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An abstract of the Thesis of Yunus Emre for the degree of Master of Arts from the
Atatiirk Institute for Modern Turkish History to be taken June 2007

Title: The Genesis of The Left of Center in Turkey: 1965-1967

In the thesis the discourse of left of center which came onto the agenda before
the 1965 elections was scrutinized in the context of the intellectual history and social
democracies of Western Europe. The left of center entered Turkish political life as an
attributed feature to the Republican People’s Party and then with the reception of this
definition by Ismet Inonii. In the consequent historical process the left of center has
become devolved on the discourse of the Republican People’s Party or other parties
calling themselves democratic left or social democratic. Thus left of center has been
perceived as the beginning of Turkish social democracy.

In the thesis the emergence of social democracy in the Western Europe and its
development was investigated, and as a social movement and ideology social
democracy’s general features were pointed out. Then the genesis period of left of
center from the beginning of 1965 to the April of 1967 was examined. This thesis
topic showed that the social democracy of Western Europe and the Republican
People’s Party’s left of center have clearly dissimilar features; moreover, in many
aspects, they have exactly contrary perceptions.

In the thesis the political, economic, cultural and foreign effects that were
influential in the formation of left of center are scrutinized particularly making use of
primary sources. In this framework the main claim of the thesis is that the left of
center emerged as re-production of Kemalism in the conditions of 1960s’ Turkey.
This re-production was realized via the hegemonic views of the 1960s, nationalism
and developmentalism. Thus the link between the left politics and Kemalism that was
socially and culturally constructed was called left of center in terms of a special
blend that was peculiar to the 1960s.
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Atatiirk Ilkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii’nde Yiiksek Lisans derecesi icin Yunus
Emre tarafindan Haziran 2007te teslim edilen tezin kisa 6zeti

Baglik: Tiirkiye’de Ortanin Solunun Dogusu: 1965-1967

Bu tezde, Tiirkiye’de 1965 secimleri 6ncesi giindeme gelen ortanin solu sdylemi
entelektiiel tarih ve Bati Avrupa sosyal demokrasileri baglaminda incelenmistir.
Ortanin solu Tiirk siyasi yasamimma Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi’ne atfedilen bir
tanimlama ve daha sonra da Ismet Inonii’niin bu tanimi kabulii ile girmistir. Sonraki
tarihsel siirecte Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi ya da onun izleyicisi olmus demokratik sol,
sosyal demokrat gibi isimler tagimis partilerin tevariis ettikleri séylem olmustur ve bu
haliyle Tiirk sosyal demokrasisinin baslangici olarak anilmastir.

Bu tezde oOncelikle sosyal demokrasinin Bati Avrupada dogusu ve gelisimi
incelenmis ve hem bir toplumsal hareket hem de bir ideoloji olarak sosyal
demokrasinin genel 6zellikleri belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Daha sonra ortanin solunun
dogusu iizerine 1965 basindan 1967 Nisanina kadar olan siireyi kapsayan donem
incelenmistir. Inceleme konusu gostermistir ki Bat1 Avrupa sosyal demokrasisi ve
Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi’nde ortaya ¢ikan ortanin solu sdylemi birbirinden ¢ok farkl
hatta onemli noktalarda birbirine zit anlayislardir.

Tezde ortanin solunun olusumu siirecinde etkili olan siyasi, ekonomik, kiiltiirel ve dig
etkenler, ozellikle birincil kaynaklar iizerinden, incelenmistir. Bu cercevede tezin
temel iddias1 ortanin solunun, 1960’lar Tiirkiye’si kosullarinda, Kemalizmin kendini
yeniden iiretmesi seklinde ortaya c¢iktigidir. Bu yeniden iiretim donemin hegemonik
goriigleri milliyet¢ilik ve kalkinmacilik {izerinden gerceklesmistir. Bdylece
Kemalizm ve sol siyaset arasinda gercekligin toplumsal ve kiiltiirel insas1 seklinde
ortaya c¢ikan bag 1960’lara 6zgii bir harmanlama ile ortanin solu ismiyle anilmastir.
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PREFACE

This thesis seeks to answer the question of whether the emergence of “left of
center” in the Republican People’s Party, the RPP (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi, CHP)
was the emergence of social democracy in Turkey. This thesis examines the genesis
period of the “left of center” movement in the Republican People’s Party that has
traditionally been presented as the emergence of Turkish social democracy. The main
point of the thesis is to make obvious the unfamiliarity between the western social
democracy and the Turkish “left of center.”

This thesis, which is titled “The Genesis of the ‘Left of Center’ in Turkey,
1965-67,” is an investigation of the political culture of Turkey from an historical
perspective. The genesis period of Turkish social democracy as the left of center
discourse and movement are taken in hand. I should admit that at the beginning of
graduate study I considered studying social democracy in Turkey, but with an
investigation of the political parties in Turkey. I soon noticed the difficulty studying
social democracy in Turkey. This difficulty was not about the lack of sources for
study; it was the incongruence between western social democracy and Turkish
political culture.

This situation directed me to scrutinize the relation between social democracy
and the RPP. I suggest that there might be three historical periods for following this
relation. The first one is the single-party period. To investigate this period might give
clues for understanding the question of whether this period’s tradition was
appropriate for being converted into a western social democratic movement. Second,
the period of the 1960s in which the relations between the left and Kemalism were

constructed might be elaborated. Finally, the 1980s, a decade which saw the
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deliberations leading up to the transformation of the Social Democratic People’s
Party to the People’s Republican Party (SHP’yi CHP’lestirmek) might be researched.
I suggest that the second one might be the most appropriate period in order to
understand the Turkish center left’s current impasses, because the years from 1965 to
1967 marked a period of construction of the left of center socially and culturally.
After this period the left of center had a clear impact in Turkish political culture. So
the aim and agenda of the thesis is to demonstrate how the left of center (as the
genesis of Turkish social democracy) emerged. The secondary aim of the thesis is to
understand and narrate Turkey’s transformation in the 1960s via the micro-cosmos of
developments in the Republican People’s Party from 1965 to 1967.

As a graduate study the resources of the thesis are important. The primary
resources are RPP documents such as Election Declarations and Reports of Party
Assembly that were presented to the Congress and any documents that were
published by the RPP in this period. The opponents of the left of center in the RPP
also published documents, and they were used to investigate the perceptions on the
left of center.

The daily newspapers Cumhuriyet and Ulus were used in the study. Ulus is
crucial for the thesis because it was the official newspaper of the RPP, and it was the
most appropriate resource for seeing the official views of the RPP and Inonii on the
left of center. The magazines Forum, Akis, Yon, and very limitedly Kim were also
used for the thesis. Forum was published by an intellectual circle around Bulent
Ecevit in this period. The character of the magazine changed in the mid-1960s and
became somehow the publication of the left of center group in the RPP. Akis was
published by Metin Toker, the son-in-law of Inonii, and it was the magazine that

mentioned the RPP and the left of center most commonly in this period. Yon also
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published many articles on the RPP and left center, as it was somehow the pioneer of
the idea that linked the left politics and Kemalism.

As for secondary resources on the RPP, the memoirs of important politicians
of the period, publications on the RPP history and treatises on the mentