussions in the Parliament were shaped. 

In this chapter, Meclis Tutanak Dergisi is predominantly used in order to 

comprehend and reflect the concerns of the parliamentarians on the issue of land 

reform.  

 The fourth chapter discusses the implementations of land reform in Urfa, 

which was the region of implementation. We see both through the eyes of the 

landless peasants and of the landowners the conflicts and struggles given over the 

land. Land defined everything in Urfa; and land gave meaning to all relations in the 

region. I mainly used Cumhuriyet newspaper as a source. The second important 

source for this chapter was four interviews I conducted about the implementation of 

land reform. I used documentary material made for TRT (Turkish Radio and 

Television Organization) on 27 October 1975 by Gürol Sözen. In addition to this, a 
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novel is written by one of grandchildren of a big landowner (ağa), Türedi Ağa. These 

materials helped me to fill in the blanks. However, if a field study is to be conducted 

in the region about both the experiences of the landless peasants and the ağas may 

contribute to understanding the power relations in the region. Having the ownership 

of land had a crucial effect on shaping the relations in the eastern Anatolia where, 

inequalities are experienced acutely. In this respect, it is important to bring up a 

forgotten matter in order to understand both the region and the politics.  

 Even though land reform basically aims at transforming the ownership of 

land; it carries meanings beyond the issue of property. It pursues the goal to change 

the social and political relations as well.  
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CHAPTER I 
 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Land reform has been one of the topics on which most heated debates have 

been held in Turkey since the 1930s. The scope of its implementation has been 

perceived as an implication of the regime of the country. Land reform carries with 

slogans of social and democratic equality and, in the political context of the world 

divided into two main camps since 1945, it is not incomprehensible. There have been 

two main laws of land reform that had drastic effects for the political life of Turkey 

other than its economic results: Land Provision Law No. 4753, and Land and 

Agricultural Reform Law No. 1757.  

 In this thesis, the necessity or efficiency of implementing land reform is not 

discussed. As Korkut Boratav writes in his article after discussing the alternative 

modes of production on land and examining a possible implementation of land 

reform in terms of types of crop, the scope of the land and productivity, land reform 

is a topic that can not be evaluated just from a “technocratic” viewpoint. He states 

that “land reform can be the means of great social and political transformations. In 

this respect, the contributions of the dynamism that is created by such 

transformations to the economy and society would destroy all calculations of 

‘economists’ and cost-benefit analysis of a ‘technocratic’ approach.1” On the other 

hand, how discussions of land reform shape politics and how politics shape the 

implementation of land reform are discussed and analyzed. 

                                                 
1 “Toprak reformu büyük politik ve toplumsal dönüşümlerin bir yansıması ve icra aleti de olabilir. 
Böylesine büyük dönüşümlerin serbest bırakacağı güçlerin ekonomiye ve genel olarak topluma 
getireceği dinamizmin katkıları, ‘ekonomistçe’ veya ‘teknokratik’ bir yaklaşımın fayda-maliyet 
hesaplarını alt-üst edecektir.”, Korkut Boratav, "Türkiye Tarımının 1960'lardaki Yapısı Ile İlgili Bazı 
Gözlemler," Ankara Üniversitesi Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi Dergisi, no. 27 (1972): 812. 
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 Many studies have examined why land reform occupied that much place in 

the discourses of the leaders of the RPP during the 1930s and 1940s. What the 

absence of a bottom-to-top demand from the people impelled the RPP to take land 

reform so seriously. As Asım Karaömerlioğlu points out, this interest in land reform 

was not an economic interest, but a political, ideological, and sociological one.2 As 

he points out that apart from the statistical data that indicates that there were 

significant numbers of landless peasants at the time in Turkey- noting that statistical 

data of the time are not reliable and have some drawbacks- what is important is that 

the ruling class has the perception that there is a crucial problem of landless peasants 

in Turkey. That is to say, what is important is the understanding of the ruling class in 

shaping the politics of agriculture.3  

The intention behind resorting to the policy of land reform is explained by 

Karaömerlioğlu as the landless peasantry constituted a potential source of disorder in 

society. However, the lack of any peasant movement at the time complicates the 

issue. In such a situation what stimulated their fear of peasant unrest? According to 

Karaömerlioğlu “peasantism” may have had some effect on the ideological formation 

of the ruling class. This is not a clear cut acceptance of this idea, but there are some 

traits of it such as the fear of the development of a working class that might trigger 

class struggle. For the ruling elite, one of the main slogans of which was to create a 

classless society, this fear may be understandable. As the migration of people to the 

cities may have been prevented by land reform, so too, proletarianization. In addition 

to this, creating a small landholding society in the countryside also prevented the 

                                                 
2 Asım Karaömerlioğlu, Orada Bir Köy Var Uzakta: Erken Cumhuriyet Döneminde Köycü Söylem 
(İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 2006), 135. 
3 Ibid., 131. 
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emergence of agricultural workers.4 In fact, the common point is the fear of 

communism.  

Şevket Pamuk and Çağlar Keyder propose another point of the intention of 

the ruling class in their support of land reform. There was no shortage of land during 

the 1940s. The total amount of land cultivated in 1945 was 60 percent of those 

cultivated in 1955. Rather, there was a lack of labor power and technological 

equipment.5 In this context, what prevented the landless peasants from working on 

the lands of the large land owners or ağas was their dependency on equipment. Even 

though lands would be distributed to the landless peasants, they did not have the 

means to cultivate it. However, according to Pamuk and Keyder, just after the flow 

of tractors into the agricultural sector through the Marshall Plan, the landless 

peasantry started to cultivate the unused lands. This proposition supposes that the 

tractors were almost equally used by the large land owners and landless peasants. 

Keyder points out in another article that this resulted into the abolition of 

sharecropping and the prevalence of the small peasantry.6 There may have been 

another possible result of the immediate flow of the tractors into the agricultural 

sector: tractors and other technologic equipment were mainly used by the large land 

owners who could afford them, driving away the sharecroppers from their lands. This 

resulted in an increase in the number of landless peasants and agricultural workers.  

 Discussions of land reform occupied the agenda of the 1960s as one of the 

main interests of the left. The other parties were not able to remain disinterested in 

this issue. İnönü took the issue as a trump card for his political maneuvers to 

                                                 
4 For the full discussion of the matter, see Asım Karaömerlioğlu, "Elite Perceptions of Land Reform in 
Early Republican Turkey," The Journal of Peasant Studies 27, no. 3 (2000). 
5 and Şevket Pamuk Çağlar Keyder, "1945 Çiftçiyi Topraklandırma Kanunu Üzerine Tezler," Yapıt, 
no. 8 (1984-1985): 61. 
6 For the full discussion, see Çağlar Keyder, "Türkiye'de Ortakçılık Döngüsü Ve Küçük Köylü 
Mülkiyetinin Pekişmesi," Yapıt 11 (1985). 
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counteract the slogans of the left. He presented the RPP as the recipe against both 

communism and fascism with the political charisma of Ecevit. The first mention of 

land reform was in the 1965 election declarations of the RPP, which aimed to direct 

some of the indecisive votes from the TİP (Türkiye İşçi Partisi-Turkish Workers 

Party) to the RPP.  

The issue of land reform resulted into the division of the RPP. In fact, the 

RPP’s choice of the principle of the left of center and especially programs for 

implementing land reform that aimed to transform the property relations of the 

country in terms of land dispersion resulted into different outcomes. The RPP for the 

second time experienced a rupture in itself: Turhan Feyzioğlu and his group left the 

party and founded a new party called the Trust Party (Güven Partisi). Another 

important rupture from the party was the purge of Prof. Dr. Nihat Erim. He was one 

of the most critical rivals of Ecevit’s slogan “Toprak İşleyenin, Su Kullananın” (the 

land belongs to its cultivator, water to its user). This slogan resulted in harsh 

criticism of Erim. He was one of the possible candidates for the post of İnönü. 

Conflict between Ecevit and Erim can be seen in the diaries of Erim. He pointed out 

on 30 March 1970 that Ecevit was praising Mao, the methods of Bulgaria, and land 

occupations.7 On 27 August 1970, he gave example from a book called La Gauche 

en Europe (European Left) in which it was stated that the slogan “the land belongs to 

its cultivators” (Toprak İşleyenindir) was used by the French Communist Party. He 

said to İnönü that “Ecevit deceives all of us as using slogans of Karl Marx and other 

radical leftists. I do not believe in him anymore.”8 

Why did land reform emerge as a vital issue both in the 1940s and the 1960s? 

Was there no economic, demographic or sociological change in Turkey between 

                                                 
7 Nihat Erim, Günlükler, ed. Ahmet Demirel, vol. 2 (İstanbul: Yapı Kredi Yayınları, 2005), 930. 
8 Ibid., 948. 
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those years? In 1945, there was the threat of communism from the neighboring 

country, Russia. On the other hand, in the 1960s and the 1970s the perception of the 

threat of communism was from inside of the country. Land reform had a prominent 

place in the platform of the radical left. In the discourses of those that opposed the 

law in the 1930s and the 1940s, there was no connotation that land reform was a 

radical implementation on the way to communism. However, those who are opposed 

to land reform in 1960s and 1970s frequently expressed their fear of communism. It 

was feared that this law might stimulate communism among the people. However, 

the opponents of the law point out that the spread of private property was the most 

effective preventative action communism. 

In addition to this, the matter of landless peasants was not solved and the 

discontent among the peasants became more visible as a result of the activities of 

radical leftist groups involved in a rural guerilla movement. It was a temporary trend 

and the motivation behind these actions did not come from the peasantry; but the 

peasants were motivated by the revolutionary youth movements.  

 The Land Provision Law may have had transformative effects on the 

distribution of land among the peasantry. However, its radical articles were 

abrogated. The most well-known article was the 17th article, which states that the 

distribution of land could be expropriated in order to be distributed to landless 

peasants or those who had insufficient land that were working as tenants or 

sharecroppers, or were agricultural workers who had settled down, on the condition 

that three times more land was left to the owner than was given to the landless 

peasants. Lands that were left to the land owners could not be less than 50 dönüm (a 

land measure of about 920 [or 1000] square meters).9 However, this article was 

                                                 
9 “Topraksız veya az topraklı olan ortakçılar, kiracılar veya tarım işçileri tarafından işlenmekte 
bulunan arazi, o bölgede (39.) madde gereğince, dağıtmaya esas tutulan miktarın kendi seçtiği yerde 
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abrogated in 1950 by the pressure of the large land owners in the party. This law 

resulted in an allocation of a total of 22,313,646 dönüm lands until the end of 1972; 

the ratio of land allocated to total cultivated land in Turkey was 7.55 %10. However, 

approximately just 54,000 dönüm of land was expropriated from the land owners. 

The remaining part of the land belonged to the state. In this respect, there was no 

transformative effect of this law. 

With Law No. 1757 only 230,897 dönüm of land were allocated out of 

1,616,000 dönüm expropriated lands. It may be inferred that the Land Provision Law 

was a successful implementation, while the Land and Agricultural Reform was a 

total failure. However, I propose that the latter had more dramatic effects in the 

region of implementation for the reason that it had the power to transform the 

property relations by expropriation and created restlessness in the region. The 

discontent and the unrest experienced in the region transformed the region in such 

way that there was no longer any possibility of going back.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                          
3 katı sahibine bırakılmak şartıyla, yukarıda yazılı çiftçi ve işçilere dağıtılmak üzere 
kamulaştırılabilir. Sahibine bırakılacak olan arazi 50 dönümden aşağı olamaz.”  
10 Y. Prof. Dr. Duran Taraklı, Çiftçiyi Topraklandırma Kanunu Ve Uygulama Sonuçları (Güney-Doğu 
Anadolu Bölgesindeki Uygulama Ve Örnekleme Sonuçlarıyla) (Ankara: Kalite Matbaası, 1976), 308. 
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CHAPTER II 

 

LAND REFORM IN THE POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT OF THE 1960S 

 

The 1960s and 1970s may be predominantly taken into consideration as the 

clash of two main ideologies in Turkey: fascism and socialism. All issues were 

discussed on the basis of these two opposing ideologies. Land reform can not be 

considered out of the context of the period.  

Land reform was included in the programs of the TİP, the RPP and the NAP. 

The intentions of each party while proposing land reform as a solution to the 

problems were different. However, land reform was not discussed mainly on the 

basis of economics; it was in the terrain of politics.  

Between 27 May 1960 and 12 March 1971, 10 land reform drafts were 

prepared by the governments.11 Looking at the general process of making a land 

reform law, just after the 27 May 1960 coup d’etat the National Unity Committee 

(MBK, Milli Birlik Komitesi) attempted to prepare a draft of land reform. However, 

the MBK was unable to pass it. The RPP prevented this attempt on the grounds that it 

was inconvenient to pass a land reform that required a great transformation and 

because the RPP considered it to their advantage in the general elections.12 

Nevertheless, Alpaslan Türkeş, who would be responsible for the Undersecratary of 

Land and Agricultural Reform later on during the First Nationalist Front government, 

worked on this issue. Türkeş demanded that the Ministry of Development and 

Housing work in accordance with the essence of 27 May, on land reform, which had 

                                                 
11 For a full discussion of the drafts see, Prof. Dr. Reşat Aktan, "Türkiye'de Toprak Reformu 
Çalışmaları," in Toprak Reformu Ve Ekonomik Gelişme (İstanbul: Ekonomik ve Sosyal Etüdler 
Konferans Heyeti, 1971), 65-93. 
12 Doğan Avcıoğlu, Türkiye'nin Düzeni: Dün, Bugün, Yarın, vol. 2 (İstanbul: Cem Yayınevi, 1973), 
686. 
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become an inevitable necessity in the country. The leader of the MBK later on 

pointed out that a land reform law would definitely be passed.  

As a result of the pressure coming from Gürsel, the Ministry of Agriculture 

prepared a draft of land reform. This draft was peculiar for the reason that it left 

20,000 dönüm of land to the land owner. In the legal terms of the draft land reform 

would never be against any group or class and it will never damage the interests of 

anyone. During the period of transition (MBK governments), three drafts were 

presented to the Committee by the Minister of Agriculture, Osman Tosun; however, 

none of them were passed.  

After the 15 September 1961 general elections, during the RPP-JP coalition 

government, Cavit Oral a large land owner in Adana, who had opposed the Land 

Law of 1945, and attempted to prevent the implementation of the law and change 

threatening articles, and prepared a draft of a land reform bill. He decreased the land 

left to the large land owners from 20,000 dönüm to 5000 dönüm, however, he 

prepared a loophole: expropriations would be made from the person, while 

distribution would be based on peasant households. So, large landowners would 

indirectly be allowed to divide their lands among their family members. In addition 

to this, the article that required prohibiting any disposal on land was removed. As a 

result, large land owners would easily be able to take precautions to escape from 

having their lands expropriated. In 1963 a draft was prepared by Mehmet İzmen, 

Minister of Agriculture from the YTP (New Turkey Party, Yeni Türkiye Partisi), 

during the coalition government of RPP-YTP and CKMP (Republican Peasants’ 

National Party, Cumhuriyetçi Köylü Millet Partisi). According to Turhan Feyzioğlu, 

this law was block from going to the Council of Ministers by the party chairman of 

the YTP for the reason that, the YTP depended on the votes of the eastern Anatolia. 
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In 1965, Turan Şahin prepared a new draft during the government of the RPP and 

independents. This draft stipulated that the reform would be concluded in 25 years 

and leaves 5000 dönüm to the land owners. This draft was passed to a joint 

committee. However, this draft was rejected in the joint commission by 167 no to 

159 yes votes. About 30 parliamentarians from the RPP, who represent large land 

owners, did not participate in the voting.  

During the Demirel government, the goverment adopted the slogan “we need 

agricultural reform, not land reform,” and they prepared a draft of an agricultural 

reform law. This draft was not announced to the public until the last days of the 

government.13 Land reform was always a burden on the shoulders of the 

governments. As a Constitutional requirement and one of the hot issues discussed 

mainly by the leftist groups, the governments could not separate themselves from the 

issue, because it addressed the lives of the people, and attracted the attention of the 

people.  

 

Land Reform in the Discussions of the “Left” 

 

First of all, it must be stated that it is not possible to mention a full-fledged, 

organized modern class movement when referring to the left of the 1960s.14 It 

included many sects, fractions, and many classes. Many leftist intellectuals or groups 

in one way or another referred to land reform. The 27 May 1960 coup d’etat and the 

1961 Constitution revived the potential of people from different orientations on the 

left who perceived the National Unity Committee as carrying a social revolutionary 

ideal and potential. Hikmet Kıvılcımlı, a former TKP-origin socialist, wrote a letter 

                                                 
13 Ibid., 686-90.  
14 Ergun Aydınoğlu, Türk Solu: Eleştirel Bir Tarih Denemesi (İstanbul: Belge Yayınları, 1992), 12. 
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to the MBK in which he emphasized his belief in the revolutionary background and 

power. Mihri Belli wrote in a journal called Yeni Yol (New Way) calling on the MBK 

for the implementation of a rooted land reform. Belli stated the purpose of the land 

reform as the abolition of the retrogressive basis of rural areas, and including the 

peasantry in the democratic revolutionary ranks. He emphasized that the peasantry 

was the sine qua non of the revolution.  

Mehmet Ali Aybar also wrote a letter to Cemal Gürsel and appreciated the 

projects of land reform, educational reform and planning of the economy.  

The 1960s witnessed many radical left groups, each deserving attention in 

order to understand how each shaped their revolutionary path and how they were 

differentiated from each other or how they shared common viewpoints. Even though 

they were differentiated from each other mainly on the way to socialism; the 

discussion on the role of the peasantry and development or underdevelopment of 

agriculture was always a central issue. 

 

Yön (Direction)  

 

 Yön started publication just after 27 May by Doğan Avcıoğlu, Mümtaz Soysal 

and Cemal Reşit Eyüboğlu. Avcıoğlu and Soysal also contributed to the publication 

of Akis which had emerged as an opposition to the Democrat Party in the 1950s. In 

addition to this, both of them effectively participated in the Constitutional Assembly 

during the preparation of the 1961 Constitution. Yön and the Manifesto of Yön 

brought together many intellectuals from different sides of the left. There were three 

tendencies in the composition of Yön. The main body and the most observable group 

was “top-down”, or as the opponents of the “junta” for the reason that the manifesto 
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signaled the tendencies of a desire for a “revolution from top to down,” the aspiration 

of creating a classless society and fear or worry from the rise of the modern class 

conflict. Another wing was made up of social democratic reformists who were not 

strong enough to be “Kemalist radicals.” The Kemalist revolution can be explicated 

in terms of two points: first of all, as a single successful revolutionary struggle 

symbolizing a bourgeois revolution, and it is taken as a reference. However, 

Kemalism may also be perceived as the symbol of preserving the status quo. 

Nevertheless, many leftist ideologies could not separate themselves from the 

Kemalist ideology and expressed their programs of change through it. Projecting a 

new understanding of etatism, the manifesto set as its objective rapid development 

and a people’s democracy via Village Institutes, syndicates, land reform aiming at 

creating agricultural cooperatives and an organized peasantry replacing the ağas. 

Another group that must not be disregarded was those who took side with the 

working class and Marxist ideology. They constituted the basis of the TİP and the 

National Democratic Revolution (Milli Demokratik Devrim, known as MDD). Yön 

stopped being published on 30 June 1967. Just five months later, a new journal Türk 

Solu (Turkish Left) started to be published which introduced a new movement, a 

national democratic revolution.  

 

TİP (Turkish Workers’ Party) as a Rising Left Party 

 

TİP was established on 13 February 1961 by twelve trade unionists. 

TİP and Yön had common discourses and the same commitments; however, they 

were differentiated as they stated the reasons for existence on completely different 

base. While Yön rejected the class struggle, it was the reason of the establishment of 
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the TİP. However, as Mehmet Ali Aybar was selected as the party chairman, he 

broadened the scope of the party. He tried to embrace many different segments of 

society: “…Worker, peasant, artisans and small traders, waged citizens, retired, 

widow, low income people, Kemalist socialist intellectual, and citizen side with the 

people and labor…” As Aybar points out, the TİP was the first party established by 

the people, from bottom to top, organized by the people.15 Aydınoğlu points out that 

there was not much difference in the content of the programs of Yön and TİP, but 

their propositions on the ways to approach socialism were different.16  

Agricultural modes of production were central to the discussions made among 

the different fractions of the “leftist” ideology. As David Seddon and Ronnie 

Margulies note:  

For the different interpretations of the nature of Turkish agriculture, and 
hence of the forms of production and class relations existing in the rural 
areas, were closely associated with different conceptions of the appropriate 
political strategy of the left.17 

 

That is, the basis of the discussion was whether capitalism prevailed in rural areas in 

one form or another, or if feudal or semi-feudal relations of productions continued to 

shape the lives and production in the rural areas. There were mainly two camps. The 

Turkish Workers’ Party which was a “workerist”18 party that basically defended the 

line that capitalism was present in rural arena and shaped the production relations in 

agriculture and that a struggle for socialist revolution was possible and urgent. On 

the other hand, the MDD movement claimed that feudal relations still prevailed in 

rural areas, so it had to be abolished.  

                                                 
15 Ali Gevgilili, Yükseliş Ve Düşüş (İstanbul: Bağlam Yayınları, 1987), 316. 
16 Aydınoğlu, Türk Solu: Eleştirel Bir Tarih Denemesi, 70. 
17 Ronnie Marguiles David Seddon, "The Politics of the Agrarian Question in Turkey: Review of a 
Debate," Journal of Peasant Studies (1986): 29.  
18 Ibid.: 32. 
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The tradition of Yön is maintained by Türk Solu and later on Aydınlık. The 

basic claim of MDD was that what was necessary in Turkey was not a socialist but a 

democratic revolution for the reason that there were traditional power centers that 

had to be broken down. For this reason, Belli called for military and civil 

bureaucracy, national bourgeoisie getting into alliance with middle class intellectuals 

in order to realize their rule as soon as possible. They made an anti-imperialist 

struggle not a struggle of socialism against capitalism. For this reason, the 

components of the struggle did not matter: workers, revolutionary youth, socialists, 

the left of center, members of the TİP, the RPP, the JP, the Nation Party or the 

Republican Peasants’ National Party could join it. As a response to this all including 

proposition of the MDD, and from the TİP, especially Behice Boran and Sadun Aren 

responded that a national democratic revolution had been done in the time of 

Atatürk. The struggle for national independence had been carried out simultaneously 

with the struggle for socialism. All social movements were carried out by different 

groups coming together for a single aim; but there was an impulsive power that 

pulled the other sub-groups into the movement.  

At the end of the 1960s, the TİP was boiling from inside. When Aybar started 

a discussion about “smiling socialism” in the party, Boran and Aren responded 

severely that “scientific socialism” could not be carried on with the slogans like 

“smiling socialism.” On 29 October 1970, in the 4th General Congress of the TİP, 

Behice Boran was elected the party chairman.  
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Ecevit’s Challenge and the New Image of the RPP: Left of Center  

 

Discussions on the left and their programs and political projects started to 

shape the agenda of the country in the 1960s. Ergun Aydınoğlu says that many issues 

like land reform, industrialization, and social justice started to be discussed in the 

way that “left” touched to the point. Aydınoğlu points out that politicians of 

bourgeois class like Ecevit and Bölükbaşı, started to borrow these matters19. 

 However, in a political environment in which everyone was divided into 

camps, and in a period when “politics” not “policies” were discussed, land reform 

was also discussed as a matter of ideological positioning. It has to be highlighted 

that, as stated above, for the “left” taking a position on the agricultural development 

of the country was a matter of determining a strategy for the revolutionary struggle, 

while for the “left of the center” it was a matter of driving the competitors on the 

“left” out of the political arena.  

 İnönü declared that the RPP was a party of left of center just before the 

general elections of 1965. It was a calculated act to balance the popularity and 

effectiveness of the TİP. He proposed this solution as a recipe against both 

communism and fascism.20 Later on, Ecevit emerged as the leader of the left of 

center principle. This triggered the division of the RPP. What resulted ruptures was 

not the adaptation of the principle of the left of center but a new approach to the issue 

of land reform as defended by Ecevit. One of the main actors of this division was 

Nihat Erim, who accused Ecevit that “from now on the RPP is a party of a class 

under the control of people sans scruple (without scruple) who define land 

occupations as revolutionary activity and define the reforms of Atatürk as reforms of 

                                                 
19 Aydınoğlu, Türk Solu: Eleştirel Bir Tarih Denemesi, 52. 
20 Gevgilili, Yükseliş Ve Düşüş, 322. 
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wardrobe.”21 Ecevit evaluated the reforms of Atatürk as reforms of superstructure. 

He said that real revolution meant revolution of the infrastructure that regulated the 

relations of production and that ensured the transfer of economic power.  

The Eighteenth General Meeting of the RPP became an arena between the 

conservatives and Ecevit. The principle of left of center was perceived by Feyzioğlu 

and his group as a way to socialism and they opposed and rejected the transformation 

of the party towards this line severely. Inönü tried to prevent the separation in the 

party by pointing out that the RPP was a party standing on the left of center, carrying 

the principle of populism; on the other hand, the RPP was not a socialist party and 

would never be. 

However, who would stay and who would leave the party became clear in the 

Fourth RPP Extraordinary Meeting on 28 April 1967. İnönü defined his attitude 

towards the principle of the left of center as reemphasizing the role of this principle 

as a “security wall” against the radical left as well as the radical right. He pointed out 

that even though the RPP had some common features with socialists like populism, 

statism and revolutionary principles, the RPP was not a duplicate of socialist parties 

in any case. In the end, Feyzioğlu and his group left the party and established a new 

party called the Trust Party (Güven Partisi) on 12 May 1967. 

The Twentieth General Meeting of the RPP became a stage for another 

settling of accounts. Ecevit’s usage of the slogan “Toprak işleyenin, su kullananın” 

(the land belongs to its cultivators, water to its users) was criticized harshly 

especially by Kemal Satır. Satır asked İnönü if what Ecevit proposed was a 

revolutionary activity or an illegal activity. İnönü replied that not every illegal 

activity had to be dangerous. However, in the first meeting of the party assembly, he 

                                                 
21 İlhan Lütem, Erim'den Mektuplar (İstanbul: Kurtiş Matbaası, 1992), 95. 
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felt the necessity to state that land occupations were both illegal and a revolutionary 

activity.  

The RPP shaped and deepened the principle of left of center with a program 

of development called köykent (urban villages). This was the part of the program of 

the peoples’ sector (halk sektörü) that involved the participation of the people in the 

production in industry through some sort of cooperatives. Ali Nejat Ölçen, who put 

forth the peoples’ sector, writes that migration from the villages to the city centers 

has always interpreted as a result of industrialization; however, the dynamic 

population that assembled in the slums of the cities was not provided with work 

opportunities. This was the depopulation of the rural. Cities did not draw the people 

from the countryside because of job opportunities, but as a result of the low price 

policy for agricultural production and insufficient land. It had been planned in the 

first five-year plan that money coming from the export of agricultural production 

would finance industrialization. However, this did not happen. Köykent carried the 

meaning that the process of economic and social development could not be 

completed without the rural. Ölçen points out that köykent had more social content 

than economic content. It was a development plan for the villages. It aimed to hold 

the population in the villages, solving the problem of employment there; it did not 

only combine sparse villages and bring infrastructure services to the villages. 

Köykent was a social and economic development project from the bottom to top in 

the rural areas. It was the basis of the principle of the left of center. In addition to 

this, köykent was a project of the simultaneous development of cities and villages.22 

 

 

                                                 
22 For a full discussion of the halk sektörü see, Ali Nejat Ölçen, Halk Sektörü (Ankara: Ayyıldız 
Matbaası, 1974), 97. 
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12 March 1971 

 

12 March came with reform demands that were stated clearly in the 1961 

Constitution. The period starting from 12 March 1971 until the general elections on 

14 October 1973 can be defined as a process of transition. This intervention did not 

create the same excitement and appreciation as to the 1960 coup d’etat. This can be 

seen from the words of İnönü:  

Parliament can not fulfill its responsibility under this kind of coercion. 
Democratic order is not compatible with the governments coming and going 
in accordance with the appreciation and criticism of commanders. In order to 
revive the democratic order, we propose to the President that the 
establishment of a temporary government responsible of ensuring law and 
order in the society, and making the general elections.23 

 

Gevgilili points out that İnönü was opposed to the idea that elections were held after 

the completion of the reforms.  

However, there were other reactions to the 12 March Warning. Dev-Genç 

(Türkiye Devrimci Gençlik Federasyonu, Revolutionary Youth Federation) and TÖS 

(Türkiye Öğretmenler Sendikası)24 congratulated the military and they pledged their 

allegiance to this act.  

The new prime minister was Nihat Erim, who left the RPP just after the 12 

March Warning and became an independent in parliament. Erim formed his cabinet 

with fourteen technocrats out of the parliament, and five ministers from the JP, three 

ministers from the RPP and one minister from the National Trust Party on 26 March 

1971. Erim founded a cabinet that would prevent the right or left dictatorships that 
                                                 
23 Gevgilili, Yükseliş Ve Düşüş, 512. “Parlamento böyle bir baskı altında kaldıktan sonra, artık 
görevini yapacak halde değildir. İcranın emri altında bulunan kumandanların takdir edeceği veya 
tenkit edeceği ölçüye göre hükümetler kalacak veya kalmayacak; böyle bir düzen demokratik değildir. 
Demokratik düzenin, bir an önce avdet etmesi için sayın Cumhurbaşkanına yapacağımız teklif, geçici 
bir hükümetin kurulmasıdır. Bu hükümet asayişi muhafaza etmekle görevli olsun, seçimi uygulama 
görevini de yerine getirsin.”  
24 Turkish Teachers Union [Türkiye Öğretmenler Sendikası (TÖS)] established on 8 July 1965 just 
after 1960 in the liberal political environment of the day, however it was banned after 12 March 1971. 
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aimed at dividing the country. The Erim government started rough operations 

immediately. They declared martial law (sıkıyönetim) in eleven cities25 to prevent 

rural guerilla preparations of the radical left, the slaughter plans of the radical right 

and the establishment of a Kurdish Independence Party in the east of Turkey. 

However, first Erim government did not last long. Reforms could not be brought 

onto the agenda of parliament in this extraordinary period of the country as a whole. 

Ecevit severely criticized Erim government as a baseless, groundless government 

that was not able to pass the necessary reforms, but was only supported by the 

dominant powers.  

The transition government of Naim Talu was comprised of the Justice Party 

of Demirel and the Republican Trust Party of Feyzioğlu. Ecevit preferred to remain 

outside of the government, and as an opposition party in the government weakened 

the Justice Party. The JP and the RTP were decisive about passing the basic social 

reforms in parliament whether imperfect or not, in order to fulfill the demand of 12 

March and in order to silence the reformists.26  

Demirel’s speech at the end of the passing of the land and agricultural reform 

is very important in understanding the intentions and the driving force behind the 

passage of this law. He pointed out that land reform was a matter that had been 

discussed for ten to twelve years throughout the country. He said, “I can’t claim that 

every precaution has been taken, that peasant and peasantry problems are solved by 

this law, but we claim that this law may help to solve the matters of the peasantry.”27 

It comes up on the agenda before every election. At the time that reform and 
regime discussed for two years it constituted an important problem of the 
country. There is one important thing other than the content of this law. It is 
not what this law will give to the Turkish people, the Turkish peasantry but 

                                                 
25 Ankara, İstanbul, İzmir, Adana, Zonguldak, Kocaeli, Sakarya, Eskişehir, Diyarbakır, Hatay and 
Siirt.  
26 Gevgilili, Yükseliş Ve Düşüş, 645. 
27 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125, session 2, 12 June 1973. 
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this law carries a political character as well. What has been discussed for days 
here is whether this parliament can pass a reform law or not, whether this 
parliament can be a remedy to the problems of the people. This law is a reply 
to all the accusations about this parliament. In addition to this, it is a response 
to those creating the image that the parliamentarian regime is weak.28 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
28“ Vatan sathında hemen hemen her seçimde aynı konu geniş çapta işlenmiştir ve nihayet ‘Toprak 
Reformu’ namı altında yeniden memleketin önemli bir meselesi olarak kamuoyuna takdim 
olunmuştur…Bu kanunun büyük önemi sadece muhtevasında değildir; Türk Milletine, Türk köylüsüne, 
Türk çiftçisine ne verdiğinde değildir. Bu kanun siyasi bir mahiyet de almıştır…burada münakaşa 
edilen şey, aslında meclislerin kanun yapamayacağı, ülkenin dertlerine çare bulmayacağı hususu idi. 
Bu itibarla sadece Toprak ve Tarım Reformu Yasası’nı çıkarmış olmuyorsunuz; aynı zamanda 
Parlamento üstünlüğüne yönelmiş bir takım tenkidlerin de en güzel cevanbını vermiş oluyorsunuz. 
Aynı zamanda rejimin güçsüzlüğü imajını zihinlerde yaratmak isteyenlerin de cevabını fevkalade net 
ve açık bir şekilde vermiş bulunuyorsunuz.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125, 
session 2, 12 June 1973 
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CHAPTER III 

 

THE MAIN ISSUES OF THE LAND AND AGRICULTURAL REFORM LAW 

DURING THE NEGOTIATIONS IN THE PARLIAMENT 

 

It is crucial to understand under what kind of intensives this reform law was 

passed in the Parliament on 19 July 1973 just before the 14 October 1973 elections. 

After the commission of the government prepared a resolution of the law, it 

passed to Provisional Commission of the Parliament. Provisional Commission 

President İsmail Hakkı Tekinel, who was an Istanbul Parliamentarian from the 

Justice Party, criticized the resolution of the government. He declared that in order to 

establish the land and agricultural reform law firmly, it was necessary to have data on 

the land stocks of the country. The resolution of the government was based on 

Village Inventory Surveys of the Ministry of Rural Affairs between 1962-1969 the 

changes that had taken takes place in following years were not taken into account.29 

The land reserves determined to be distributed among landless peasants or those who 

had insufficient land was 32,096,643 dönüm. The resolution determined a peasant 

family was comprised of five people. According to the Results of Village Inventory 

Surveys there were 4,125,778 peasant families in Turkey. 636,155,000 families had 

50 dönüm or more land. The land that would be expropriated would be these lands. 

Peasant families owning 1-50 dönüm, those having “insufficient land”, numbered 

2,221,322 families. Landless peasants numbered 1,268,301. Of the landless peasants, 

72,883 families were sharecroppers, 12,673 families were tenants and 1,182,745 

families were agricultural workers. From these figures, Tekinel deduced that 

                                                 
29 Cumhuriyet, 31 May 1973. 
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32,489,623 dönüm were planned to be distributed to 3,489,623 landless peasants or 

those who had insufficient land. If the resolution of the government was accepted 

without making any change, then it would be possible to distribute land to about 

539,949 families in 15 years. 2,674,000 families would not be able to get land from 

this distribution.30 

The coalition government was comprised of the Justice Party and the 

Republican Trust Party. The Prime Minister was from the quota of the Senate of the 

Republic, Naim Talu. Opposition parties in the Parliament were the Republican 

Peoples’ Party and the Democratic Party. As the articles of the law had been 

negotiated in the Parliament these two parties opposed the law from completely 

different view points. While the RPP criticized the law as diminishing land reserves 

and protecting large land owners, the Democratic Party criticized the law as 

communism-oriented law.  

Urfa was declared as the region of implementation by decree of the Council 

of Ministers on 1 November 1973 after the election was won by the Republican 

Peoples’ Party. Minister of State İlhan Öztrak declared that in order to prevent 

“fictitious transactions,” works would done in privacy and because of the atmosphere 

of the election, they preferred to delay the declaration of the region of 

implementation.31 The RPP asserted that if they formed a coalition government, they 

would submit a new resolution and delay the implementation of the land reform. In 

addition to this, they commented on the selection of Urfa as “unserious”32. Ziya 

Gökalp Mülayim pointed out that the Land and Agricultural Reform Precautionary 

Law had passed one and a half years earlier, the Land and Agricultural Reform Law 

had passed six months earlier. The coalition government of the JP-RTP had not made 
                                                 
30 Cumhuriyet, 31 Mart 1973. 
31 Cumhuriyet, 23 October 1973. 
32 Cumhuriyet, 24 October 1973. 
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any attempt to implement the law until now. He added that he found the declaration 

ridiculous and unserious just one day before the resignation of the government.33 

After several trials for different coalition alternatives the RPP and the National 

Salvation Party formed a coalition. However, this coalition government did not take 

land reform into their program because of the opposition of the NSP. Nevertheless, at 

the beginning of 1974 the Undersecratariat of Land and Agricultural Reform started 

to work in Urfa under the control of Undersecretary of H. Saim Kendir. In early 1975 

expropriations started; every 20 days 50,000 dönüms of private property were 

expropriated. At the first distribution of land, it was planned to distribute land to 5 

thousand families. However, after the Cyprus Peace Operation, the RPP-NSP 

Coalition left the government for early elections. In April 1975, the Nationalist Front 

Coalition comprised of the JP, the NSP and NMP took over the government. The 

Undersecretary and technicians were replaced by others; expropriations were slowed 

down. However, 1,600,000 dönüm were expropriated and there were about 

1,100,000 dönüm from the Treasury. With the participation of Alparslan Türkeş, 163 

households received 25,958 dönüm of land in 1975. After the application of the 

Democratic Party to the Constitutional Court, the law was abrogated by the 

Constitutional Court in 1977. The Constitutional Court gave a one year term to pass a 

new law; however, there was no attempt to make a new law. As a result, Law No. 

1757 ceased to have force in 1978.  

 The Land and Agrarian Reform Law was comprised of seventeen chapters 

and 237 articles. This law involved articles that are worth mentioning in order to 

comprehend the grounds of discussion. In this respect, some crucial articles of the 

law will be evaluated. 

                                                 
33 Cumhuriyet, 24 October 1973. 
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Understanding the Ownership of Land: Land Reform as a Recipe against 

Communism or a Path towards Communism 

 

The Land and Agrarian Reform Law found its basis in the 1961 

Constitution’s Right of Property Title and specifically Article 37 (Land Ownership). 

In this respect, together with the discussions on the Land and Agrarian Reform Law, 

specific articles of the 1961 Constitution’s should be examined. The content of the 

discussions both on the Constitution and the Land and Agrarian Reform Law were 

basically on the threat of communism against the right of private property. Article 36 

of the Constitution defined the right of property. Everyone had the right of property 

and inheritance. These rights could only be limited by law in case of public benefit. 

The use of right of property could not be contradictory to the public good. In the 

legal grounds of Article 36, it is stated that the right of property could not be 

perceived as a limitless freedom of the individual to use the right of property without 

taking into consideration public good, as in Roman law. The understanding of 

property included a social character. Article 37 was read several times during the 

negotiations of the Land and Agricultural Reform Law both to claim that this law 

was not consistent with Article 37 and Article 38 and this law was very much based 

on these articles or could not carry the real meaning of them. 

In the negotiations of the Constitution, one of most heated debates was seen 

on this article. Article 37 stated that the state, for efficient productivity and for 

supplying landless peasants or peasants who had insufficient land with land, would 

take the necessary measures. For this purposes, the law could limit the scope of land 

to be owned in different agricultural regions. Şefik İnan declared that this was a kind 
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of “confiscation by installment.”34 In the name of the Constitution Commission, 

Muammer Aksoy said: 

…In order to say that land ownership is de facto a common right in Turkey, 
not just 5000 or 50,000 people but the majority of the peasants who cultivate 
the land must own the land. If we understand from the protection of land 
ownership to protect the big farms, we would like to imply that for the right 
of a minority we make the majority to be deprived of the same right. To say it 
frankly, people who demand large land ownership mean that I just do not ask 
for the protection of my land but to have the right to keep others as slaves, I 
do not want others to have the right to own land.35 

 

Article 38 defined the conditions for expropriation. The state or public corporations, 

in conditions of public benefit, provided that it paid the actual value, could 

expropriate whole or some part of the real estates that was private property, 

according to the principle causes and procedures stated in the law. The way of paying 

the value of the land expropriated for the purpose of giving land to the landless 

peasants, nationalizing forests, for forestry plantation and for projects of housing 

would be stated in a related law. When the law set payment of the value by 

installments, the duration of payment could not exceed twenty years when land was 

distributed to peasants. On this condition, payments were divided into equal 

installments. The expropriated lands of small peasants would be paid in advance. For 

peasants directly managing their lands of which some parts were expropriated, part 

of the land which is necessary for subsistence determined by law would be paid in 

advance in equitable and fair measure as well.  

                                                 
34 “Bu taksitle istimlak müessesesidir.” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 34, session 
1, 30 March 1961. 
35 “Türkiye’de toprak mülkiyetinin bir hak olarak fiilen tanınmış sayılabilmesi için, yalnız 5000 kişi 
50,000 kişi için değil, toprağı ekenlerin büyük çoğunluğunun toprağa sahip olması gerekir. Eğer 
toprak mülkiyetinin korunması sözünden, büyük çiftliklerin muhafazası manasını çıkarırsak, azınlık 
için bir hakkın tanınmasının çoğunluğun aynı haktan mahrum olmasını istiyoruz demektir. ..daha açık 
konuşursak: büyük toprak mülkiyeti isteyenler ‘ben yalnız toprağımı muhafazayı değil, başkalarını da 
esir olarak kullanmak imkanına da sahip olmak istiyorum; başkalarının toprak sahibi olmasını 
istemiyorum’ demektedirler.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 37, session 2, 4 April 
1961.  
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This article was declared by some parliamentarians to put a burden on the 

Turkish peasants who owned small amounts of land, as if the small peasants’ lands 

would be expropriated. For instance, Fevzi Lütfi Karaosmanoğlu36 compared the 

article to the activities of the former government, which was on trial during the 

negotiations on the Constitution. The Menderes government had confiscated the 

property of the citizens but had not informed them of when they would pay the 

compensation.37 Karaosmanoğlu seems to blur the issue with this comparison. As the 

former government was judged mainly because of their confiscation without any 

consent from the public, he wanted to make people think that this article mainly 

justified all those acts. Karaosmanoğlu wanted to make it seem that small 

landowners’ land would be expropriated. Turkish citizens and small landowners 

would be the victims of this article.38 However, as Commission Spokesman 

Muammer Aksoy said in response to Karaosmanoğlu the article just served to make 

people the owners of land and homes.39 As a response to the objections to this article, 

Commission Vice President Emin Paksüt, compared this article on the old 

Constitution, as the 74th article of the 1924 constitution stated that the costs of lands 

and forests expropriated in order to make the peasants owners of land and to govern 

forests by the state, would be determined in a related law. In this respect, 

expropriation was not a novel application.40 In order to show the unfairness of the 

article they gave as examples of someone who owned four villages, but after the 

                                                 
36He is the member of one the long-established families of Manisa, Karaosmanoğulları. He is one of 
the founders of the Democrat Party and he became minister of the state and organized the distribution 
of Marshall Aid. He was also the Minister of Interior during the Menderes government (02.12.1951-
07.04.1952). Later on, because of carrying on the activities of freedom of press at the time period, he 
countered against Menderes and he was dismissed from the DP. Thereafter, he founded Freedom Party 
and became the chairman of the party. He is the representative of RPP in the Constitutional Assembly.  
37Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 53, session 3, 25 April 1961.  
38 Ibid. 
39 Ibid. 
40 Ibid. 
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expropriation of these villages, he was transformed into a beggar41. Discussions 

continued on this ground with different proposals. Hayrettin Şakir Perk, for example, 

proposed the following; 

My fellows, if we distribute lands of Treasury in a framework of a plan to the 
landless Turkish peasants it is sufficient. By this application there wouldn’t 
remain any landless peasants. In this respect, it is unnecessary to harm private 
property as a result of expropriation by installment as if the continuation of 
the old days. Do not harm this beautiful law like this. (Applause and voices of 
congratulations).42  

 

In addition to this, Yusuf Ziya Yücebilgin evaluated the situation as if the burden of 

social justice was imposed only on the shoulders of the peasantry.43 In response, 

Cemil Sait Barlas said “no one has rejected the right of property. Nevertheless, the 

understanding of property has been transformed from the idea that whoever pays the 

money takes the land, just like in the 1900s.”44 

Şevket Raşit Hatiboğlu said it was a groundless thesis held that the lands of 

peasants who directly cultivated the land would be expropriated. Given to landless 

peasants and as a result, small peasants would be disadvantaged. This was not the 

case. Land owned by large land owners that was cultivated by dividing it among 

sharecroppers would be expropriated and distributed to the real cultivators of the 

land.45 In this society, there was something more important than safety of property, 

                                                 
41 Ibid. 
42 “Arkadaşlar, Hazine bir plan dahilinde elindeki toprakları topraksız Türk köylüsüne tevzi etse yeter, 
artarda ve hiçbir Türk köylüsü topraksız kalmaz. Onun için hususi mülke inmeye lüzum yoktur. Hususi 
mülkü zedelemek, eski ruhun devamı olan taksitli istimlak esasını kabul etmek yazıktır, mahal yoktur. 
Bu güzel Anayasayı bu şekilde zedelemeyin. (Bravo sesleri ve alkışlar)”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM 
Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961.  
43Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961 
44 “… Mülkiyet inkar edilemez. Mülkiyet müessesesini tanımayan ne bir siyasi parti, ne de bir şahıs bu 
memlekette yoktur…zümre mülkiyeti mefhumu, muhtevası son zamanlarda artık değişmiştir… 1900 
yıllarında olduğu gibi al parayı ver araziyi tarzında almaktan çıkmış ve bugünkü mahiyetini 
almıştır…”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 
45 “Topraklarını işletmekte olan çiftçilerin ellerinden arazileri alınacak, topraksız halka tevzi edilecek 
ve bu suretle bir toprak reformu sağlanacak. Yok arkadaşlar. Yalnız köyleri de içine alan büyük arazi 
mülklerini, sahipleri tarafından işlenmeyen toprakları istimlak edip bizzat kendi işleyecek çiftçilere 
dağıtmak asıl hedeftir.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 
1961. 
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which was safety of livelihood. The safety of the livelihoods of millions of people 

depended on the word of the land owner.46 With this version of land reform, said 

Hatiboğlu, large land owners were invited to social solidarity.47  

However, according to Ferid Melen, there was not feudal land system in 

which a minority of people held large lands. The land problem was solved after 1946 

with the 1945 Land Provision Law. He pointed out that there was nothing like an 

unequal distribution of land if there were people holding large amounts of land like 

feudal lords.48 Coşkun Kırca quoted the figures of 1959 population census, according 

to which 69.3 percent of the population or 18,616,545 people lived in rural area. On 

the one side of the coin there were 2,122,000 families cultivating 39.9 percent of the 

arable land, while on the other side of the coin there were 38,000 families cultivating 

24.7 percent of the arable land. It was not possible to claim that there was no land 

problem in Turkey.49 He concluded his speech by giving individual right of property 

as a recipe against communism and any crisis or depression. He underlined that as 

some people defended the right of property, it was logical for them to do so for 

everyone, not just for a selected group of people.50 The article continued to be 

discussed for several days. On the following day, Commission spokesman Muammer 

Aksoy gave examples from Atatürk’s opening speech of the Parliament in 1 

November 1937: 

First of all, no landless peasants should be left in the country. More 
importantly, any land that sustains a family can not be divided in any case. 

                                                 
46 “…Sizlere hemen haber vereyim, gene bu memlekette mülk emniyeti kadar, belki ondan da mühüm 
rızk emniyeti meselesi vardır… bu cemiyette milyonlarca insanın rızk emniyeti toprak sahibinin 
dudakları arasındadır…” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 
1961. 
47 “…Bununla büyük arazi sahipleri bir sosyal dayanışmaya davet ediliyor…” Republic of Turkey, 
TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 
48 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 
49 Ibid. 
50 Ibid. 
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Land that belongs to large landowners has to be limited according to 
population density and the productivity of the land in that particular region.51 

  

This speech facilitated the amendment of the 74th article of the 1924 Constitution. 

Muammer Aksoy continued to refer to this article as “the article of seizure by 

installment.” The first struggle of Menderes in his political life started with his being 

against the Land Provision Law.52 Zeki Tekiner, who opposed the installments, said 

that the land ağa was also a son of this country, and had to be taken into account his 

benefit.53 Ömer Sami Coşar described the situation in 1945: “Refik Koraltan opposed 

the Land Provision Law as it meant taking the property of Ali and giving it to Veli. 

According to Menderes, that law would cause the devastation of poor peasants. In 

this respect, the ağa must stay an ağa, slaves must stay slaves.” Coşar points out that 

while in 1940 there had been about 130,000 landless peasants the number exceeded 

half of a million peasants at that time.54 Çullu pointed out that this article aimed at 

eliminating large land holdings which had exploited the labor of the peasantry for 

centuries without putting their own effort into the soil. Lands would not be 

expropriated without any compensation. The cost of the land would be paid, if the 

occasion arose, it by installments. In response to these comments, it was said that the 

state was rich, the land ağa was poor.55  

In the last session of the discussions on the 38th Article, parliamentarians who 

were opposed the article made speeches based on the idea that they had no ties to 

land ağas by no means. For instance, Ferid Melen responded to the accusation that 
                                                 
51 “Bir defa memlekette topraksız çiftçi bırakılmamalıdır. Bundan daha önemli olan ise, bir çiftçi 
ailesini geçindirebilen toprağın hiçbir sebeple ve suretle, bölünemez bir mahiyet almasıdır. Büyük 
çiftçi ve çiftlik sahiplerinin işleyebilecekleri arazi genişliği, arazinin bulunduğu memleket bölgelerinin 
nüfus kesafetine ve toprak verim derecesine göre sınırlamak lazımdır.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM 
Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 2, 28 April 1961. 
52 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 1, 28 April 1961. 
53 “…Toprak ağası da bu memleketin evladıdır. Onun mevzuunu da, onun davasını da burada 
düşünmemiz lazım…” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 1, 28 April 1961. 
54 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 1, 28 April 1961. 
55Ibid. 
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those were opposed to the article had been elected by the votes of ağas. He especially 

stressed that he had inherited no more than five dönüm from his grandfather, which 

was used by his relatives. In addition to this, he said that he had an apartment in a 

cooperative that he hadn’t paid half of the cost yet. He asked “Is this what you called 

as farm ağa.?56 Just like Melen, Fevzi Lütfi Karaosmanoğlu started his speech by 

saying that he did not come to this parliament as a land ağa or a representative of 

ağas. He was a representative of the Turkish nation. He said that, 

I assure you that I have not inherited even one dönüm land from my family. I 
earn my livelihood just from the soil by owning an agricultural enterprise 
which is not even equal to a middle level enterprise, which is the fruit of 35 
years of work with effort. I did not support a class from my own case. Our 
case is to make the Turkish peasantry the owners of the land, to protect the 
forests, planning and even housing. Our case is also making reform; however, 
we have to take into account the people who own land by their own effort or 
by inheritance.57  

 

Ahmet Karamüftüoğlu said that the burden of land reform or social justice must not 

be put on the shoulders of some families. He proposed that just like savings bonds, 

land bonds should be sold. He concluded that it seemed like a crime, to own land.58 

The first article of the land and agricultural reform law defined land and 

agrarian reform an arrangement to distribute property, the way agricultural 
                                                 
56 “Biliyorsunuz, bir gazete, bu maddenin aleyhinde konuşanları, ‘Çiftlik ağaları, derebeyleri ve 
onların reyleriyle gelenler’ olarak tavsif etmiştir… Bendenizin, dededen kalma 5 dönümü geçmiyen 
arazim vardır. O da uzak akrabalarımın tasarrufundadır. Ankara’da bir kooperatifte bir evim var. 
Borcun yarısı henüz duruyor. Çiftlik ağası böyle mi olur?” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak 
Dergisi, term 56, session 3, 28 April 1961. 
57 “ Sevgili kardeşlerim buraya ne toprak ağası olarak geldim ve ne de toprak ağalarının 
temsilcisiyim. Hepiniz gibi Türk milletinin temsilcisi olarak hürriyet için mücadele ede ede gelmiş, 
naçizane mücadele yapmış bir millet temsilcisi olarak geldik… sizi temin ederim ki, mirasla dahi olsa 
bana bir dönüm toprak ailemden intikal etmemiştir. 35 senedir alın terimin mahsulü olan ve ortanın 
çok aşağısında düzenli bir işletmenin başında nafakamı yalnız topraktan çıkaran bir insanım. Günah 
mı arkadaşlar? Ben kendi davamda bir sınıf meydana getirmedim ve bir sınıfımız da yoktur…bizim 
davamız, Türk köylüsünü topraklandırmak, ormanları muhafaza etmek, planlaştırmak ve hatta 
iskandır. Bizim davamız da ıslahat, ama bu davayı hallederken, ıslahatı yaparken biraz da gerek 
miras yolu ile gerek çalışarak kazanç yolu ile toprak sahibi olmuş insanları da düşünelim.” Republic 
of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 3, 28 April 1961.  
58 “… Biz istiyoruz ki bu memlekette toprak reformu ve sosyal adaletin tahakkuku bazı ailelerin sırtına 
yüklenmesin. Toprak reformu yapılacaksa, ki mutlaka yapılmalı, bugün nasıl tasarruf bonoları 
çıkarıyorsak buna benzer toprak reformu için bonolar çıkarılmalı… Toprak sahibi olmak suç, hatta 
bir vatan hiyaneti gibi ifade ediliyor…” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 
3, 28 April 1961. 
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enterprises and the structure related to these enterprises were managed according to 

the principles of productivity and social justice. Discussions on this article centered 

on social justice. From the Democratic Party Group, Bahri Dağdaş, former Minister 

of Agriculture during the first Demirel government between 1965-1969, charged that 

the law was socialist, damaging the right of property or even sought to abolish the 

system of property.59 Against this claim, Provisional Commission President İlhami 

Ertem said that this law aimed at the expansion of property.60 He pointed out that 

Commission had changed the socialist and communist clauses in the resolution of the 

government.61 

Dağdaş continued by giving examples of the distribution of land in Turkey: 

land owners of 1-50 dönüm had the 23 percent of the arable lands in Turkey. Land 

owners of 50-100 dönüm had 23.37 percent of the arable lands; land owners of 101-

200 dönüm held 23.24 percent of the lands. Land owners of 200- 500 dönüm held 

16.98 percent of the lands and 500-999 dönüm corresponded to the 4.51 percent of 

the lands. 1000-2500 dönüm corresponded to 2.21 percent of the lands. 2501-4999 

dönüm corresponded to 1.87 percent of the lands and lands over 5000 dönüm 

corresponds to 2.43 percent of the arable lands. He compares these figures with 

countries like Guatemala, Colombia, Equator, and Chili, where about sixty to seventy 

percent of the land was owned by 2-3 people. He claimed that there was a fair 

distribution of land in Turkey.62 These figures belonged to the Agricultural Censuses 

of 1963. However, he did not present the number of enterprises that corresponded to 

each category.  

                                                 
59 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122 , session 1, 6 June 1973.  
60 Ibid. 
61 Cumhuriyet, 15 May 1973. 
62 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973. 
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Korkut Boratav cites the results of the 1963 Agricultural Censuses: the lowest 

20 percent of the enterprises had 1.8 percent of all arable land, the following 20 

percent of the enterprises had 3.7 percent of all arable land; after that the following 

20 percent had 11.7 percent of the land, the following 20 percent had 2.0 percent of 

all land and the highest 20 percent of the enterprises had 60.8 percent of all arable 

land.63 The inequality in land distribution becomes clear with these figures.  

The title of the second article was the aim is to cultivate the soil productively; 

to increase agricultural production continuously; to make good use of agricultural 

production; effective marketing of agricultural production and to establish an 

agricultural structure that accelerated the national development; giving land to 

landless families or families that owned insufficient land, to equip them, to subsidize 

them and to organize them in order to make them sufficient income earning family 

enterprises; to establish a Land and Agrarian Reform Cooperatives in order to realize 

the aims of the Land and Agrarian Reform; to regulate tenancy and sharecropping in 

agriculture; to bring together lands that are divided so much so that do not allow 

economic production, and to prevent agricultural enterprises to be divided so much 

that would not be sufficient for maintaining livelihood or that would not be sufficient 

to make use of the family labor force; to establish model villages; to use land and 

water resources in a way that was suitable for technical and economic needs, to 

protect them, to ameliorate them, to improve them and to sustain productivity.  

Without directly referring to the article, Dağdaş said that this law sought to 

bring agriculturalists in black shirts by confiscating some peoples’ lands. In Turkey, 

there were about 3.5 million small land owners and 1.2 million landless peasants. 

                                                 
63Boratav, "Türkiye Tarımının 1960'lardaki Yapısı Ile İlgili Bazı Gözlemler," 777. 
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About 8 million dönüm of land was comprised of enterprises over 1000 dönüm. 

Ninety percent of that people who owned more than 1000 dönüm were in Urfa.64 

In the name of the RPP Group Ahmet Durakoğlu pointed out that in the legal text of 

this law, three aims were mentioned: economic, political and social. The ‘a’ sub-

clause of the 2nd article was the economic aim of this law and the ‘b’ sub-clause was 

the social aim of the law. However, the political aim had been removed from the 

law.65 Durakoğlu reads the political aim from the resolution that had been prepared 

by the technicians:  

The political aim of this law is to remove the inequality in land and income 
distribution and to secure the rights of the people working on that land that 
the Constitution provides and to protect right of property.66 

 

He continued reading the political aim from the legal text of the law: to end 

anachronistic ruins that no longer fit the needs of the twentieth century and to 

remove the barriers that restricted use of rights freely that was provided by the 

Constitution.67 Durakoğlu points out that without a political aim, the law was not 

complete and it would not attain its purpose. If the political aim was not realized, 

frustrated results would emerge from the economic and social aims68.  

Dağdaş gave examples from a book called Handbook der Land-Wirtsc Haft, 

in which the 1945 The Land Provision Law was categorized as a revolutionary law, a 

law of seizure. All the nations that determined a ceiling figure for owning property 

                                                 
64 “Bu amaç, buz gibi, şunun bunun arazisini elinden alıp, bir nevi kara gömlekli ziraatçısı mı diyelim, 
bunları tesis etmek için tedbirler getiriyor. Yani Türkiye’de 3,5 milyona yakın az topraklı çiftçi var; 
1,2 milyon hiç toprağı olmayanlar var. Kanun toplamış, 8 milyon dönüm civarında 1000 dönümün 
üstünde; toprağı olan var; o 1000 dönümün üstünde olanların % 90’ı da Urfa’dadır.”, Republic of 
Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973. 
65 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122 , session 1, 6 June 1973. 
66 “Tarım kesiminde toprak ve gelir dağılımındaki dengesizliği gidermeyi, mülk güvenliğini ve 
toprakta çalışanlara Anayasanın öngördüğü hakları özgürce kullanma olanağını sağlamaktır.”, 
Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122 , session 1, 6 June 1973 
67 “ 20nci yüzyıl gereklerine uymayan çağdaş kalıntılara son vererek, Anayasanın öngördüğü hakları 
özgürce kullanmayı kısıtlayan engelleri ortadan kaldırmaktır.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak 
Dergisi, term 122 , session 1, 6 June 1973 
68 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973. 
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were those that wanted collectivist or communist system. He gave examples of such 

countries: 

…Poland set 500-1000 dönüm as the ceiling, Czechoslovakia and Romania 
set 500 dönüm, Hungary set 200-500 dönüm, Yugoslavia set 350-450 dönüm, 
Bulgaria set 200 dönüm, Albania set 200 dönüm. These types of limited 
enterprises are called collectivist enterprises, socialist enterprises and it is 
called “agrar revolutionen”… Democratic countries once tried these kinds of 
applications; however, they abandoned this system. For instance, Italy, West 
Germany, Japan abandoned this system…69. 

 

According to Dağdaş, while some kinds of limitations were implemented for 11 

percent of the peasantry, for the 89 percent of the peasantry there was no kind of 

limitations.70 

Article 6 referred to the productive cultivation of the land. Cultivating the 

land in a productive way meant a) to cultivate the land in accordance with the special 

qualities of that particular land and in accordance with the economic and natural 

conditions of that particular region; b) to take precautions in order to protect water 

and land resources that were necessary for increasing the productivity of the land.  

Those people who did not conform to these conditions, except those specified in this 

law, and people who did not directly cultivate their land and farmed it out or gave it 

to sharecroppers, would be considered as not cultivating their land.  

Dağdaş started the discussions by criticizing the law as completely 

doctrinaire. The resolution of the proposed law was composed of factitious articles 

prepared to take the land from its owner in one way or another by unfair applications. 

He pointed out that nobody asked the people who farmed out their lands to 

                                                 
69 “…Polonya 500 ila 1000 dönüm tavanını koymuş; Çekoslavakya’da 500 dönüm; Romanya’da 500 
dönüm; Macaristan’da 200 ila 500 dönüm; Yugoslavya’da 350 ila 400 dönüm; Bulgaristan’da 200 
dönüm; Arnavutluk’ta 200 dönüm.Konulan tavanlar bunlardır ve bunların adına da “Kolektivist 
işletme”, “Sosyalist işletme” veya “agrar revolutionen”, “agra ihtilali” diyorlar…Bunu bizim gibi 
düşünen, demokratik düzenle yaşayan milletler de denedi, fakat vazgeçtiler.Nereler vazgeçti? İtalya 
vazgeçti, Batı Almanya vazgeçti, Japonya vazgeçti…” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, 
term 122 , session 1, 6 June 1973. 
70Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122 , session 1, 6 June 1973. 
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sharecroppers why they did not prefer to cultivate their land themselves. According 

to Dağdaş, if there were two people it was considerable for one of them have the land 

and capital, another one had the ability to ameliorate the soil. Would you take the 

land from the land owner because he farmed out his land? You could not dissolve 

sharecropping from agriculture. If you did, you would remove capital from 

agriculture.71 

In the name of the RPP Group, Ahmet Durakoğlu, touched on the point from 

an entirely different point of view. While land owners who farmed out their land to 

sharecroppers were considered not to be cultivating their lands, land owners who 

hired laborers to cultivate the land without farming it out would be considered to be 

cultivating the land by themselves. While the article did not protect the one who was 

farming out his land, on the other hand, but the one who employed laborers without 

signing a contract with them.72 The difference between spending one’s physical and 

mental effort on the land and being the one who hired labor was not clear in this 

article.73  

On the other hand, Bahri Karakeçili claimed that land owners suffered the 

results of the absence of services and investments that had not been completed by the 

state. The phrase “in case of necessity facilities are provided and when a certain 

period of time is allowed” had to be put at the beginning of the article. For instance, 

if the land of the one that is under the threat of drought as a result of the absence of a 

drainage system, or the unproductive land of one because of inadequate usage of 

fertilizer, chemicals and, technical stuff, was expropriated, it would not be in 

accordance with a democratic reform. If this article was not revised, the state could 

expropriate any peasant’s land at any time. 
                                                 
71 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973. 
72 Ibid. 
73 Ibid. 
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Another part of this article which was not compatible with agricultural 

enterprises was that it prevented the management of land by skilled people. The 

phrase “people who do not directly cultivate their land and farm out or give to 

sharecroppers” had to be replaced with “people who do not directly or under the 

responsibility of themselves cultivate their land and farm out their land to 

sharecroppers.” Karakeçili pointed out that the existing judgement did not fit into the 

principle of productive management of the land. It was not correct to accept that 

lands that were managed by a farm manager would be unproductive. Turning all 

agricultural enterprises into family enterprises was not compatible with the 

contemporary political system74.  

Mehmet Seydibeyoğlu said that over 80 percent of Turkey’s exports were 

from the agricultural sector. It was not possible to define a law as a reform law unless 

it provided the peasantry with land and unless it solved the problem of 

unemployment.  

I don’t think that we can find land to distribute in Turkey, if we accept the 6th 
article in its current form. Because, the main cause of land reform is to give 
land to real cultivators and to keep it in the hands of the cultivator.75 

 

 For this reason, they proposed a resolution. To add the phrase “cultivating the land 

in a productive way means that [compatible to] conditions, except those specified in 

this law”, “by the spending (of the) land owner’s and his families’ own physical and 

mental efforts.” He points out that, “Otherwise, those who just stand near their land 

                                                 
74 Ibid. 
75 “ Bu 6ncı madde bu hali ile geçtiği takdirde, Türkiye’de dağıtılacak toprak bulmanın kolay olacağı 
kanısında değilim. Zira toprak reformlarında esas, toprağı işleyene vermektir ve işleyenin elinde 
muhafaza etmektir…” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973 
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will keep their land, while it would not be possible to distribute land to landless 

peasants.”76 

Provisional Commission President İlhami Ertem responded to all these 

discussions. About the requirement of productivity, if an owner of an agricultural 

enterprise was not able to afford the productive management of land and water 

resources, and if there were not any facilities provided by the Agricultural Bank 

(Ziraat Bankası) or bank loans, then visibly, it meant that the economic conditions 

were provided to him. The necessary conditions for protecting the soil, water 

resources and the productivity depended on the economic conditions supplied to the 

peasantry in that particular region. These issues would be stated with a regulation. 

Another point of discussion was the abolition of sharecropping and tenancy as Bahri 

Dağdaş opposed this issue. İlhami Ertem stated that the peasantry who cultivated the 

land must own that land for the increase in productivity, for better protection of the 

soil and for the deep establishment of conception of the property: 

Another point that we do not agree with is the RPP’s view on hiring laborers. 
The owner of an agricultural enterprise himself manages the enterprise. If 
necessary, he hires laborers. Hiring laborers isn’t a barrier to directly 
managing the enterprise; he uses his mental efforts, he takes his financial 
responsibility. Otherwise, it is not possible for a farm family to cultivate the 
scope of lands that is determined in this law.77 

 

 The 7th article defines agricultural enterprises. Agricultural enterprise is a production 

unit made up of one or more of such units as land, building, equipment, machine, 

vegetal or animal production means as well as labor power. Small enterprises are 

                                                 
76 “Aksi halde, adam hiçbir işgücünü katmadan sırf toprağının başında veya yakınında olmakla 
elindeki toprağı muhafaza edecek ve topraksız köylüye toprak dağıtmak, vermek imkanı hasıl 
olmayacaktır.” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973. 
77 “…Diğer bir husus, sayın CHP sözcüleri bu “İşleme ve İşletme” tabirini çok başka anlamda 
anlamak istemektedirler. Bir çiftliği, bir toprağın sahibi bizzat işletir. Tabii isterse işçi kullanır. İşçi 
kullanması bizzat işlemesine mani değildir. İşletmesini işletiyor demek, tabii ki ona fikri gücünü 
katıyor demektir, ona mali sorumluluğunu koyuyor demektir. Aksi takdirde, ileride vermiş olduğumuz 
büyüklükleri bir çiftçi ailesinin bizzat kendisinin ve ailesinin çalışarak yerine getirmesine imkan 
yoktur…”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 122, session 1, 6 June 1973. 
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enterprises comprising of the scope of land shown in Tables 3 and 4 enclosed in this 

law. Small farmers were the ones that a small enterprise they owned directly by 

themselves to earn their livelihoods. A family enterprise was defined as an enterprise 

that comprised the scope of land shown in Tables 3 and 4 enclosed in this law. A 

middle size enterprise was larger than a family enterprise and comprised of the scope 

of land shown in Tables 1 and 2 enclosed in this law. A model enterprise was stated 

as an enterprise that, in order to attain certain production goals, according to the 

economic and ecologic conditions in that particular region, applied modern 

agricultural methods, worked with an agricultural enterprise plan, keeps accounting 

records of the enterprise, and in the region was in which land and agricultural reform 

law had been implemented in the previous three years produces more than the 

regional average that would be determined by the Council of Ministers, owning the 

necessary equipments and means according to the type and size of the enterprise. In 

order to consider an enterprise a model enterprise, had to have produced a production 

surplus in the last three years more than the region average, no less than 10 percent, 

as taking into account economic and social conditions of each region, would be 

determined by the Council of Ministers according to the suggestions of the Ministry 

that Undersecretariat of Land and Agrarian Reform was under the authority. The 

determination of the regional average of the productivity for irrigable/unirrigable 

land and the conditions for the consideration of an enterprise as a model enterprise 

would be determined by a regulation prepared by the Ministry of Agriculture and 

Undersecretariat of Land and Agrarian Reform. This regulation was implemented by 

the Undersecretariat of Land and Agrarian Reform. By the decree of the Council of 
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Ministers dated 17 February 1975, production surplus was stated as 40 percent for 

Urfa.78 

Bahri Dağdaş started discussions on the 7th article in the name of his party 

group. As he did for several times, he started his speech by claiming this law was 

communist: 

Communism rejects every kind of small or big property, perceiving it as 
burglary. Again, perceiving it as burglary, communism reject legitimate 
fortune, it doesn’t matter whether it is small or big… We discuss the 
productivity or unproductiveness of an enterprise as if any agricultural 
enterprise remains… You take the land of 2-2.5 million people who farm out 
their 50-100 dönüm of land, and then you mentioned enterprises.79 

 

After Dağdaş, Mehmet Seydibeyoğlu pointed out the difference between the 

resolution of the government and the text of the Commission. In the text of the 

Commission, types of enterprises were classified in several categories. However, in 

the resolution of the government, two types of enterprises were suggested in 

accordance with the realities of Turkey: small enterprise and family enterprise. The 

legal ground was predicated on the family enterprises and the indivisibility of land 

parcels below a certain size. That is to say, the goal of the resolution was sufficient 

income earning family enterprises. In the 53rd article of the resolution of the 

government sufficient income earning family enterprises were defined, in accordance 

with the 1971 index of wholesale prices, as an enterprise that brought 15,000 liras of 

agricultural income annually to a family of five. The types of the enterprises 

increased to four in the Commission. Seydibeyoğlu said,  

                                                 
78 "Toprak Ve Tarım Reformu Müsteşarlığı Urfa Bölge Başkanlığı Faaliyet Raporu (1973-1978)," 
(1978), 6. 
79 “Komünizm, büyük küçük ne olursa olsun her türlü mülkiyeti hırsızlık kabul eder. Yine komünizm, 
meşru servet büyük olsun, küçük olsun bunu da hırsızlık kabul eder… Acaba tarımsal işletme kaldı mı 
ki? Tarımsal işletmenin verimliliğini ya da verimsizliğini müzakere edelim... 2-2,5 milyona yakın 
arazisini kiraya veren 50-100 dönümlük çiftçilerin bütün mülklerini ellerinden alıyorsun, ondan sonra 
da işletmecilikten bahsediyorsun.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 
7 June 1973. 
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…Small enterprises, family enterprises and middle-sized enterprises are 
accommodated as small and family enterprises in the resolution of the 
government; however, if you put the definition of a modern enterprise, then it 
is not possible to achieve land reform anymore. This is contrary to the 
principle of equality in article 12 of the Constitution- because you make 
concessions compared to other enterprises- and it is contrary to social justice 
and political goal. The definition of a modern enterprise based on subjective 
criteria will eliminate land reserves…80 

 

Turhan Özgüner made a speech during which he proposed to remove the definition 

of modern enterprise from the article. Modern enterprise was the aim of the land 

reform. The land and agrarian reform would transform all enterprises into modern 

ones81.  

About the changes made by the Commission of the Parliament to the 

resolution of the government, Provisional Commission President, Istanbul 

Parliamentarian from the JP İsmail Hakkı Tekinel explained the reasons for the 

changes made to this article: the “political preference” of the Commission was in 

favor of productivity. As modern agricultural enterprises were vital for the economic 

aim of the law and agricultural production, education and agricultural development, 

modern agricultural enterprises was added to the resolution of the government to 

provide the minimum needs of such enterprises.82 President of the Turkish Chamber 

of Agricultural Engineers Avni Başdoğan criticized the principle of modern 

agricultural enterprise as contradictory to the principle of social justice. He claimed 

                                                 
80 “Küçük işletme, aile işletmesi ve orta işletme tabirleri, detaylarına inmeden, Hükümet tasarısındaki 
küçük işletme ve aile işletmeleri tarifleriyle telif edilmiş vaziyettedir ama, işe bir de modern işletme 
diye bir işletme şekli sokarsanız, o zaman toprak reformu yapmak mümkün olmaz. Bu Anayasanın 
12nci maddesindeki eşitlik ilkesine de aykırı olduğu gibi,- çünkü, diğer işletmelere nazaran ayrıcalık 
tanınmaktadır- sosyal adalet ve siyasal amaca da aykırı düşmektedir…Subjektif kriterlere dayanılarak 
getirilen modern işletme tarifi ve bunun kanun metnine ithali, toprak rezervini tamamıyla ortadan 
kaldıran bir unsur olacaktır…”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 
June 1973. 
81 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 1973. 
82 Cumhuriyet, 31 March 1973.  



 40

that success of the reform very much depends upon administrative reform and the 

will and support of the governments.83  

In the name of the RPP Group vice chairman Ahmet Durakoğlu claimed that 

this land reform would protect those whose capital was land, not the peasants. The 

definition of modern agricultural enterprise that was stated in the resolution was a 

loophole to protect those who had large amounts of land.84 Bahri Dağdaş said that 

these definitions were contrary to the Common Market which defined a sufficient 

income earning enterprise as one brings in net 180, 000 liras or 12, 000 dollars of 

income after subtracting the cost of seed and feed.85 İrfan Baran explained the reason 

for adding the definition of modern enterprise to the article.  

Because in the 28th article, the amounts of land that will be left to the land 
owners has not been calculated in accordance with scientific principles and so 
the determined amounts are very disadvantageous for land owners, in order to 
prevent this situation, the institution of modern enterprise is put in the article 
by the Commission. We have to acknowledge that this institution contains 
inequalities and disadvantages… Applying model enterprise is left to the 
evaluation of the Council of Ministers. The Council of Ministers can 
determine figures that for none of the enterprises this definition of model 
enterprise is able to be applied; however, another Minister or Council of 
Ministers may enable abuse of this institution.86 

 

Provisional Commission President İlhami Ertem responded to several claims on this 

article. He said about sharecropping and tenancy incorrect information had been 

given.  

                                                 
83 Cumhuriyet, 21 May 1973. 
84 Cumhuriyet, 16 June 1973. 
85 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 1973. 
86 “Filhakika bu kanun tasarısının 28nci maddesinde toprak sahiplerine bırakılacak arazi 
büyüklükleri, gerçek fenni esaslara göre tanzim edilmediği, gösterilen miktarlar mülk sahipleri 
aleyhine mübalağalı hesaplara dayandığı için, bunu önleme bağbında Komisyonumuz bir modern 
işletme müessesesi kabul etti. Kabul etmek gerekir ki, bu müessese, eşitsizlikleri ihtiva edecektir… 
Örnek işletmenin tatbik edilebilme kabiliyeti tamamıyla işbaşında bulunan Bakanlar Kurulunun 
takdirine bırakılmıştır. Bakanlar Kurulu öyle ölçüler tespit edebilir ki, bu maddeyi hiçbir işletme için 
tatbik etme imkanı bulunmaz. Buna mukabil, bir başka türlü bakan ya da Bakanlar Kurulu da tespit 
ettiği ölçülerle bu müessesenin suistimaline imkan verir.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak 
Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 1973. 
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It is suggested as if small traders’ or artisans’ 15-20 dönüm lands will be 
expropriated. Direct cultivation neither means like the definition of the RPP 
that requires mental and physical effort of all the family or like the definition 
of the Democratic Party that as a result of social and economic conditions of 
Turkey, the lands of people who leave their lands as a result of inadequate 
amount of land, will be taken. The 128th article points out several 
exceptions… This resolution is trying to take away qualified labor and capital 
from the land and trying to balance productivity, social justice and 
distribution of income in the agricultural sector together.87  

 

 He said that for the model enterprises, there was more than 32 million dönüm of 

land in Turkey and 8,313,408 dönüm would be obtained through expropriations. The 

reduction of reserves through model enterprises could be only around two million 

dönüm. Concerning the sharecropping and tenancy, Ertem pointed out that the aim of 

the law was to prevent large landowners from farming out their lands to 

sharecroppers and tenants. There was no attempt to expropriate small traders’ 15-20-

50 dönüm lands.88  

  Article 12 was about the implementation of the land and agrarian reform. 

Agricultural lands in the administrative boundaries of a province or district which 

was in the land and agrarian reform region that was not registered in the land records, 

starting from the fields that had priority, maps for determining title deeds were made 

in the required scale and quality; the land use plan and land indexes were written on 

maps. Land reform aimed at the distribution of lands.  

With this article, first of all, the title deeds of lands are given to the claimants 

of those lands. According to the 33rd article of Property Law No. 766, lands over 100 

                                                 
87 “… Sanki küçük esnafın, bakkallıkla meşgul olanın, kapıcının 15 dönüm, 20 dönüm toprağı 
alınacakmış gibi tasarıda bulunmayan bir hususu ileri sürmektedir…Bizzat işlemek ne Halk Partisinin 
anladığı manada toprak sahibinin ailesiyle birlikte fikri ve bedeni bütün gücünü katmasını gerektirir, 
ne de Demokratik Parti’nin ileri sürdüğü gibi Türkiye’nin sosyal ve ekonomik şartları gereği olarak 
toprağından yeter toprağı bulunmadığı için ayrılmış olan geçimleri mahdut kimseleri, toprağının 
elinden almak suretiyle huzursuzluğa sevk eder. 128nci madde istisnaları getirmektedir…Bu tasarı, 
kalifiye işgücünü ve sermayeyi topraktan kaçırmaya gayret eden, verimlilikle sosyal adaleti ve 
tarımdaki gelir dağılımını bir arada dengelemeye çalışan bir tasarıdır.” Republic of Turkey, TBBM 
Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 1973 
88 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 1973. 
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dönüm (reduced 50 dönüm by Land and Agricultural Reform Precautionary Law No. 

1617), temporary use rights that went back to the Ottoman period became acceptable 

for taking a title deed, property rights to that land. This implementation resulted in 

first giving the title deeds of lands legally owned by the state to large landowners, 

then expropriating the deeds for public benefit by paying great amounts of money. In 

Urfa, title deeds of 8,525,000 dönüms of land from 16,620,000 dönüm of land were 

issued by use right of that property.89 Another crucial point is that in Turkey, 

especially after 1948, as a result of the rapid mechanization of the agricultural sector, 

there was a trend to open pastures to cultivation. Most of this “new” land was legally 

owned by the state. The title deed of this land was given to the occupiers of the land. 

Suat Aksoy proposed that if these lands would be expropriated, the payment of the 

value of that land was meaningless.90  

Article 18 was titled as prohibition of disposal of land. From the publication 

of the decision of Council of Ministers until the completion of the implementation of 

reform in the region in terms of distribution of land, lands registered in land register 

office possessed by real persons or corporate bodies were not able to be transferred, 

assigned and the use right of land was not registered at the land register office was 

not able to be transferred. However, this period could not exceed three years. This 

kind of land in the stated time period could only be charged to Agricultural Bank of 

Turkey, the Institution of Agricultural Equipment, and the Agriculture Credit 

Cooperatives.  

During the discussions on this article Dağdaş said that title deeds were as holy as 

marriage for Turkish people. Nobody could disseize it; however, now they impose an 

                                                 
89 Celal Beşiktepe, "Harita Ve Kadastro Mühendisleri Odası Başkanı Celal Beşiktepe'nin Açış 
Konuşması" (paper presented at the Toprak Reformu Kongresi (1978), 1978), 16. 
90Suat Aksoy, Türkiye'de Toprak Meselesi (İstanbul: Gerçek Yayınevi, 1969), 150. 
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embargo on it.91Mehmet Seydibeyoğlu, in the name of the RPP Group, said that it 

was necessary to put some restrictions in order to implement the law on land and the 

Agrarian reform region. The undersecratariat implementing the reform made plans, 

ascertained the land reserve and make its cadastration. However, they thought that a 

three-year restriction was not appropriate in case of the incompletion of works. On 

the other hand, people who had land in the reform region had to make a declaration 

of the land they possessed in regions other than the reform region.92 Turhan Özgüner 

from RPP said that it was doubtless that the reforms did not satisfy everyone. The 

reforms were rigid, reforms not calculated to satisfy this or that class.93 Provisional 

Commission President İlhami Ertem responded to the complaints about the duration 

of prohibition of the disposal of the land: “This will not be able to last forever. This 

is an extreme idea as well. The government will complete the task in three years. If it 

is not be able to complete, Parliament will extend the duration.”94 Dağdaş claimed 

that prohibition of disposal of land was like declaring of owners of land as smugglers 

or intriguers: 

I don’t know any peasant that doesn’t support reform. You say “I will multiply 
your resources” and he prefers to be smuggler, and then you have to resort to 
prohibition of disposal of land…95 
 

 However, Suat Aksoy declared that in the Land Laws retrospective rules were 

necessary; because, many large land owners had transferred their lands to relatives or 

close friends by collusive ways when they realized land reform would be 

                                                 
91 “Türkiye’de tapu, Türk milleti için, nikahı kadar mukaddestir. Bunu hiç kimse onun elinden alamaz; 
ama ambargo koyuyorlar.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 
1973. 
92Ibid. 
93Ibid. 
94Ibid. 
95 “Islahata taraftar olmayan tek çiftçiyi tanımıyorum ben; yoktur Türkiye’de.Sen gelip adama ‘Birini 
bin yapacağım’ diyeceksin, o da kaçakçılık yapacak; bunun için de sen temliki tasarruflara 
başvuracaksın…”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 123 , session 1, 7 June 1973. 
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implemented.96 In Turkey, since 27 May 1960 land reform had been a burning issue. 

For this reason, many large land owners already had transferred their deeds to 

relatives or friends. For the principle of equality in the laws retrospective rules were 

necessary; as there were people who did not resort to such ways of saving their land. 

In this respect, not including retrospective rules meant protecting those people 

appealing to collusive ways.97 

Article 19 was titled as lands that would be passed to the governance of the 

Undersecretariat of Land and Agrarian Reform: a) land that would be expropriated in 

accordance to the provisions of this law; b) land possessed by the state that was not 

assigned to public service; c) land that would be registered to the Treasury according 

to 38th article of Property Law No. 766 (Tapulama Kanunu);d) government land 

previously assigned to public services; e) pastures that had been left to the usage of 

local administrations; f) parcels of land left to the municipalities by the Treasury via 

special laws that were more than necessary according to municipal plans; g) 

orchards, moors and similar land and land that was not defined as forest according to 

special laws; h) land that had come into being as a result of the draining of lakes or 

swamps, changing the bed of or level of a river; i) and all lands left by those lodged 

according to housing laws. Bahri Dağdaş said; 

This law, similar to The Land Provision Law, is solely a distribution of land, just 
a decline in production, just to estrange the Turkish peasantry from technology. It 
just brings conflict between land owner and tenants and brings the possibility of 
land occupation by rural guerillas… This law is just developed to abolish 
property in Turkey, which is more comprehensive than the 14 August decree of 
Karaosmanoğlu and the Precautionary Law of Nihat Erim governments.98 

                                                 
96 Aksoy, Türkiye'de Toprak Meselesi, 153. 
97Ibid., 154. 
98 “Tıpkı Çiftçiyi Topraklandırma Kanununda olduğu gibi; sadece bir toprak dağıtımından, sadece bir 
tedirginlikten, sadece bir üretim düşmesinden, sadece Türk çiftçisinden gelişen teknolojiyi 
uzaklaştırmadan başka bir şey getirmiyor. Sadece bir kargaşalık getiriyor, sadece kiracıyla arazi 
sahibi arasında ihtilaf ve kardeş kanı kokuyor, sadece kır gerillalarına yeniden toprak işgali imkanı 
getiriyor bu kanun... Karaosmanoğlu’nun getirdiği 14 Ağustos kararnamesi ve yine Nihat Erim’in 
hükümetlerinin getirmiş olduğu Öntedbirler Kanununun biraz daha genişletilmiş şekliyle, Türkiye’de 
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The Provisional Commission President İlhami Ertem responded to Dağdaş’s claim 

that the seizure of property would be legalized by this law. Ertem said that land 

ownership had been limited since 1945. Previously, it had been limited in specific 

regions since 1927. Law no. 4753 and Law no. 5618 limited land ownership. In this 

respect, if the land owner cultivated the land directly he could have 5000 dönüm. If 

he farms out to sharecroppers or tenants it was limited to 2000 dönüm.  

When these laws were implemented, was Turkey a communist country? 
When law no.1505 and law no. 1097 were implemented in the times of 
Atatürk, was there such a tendency? It is altogether out of the question. What 
is aimed to be implemented by this law is to ameliorate agricultural 
enterprises, to regularize land ownership and property relations in Turkey that 
are implemented in accordance with the principles of modern law and the 
Constitution and to take any kind of precaution to improve Turkish 
agriculture. To create an atmosphere similar to that of a kolkhoz99 or 
kibbutz100 is only a disturbance101.  

 

Refet Sezgin from the Justice Party (JP) said that during the government of the 

Justice Party in 1965-1969, land and agrarian reform studies had been made that 

were compatible to the JP party program. Three resolutions were presented; however, 

they were rejected as being on the left of the JP’s political thought. In this respect, it 

was not right to claim that the JP supported a collectivist law.102 Irfan Baran said that 

this law was not a collectivist law, because communist philosophy rejected property 

                                                                                                                                          
mülkiyeti ortadan kaldırmak için geliştirilmiş bir kanundur.” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak 
Dergisi, term 124 , session 1, 11 June 1973.  
99 Kolkhoz was a form of collective farming in the Soviet Union that existed along with state farms 
(sovkhoz). 
100 Kibbutz is an Israeli collective community. 
101 “ Bu sınırlanma olduğu zamanda Türkiye komünist ülke miydi? Atatürk devrinde 1505 ve 1097 
sayılı kanunlarla sınırlama yapıldığı zaman da böyle bir cereyan var mıydı? Bunların hiçbirinin 
alakası yok. Burada bu Toprak ve Tarım Reformu Kanunu ile getirilmek istenen şey; Türkiye’de 
tarımsal bünyelerin, işletme bünyelerinin ıslahını sağlamak, Türkiye’de toprak tasarrufu ve mülkiyet 
şeklini düzenlemek, ki bu tamamen modern hukukun ve Anayasanın ilkelerine uygun olarak 
yapılmaktadır ve Türk tarımının gelişmesi için her türlü tedbiri getirmek. ..Burada bir kolhoz, bir 
kibutz havası yaratmak, en hafif ifadeyle tahrikten ibarettir.”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak 
Dergisi, term 124 , session 1, 11 June 1973. 
102 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 124 , session 1, 11 June 1973. 
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ownership of the land. All land belonged to the state. In DP’s resolution a ceiling 

figure was stated that not all lands were transferred to the control of the state.103  

Turhan Özgüner said that to claim that a land and agrarian reform would lead to 

communism was a false accusation because; a reform that was based on property 

regime that was the distribution of property was the most effective defense against 

communism.  

[C]ommunism rejects private property completely… Land reform distributes 
lands. The distribution of an amount of land as much as the place of a grave is 
the most fatal way to abolish communism. Red China became red because of 
landlords that resisted land reform.104 

 

Article 26 was about the expropriated lands. Save for the 19th article’s clauses 

concerning the lands passing to the control of the Undersecretariat of Land and 

Agrarian Reform without any expropriation, lands that belonged to the real persons 

or corporate bodies listed below were expropriated together with the buildings and 

establishments related to the agricultural enterprise: 

a) Except olive groves, belonging to annexed and recorded foundations, providing 

raw goods to olive oil factories of General Directorate of Foundations and State 

Production Farms, lands belonged to business corporations, associations, 

cooperatives and cooperative unions, all the lands belonged to the real persons 

and corporate bodies according to the article 87 of the village law numbered 442, 

parts of the lands that are not used for public purposes belonged to public 

corporations, public economic enterprises, state institutions or corporations that 

public corporations, public economic enterprises and state institutions joined. 

                                                 
103 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 124 , session 1, 11 June 1973. 
104 “ [K]omünizm mülkü külliyen inkar eder…Toprak reformu ise mülk dağıtıyor, tapu veriyor; hiç 
değilse bir mezar yeri kadar toprak dağıtımı, komünizmi en etken bir şekilde yok eden, öldüren bir 
silahtır. Kızıl Çin, bir şahsın eline kızıl boya alarak haritayı kırmızıya boyamasıyla değil, toprak 
reformuna kafa tutan toprak ağalarından dolayı Kızıl Çin olmuştur.”, Toprak Republic of Turkey, 
TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 124 , session 1, 11 June 1973. 
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b) At the date that reform is declared in the regions of land and Agrarian reform, all 

the lands that are not cultivated productively according to the principles stated in 

article 6 and safe for the exceptions in 128th article those lands that are not 

cultivated directly and farmed out to sharecroppers and tenants.  

c) Part of the lands that are cultivated directly and productively by families or 

persons considered as family or part of the lands farmed out to sharecroppers or 

tenants as a result of exceptional conditions stated in (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), and (h) 

clauses of 128th article that exceed the amounts stated in table 1 and table 2 

enclosed to this law and stated in 28th article in this law, and for the exceptional 

conditions stated in (f) and (g) clauses of 128th article the amounts exceeded the 

figures stated in those clauses.  

d) All the lands left by those people settled to another place by the state 

e) All the lands that are not used for public purposes in possession of provincial, 

municipal or village public corporations  

f) Parts of the pastures more than the necessary amount determined by the 

principles of this law in possession of provincial, municipal or village public 

corporations  

All or part of the lands belonged to public corporations, public economic enterprises, 

public institutions, annexed and recorded foundations and agricultural cooperatives 

and cooperative unions, by taking into account the purpose of their usage could be 

excluded from expropriation by the proposal of the Undersecretariat of Land and 

Agrarian Reform and decision of Council of Ministers.  

In the case of the existence of a coffee house, han (large commercial 

building), shop, mill and factory on some part of the expropriated land, that part of 

the land was excluded from expropriation. (d) clause of this article was not included.  
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Article 28 was about the amount of land that would be left after 

expropriation. The amount of land that would be left to the families or persons 

considered to be family, if the land was irrigable, the amount of land determined in 

Table 1 was left, if it is unirrigable, the amount of land determined in Table 2 was 

left.  

  The enterprises that were admitted to having the qualifications of model 

enterprises by the Undersecretariat of Land and Agrarian Reform, in accordance with 

whether they had irrigable/unirrigable land, without taking into account the land 

index one time more than the amount of land determined in Table 1 and Table 2 is 

left.  

To those families and persons considered to be family engaged in other work 

as well as peasantry except livestock production and dairy farming, irrigable land, 

the amount of land stated in Table 1 and unirrigable land the amount of land stated in 

Table 2 was left. These families were not able to benefit from the second clause of 

this article. 

 The 28th article was one of the articles on which heated debates broke out in 

Parliament. In the name of the RPP Group, Turhan Özgüner declared that lands that 

would be allocated ranged from 300-1000 in irrigable land in Table 1. If that 

enterprise was a model enterprise, that proportion increased two times. And if the 

owner of the enterprise provided irrigation facilities by himself, then you would 

leave him 2500 dönüm land and you claim to implement land reform in Turkey. He 

said that a group that felt obliged to enact Land Reform after 12th March, under the 

name of land reform, under the cover of land reform, pretended to enact land reform; 

however, land reform lost too much of its character with the 28th article.105 Bahri 

                                                 
105 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125 , session 1, 12 June 1973.  
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Dağdaş in the name of the DP Group criticized the indexes determined in the article. 

He said that Ayvalık and Bismil one of them is olive region, while the other one was 

a wheat area, but they had the same index. Nusaybin and Bafra, Akhisar and 

Viranşehir were in the same index group.106 Another point that bothered Dağdaş was, 

“I have land, capital and I give the management of the enterprise to an improver. 

Then, you come to expropriate my land. This is nothing more than a socialist idea. I 

appoint a manager and he manages the enterprise in a productive way.”107  

In the name of the RPP Group Turhan Özgüner said that just before the 

negotiations started on the 28th article, Minister of State Öztrak had indicated that he 

opposed the 28th and 7th articles (included model enterprise). Öztrak said that if this 

article came out in its current version, then 50,000 peasant families would be 

deprived of land. He also highlighted that the changes made to the resolution of the 

law created problems both in payments and that the expropriation value, which was 

determined as 15 billion TL, would be 1-2 times more.108 Özgüner said that while 

this law could be perceived as land reform in appearance, it became tangled in the 7th 

and 28th articles. These articles were the centers of gravity of the law: 

When considering the indexes, if I give an example from my region, İçel, in 
Mut and Gülnar, 330 dönüm irrigable land. You can’t find 330 dönüm of 
irrigable lands in Mut or Gülnar. If you will consider it as a model enterprise, 
then you will give 660 dönüm lands. In Tarsus and Mersin you may be able to 
implement this article for 2-3 people, and then the land would be exhausted. 
You can’t allocate land if there aren’t any reserves.109  

 

                                                 
106 Ibid.  
107 “Benim arazim vardır, fevkalade bir ıslahatçı vardır. Sermayem de vardır, ıslahatçıya idare 
ettiriyorum orayı. Sen diyorsun ki, bu arazi senin değil, istimlak edeceğim. E, şimdi bu sosyalist bir 
görüş değil de nedir?... Müdür tayin etmişim, işletiyorum arazimi, verimli işletiyorum…”, Republic of 
Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125 , session 1, 12 June 1973. 
108 Cumhuriyet, 18 Şubat 1973. 
109 “Benim bölgemden size bir-iki tane örnek vereceğim… Mut’ta 330 dönüm, Gülnar’da 330 dönüm. 
Mut’ta, Gülnar’da 330 dönüm sulu arazi bulamazsınız. Buna “örnek” diyeceksiniz, iki katını 
vereceksiniz; 660 dönüm vereceksiniz… Tarsus’ta ve Mersin’de ancak 2-3 kişiye tatbik edebilirsiniz, 
arazi kalmaz, zira dağıtılacak arazi yoktur.” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125 , 
session 1, 12 June 1973. 
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Provisional Commission President Ilhami Ertem said that in a “modern state,” the 

understanding of the right of property ascribed responsibilities as well as rights. In 

this respect the situation could not be compared to the question “why don’t you 

expropriate apartments.” Land resources were limited; however everyone that could 

afford to could build apartments.  

Another point on land was the hidden unemployment that employment areas 

created. As the RPP spokesmen express and many articles in the press brought up, an 

end had to be put to the idea that ağas are supported; without economic freedom 

there wouldn’t be political freedom; you do not want to disturb your resources of 

votes. After the law was passed the same old story that there are people who own 

30,000-50,000 dönüm of land, who owned villages will be abated; there are 740 

villages that were owned by ağas. Another point was that there was the idea that a 

limitation was put on land holding, productivity and production would decrease. 

Article 28 would prevent this as would the definition of model enterprise in Article 

7.110 

In the resolution submitted to the Nihat Erim government, lands were limited 

to 150-400 dönüm in irrigable land and 300-1600 dönüm in unirrigable land. In 

addition to this, land worth more than 500,000 TL tax value, had to be expropriated. 

That is, in citrus fruits regions, the amount of land could be at least 20 dönüm and in 

the regions of cotton at most 125 dönüm lands to be cultivated by a single individual. 

Technicians in the Commission calculated this amounts according to the first rate 

state official’s wage that was equal to 4700 TL. The Commission rejected this 

immediately. They said that they did not seek equal distribution of wealth. They 

considered precautions for the development of agriculture in Turkey. However, 

                                                 
110 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125 , session 1, 12 June 1973. 
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because they could not provide for people earning their lives by farming, 

employment opportunities in industry or the service sector and because they could 

not give them creative and entrepreneurial education, they carried the burden of 

employing them in the agricultural sector. However, no article of this law ever had 

the meaning of creating small enterprises. This law was aimed to create sufficient 

income earning enterprises.111 Nevertheless, they had to consider the reality that 75 

percent of Turkish enterprises were between 1-50 dönüm, and 14.7 percent of the 

enterprises were 51-100 dönüm. The reserves were definite: 8,313,408 dönüm of 

land would be from expropriation, 13,783,235 dönüm from the Treasury and 10 

million dönüm from public land: this was nearly 32,096,643 dönüm in total. Model 

enterprise could reduce this amount 2-3 million dönüm. The only purpose was not to 

allocate lands; they were obliged to consider Turkish agriculture, qualified staff in 

agriculture, and sought to attract capital to invest in agriculture, to increase 

productivity and production. In this respect, model enterprises and necessary 

limitations were necessary.112  

İrfan Baran gave some examples. Two years earlier, he had met with a 

parliamentarian from the Democrat Party. He owned eight villages. He cultivated 

140 tin boxes of seeds; because of drought he could not harvest the crops. Ağa who 

owned eight villages could only cultivate as much as was cultivate on 140 dönüm of 

barren land. Another example was that in his city there was a village owned by a 

family. 

I know that one of the allottees is a prison warden who is around 65 years 
old. The other allottee is a kind of janitor in the Chamber of Agriculture. In 
Turkey for years some-not all of them- of the large land owners live in such 
conditions. All in all, we must not be affixed to those numbers. It will be seen 
during the implementation period.113I went to the Uzuncaburç village of 

                                                 
111 Ibid. 
112 Ibid. 
113 Ibid.. 
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Silifke. There are 250-300 m2 of fields. I was really surprised. For the reason 
that there isn’t adequate land, do we have to divide lands into such small 
amounts of 100 m2, 300 m2114?  

 

Article 36 was about the calculation of the value of the expropriation. In the 

determination of current market value (rayiç bedel), the climatic zone of the land, 

way of usage, irrigation conditions, situation of amelioration, and technical factors 

such as land index and economic factors such as transportation, marketing and 

agricultural income were taken into account. The value of expropriation could not 

exceed the landed property tax declared by the owner before the announcement of 

the region as the land and agrarian reform region. 

On the 36th article, İrfan Baran said that in the preparation of this law famous 

English economist Kaldor115 had an effect that stayed in Turkey to decrease the costs 

of the lands. For this reason, conflicts emerged in the State Planning Organization. 

Atilla Karaosmanoğlu and his friends supported Kaldor’s report passionately; 

however the government of the time did not accept to implement this report.116 Ömer 

Sami Coşar gave the example that in 1935 in the legal ground of Land Law presented 

in the Parliament, selling the lands of the large land owners to the peasants and 

giving the payment to the large land owners meant supporting feudality in advance. 

In this condition, small land owners would fall into the situation of sharecropper 

again, and he would be indebted to the land owner, dependency would continue117. 

                                                 
114 “Sahiplerinin en büyük hissedarlarından biri hapishanede gardiyanlık yapıyor, 65 yaşlarında. 
Diğer bir hisse sahibi de Ziraat Odasında odacılık yapıyor. Arkadaşlar işte Türkiye’de senelerden 
beri büyük toprak sahiplerinin, ağaların bir kısmı da- hepsi demiyorum- bu mahiyettedir… Silifke’nin 
Uzuncaburç köyüne bir vazife ile gittim. 250-300 metrekarelik tarlalar gördüm; hayretten küçük 
dilimi yutacaktım. Şimdi buralarda bu kadar arazi yok diye, illa da toprak dağıtacağız diye miktarları 
100 metrekareye, 300 metrekareye kadar indirmek mümkün olur mu?, Republic of Turkey, TBBM 
Tutanak Dergisi, term 125 , session 1, 12 June 1973. 
115 English economist Nicholas Kaldor after examining the tax system of Turkey, prepared a report 
proposing to increase especially the agricultural taxes and suggesting to make radical changes in the 
the fields that has not been taxed sufficiently until that time. 
116Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 124, session 1, 11 June 1973.  
117 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 
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Article 54 was about the amount of land that would be allocated. To the head 

of the households that would benefit from the allocation of land and to the people 

considered to be family within the principles of this article, the amount of land that 

would provide a sufficient income was given. The amount of land that would provide 

a family with sufficient income was determined by taking into account the 

characteristics of the climate and land and the types of the enterprises specified for 

that region, according to the 1971 wholesale price index, providing a family 15,000 

liras of annual income by the Regional Presidency of Land and Agrarian Reform. 

Agricultural income was calculated by discounting the costs necessary the 

production except for the cost of labor and land debt payments.  

If a family had more than five people, then for every additional person a10 

percent agricultural portion of income was added. Nevertheless, the total portion of 

income for every additional person was not able to exceed half of the income 

specified in the second clause of this article.  

About the 54th article Cavit Oral said that implementing the 1971 wholesale 

price index and providing a family 15,000 liras of annual income was impracticable. 

Calculations were made in accordance with 1971. However, 1971 was one of the 

most stable years. Would the calculations be compatible with 1971 in the following 

years118? Minister of State İlhan Öztrak stated that they were predicated on 1971 that 

as a result of increases in prices in the following years this 15,000 TL would 

increase. It would correspond to 15,000 TL of 1971. It would not remain fixed to 

15,000 TL.119 Dağdaş claimed that this law was worse than The Land Provision Law.  

If you demand productivity and to support 70-80 million people, then you are 
obliged to develop modern enterprises. It is not possible to give land to 
everyone in Turkey. However, it is possible to give meat, milk, sugar to 
everyone. It becomes possible by the implementation of modern enterprise, 

                                                 
118 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125, session 1, 12 June 1973. 
119Ibid. 
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by capital, by vertical development… How will you tie the peasantry to the 
land with 15,000 TL? Twice of 15,000 TL is able to be earned by a family 
composed of 5 people by working in cotton hoeing for 2 months and in beet 
hoeing for a month. For this reason I offer to set 30 tons of wheat in 
minimum…120 

  

 Sharecropping and Tenancy  

 

With this law, sharecropping and tenancy were planned to be interdicted and for 

exceptional cases, regulated. There are several arguments about the sharecropping 

system in Turkey. One of the basic ones is from a prominent sociologist Çağlar 

Keyder. He claims that after a period of cyclical domination of the one system over 

the other, the traditional system of sharecropping disappeared completely and small 

landholdings of the peasantry became established after the 1950s.121He presents 

supportive evidences for this claim. As a result of the Marshall Plan, the agricultural 

sector underwent a transformative change. One of the clearest examples of this 

change is the number of tractors: while in 1948 the total number of tractors was 

1750, it increased to 40,000 in 1955.122 In 1967 the number of tractors increased to 

74,982.123 Another noteworthy change in the sector was an increase in the amount of 

the arable land. Between 1948 and 1955 the amount of agricultural land increased 50 

percent.124 These lands were pastures legally owned by the state.  

                                                 
120“Eğer verimlilik, eğer 70-80 milyon insanı beslemek istiyorsanız; ekonomik modern işletmeleri 
geliştiriniz. Çünkü, Türkiye’de herkese toprak vermek mümkün değildir; ama herkese ekmek, herkese 
süt, herkese süt, herkese şeker vermek mümkündür. Modern teknolojinin tatbiki ile mümkündür, 
tecrübe ile mümkündür, sermaye yatırımı ile mümkündür, vertikal gelişmeyi sağlamakla 
mümkündür… 15 bin liralık gelir, 5 nüfuslu bir aile sahibi iki ay pamuk çapasında, pamuk koza 
toplamasında, bir ay da pancar çapasında çalıştı mı bunun iki misli parayı alır. Hiçbir surette 
toprağa bağlanmayacaktır…o bakımdan diyoruz ki, asgariden 30 ton buğday veya muadili karşılığı 
büyüklüğün içine getirin…”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125, session 1, 12 
June 1973. 
121 Keyder, "Türkiye'de Ortakçılık Döngüsü Ve Küçük Köylü Mülkiyetinin Pekişmesi," 90. 
122Ibid.: 101. 
123 Aksoy, Türkiye'de Toprak Meselesi, 71. 
124 Keyder, "Türkiye'de Ortakçılık Döngüsü Ve Küçük Köylü Mülkiyetinin Pekişmesi," 102. 
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These figures are accessible in the works of several writers; however, the 

approach to these figures changes. According to Keyder, those people who got the 

chance to increase the amount of land they owned were not just the rich ağas who 

were able to afford tractors. As tractors were sold by taking credit, there was no 

completely unequal distribution of tractors in favor of ağas.125 He presents two kinds 

of transformation in favor of small land holding: in villages sharecropping was more 

common and land distribution was more unequal, ağas tended to buy tractors. This 

new technology made sharecroppers redundant and it is used to take over the 

productive parts of the lands of poor peasants. Sharecroppers and poor peasants 

responded to this new trend by trials to get land from lands legally owned by the 

state not cultivated previously. As deeds were given by the land allocation 

commissions as a result of the land reform law of 1946, the transfer of public lands to 

those poor peasants became formalized. Another example was villages in which a 

more equal distribution of land and higher proportion of mid-sized peasantry are 

observed. Once more, the occupation of lands legally owned by the state was 

approved by the cadastre; and most of the peasantry were able to take a share of 

those lands. In both of these models small landholding pattern became prevalent and 

enterprises operated by owners were 2.3 million in 1950, it increased to 2.5 million 

in 1952 and 3.1 million in 1963.126  

Even though there was a tendency towards an increase in small landholding 

patterns, which is observable in several sets of statistical data, there is evidence that 

all these developmental signals in the agricultural sector touched a limited segment 

of the agricultural society. Doğan Avcıoğlu quotes from William H. Nicholls, who 

was a member of the World Bank Mission. He said that Turkey primarily in industry 

                                                 
125 Ibid. 
126 Ibid.: 103. 
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and later on in agriculture followed a type of “vitrine” show economic development 

policy through which at the disadvantage of the large public supported a small group 

of producers, granted them privileges in one way or another and made them symbols 

of a progress in the name of people who did not benefit from this process.127 As Suat 

Aksoy points out, increasing credit opportunities were mostly used by middle or 

large land owners, and they used this advantage to modernize their enterprises by 

mechanization. There was a discernible change in using credit between 1940 and 

1967: 50 million liras and 5551 million liras, respectively. However, just one-third of 

agricultural enterprises were able to use agricultural credits.128 Contrary to Keyder, 

Aksoy asserts that pastures that were legally owned by the state were mostly taken 

over by middle or large landowners. Even though poor peasants benefited from these 

lands as well, their weight was secondary129.  

Coming to the law, Article 127 introduced the prohibition of sharecropping 

and tenancy in land and agrarian reform regions. Lands could not be operated by 

tenancy or sharecropping in land and Agrarian reform regions. Lands that were 

detected to be run by sharecropping or tenancy would be expropriated. Nevertheless, 

lands that would be expropriated could be run by tenancy or sharecropping until the 

completion of expropriation procedures. Exceptions were stated in Article 128.  

In Article 128 exceptions for running lands by tenancy or sharecropping were 

stated in land and agrarian reform regions: people not able to run the land directly as 

a result of military service, imprisonment, perennial illness or disablement or 

education; people are under the statutory age or being under custody and tutelage; 

older people that were not able to work anymore; widows, unmarried female children 

since there was no change in their marital status or they did not run the land by 
                                                 
127 Avcıoğlu, Türkiye'nin Düzeni: Dün, Bugün, Yarın, 618. 
128 Aksoy, Türkiye'de Toprak Meselesi, 72. 
129 Ibid., 76. 
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themselves; people with another rightful impediment since this impediment 

continued; people living in another city because of their job, profession or duty and 

being unable to run the land directly by themselves; owning land all over the Turkey 

shown in Table 3 and Table 4 or land that did not exceed half of the amount shown 

in Table 5; those workers going abroad owning land all over Turkey shown in Table 

3 and Table 4 or land that did not exceed half of the amount shown in Table 5, 

starting from the date they first left Turkey at most for five years; parliamentarians 

owning land all over Turkey shown in Table 1 and Table 2 and lands that did not 

exceed the amounts shown in Table 5 until the end of their term of office.  

In parliament, Coşkun Kırca spoke about how common sharecropping was in 

Turkey especially in the southeast and east of the country. In these parts of the 

country large land holdings were usually cultivated using this method.  

Sharecropping is the second most common way of cultivating land following 
the directly cultivating of the land by its owners... the sharecropper does not 
make investments in the land to ameliorate it because he may not benefit from 
it as he only has the use right of the land for a limited period of time… In this 
respect, sharecropping is not a suitable way technically, economically, 
socially, administratively or politically.130  
 

According to the Village Inventory Surveys of the Ministry of Rural Affairs in 1964, 

in Urfa from 644 villages, fourteen were cultivated by tenancy, and 552 by 

sharecropping. Landless peasants were comprised of 10,766 sharecroppers, 748 

tenants and 18,051 agricultural workers. Sharecroppers and tenants cultivated the 

lands of large land owners and the lands of those living in the cities.  

 Mahmut Tekin Çullu, during a discussion on the Constitution, touched on the 

interaction between agriculture and industrialization:  

                                                 
130 “ Ortakçılıkla işletme şekli, memleketimizde, doğrudan doğruya işletme şeklinden sonra en yaygın 
olan işletme şeklidir… Ortakçı, toprak kendisinin olmadığından onu geçici olarak kullandığından, 
işletme tesisleri kurmaya yanaşmaz… Hulasa, ortakçılıkla işletme şekli teknik, ekonomik, sosyal hatta 
idari bakımlardan zararlı olan bir işletme şeklidir…” Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, 
term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 



 58

The most effective reason for unemployment in industry is the migration from 
the villages to the cities. As a result of population growth, resources have 
become inadequate in the villages. However, the demand for labor does not 
correspond to the labor supply. This situation results in decreased wages. 
Sharecropping does not only in agricultural sector but also in industrial sector 
results in proletarianization. The sharecropping system let the ağa impose 
political coercion on the peasantry131.  

 

Ömer Sami Coşar explained the current situation by pointing out that the peasantry 

who were not tired of living in feudal conditions, would not be tired as a result of the 

38th article of the Constitution. He said that some people implied that the land of the 

peasants would be taken from them. He asked which land, if it was the land that the 

peasantry cultivated as sharecroppers:  

My fellows could not enunciate that this article, by expropriating lands from 
the large land owners, will give the land to its real owners who cultivate it; 
and it will give the real meaning of social state. He asks again, how do they 
own those lands? With pains? Yes, but with pains of poor peasants who are 
sharecroppers on that land, who are landless peasants, who are the slaves of 
the land.132 
 

Agricultural Cooperatives  

 

Article 70 defined Land and Agrarian Reform Cooperatives. In the land and 

agrarian reform regions in order to perform works that could not be completed by the 

agricultural enterprises, to increase production, to turn to account and market the 

production and to help accomplishing land and Agrarian reform, the Undersecratariat 

                                                 
131 “ Hükümet adamlarımızın, mevcudolmadığını ısrarla söyledikleri ve haddi zatında mevcudolan 
sanayi kolundaki işsizliğin en mühim sebebi köyün şehre akmasıdır. Evet arkadaşlar, nüfusun fazla 
artması sonucunda, bu betbaht vatandaşlarımızın çoğu şehirlere akın etmektedir, çünkü açtır, çünkü 
çaresizdir. Bunun neticesi ise şehirlerde sanayi alanında emek arzının kontrolsüz bir şekilde artması 
ve işçi ücretlerinin düşme temayülü göstermesidir. Ortakçılık sistemi sadece tarımda alanında değil; 
sanayi alanında da bir proleter zümrenin doğmasını sağlamaktadır… Ortakçılık sistemi, aynı 
zamanda toprak ağasına ortakçı köylü üzerinde türlü siyasi baskılar yapmak imkanını vermektedir…” 
Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 56, session 3, 28 April 1961. 
132 “ Arkadaşlar bir türlü diyemiyorlar. Bu madde, toprak derebeylerini sosyal devlet anlamına 
uyduracak, kısacası toprağı işleyenlere, hakiki sahiplerine devredecek, imkanlar artacaktır… Nasıl bu 
araziye sahibolmuşlar? Alınteri mi? Evet ama marabacılık, yarıcılık, kesimcilik yapan zavallı Türk 
köylüsünün alınteri ile. Ve o yine topraksız, yine toprak esiri..”, Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak 
Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 
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of Land and Agrarian Reform in pursuant of Law No. 1163 ensured the 

establishment of Land and Agrarian Reform Cooperatives. Article 71 defined the 

responsibilities of the Land and Agrarian Reform Cooperatives: to supply any kind 

of production input, tools and facilities; work and services that could not be 

performed by the members of the cooperatives; the marketing of products directly or 

after a process; to build plantations to process the products; to provide members with 

credits and to control the usage of credits; to provide members with agricultural 

machine services, to get every kind of equipment, plantations and machines for the 

common usage of members; to help members in regulating agricultural production 

and increasing productivity. 

Bahri Dağdaş said that the law brought a single way to organize peasants: 

cooperatives. He asked if there was no other way other than cooperatives in Turkey 

and in the free world. “For instance, aren’t chambers of agriculture a peasant 

organization? Is it like this in Holland or in Germany? There is Landwirtschaft in 

Germany and in Holland there is Genossenschaften for the amelioration of the 

peasants. One-sided cooperatives are seen especially in socialist and countries behind 

the iron curtain.”133 He mentioned the Mansholt Plan of the Common Market. This 

plan envisages giving more and more responsibility to the producers about the 

marketing of the agricultural products. In this respect, it is important to organize 

producers on the basis of product groups in order to manage all the marketing. In 

addition to this, the governments were to withdraw from the price guarantee system.  

International Congress of Cooperatives sets some decisions such as free 

membership and democratic management.134 It was contradictory to both the support 

of free enterprise and cooperatives in democracy, and called for obligatory 

                                                 
133 Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 12, session 1, 12 June 1973. 
134Ibid. 
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membership in cooperatives.135 Seyfi Öztürk responded to Bahri Dağdaş saying that 

in the 51st article of the Constitution, it was stated that the State promotes 

cooperatives; it was called democratic cooperatives. “If we compare cooperatives 

and kolhoz, in a cooperative property belongs to the members while in a kolhoz 

property belongs to the state. In cooperatives the amount of the production is decided 

by the members, in the kolhoz the central authority gives the decision. Productions 

are marketed by the members in the cooperatives.”136  

Coşkun Kırca then summarized what has to be done both to have productive 

enterprises and equal distribution of income by bringing together small agricultural 

enterprises, without touching their individual property rights, working together, and 

pooling resources.137 Provisional Commission President İlhami Ertem said that 

Dağdaş had said that this law would bring state cooperatives just like in Bulgaria and 

Hungary: 

That is completely wrong, completely provocation. I have made research in 
Hungary as the Minister of Agriculture. Cooperative in Hungary means a 
completely state institution. A member of the cooperative doesn’t own any 
land. The member has the status of a worker there. The member doesn’t have 
any right except selecting the administrative board. He doesn’t have the right 
to leave the cooperative; he has to do the work that the administrative board 
demands just like a slave, you may say. Here, cooperative is completely 
respectful to the right of property. Everybody will work on his own land, but 
if individually he is not be able to supply all the requirements of the 
enterprise; if he is not able to protect land and water resources, then 
cooperative will support him. Everybody owns his own land, everybody 
cultivates his own land; however, it is very obvious that a small enterprise is 
not able to buy a reaper; so it is very natural to buy it through cooperatives. 
As small peasantry doesn’t have the capacity to establish a canned food 
factory or fruit juice factory, it is possible to obtain this through 
cooperatives.138 

 

 

                                                 
135 Ibid. 
136 Ibid. 
137Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 54, session 1, 26 April 1961. 
138Republic of Turkey, TBBM Tutanak Dergisi, term 125, session 1, 12 June 1973. 
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CHAPTER IV 

IMPLEMENTATION PERIOD OF LAND REFORM (1973-1978) 

 

This is a descriptive analysis of an implementation of land reform. The story 

told here is not a story of a successful implementation of land reform or an organized 

land occupation of landless peasants as a response to this injustice or not a total 

silence. However, there was no change in favor of the peasants in terms of the land 

dispersion in Urfa. If an organized and successful operation of a group of people 

occurred, it is the large land owners.  

On the other hand, the unsuccessful implementation of land reform 

contributed to the improvement of consciousness of the landless peasants. They 

became more visible with their banners protesting the government, or with their 

petitions written to the public authorities, and at last with their resistance to not leave 

the lands they were cultivating as tenants.  

 

Selection of Urfa as the Region of Implementation 

 

Urfa had 11,010,000 dönüms of arable land, or 60 percent of all the lands in 

Urfa.139 Urfa was declared as the region of implementation by İlhan Öztrak just after 

the general elections. It is planned to distribute 2,552,173 dönüms of land among 

18,776 landless peasants and those who had insufficient land in Urfa. As mentioned 

according to the 18th article of the law, every kind of disposal of lands was prohibited 

for three years in Urfa. Those people who were not able to get land from the 

distribution would be settled in industrialized regions. Öztrak explained the reason 

                                                 
139 Cumhuriyet, 26 June 1973. 
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for the selection of Urfa as the region of implementation: in Urfa 115 village out of 

644 belonged either to a person or a family and 55 percent of 53,785 peasants were 

landless. Öztrak claimed that by the precautions taken after the land reform the 

annual income of peasant families would rise from 5,464 TL to 21,210 TL.140 

Another point mentioned most often is that Urfa had a bad reputation of large land 

owners who were powerful in many cases. In this respect, if implementation failed in 

Urfa, then it would lose its power. Reform would not continue in other regions.141 

Undersecretary of Land and Agricultural Reform Saim Kendir declared that 

the government of Naim Talu had selected Urfa as the region of implementation 

deliberately, as a place where the “feudal” order continued and “the institution of 

ağas” was preserved.142 This selection was made in order to confirm the failure of the 

party or government that succeeded in the elections. Urfa was one of the cities in 

which the consciousness of the landless peasantry was lowest. In order to fulfill the 

purpose of land reform it was necessary to make the public conscious, to get their 

support. According to interest groups it was not that easy for Urfa, even impossible. 

In addition to this, the infrastructure in the region was inadequate and two-thirds of 

the land was not able to be irrigated. This was the calculation of the interest groups. 

However, if the reform was succeeded by a courageous, confident and a reasonable 

administration, the effects of reform would be seen in the region clearly. Within the 

shortest possible time they concluded procedures that guarantee the issuing of the 

regulations on land distribution in 1 June 1975. Since 1 March 1975 the government 

was in a situation of being able to distribute land to 2000 families in a year. If the 

number of families had been 100-200 not 2000, this would have created speculations. 

Kendir said that they aimed at such a big number of families in order to make people 
                                                 
140 Cumhuriyet, 23 October 1973. 
141 Cumhuriyet, 11 April 1975.  
142 Cumhuriyet, 24 January 1975. 
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believe in the capability and control of the reform and the state. In addition to this, in 

the lands of the ağas, the staff of the reform made infrastructure works, in spite of 

their threats. The landless peasants believed in the determination and capability of 

the reform. The large land owners relied on the interest groups in Ankara comprised 

of large land owners. Kendir highlighted that it was a reality that if they lost the 

support of the state, if they were stabbed by the state, they would be unable to 

implement the reform. On the other hand, they could not leave the region. They had 

to make people believe in the reform.143  

Ali Balaban, professor in the Faculty of Agriculture in Ankara University 

emphasized the number of villages belonging to a person or a family. He pointed out 

that without waiting for a regional implementation of a reform, the peasants in those 

villages would have to be given land immediately. However, he stated that when 

selecting a region for the implementation of reform, it was vital to select a place 

which had high production capacity; because a high production potential enables 

increasing the number of peasants who would be given land 5-6 times compared to 

other regions having less potential. In addition to this, considering the irrigation 

potential of Urfa, which is 600,000 hectares land, 80,000 hectares of this land was 

able to be irrigated with ground waters and the remaining part is able to be irrigated 

through Keban Dam. For this reason, it was better to start implementation of the 

reform with problematic villages in terms of land ownership; wide-ranging 

implementations could be conducted in regions where irrigation facilities were 

provided. By this implementation, the waste of land reserves could be avoided by 

preventing the distribution of unirrigable lands. In addition to this, after the irrigation 

                                                 
143Cumhuriyet, 24 January 1975. 
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projects were completed, at least 4-5 times more peasants could be given land in the 

irrigable land conditions.144  

 

Plans for 1975 

 

On 1 November 1973 the Land and Agricultural Reform Law took effect with 

the announcement of it in the official gazette (Resmi Gazete). First of all, the land 

owners gave declarations about how much land they had. The most debated issue 

was the giving of title deeds to the claimants to those lands, mentioned in Chapter 2. 

Cadastral works were started with the Land and Agricultural Reform Law in Urfa. 

As Celal Beşiktepe points out, when cadastre and reform entered into the region at 

the same time, it means that they would not give lands to poor peasants, to the real 

cultivators of the land, who were under the control and disposal of the state. First, the 

title deeds of the land was given to the large land, owners and later on those lands 

were expropriated from them; and compensation for expropriation was paid to them 

as well.145  

 In parallel with giving the title deeds, on 1 October 1974 Akçakale was 

selected as the first region for implementation within Urfa. Later on, on 15 June1975, 

Merkez, Hilvan, Viranşehir and on 15 January 1976 Birecik, Bozova, Halfeti, 

Siverek and Suruç were declared as regions of implementations.  

 Minister of State Salih Yıldız declared that in June 1975 the distribution of 

land would start. For this reason, 6,000 peasant families would be brought together in 

                                                 
144Cumhuriyet, 6 June 1974. 
145 “Şimdi kadastronun reformla birlikte girmesi demek devletin hüküm ve tasarrufu altında bulunan 
ve gerçek sahibi köy yoksulları olan, gerçek üretici olan insanlara bu toprağı ben vermeyeceğim 
demektir aslında. Önce ben ağaya tapulayacağım, sonra ağadan kamulaştıracağım. Kamulaştırma 
parası vereceğim..”, Celal Beşiktepe, interview by the author, tape recording, İstanbul, Turkey, 
21.12.2006.Office of the interviewee. 



 65

cooperatives and a 510 million TL allowance would be granted in the 1975 budget 

for infrastructure investments. In 1975, 8 million dönüm of land would be rented to 

100,000 peasant families.146  

It was planned to distribute 320,000 dönüms and 580,000 dönüms to 5900 

and 5390 landless peasants and those with insufficient land in Akçakale and in 

Viranşehir, respectively, through the year 1975. Undersecratary Kendir declared that 

until 1977 all expropriations would be completed and 900,000 dönüms of would land 

would be expropriated and given to around 25,000 peasant families. The 

implementation would begin with Akçakale. Out of 122 villages in Akçakale in 41 

villages all preparations were completed and before February expropriations would 

be finished147. For the cooperatives 400 million TL operating loan was launched in 

1975, 200 million TL from the Agricultural Bank and 200 million TL from the fund 

of reform. Machines like ploughs, seed drills, combine harvesters and seeds and 

artificial fertilizer were ready for the cooperatives. In order to operate the machines 

that would be given to the cooperatives, youths selected from villages would be 

trained.148 

Even though Minister of State Salih Yıldız said that it was not a question of 

whether or not there was any “delay” of land distribution and the Undersecratary of 

Land and Agricultural Reform earnestly said that land distribution would start in 

April 1975, there were serious technical barriers in front of it. As a result of some 

coordination and planning problems, the timing of the implementation would fall 

behind the determined date. First of all, land indexes were not determined yet, and 

even the chief engineering of land analysis laboratory had not been established yet. 

As it was not possible to determine indexes in winter, it would start at the earliest in 
                                                 
146 Cumhuriyet, 11 December 1974. 
147 Cumhuriyet, 4 January 1975. 
148 Ibid. 
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April. If 200 engineers worked, indexing would finish in two months. However, it 

was not possible to employ 200 engineers in the region, because even out of 15 

engineers who had passed the employment interview, seven of them refused to work 

in Urfa.149 People did not want to be employed in Urfa because of the coercion in the 

region against the reform. In addition to this, the social, economic, cultural and 

technological research had not been completed to implement the reform150. As seen 

just at the start of the implementation, whether the date of distribution of the land 

was speculation or not is a matter of question.  

During April 1975 applications for land were collected. Applications 

numbered 75,700 in total. In addition to this, the Beritanlı Tribe,151 which was a 

semi-nomadic tribe, demanded land; their applications numbered 320 in total. This 

numbers shows the discontent in the region.  

 
Table 1: Applications According to Boroughs152  
Borough Number of villages Number of applications
Merkez 183 16,000 
Akçakale 117 11,000 
Birecik 40 2,800 
Bozova 90 6,000 
Halfeti 34 2,800 
Hilvan 55 5,100 
Siverek 59 13,000 
Suruç 72 5,500 
Viranşehir 47 13,500 
Total 697 75,700 
 

                                                 
149 Cumhuriyet, 13 January 1975. 
150 Ibid. 
151 Beritan Tribe is worth mentioning in the case of the Land and Agricultural Reform. They were one 
of the semi-nomadic tribes living in Viranşehir/Urfa the winters and Şerafetttin Mountain in Bingöl in 
summer. They rented lands from ağas and they paid about 25-100 thousand liras for three months. 
They earned their livelihood by livestock breeding and producing dairy products. They were not able 
to sustain their livelihood like this anymore because of the exploitation they faced, ranging from 
renting lands to selling their products. They sent a petition to President Fahri Korutürk in order to 
draw attention to their problems. They established an association called the Association for 
Agricultural Settlement of the Beritan Tribe. When they applied to the land reform, they were replied 
that if land was left over after the distribution they would be given land. They asked if lands had not 
even been distributed to the peasantry in Urfa, how they would get land from the distribution. 
152 "Toprak Ve Tarım Reformu Müsteşarlığı Urfa Bölge Başkanlığı Faaliyet Raporu (1973-1978)," 56. 
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Voice of the Peasantry 

      “…Kirvem hallarımı aynı böyle yaz 
      Rivayet sanılır belki…” 

         Ahmed Arif 
     

 

In January 1975 in a village of Akçakale, Cimpolat, Fikret Otyam talked to one of 

the villagers. He asked how the ağas had gained so much land. The villager replied:  

God granted, how should I know? Our guilt is our forefathers, our 
ancestors…They did not take hold of land, villages. We missed the train; 
those who have money got the land in the past. How should I know how they 
got the land?153  

 

He did not accuse the landowners of being usurpers, but he blamed his own 

ancestors. In addition to this, he did not carry any hope to reverse this situation. 

Doğan Avcıoğlu writes that the peasantry did not perceive the ağas, usurers and 

middlemen as cruel exploiters, despite to the exploitative and parasitic character of 

their economic activities. Even though they over-exploited the peasants, as they 

performed some kind of social functions and were interested in the needs of the 

peasantry in the city, there occurred some kind of reciprocity.154 As James Scott 

points out, “patronage is more to be recommended for its resources than its 

reliability”.155 Scott also explains the continuity of this exploitation with the concept 

of “subsistence ethic”. Scott tries to explain the conditions in which that the peasants 

endured of exploitation. While labor theory explains this situation as a matter of false 

consciousness, Scott says that the concept of false consciousness disregards the 

                                                 
153 “Allah vermişi ne bileyim ben,biz…Günahımız hep dedemiz, toprak tutmadılar. Köyler 
tutmadılar… Geçti gitti, toprakları hep para olan aldılar, eskiden…”, Cumhuriyet, 21 Ocak 1975. 
154 Avcıoğlu, Türkiye'nin Düzeni: Dün, Bugün, Yarın, 680. 
155 James C. Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant: Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia 
(New Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1976), 27. 
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possible reality that what is at issue is not “simply one of misperception.” On the 

contrary, the peasants have their own values about “equity and exploitation”.156 He 

notes that the peasant asks “how much is left before he asks how much is taken; he 

asks whether the agrarian system respects his basic needs as a consumer”.157 In order 

to maintain the unequal distribution of resources, the elites have to fulfill their 

responsibilities to the community.158  

Another example is from the muhtar159 of Meşrefe (Donandı) village, 

Mustafa Korkmaz, who said that when Demirel took over the government, the land 

reform program started to malfunction. The government took sides with the ağas. 

The Ağa said that “if there is anyone who applied land reform he is a communist.” 

Now, we were communist in the eyes of the ağa. The Ağa of Keseveren village 

threatened the peasants who applied to the land reform to flow them into see with 

trucks. He said “after the harvest, go to Syria.” Mustafa Korkmaz said, “We go to 

nowhere. Where can we go?” 160  

The landless peasants tried to attract attention to their problems during a Töb-

Der meeting in 1975. They marched and demand land. The banner they carried 

describes the reason for their centuries old hunger for land: “Damn those who do not 

give land to us and send us to the mines instead. Peasants from Harran!161” Scott 

says the meaning of the protest was “not so much a radical belief in equality of 

wealth and landholding but the more modest claim of a “right to subsistence”.162 

                                                 
156 Ibid., 160. 
157 Ibid., 31. 
158 Ibid., 52. 
159 Village headman  
160 Cumhuriyet, 6 June 1975. 
161 Kahrolsun bizlere toprak vermeyipmayın tarlalarına gönderenler. Harran Köylüleri.” Mehmet 
Faraç, Suyu Arayan Toprak: Harran Ve Fırat'ın Bin Yıllık Dramı (İstanbul: Ozan Yayıncılık, 2001), 
103. 
162 Scott, The Moral Economy of the Peasant: Rebellion and Subsistence in Southeast Asia, 33. 
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Vedat Türkali said that landlessness and smuggling were matters that could not be 

considered separately.163 Scott says, 

“…. [t]he reasons for the absence of revolt in the context of exploitation and 
misery. There are host of adaptive or survival strategies that, for some time at 
least, stave off the immediate threat to subsistence. Some of these strategies 
are individual and often temporary (short-term migration) and some are 
collective (social banditry)…” 

 

In the case of Urfa, the most common of them was seasonal migration to Çukurova 

as wage workers, as families or even as an entire village. Another alternative strategy 

of the peasants to earn their livelihood was smuggling goods accross the borders.  

 

Ağa vs. the State 

 

Ürgüplü village was a village of 35 houses in Suruç. Seventeen families who 

were landless out of these 35 families applied to the Land Reform. In doing so, they 

got into trouble with ağa’s son. The ağa’s son who have two or three villages in the 

region demanded that those who applied to the reform to leave the village. However, 

those peasants who think that the state is powerful than the ağa, disregarded this 

warning. The ağa’s son attacked the village with guns. One of the men of ağa, Yahya 

Kurt, was killed. After that day, about hundred people of seventeen families ran 

away. Since the reform had been heard of around Urfa, the ağa’s son went around in 

his jeep and advised to landless sharecroppers that “Reform is forbidden in Urfa. 

                                                 
163 Vedat Türkali, just matter of the Land and Agricultural Reform implementation in Urfa became 
heated, wrote a scenario about the centuries old problems of Urfa such as bloodshed, smuggling on 
the borders and system of ağalık. He took three stories of Bekir Yıldız who was a prominent writer 
usually reflecting the life of the eastern Anatolia in his stories. Vedat Türkali put the land reform in 
the background of these three stories. This scenario called “Kara Çarşaflı Gelin ” was filmed by 
Süreyya Duru. This film was censured three times by Central Film Control Commission (Merkez Film 
Kontrol Komisyonu), later it passed from Council of State (Danıştay), for the full discussion of the 
matter see, Vedat Türkali, Üç Film Birden (İstanbul: Gendaş, 2002). 
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Leave Urfa. I will not let you take the lands of my father164.” However, the 

opponents did not take his words seriously. Then, when the land reform started, 

people from the two villages, Mirhan and Köseveli, threatened the 17 families: “We 

will not let you breath.” Müslim Yeşil, who fled this coercion moved to İstanbul with 

his wife, three children, his three brothers-in-law and one sister-in-law. He said, “I 

will never go back to Ürgüplü even if they gave me the entire village. The ağa has 

proved his power over the state.165 ” 166 The peasants that struggled against the ağa’s 

son were not the subject of their struggle. They put the subjects of the play as the ağa 

and the state. The reason for the land reform was not the irresistible demand of the 

peasantry, but a political decision, even not an economic one of the governments. 

This result is not surprising.  

In a documentary broadcasted on 27 November 1975 on TRT (Turkish Radio 

and Television Organization) titled “Toprak ve İnsan” (Land and Man) which was 

about the implementations of the land reform in Urfa, in Buğdaytepe village. In this 

village 6354 dönüm of land belonged to six families living in İstanbul or in the city 

center of Urfa. There were two people older than 64 years old. The others went to go 

Çukurova to working for daily wages of 25-30 TLs. One of the peasants said that if 

the government gave us land, we would work. Another peasant from Kısas village 

said that if they had land, they would get out of the roads to Adana and desolation. If 

they had water, land, and tractor and if it were possible for them to get bank loans, 

then, their lives would be very beautiful167.  

While the peasants did not lay claim to the lands, the ağas pleaded their rights 

on land. The peasants said that if the state gave them land, they would cultivate it. 

                                                 
164 “Urfa’da reform yasak. Aklınız varsa buradan gidin. Ben babamın topraklarını size yedirmem.” 
165 Artık köyün tamamını verseler dönmem Ürgütlü’ye. Ağa hükümetten baskın çıktı.” 
166 Cumhuriyet, 29 April 1975. 
167 Toprak ve İnsan, Documentary, 27.11.1975, 51 minutes. TRT 
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İsmail Beşikçi said that with the high rates of population growth, the demands for 

land, work and maintenance of livelihood gained a great dynamism. Even though 

these demands were directed towards the state, it was undoubtedly turned to those 

who have the control on land.168  

 

The Voice of the Ağas 

 

According to a land owner, Hasan Demirkol, who was also a dealer of 

Arçelik and Anadol cars as well as being an honorary kadı,169 the Land and 

Agricultural Reform Law was a proclamation of 12 March. The RPP had no effect on 

this law. Ecevit claimed to be the protector of the law. Kendir expropriated 210,000 

dönüm lands in 3 months. It was not ingenuity. It was not possible to expropriate 

lands in Urfa in three years as they claimed. It had to be six years.170  

Another land owner, Adil Badıllı, said that in the 115 villages were said to be 

owned by a person or a family, there were 618 families. “A family may have a large 

amount of lands. However, this land does not belong to one person. There isn’t 

anybody owning more than 10,000 dönüm. For instance, Külaplı village is owned by 

our relatives. 10,000 dönüm considered as if belonging to a sole person. However, 

that person died and the land has been divided between his thirteen children. They all 

have family. The village is comprised of thirty-five households. They all cultivate the 

land separately.”171  

One of the large land owners and Head of the Chamber of Commerce in Urfa, 

Hakkı Demirkol said that even though families held large amounts of land, these 

                                                 
168 İsmail Beşikçi, Doğu Anadolu'nun Düzeni: Sosyo/Ekonomik Ve Etnik Temeller (Ankara: 
E.Yayınları, 1969), 117. 
169 Muslim judge 
170 Cumhuriyet, 8 June 1975. 
171 Cumhuriyet, 11 January 1974. 
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lands were used by the children after the death of the land owner. The eldest brother 

among the children bought other children’s shares. If this transfer of lands to one 

person were restricted, property could be distributed naturally. Even though 

Demirkol claimed that he was a supporter of the land reform, he claimed that this 

implementation was a seizure. The Land and Agricultural Reform Law is the 

outcome of 12 March. If lands were divided, the efficiency of the lands would 

decrease. Agricultural Reform must have the priority compared to Land Reform.172  

Esat Sadun, who was a large land owner, pointed out that before the land 

reform hearsay of land reform had arrived in Urfa. Prices of lands had decreased 

half. If the state gave him 500 dönüm of land in Çukurova, I would donate 5000 

dönüm land in return. Without solving the problem of irrigation in Urfa the land 

reform was meaningless173. 

 

Landowners in Action 

 

Landlords also developed implicit and explicit solutions, as Suzan Ilcan 

defines, “countermeasures of their own,174” against the implementation. Just as 

James C. Scott points out, everyday forms of resistance are not a peasants’ 

monopoly:  

Anyone who has analyzed the measures taken by landowners in the face of an 
announced land reform, to evade its application to their holdings by 
dispersing titles, bribing officials, or changing cropping patterns will 
recognize the pattern.175 

 

İbrahim Güllüoğlu, who was the son of one of the ağas described the situation: 

                                                 
172 Cumhuriyet, 12 January 1974. 
173 Cumhuriyet, 12 January 1974. 
174Suzan M. Ilcan, "Peasant Struggles and Social Change: Migration, Households and Gender in a 
Rural Turkish Society," International Migration Review 28, no. 3 (1994): 560. 
175 James Scott, “Everday Forms of Resistance”, p.23.  
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Even the newspapers called my mother a lady ağa. We never believed that the 
reform would be realized. Many people got divorced in order to save their 
lands. 3000 dönüm land was expropriated that was owned by my mother in 
Dönemeç village of Siverek. I don’t know how our ancestors got those lands. 
Since I was born, all those lands have belonged to us. We have held the title 
of the lands given by the Turkish Republic. What ties us here is the soil176. 

 

As observed in the words of Güllüoğlu, it can be proposed that the process operated 

here inversely compared to the one that prominent historian E. P. Thompson 

describes in his book Whigs and Hunters.177 This is the customs of the ağas.  

  As the issue of land reform was discussed in the media for years, many land 

owners as a precaution, divorced their wives and divided their lands among their own 

servants, but they continued to collect the harvest themselves. They also resorted to 

explicit solutions. Undersecratary of Land and Agricultural Reform Prof. Dr. Saim 

Kendir declared that large land owners had met in Akçakale Chamber of Agriculture 

two times, and they had decided to struggle against the implementation of the reform 

actively and they launched a fund. They accumulated 1,250,000 TL in this fund. In 

addition to this, these land owners chose two representatives establish to contact with 

Ankara: Celal Öncel and Reşit İpek. Celal Öncel and his family had 76,000 dönüm in 

total and Reşit İpek had 9000 dönüms of lands.178 Kendir claims that Celal Öncel 

was ceaselessly in Ankara and frequenter of the Anadolu Kulubü,179 and Öncel had a 

very close relationship with the Minister of State, Salih Yıldız. Salih Yıldız was 

                                                 
176 “Annem bile o dönemde gazeteye çıktı. Bayan toprak sahibi diye. Reformun olacağına hiç 
inanmadık. Birçok aile topraklarını kaybetmemek için boşandı. 3 bin dönüm anne tarafından gitti. 
Dedelerimiz nasıl almış bilmiyoruz, biz gözümüzü açtık bu topraklar bizimdi. T.C.’nin tapusu vardı 
elimizde. bizi buraya bağlayan topraktır.” İbrahim Güllüoğlu, interview by the author, note taking, 
Şanlıurfa, Turkey, 27 March 2007, Office of the interviewee. 
177 For the full discussion of the matter see, E. P. Thompson, Whigs and Hunters: The Origin of the 
Black Act (London: Penguin Books, 1975). 
178 Cumhuriyet, 22 January 1975. 
179 Anadolu Kulübü 
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responsible for the Undersecretariat of Land and Agricultural Reform, called Celal 

Öncel, “Celal Ağabey180”. 181  

In these two meetings at the Akçakale Chamber of Agriculture, they 

discussed the ways of struggle. They suggested several alternatives in order to 

paralyze the law. First of all, they thought of the possibility of abrogating of the law 

as the Democratic Party had already undertaken this possibility. The Democratic 

Party even in the discussions in the Parliament for the law claimed to work for the 

abrogation of this law. Another possibility was to change the law in favor of 

themselves. However, their solicitors pointed out that would not be that easy. This 

law passed from the Parliament with difficulty, so the possibility of changing the law 

would be more difficult. Another suggestion was to change the region of 

implementation by a decree of the Council of Ministers which meant to delay the 

implementation of the law. If all these possibilities could not be achieved, then they 

considered changing the expropriation value just as happened in the case of Keban 

Dam. They had given their property tax value declarations two years earlier. Two 

years earlier the price of wheat had been 100-110 kuruş, today it is three liras. They 

thought that “if they could not change the Constitution, then could change this 

article.” If the value of the land is determined by the commission of inquiries, then it 

was possible to manipulate the prices. Not all of the large land owners attended these 

meetings. They proposed that all these lands had been obtained by usurpation. 

Today, the state proposed to pay the value in 20 installments and 15 percent of the 

price was paid in advance. It was not fair to complain about this situation. They sold 

the land of the state to the state again.182 

                                                 
�  Ağabey is a a title used when addressing a respected person who is older than the speaker.  
181 Cumhuriyet, 22 Ocak 1975. 
182 Cumhuriyet, 11 Nisan 1975. 
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Minister of State Salih Yıldız for Land and Agricultural Reform visited 

Akçakale-Urfa with the official car of the Ministry, with the companionship of Celal 

Öncel and Reşit İpek. They went to the region where the lands had started to be 

expropriated. As Urfa RPP Parliamentarian Celal Paydaş pointed out, their visit 

created surprise in the region, and demoralized the technocrats of Undersecratariat of 

Land and Agricultural Reform.183 Salih Yıldız did not speak with the people who 

demanded land, he did not even get out of the car.  

 As the Democratic Party applied to the Constitutional Court for the 

abrogation of the law, the Constitutional Court reporter examined the objections of 

the DP about the law. The Reporter demanded the abrogation of the law on a 

“formal” basis184 on account of “improper voting” during the discussions of the law 

in the Parliament.  

 

After the 31 March 1975-Nationalist Front Government 

 

When the Nationalist Front formed a coalition government, the staff of the 

Undersecretary of Land and Agricultural Reform was changed. The minister of the 

state for Land and Agricultural Reform became Mustafa Kemal Erkovan, who was 

from the Nationalist Action Party. Giving the Ministry of Land and Agricultural 

Reform to the NAP was a political maneuver of Demirel in order to squirm out of the 

responsibility. He was able to cast the blame of the failure of reform onto Alpaslan 

Türkeş.185 

Kendir pointed out that to stop the implementation of the Land Reform was 

not at issue. The Law had been implemented and the functions kept going. However, 
                                                 
183 Cumhuriyet, 25 January 1975. 
184 Cumhuriyet, 3 February 1975. 
185 Cumhuriyet, 7 June 1975. 
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if the political preferences of the new government manifested itself to change the 

speed and dose of the implementations, the administrations and administrators may 

change186.  

 

Letter from Saim Kendir to President Fahri Korutürk 

 

Saim Kendir was removed from his office by the new Minister of State 

Erkovan. He wrote a letter to President Fahri Korutürk in order to draw his attention 

to the implementation of the land reform. He pointed out that he can imagine how 

large land owners were content with the situation, that the most responsible staff of a 

cadre which tried to realize a reform in spite of all threats, barriers, and attempts to 

destroy from the inside, had been driven out of business. He said that if thousands of 

landless people in Urfa who hoped to get land and prosperity lost their hope, this 

would result in the failure of the land reform in Urfa and in other cities. He requested 

that Korutürk show concern for Urfa and the land and agricultural reform in order to 

start land distribution on 1 June 1975.187 In place of Kendir, Orhan Türköz who was 

an expert from the State Planning Organization and who was pro-NAP, was 

appointed.  

 

Ağas from Urfa VisitDemirel in Ankara 

  

After the establishment of the NF government the Urfa ağas met in the house of 

Osman Ağa one of the large land owners. This house was known as the “White 

Palace” (Beyaz Saray) in Urfa. Osman Ağa, Hacı Bakır Melik, the Demirkol family, 

                                                 
186 Cumhuriyet, 15 April 1975. 
187 Cumhuriyet, 30 April 1975. 
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Öncel family and others met there in order to determine the strategies and they would 

follow.188  

The land owners from Urfa visited Demirel in Ankara just after the formation 

of the NF government. They demanded that Demirel stop the implementation of land 

reform.189 They claimed that as they are deprived of their land, production is 

declined. They claimed that the people who had lived without owning land until now 

would not demand their land. Demirel replied that every problem had a solution and 

they could not accept illegal implementations. He said “our government will examine 

this case and remunerate the rightful people. We do not claim to take the property of 

anybody by coercion.” 190 

 

1 June 1975- Date of Hope and Despair 

 

Land distribution was not completed by1 June 1975. This date had a symbolic 

meaning, signifying the first target. The new administration implied that the 

determination of this date was false news circulating around. The new regional 

director Fuat Ercan said that 1 June was the completion of the harvest in Urfa every 

year but that year the rainy season had been late. For this reason, distribution had 

been delayed. However, they ignored every implementation done until that time, as if 

they took over the Undersecretariat from the start. He listed the required work to be 

done. The land assets were inspected on an individual basis in detail. It took time. He 

said he thought these studies had not been taken into account when determining this 

                                                 
188 Cumhuriyet, 16 July 1976. 
189 Cumhuriyet, 5 May 1975. 
190 Ibid. 
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date.191 On1 June 1975 uncertainty dominated, nobody knew if there would be a 

distribution, where or to how many families.  

Personnel from the Reform Office went to Meşrefe village on 1 June and 

informed the peasants that land distribution was delayed. Yalçın Doğan from 

Cumhuriyet newspaper reported that Halil Güngör, one of the inhabitants of the 

village, listened to the personnel without any response. Later on, while the personnel 

were leaving the village, he ran after their car, caught to it and shouted:  

No, it’s not possible! Today is 1 June. You promised to give land. We 
struggled for this country. We served in the military. We want land. I 
won’t leave the village. Either I will kill the ağa, or the ağa will kill 
me. But land, land, land… Enough is enough192. 

 

Halil Borutekin, who was one of the workers of the Siyala Tribe’s headman Sattam 

El-Bedr, said that the government was the ağas now. When this government had 

won, the poor had lost. When the journalist asked him the reason of this, he pointed 

out that government took side with the ağas. When the journalist said that fertilizer 

had become cheaper, so that he could afford to buy it, Borutekin pointed out that the 

ağa bought the fertilizer, because he had the land. Whoever had the land, benefited 

from the cheapness of the fertilizer and petrol.193 

As ex-Undersecretary Saim Kendir declared that it was not necessary to wait 

for the harvest to send a notification to the land owner. This did not mean to usurp 

the production. The land owner was simply being informed that just after the harvest 

the land ownership would change hands.194  

                                                 
191 Cumhuriyet, 5 June 1975. 
192 “Gözüm üstüne, olmaz begim, olmaz böyle. Bugün bir Heziran, E hani Torpak verilecekti… Biz bu 
vatan geldik, Mücadele yaptık. Askerlik yaptık. Biz istiyik torpak. Daha çıkmam burdan, ya ben ağa 
öldürecik, ya ağa ben. Ama torpak, torpak, torpak. Ben bura kadar kızdım.”, Cumhuriyet, 2 June 
1975.  
193 Cumhuriyet, 7 June 1975. 
194 Cumhuriyet, 9 June 1975. 
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An expert from the Regional Presidency of Land and Agricultural Reform 

said that a notice which would determine the policy of distribution had not been sent. 

The issue of land reform was negotiated in the National Security Council for the 

reason that Urfa was a border area. For this reason, some of the lands on the frontier 

would be left without any plantation or usage. In addition to this, it had to be 

determined whether or not all of the reserves of expropriated lands would be 

distributed to landless peasants. The NSC would decide on all of these issues195.  

The discussions were centered on whether or not lands could be distributed 

on that. There were 10 men who had become reformers in Urfa and left behind their 

previous occupations. During the rapid expropriations it had been claimed that they 

were all communists, and did not accept any presents. The story had changed. The 

expropriation had been stopped, because these reformers were receiving bribes from 

land owners. These rumors were circulated by the land owners. By discrediting the 

experts in the region, they tried to break the ties with the peasants and shake the 

confidence of the peasants in the experts.196  

On 24 June 1975 the land distribution started. In five villages of Akçakale 

22.670 dönüms of the land were distributed to 124 families. Demirel declared that 

the first title deed not land distribution, but land and agricultural reform had been de 

facto realized.197 In fact, he just wanted to prove that his government was able to 

implement a land reform by this political step. However, the first person who took 

land from the distribution previously had been a land owner. Müslim Kara took the 

land that he had previously owned in Dibek village. He had sold the lands four years 

ago, and these lands were expropriated from the new owner. Müslim Kara was an 

                                                 
195 Cumhuriyet, 5 June 1975. 
196 Cumhuriyet, 6 June 1975. 
197 Cumhuriyet, 25 June 1975. 
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owner of an apartment in Urfa and two trucks. This news created discontent among 

the landless peasants in Urfa.198  

 

The Alliance of Industrialists and Landowners 

 

Article 42 was about the payment of debts to the land owners with the shares of 

public economic enterprises. This article became effective during the first NF 

government. It was decided to pay 40 percent of the debts with the shares of 10 

firms. The State Planning Organization (SPO) had sent a list of 90 firms that the 

shares of which the Undersecretary of Land and Agricultural Reform could take in 

the value of expropriation. These were the firms that the SPO suggested for giving 

incentives. However, the Undersecretary of Land and Agricultural Reform selected 

just one firm among 90 firms, Muş Licorice Industry. About the other nine firms 

there is no information. For instance, according the Cumhuriyet newspaper 

MEYTAŞ Kırşehir Meyvesuyu Sanayi ve Ticaret A.Ş., which was supposed to be a 

fruit juice company, had left from this sector. They were planning to enter the lime 

sector. ARTOP, Araklı Toprak ve Gıda Sanayi A.Ş. which was related to soil and 

food, as understood from its name had entered transporting. Apart from all these, 

none of these companies had gone into production yet. They have not made any 

investments. There was no criterion about how these firms were selected. The only 

criterion seems to have been their close relationship with the NF.199 

                                                 
198 Cumhuriyet, 22 July 1975. 
199 Cumhuriyet, 24 July 1975. Here is the list of the firms:  

1. ARTOP, Araklı Toprak ve Gıda Sanayii A.Ş., Trabzon-Sürmene 
2. UPAŞ, Uşak Elektro Porselen A.Ş., Uşak 
3. MİTAŞ, Modern İplik Ticaret A.Ş., Urfa 
4. Terme Bakır Sanayi Ticaret A.Ş, Samsun, Terme 
5. Panter Plastik Sanayi A.Ş. Kayseri-Tomarza 
6. Kırşehir Holding A.Ş, Kırşehir 
7. Çankırı Tuz Ürünleri Üretim Dağıtım A.Ş. Muş  
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Just after the decision on the payment of the 40 percent of debts to land owners 

with the shares of ten firms, according to a new decision, the shares of six public 

economic enterprises would be sold to land owners over 19 years with an 8 percent 

of treasury guarantee stocks. All of the six firms were selected from the textile 

industry200. 

As Patrick Veillerot, a faculty member of the University of Algeria, very well 

describes in Le Monde Diplomatique this land reform by protecting big agricultural 

enterprises aimed at transferring the capital of land into industry.201  

 

Regulation Changes by the NF Government 

 

The regulation on the amount of land that would be left to the land owners was 

amended by the Nationalist Front governments in favor of the land owners. It was 

stated that if the index of a parcel land was less than 30, it was supposed to be an 

uncultivable parcel. It allowed to leave more land to the land owners, and it 

contradicted the land and agricultural reform law itself. The law never stated a 

principle for accepting a land as an uncultivable land that had an index of less than a 

certain value. Even land that had been improved by amelioration was declared 

agricultural land. It was pointed out by an expert that this amendment in the 

regulation allowed to the exclusion of extensive lands such as pastures or lands that 

                                                                                                                                          
8. Muş Meyan Kökü Sanayi Ticaret A.Ş, Muş 
9. MEYTAŞ Kırşehir Meyvesuyu Sanayi ve Ticaret A.Ş Kırşehir 
10. Akdağ Deri Sanayi ve Ticaret A.O. Yozgat- Akdağmadeni 

200 Cumhuriyet, 15 August 1975. 
1. Adıyaman Pamuklu Dokuma Sanayi T.A.Ş.  
2. Karaman İpl. ve Pam. Mensucat T.A.Ş. 
3. Nevşehir Pamuklu Dokuma Sanayi A.Ş.  
4. Bergama Pam. İpl. ve Dokuma San. A.Ş. 
5. Manisa Pamuklu Mensucat A.Ş.  
6. Antalya Pamuklu Dokuma Sanayi T.A.Ş.  

 
201 Cumhuriyet, 20 January 1976. 
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would be cultivable by amelioration to the land owners. The uncultivable land 

defined in the law was those lands on which buildings, roads and other constructions 

existed.202  

 

The 12 October 1975 Senatorial Elections 

 

The RPP, which was an opponent of land reform, offered as the first 

candidate a land ağa who was well-known beyond the eastern part of the country, 

Abdülgani Demirkol. Demirkol said that the peasantry was content with his 

candidacy as a land owner. He said that some lands had to be distributed to those 

who cultivated land but that this must not be implemented strictly. One of the 

peasants that Yalçın Doğan talked to complained that the peasants kept saying Acavit 

but the RPP he elected a land ağa203. They had lost their hopes and the peasant said 

that it seemed that Çukurova was waiting for them. As Yalçın Doğan said they gave 

up imagining own their own lands. Now they started to make calculations about how 

they would survive the following winter. The land owners became the first 

candidates of every party in this election; they shared the front ranks in the RPP, the 

NSP and the JP. Whoever was selected, no longer mattered to them anymore. The 

first rank senatorial candidate of the Justice Party is in Urfa was Hasan Oral from 

Siverek, the leader of the Bucak tribe. He had been in parliament for years. While he 

had lands in Siverek, his wife, Pakize Oral had lands in Akçakale where the land 

reform was to be implemented. Her lands were expropriated. However, her kahya 

(farm manager) continued to cultivate those lands.  

 
                                                 
202 Cumhuriyet, 3 January 1976. 
203 “Acavit reform diyi, diyi ama toprak ağasını seçii… bizim başımıza toprak ağasını seçiyi…toprak 
ağasını getiriyi partiden…” Cumhuriyet, 9 October 1975. 
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The Nationalist Action Party in Action 

 

Commandos undertook operations in the name of the Land and Agricultural Reform 

Regional Presidency in Urfa. According to the information obtained from 

Cumhuriyet, 160 commandos received salaries from the Regional Presidency. They 

went to the villages with the vehicles of the regional presidency and they passed out 

pictures and posters of Türkeş, Şeyh Şamil, rosettes of the NAP, and “Nine Lights” 

pamphlets to the people and sometimes received money in return. Even land owners 

were not content with the situation. Land owners described Saim Kendir and his staff 

was like a sharp sword. They had a goal and they worked towards that goal. 

However, these commandos were like kör bıçak (a blunt knife) the owners know 

neither how much land they would give or what would be their next steps.204  

Another claim is that tractors of the Undersecratariat are used to clean stones in the 

lands of the land owners205.  

Zülfikar Kızıltaş, was a member of a Land and Agricultural Reform 

Cooperative which was established with 92 peasants who had been given land during 

the first land distribution in the villages of Sevinç, Dodanlı and Dibek that 

encompassed 2000 dönüm of land. He said, “we are not able to get the lands that are 

supposed to be given to us on 24 June. The land reform stopped in the villages. We 

are not allowed to cultivate lands or build houses on the land, we live in tents. If the 

land reform is discontinued, they have to declare this situation to us.”206 

                                                 
204 “Saim Kendir ve ekibi keskin bir kılıç gibiydi. Bu işi biliyordu ve ne yapacaklarını da biliyorlardı. 
Bunlar ise kör bıçak. Ne yapacakları belli, ne de bize ne kadar toprak bırakacakları.”, Cumhuriyet, 10 
November 1975, p.7.  
205 Cumhuriyet, 10 November 1975. 
206 Cumhuriyet, 24 August 1975. “24 Haziran’da bize verilen topraklar tarafımıza teslim edilmemiştir. 
Köylerde toprak reformu durmuştur. Bize verildiği söylenen araziler üzerinde ev yapmamıza izin 
verilmiyor. Halen çadırlarda yaşıyoruz.” 
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Ali Nejat Ölçen, who was a RPP Parliamentarian between 1973-1980, visited 

the land reform region in 1976 and talked with the people. He visited Donandı 

(Meşrepe) village in which 44 families had received land from the reform. He 

entered the house of the muhtar and saw a poster of Alpaslan Türkeş on the wall. As 

he learned the muhtar was an opponent of the RPP, Ölçen asked him why he had 

hung the poster. The muhtar replied “if I don’t hang this poster on the wall I can’t 

take a share from the harvest.” However, the muhtar drew Ölçen near the poster and 

showed that he had picked out the eyes of Türkeş. Ölçen said that this was a 

spontaneous reaction of the peasant to this implementation.207  

Ali Nejat Ölçen gave another example from his interview with people from 

Meşrefe Donandı village. The inhabitants of the village, thinking that he was from 

the Undersecratariat of Land Reform, gave cliché responses to his questions. Then, 

they mentioned their problems. When Ölçen asked one of them, Mustafa Korkmaz if 

he was ever afraid of the wolf that was hung on the wall, Korkmaz said that it was in 

their hearts. He had received 206 dönüm lands; however, the cooperative cultivated 

it. They had taken the land one year earlier, but they did not have the control of the 

land. They could not even work on the land. The staff of the regional presidency had 

said to the people that they would benefit from the land in three years. This was a 

deception. Three years was the duration to be qualified to be able to cultivate the 

land efficiently stated in Article 60. Tractors tilled the soil, the cooperatives collected 

the harvest. The peasants were just onlookers to all of these. They did not own the 

land in the real meaning of the word. They could even not work on the land. All 

work was done by the personnel of the Regional Presidency of Land and Agricultural 

Reform, who were usually required to be enrolled to a Party. One of the peasants 
                                                 
207 Ali Nejat Ölçen, interview by the author, tape recording, Ankara, Turkey, 18 June 2007, House of 
the interviewee. 
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complained that when he went to the Reform office and said that he wanted to work 

instead of the those workers coming out of the village as personnel and taking salary, 

they rejected him. Peasants were not allowed to go to work to even near the village.  

Another peasant from Donandı in a letter sent to Ali Nejat Ölçen dated 8 July 

1976 said that a few days earlier, the cooperative had given part of the harvest to the 

villagers. There was a deficiency in weight. In ten tons which were given to one 

household one ton has missing. In total 44 tons were deficient in Donandı. Another 

complaint was that the cooperative laid the wheat in front of the houses, but did not 

help the peasants mill the wheat. People were in a quandary. They wrote letters and 

demanded help.  

There is an interesting example given in the official report of the Regional 

Presidency of the Undersecratariat of Land and Agricultural Reform that in the 

Doğrular Cooperative from Hilvan, even though there were 126 members who had 

received land from the distribution, for reasons that are difficult and inconvenient to 

explain, none of the members were the de facto owners of their lands. The 

cooperative maintained the agricultural production procedures with workers from 

other regions. Similar to this situation, in İki Cırcıp which was in 

Ceylanpınar/Viranşehir Düzova, the Muratlı and Gülkaya cooperatives were not able 

to function because the peasants that had received land did not want to cultivate the 

lands for similar reasons that were not explained.208 

 While the rightful beneficiaries of the land were prevented from cultivating 

the land, the former owners of the lands by making a deal with the staff of the 

regional presidency, harvested the crop. Another instance was that people not even 

the former owner of the land claimed rights on the expropriated lands and used the 

                                                 
208 "Toprak Ve Tarım Reformu Müsteşarlığı Urfa Bölge Başkanlığı Faaliyet Raporu (1973-1978)," 79. 
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land. According to Mustafa Korkmaz, the ağa did not claim rights on the land 

because of his fear, but İsa Reco said that “I will cultivate this land, and he did it.” 

Mustafa Korkmaz said that “Reco made a deal with the Reform. Otherwise, he could 

not encroach on state property.” 209  

 In Yukarı Yarımca village, 22 families applied for land. Land that belonged 

to the Behrano family living in Urfa who had other business in Urfa were 

expropriated but not distributed to the peasants. When the journalist asks why the 

government had not given the lands to the peasants, muhtar İsa Aydın replied “I 

don’t know. The government decides whether to distribute the lands or not. We are 

waiting.”210 The reform cultivated the land and harvested the crop, but they did not 

give the peasants share of a production. Because the reform office told them that the 

reform would give the land, none of them worked; formerly, they had gone to Adana. 

As they did not get their shares, the peasants in the village told the muhtar to report 

this situation. The muhtar replied that it was not right to make a complaint about the 

government, about the state.211 They had not even been informed of how much land 

they had got from the reform.  

As seen in the two examples above, Mustafa Korkmaz from Donandı village 

and İsa Aydın from Yukarı Yarımca village saw the state property as untouchable.  

In a report written by the Regional Presidency of Land and Agricultural 

Reform it was stated that between the dates 1 November 1973 and 1 November 1976, 

which was the period determined to prohibition every kind of disposal on land for 

                                                 
209 Anlaşma yapmışlar. Yoksa insan Devlet malına parmağını uzatır mı?, Ali Nejat Ölçen, "Urfa 
Uygulama Bölgesinde Bir Gözlem" (paper presented at the Toprak Reformu Kongresi (1978), 1978), 
153-58. 
210 “E, Vallahi bilmem. Hükümet ister verir, ister vermez. Bekliyik.”, Cumhuriyet, 13 July 1976. 
211 Köylü dedi şikayet et, ben dedim hükümet şikayet edilir mi, devlet şikayet edilir mi?, Cumhuriyet, 
13 July 1976.  
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three years, in 697 villages of Urfa the expropriation procedures were completed.212 

However, it was pointed out that by the former Undersecratary of Land and 

Agricultural Reform Saim Kendir that just at the time of the Talu government the 

amount that was to be expropriated was determined as 2,300,000 dönüm. On 1 

October 1974 preparations for the expropriation started and expropriations de facto 

started on 3 February 1975. In the first three months 200,000 dönüms were 

expropriated. At that time the Nationalist Front government was established. 

Expropriations restarted in January 1976 and until 1 November 1976 expropriations 

decisions of 1.5 million dönüm land were given. Nevertheless, 800,000 dönüms were 

considered as not arable land left to the land owners. More importantly, even though 

the decision of expropriation had been given, it was gone into effect with the 

declaration of this decision to the land owner and payment of the first installment to 

them. However, these procedures for about 700,000-800,000 dönüms were not 

completed. These lands were donated to the land owners.213 That was also confirmed 

by Müslüm Akalın, who worked as a contract lawyer in the Regional Presidency of 

Undersecratariat of Land and Agricultural Reform for twenty years. He said that 

there were two kinds of land. Small amounts of land were allocated to peasants; 

however, they couldn’t get the title deed of that land for the reason that Law No. 

1757 was abrogated before they completed the duration of nominee peasantry that 

was three years. Because these lands were in the hands of the peasantry, they were 

rented to that peasantry again. There was also land that was expropriated from the 

land owners, but not distributed to the peasants. These lands were rented to the 

shareholders according to the principles of the Civil Code. Even though the land was 

expropriated, the amount of land that was expropriated was not parceled out. They 

                                                 
212 "Toprak Ve Tarım Reformu Müsteşarlığı Urfa Bölge Başkanlığı Faaliyet Raporu (1973-1978)," 26. 
213 Cumhuriyet, 2 November 1976. 
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did not decide which part of the lands that belonged to the land owner would be 

expropriated. If the law was not abrogated according to the normal procedure, the 

Undersecratary of Land and Agricultural Reform would parcel out that amount of 

land, and would use it. As lands were not divided or parceled out they had to rent the 

lands to the land owner or shareholders.214 

Table 2: Situation of Expropriation in Urfa215 
Lands that are not 
arable 

Borough Number 
of 
villages 

Num
ber 
of 
peop
le 

Amount of 
land 
Expropriated 
(D-K) 

Num
ber 
of 
villa
ges 

Amount of 
land 

Cost of 
expropriation 
(TL) 

Merkez 96 505 259,987,065 15 15,978,734 79,028,192,60 
Akçakale 79 395 330,604,955 9 20,993,463 113,336,258,76 
Birecik 20 116 36,832,263 4 2,853,250 12,295,554,61 
Bozova 19 83 29,932,331 3 1,482,250 7,670,012,57 
Halfeti 4 14 2,200,338 2 1,345,400 172,500,50 
Hilvan 33 163 196,591,140 16 9,546,862 61,024,958,44 
Siverek 38 455 557,406,790 19 66,055,993 102,823,138,10 
Suruç 9 10 3,982,254 1 1,055,570 737,553,10 
Viranşehir 31 172 198,553,713 8 12,823,400 53,668,241,32 
 329 1613 1,616,090,849 77 132,134,922 430,756,410,00 
 

Following is a Table of the distribution of land in order to compare the 

numbers.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
214 “İki tür arazi vardı, bir kısmı köylüye dağıtılmış ama köylünün tapusunu alamadığı topraklar 
vardı. Onlar köylünün elinde olduğu için köylüye kiraya verdiler. Bir de henüz dağıtım sırası 
gelmemiş ya da işlem sırası gelmemiş ama kamulaşmış tarım arazileri vardı, onlar da hissedarlara 
kiraya verildi medeni kanun hükümlerine göre. Benim hissedar olduğum bir araziyi başkasına kiraya 
veremezsin. Kamulaştırdın ama ifraz etmedin ayırmamışsın. Normal prosedüre göre İleride reform 
idaresi orayı ifraz edip, ayrı bir parça haline getirip istediği gibi kullanabilecektir. Ama yasa 
yürürlükten kalktığı için bunu yapamamıştır. Bunlar müşterek halde durduğu için mecburen ortaklara 
verme durumu oluyor.” Müslüm Akalın, interview by the author, tape recording, Şanlıurfa, Turkey, 28 
March 2007.Office of the interviewee. 
215 "Toprak Ve Tarım Reformu Müsteşarlığı Urfa Bölge Başkanlığı Faaliyet Raporu (1973-1978)," 27. 
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Table 3: Situation of Land Distribution in Urfa216 
Lands given Borough Number of 

villages 
Amount of land 
allocated 

Lands 
reserved household population

Merkez 13 59,808 12,808 390 1927 
Akçakale 25 71,634 23,258 552 2381 
Hilvan 5 31,853 36,838 153 483 
Viranşehir 4 67,602 69,147 123 748 
Total  47 230,897 142,051 1218 5539 
 

Türedi Ağa  

   

Yalçın Doğan from Cumhuriyet talked with Ahmet Kapaklı, who was one of 

the land owners in Harran. Kapaklı says:  

Everybody talks about an ağa? Who is the ağa? What is the reform? Radio 
keeps mentioning land ağas. A few tactless people said ağa makes oppression. 
They slander. Where is the ağa? Show me one. They are shameless.217 

 

His grandson Kemal Kapaklı, who was the owner of a Güneydoğu Media Group, 14 

years later 1989 wrote a book called Türedi Ağa and dedicated this book to Ahmet 

Kapaklı for representing a “Real Ağa” throughout his life. Even though the book has 

been written objectively and reflecting both the thoughts of peasants and ağas, it 

implicitly made propaganda of the ağas. The main idea of the book is that both ağas 

and the peasants were the victims of the Reform. This book is in some ways written 

in story style, in some ways giving data about the implementation of the reform. The 

main character of the story is Halaf, a landless peasant working in the lands of the 

ağa and going to Çukurova. Halaf has two children and his wife Hatça. He has 

always imagined owning his own land and working on it to live in humane 

                                                 
216 Ibid., 45. 
217 “Ağa, ağa. Kimmiş bu ağa? Reform ne imiş? Bi radyo tutti toprak ağası. Ağa zulüm. İki tane densiz 
söyleti. Ağa kimmiş. Bir tek ağa gösterin. Hepsi iftira edi. Utanmiler. Haya etmiler.”, Cumhuriyet, 5 
June 1975.  



 90

conditions, while working in Çukurova all day for a mere pittance.218 As the reform 

starts to be implemented, the landless peasants or those who have insufficient land 

apply to the Reform in order to obtain land. In order to confirm that those who 

applied to the Reform in order to take land really have the qualifications to get the 

land, personnel from the Reform visit the villages and interview the peasants. Halaf 

is asked how he earns living; he responds that he has works for the ağa until now. If 

rain doesn’t fall, he goes to Çukurova with his family. The personnel ask again who 

is the owner of this village and if Halaf know him. Halaf replies that he has worked 

for him for years, he owes his living to him, and he certainly knows the ağa. The 

entire village belongs to Reşo Ağa. Later on, he is asked that if Reşo ağa is coming to 

village, working on his land permanently.219 At that moment, the muhtar replied that 

the ağa has not come to the village for years. The villagers cultivate his land; he 

comes at the time of the harvest to sell the crop. They see his face at the following 

harvest.220 

After the personnel leave the village, Halaf is angry with the muhtar for lying 

about the ağa. In fact, the ağa lives in the village and he asks them if they have any 

problems or needs. Muhtar counters Halaf saying that they do not lie, can they get 

land? You are incorrigible; you can’t do anything other than working in Çukurova. 

Halaf asks if he lies, can he get land. The muhtar explains that the peasants have to 

say that he doesn’t care for his land and he doesn’t pay them he oppresses them in 

order to get the land. Kemal Kapaklı describes this situation as seeding the 

antagonism between the ağas and the peasants. In fact, he complains about the 

                                                 
218 “Görecahsan yahında hem de çok yahında toprağımız olacah… Urfa’dan Çukurovalara kadar 
gelmiyecağıh.. bizim tarlada çalışacağıh… bıradaki kimin karın tokluğuna, ölene kadar değil, insanca 
yaşamah için çalışacağıh…”, Kemal Kapaklı, Türedi Ağa (Şanlıurfa: Güneydoğu Yayıncılık, 1989), 
4. 
219 Ibid., 24. 
220 Ibid., 25. 
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awakening of a sleeping hostility, a system that has been going on for a long time. 

The law passes in order to make the landless peasants owners of the land, triggers a 

“class” war.221 As Halaf is eligible to get land he gets into a quarrel with his wife. 

Hatça symbolizes the view of the peasantry who think that they do not have 

the right to take the land that belongs to the ağa. She asks Halaf how he will get the 

land of Reşo ağa.222 Halaf replies that there is no longer a Reşo Ağa, hereafter he 

was Halaf Ağa. He is the owner of the land.223 Even though they are selected as the 

candidates that will get land, they are unable to get their land, work it, cultivate it, or 

collect the harvest.  

As pointed out above, the cooperatives arrange and complete all the work. 

The peasants were not able to work their land, and they were unable to go to 

anywhere to work. The peasants started to call the cooperative “cooperative ağa.” 

Kapaklı explicated this as an ideological maneuver of the government. Nevertheless, 

as he points to the RPP as aiming at dividing the society into two camps in order to 

abolish the system of ağalık, he ignores that all these implementations by the 

cooperatives were done in the time of the NF and specifically the NAP. I do not 

imply that the RPP did not use this law as a political propaganda tool. However, I do 

not think that the NAP and the NF had any motivation to abolish the system of ağalık 

or creating a “class” war. Other than creating a class war, the NAP tries to impose 

principles of Turkism in a region composed of different ethnic groups not 

widespread in Turkey. Kapaklı never mentions the NAP and its implementations. 

Halaf continues to go to work to Çukurova until his wife is dead from malaria. Later 

on, he moves to the city and works as construction worker. This is very much the 

                                                 
221 Ibid., 27. 
222 “Reşo ağanın toprağını nasıl siye verecahlar? Sen Reşo ağanın toprağını nasıl alacahsan?”, Ibid., 
42. 
223 “Reşo Ağa, meşo ağa yoh artıh. Karşıda Halaf ağa var. Toprağın sahabı benem artık.”, Ibid., 43. 
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same fame for many of the landless peasants. In the most hopeless time, Halaf 

remembers Reşo ağa that who lives at the city as well. The ağa treats him a meal, 

shares his distress, and gives money to him. So he is differentiated himself from the 

new ağas. Halaf says to Reşo Ağa that “we couldn’t appreciate your goodness.” 

Kapaklı points out that thousands of new ağas emerged in Urfa after the land reform 

thanks to the Land and Agricultural Reform Law, which entailed the rental of 

expropriated lands only to landless peasants or those who had insufficient land. 

However, this was only a deception. In fact, lands were accumulated in the hands of 

economically and socially powerful people. The state, aiming at limiting the over 

accumulation of land by one individual, was unable to prevent to rent 10,000 dönüm 

lands to the same people.224 The state created new ağas: Türedi Ağa. As Kapaklı 

points out, Harran has become a center for the plunder of land.225 Kapaklı via Reşo 

Ağa says that those new ağas painlessly appropriated thousands of lands with the 

help of the state.  

 

Law No. 3083 for Return of Land to the Landowners  

  

 As Land and Agricultural Reform Law No. 1757 ceased to have force in 1978, 

there was a period of legal loophole until the Law No. 3083 Agricultural Reform 

Law on Land Arrangement in Irrigation Regions was promulgated in 1984. As stated 

above, lands expropriated by the Undersecretariat of Land and Agricultural Reform, 

were not distributed among the landless peasants. However, in accordance with a 

regulation, these lands were planned to be rented to landless peasants or those who 

had insufficient lands. Landless peasants seemed to rent these lands on paper. 

                                                 
224 Ibid., 116. 
225 Ibid., 118. 
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However, the former owners of those lands or those had connections with the 

officials in the Reform fictitiously accumulated large amounts of land in their hands. 

The interim period lasted for six years, 22 November 1984 a new law was passed 

from the Parliament. According to this new law, if those land owners whose lands 

had been expropriated in accordance with the Law No. 1757 would applied in six 

months after this law come into effect, after the required examinations were made, 

articles related to the amount of lands left to the land owner would be implemented 

for them. Ten times more than the amount of land determined to be given was left to 

the land owners. In order to expropriate the lands of a person, he/she had to have 

more than 2000 dönüm in unirrigable land and 600 dönüm in irrigable land. 

 Müslüm Akalın who was the President of the Bar in Urfa, said that many of the 

land owners that had been on the wrong foot before, protected themselves by either 

selling the lands returned to them by Law No. 3083, or dividing the lands between 

their near relatives, loyal workers or close friends on condition that each of them did 

not exceed 600 dönüm. In accordance with this new law, 1326 people out of 1489 

whose lands had been expropriated applied to take back their land. To these people 

around 892,000 dönüm of land was given back. The expropriation decisions of 35 

people out of 1489 people were canceled and 128 people did not give application 

forms to take back their lands.  

Another result of the Law No. 3083 was that the peasants that took lands but could 

not take the title deeds were enabled to take the title deeds. As seen in Table 3, 852 

peasants applied to take back their lands out of 1218 peasants. 530 landless peasants 

took the title deed of their lands. 74,000 dönüms of land were distributed to these 

peasants in total. This is a real failure of a reform which started with the goal of 
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giving 2,552,173 dönüm of land to 18,776 landless peasants and those who had 

insufficient land.  

 The story of the land reform is the story of Harran. It is very important to 

understand the sociological and ethnic difference around Urfa as well. Urfa is 

different from the rest of Turkey, but it is also differentiated within itself. This law 

was mostly implemented in Akçakale/Harran. Harran’s population was 

predominantly comprised of Arabs. Müslüm Akalın points out that before the 

implementation of the land reform, the lands belonged to people living in the city. 

However, after the implementation they sold or had to sell their lands to groups of 

peasants or tribe leaders. The city centered structure of the property is replaced by an 

ethnic structure; large farms collapsed and small land holding flourished. However, 

Harran did not constitute the center of feudalism; and a new class of ağas emerged to 

seize the lands of the large land owners,226 just as Kapaklı described in Türedi Ağa. 

 Here is just one story of the expropriation from 1976 to 2006. It illustrates 

thirty years of procrastination. Aşhan Turhanlı, whose husband was dead, was the 

head of a family. She lived with her two sons in Kahta/ Adıyaman. She had 2402 

dönüm land in Düğer and Kocabey villages of Hilvan/Urfa divided in 51 parcels 

inherited from her husband. Her sons also inherited lands in these villages from their 

father. As a result of the expropriation regulations of the Land and Agricultural 

Reform Law No. 1757, 1433 dönüm lands were expropriated from her. 963 dönüm 

lands were left to her. She had four sons and a daughter. According to the documents 

lands were managed by Mustafa Turanlı. The expropriation decisions were made 

according to the determination of productive management of the enterprise by the 

family. It was found that they cultivated the land productively and they contributed 

                                                 
226 Müslüm Akalın, Biz Toprak Reformunu Çok Sevmiştik.  
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to cultivating the land mentally and physically. According to the official records 

Mustafa Turanlı was directly cultivating these lands in Urfa, while he was dwelling 

in Adıyaman. Lands in Kocabey village were totally arable field, while thosein 

Düger village were partially arable fields and vineyards. These lands were not given 

to landless peasants. There were five villages in Hilvan in which the lands were 

distributed among peasants. After Law No. 3083 was put into effect, Aşhan Turanlı 

applied to the Regional Presidency of Land and Agricultural Reform in order to take 

back the lands expropriated on the condition that they paid back the installments they 

had received. The shares of Aşhan Turanlı and her children Mustafa and Zeynel, who 

were under age, were expropriated collectively with a single decision. They 

demanded the application of the return of the lands to be made with a single decision 

according to Law No. 3083. However, as Aşhan Turanlı had registered the shares of 

their children, they were registered with the Treasury. All in all, Mustafa and Zeynel 

we able to get back their lands in 2006 while they had applied in 1987.227  

 

Concluding Remarks 

 

This law did not result in a transformation of the distribution of land in the region in 

favor of the landless peasants. However, just as Celal Beşiktepe noted, this law had 

the possibility of opening a field for the struggle. The law may not have been 

implemented, but it contributed to the transformation of the consciousness and 

understanding of the peasantry.  

 Peasants’ demands became more visible, as seen during the groundbreaking 

ceremony of the Atatürk Dam. Kenan Evren attended the ceremonies, but he faced 

                                                 
227 Appendix 2 
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the demands of the peasants. The peasants asked with their banners who the water 

was going to, for whom these dams, tunnels had been constructed? The peasant was 

landless… 

 During the government of Turgut Özal, Law No.3083 was put into effect. As 

lands were given back to the former owners, many peasants became victims of this 

process. One example was Musa Akbaba, who rented land from the Regional 

Presidency of Land and Agricultural Reform for 10 years. As the Motherland Party 

(ANAP) promised to the tenants that they would be able to get the title deeds of 

lands that they had cultivated, many landless peasants or those who had insufficient 

land vote for ANAP. ANAP got all the seats (seven seats) in the parliamentary from 

Urfa. However, the land that Musa Akbaba cultivated was given to former owner 

Etem Etemoğlu. He applied to the public authorities, but he was told that if he did 

not know any influential people, he would not get any results. All in all, he found a 

way to protest the Özal government. As he had given his vote to ANAP with his left 

arm, he put his left arm in an agricultural machine and he lost it. He said that if 

injustice continued to be done to the landless peasants, he would give his right arm as 

well.228 

At the same time, other landless peasants from Harran, Ceylanpınar, 

Akçakale renting land from the state wrote hundreds of petitions to the President, the 

Prime Minister, the Ministry of Agriculture, the Ministry of Rural Affairs, the 

Directorate General of Agricultural Reform, to the governorship and 

parliamentarians of Urfa in December of 1987 demanding that their lands not be 

taken from them. Their efforts did not yield results. Starting from 1987 lands was 

given to former owners by taking them from the tenants. Until the end of the 

                                                 
228 Faraç, Suyu Arayan Toprak: Harran Ve Fırat'ın Bin Yıllık Dramı, 132-34. 
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December 1987 only 950 households out of 2274 households were able take back 

their lands (600,000 dönüm of land in total). Tenants resisted leaving the lands 

expropriated from 1324 household, which was 850,000 dönüm. However, they 

bowed to pressures of the ağas and left the lands.229 This process of procrastination 

has had long lasting effects. This resistance of the landless peasants deserves more 

attention and more study. The implementation of an unsuccessful land reform 

strengthened the consciousness of the landless peasants in a region known for its 

feudal relations. The peasants struggled for their lands first by using “legal” means 

such as writing petitions to public authorities, but later on, as a result of the 

disinterest of the public authorities, they resorted to direct resistance.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
229 Ibid., 135. 
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CHAPTER V 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

This is the story of the land reform experienced in the 1960s and 1970s, 

which has long lasting effects spanning to the 1990s. In this context, this historical 

narrative has things to say for today’s actors and problems. The land reform may be 

seen as a matter of history in Turkey discussed through the 1930s to 1945 and from 

the 1960s to 1973. Later on, it lost its first rank in the party programs and was 

replaced with plans for a “green revolution”. 

In the 1960s and 1970s, one of the most heated debates was held on the issue 

of development. As development is very much connected with the industrialization 

process of the country, agricultural policies were discussed on the basis of the 

transfer of capital from the agricultural sector to industry. Land reform was discussed 

in this context. This can be observed in Land and Agricultural Reform Law No. 1757 

as expropriation payments to the landowners was able to be made through shares of 

public economic enterprises. In this context, the capital of the ex-land owners was 

successful, transferred to industry through land reform. Another possible outcome of 

implementing land reform was preventing the potential of over-migration to the cities 

by tightening the bounds of the peasants to the land. All of these could be the 

possible outcomes of this reform law. However, the passing of this land reform had 

other reasons and results very different, as observed throughout this thesis. 

 This is, indeed, the story of politics. Land reform was one of the main issues 

of discussions of the time and had a central place in the agenda of the intellectuals 
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while discussing the development problems of Turkey or defining a revolutionary 

strategy for the left. Land reform was not taken into account as an economic program 

for efficient production or for a more stable and equal distribution of income among 

the people; it carried a much more superior mission of realizing democratic ideals. 

This was an encompassing concept that could be narrowed or widened according to 

the group or party that defined it. In the case of some leftist groups, land reform very 

much carried the meaning of the solidarity of peasants and workers for the 

revolutionary ideals. For some other leftist groups that claimed that in order to 

abolish the remnants of feudalism in the rural areas, it was a necessary part of the 

national democratic revolution. On the other hand, the RPP was divided for conflicts 

emerged within the party as a result of the different views on land reform. Ecevit 

declared that he was carrying out the mission of fulfilling the infrastructure reforms 

of the country that could not be completed by Atatürk.  

This is the story of the political actors struggle for power. Again, land reform 

was part of the scene of this struggle as many political actors were very eager to pass 

the law of land reform in the period of their government, although they were not as 

ambitious to implement the reform. This may be very well seen from the timing of 

the RPP putting land reform in their election declaration of 1965. This was the 

political maneuver by İnönü against the popularity of the TİP among the people. He 

presented the RPP as a cure against both the radical left and the radical right. On the 

other hand, the passing of this reform from the Parliament by the coalition 

government of the JP and the RTP was not a surprise in the political circumstances of 

the country. Reform demands became like a prerequisite of the general elections and 

conclusion of the transition period after 12 March. In this respect, it was a clever 

political act on the part of Süleyman Demirel to perform the reform demands and 
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show that his government was able to accomplish passing a reform law. He might 

have calculated to increase the votes of his party by this last minute action. However, 

the land reform law has always been remembered by the people as an undertaking of 

Ecevit.  

This is the story of the landless peasants in their struggle for bread. The 

struggle of the peasants for bread did not have one clear cut result. We witnessed 

both the retreat and attack of the peasants. Their positioning towards the tactics of the 

land owners were visible as petitions, banners, protests at meetings or invisible as 

choosing another alternative to earn their subsistence like working as seasonal 

laborer in Çukurova, or smuggling across the border on the mined lands between 

Turkey and Syria. However, the peasants’ struggle against the land owners has not 

finished yet. Turkey has witnessed two crucial cases of direct peasant resistance 

against the ağas recently that deserve more attention than have been given: The 

Aslanoğlu and Sinan villagers of Diyarbakır/Bismil. On the other hand, today what is 

at issue are not large land owners holding large amounts of land in their control. The 

implementations of transnational companies are as much as or more strict and 

exploitative and isolative. The ağas also exploit, but they base their legitimacy of 

power and control on the principle of reciprocity. The ağa has to fulfill some 

responsibilities towards the peasantry; however, now that capitalism has been 

injected in every field of life everybody is responsible from their own doings. 

 It seems that land reform has lost its urgency or necessity in the 

contemporary agricultural policies of Turkey. As Mehdi Eker, Minister of 

Agriculture, says, “until now social justice was the basis of agricultural policies, but 

from now on, productivity will take priority.” Policies of productivity always take 

precedence over social justice, but it has never been stated this directly before.  
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 In this context, the meaning of land reform has new dimensions. It is 

understood that industrialization is not a cure for the unemployed masses coming 

from the agricultural sector. There is a declining trend in the industrial sector for 

absorbing workers. This is very much like the mechanization of agriculture: 

mechanization of industry. In this respect, demand for labor is decreasing in industry. 

Today we observe a new system of exploitation in the agricultural sector. This is 

very much different from the one experienced during the 1960s and 1970s and much 

more destructive. Today about 40 percent of the population is employed in the 

agricultural sector, and it is planned to decrease this ratio to 5 or 10 percent, in 

accordance with the negotiations of the European Union. However, nobody asks how 

to supply that population detached from agriculture with work, food or housing. In 

the case of agricultural politics, Turkey is attached to the policies of the IMF and the 

World Bank.  

In this respect, as industry can not absorb the peasantry, today we can not 

mention the vanishing of the peasantry; on the contrary, they are becoming more and 

more visible in the global arena. Via Campasina230 and MST231 (Brazil’s Landless 

Workers Movement) are worth mentioning in this context.  

Nevertheless, the means of struggle and demands are similar. It is the struggle 

for democratic rights of the peasants and social justice and equality. However, the 
                                                 
230 Via Campesina (from Spanish la vía campesina, the campesino way) describes itself as "an 
international movement which coordinates peasant organizations of small and middle-scale producers, 
agricultural workers, rural women, and indigenous communities from Asia, Africa, America, and 
Europe". They are a coalition of over 100 organizations, advocating family-farm-based sustainable 
agriculture and were the group that first coined the term "food sovereignty". Food sovereignty refers 
to the right to produce food on one's own territory. Probably their best known spokesperson is the 
French farmer José Bové. The organisation was founded in 1993 by Rafael Alegría, and had its 
original headquarters in Tegucigalpa, Honduras. 
231 Brazil's Landless Workers Movement, or in Portuguese Movimento dos Trabalhadores Rurais Sem 
Terra (MST), is the largest social movement in Latin America with an estimated 1.5 million landless 
members organized in 23 out of Brazil's 27 states. The MST states, it carries out land reform in a 
country mired by unjust land distribution. In Brazil, 1.6% of the landowners control roughly half 
(46.8%) of the land on which crops could be grown. Just 3% of the population owns two-thirds of all 
arable lands.The MST claims land occupations are rooted in the most recent Constitution of Brazil 
(1988), by interpreting a passage which states that land should serve a "larger social function". 
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axis of the struggle is unstable and it is both local and global: it is not a face-to-face 

relationship. No one knows personally against whom he or she is struggling and this 

makes it difficult to win the struggle. As peasants continue to say where they are, 

transnational capital may flow away as easily as it comes for the reason that they are 

making contracts with the local peasantry and they do not make investments. From 

now on, land reform may be meaningless for the reason that the transnational 

companies make contracts with the small or middle landholding peasantry and 

transform them into laborers on their own land. In this respect, categories lose their 

meaning in the agricultural sector. Peasants are obliged to struggle on different 

platforms, both to the large landowners and to resist to these transnational 

organizations.  
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Appendix A 

Text of Land and Agricultural Reform Law 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 























































 

 

Appendix B 

Documents of expropriation of lands of Aşhan Turhanlı 
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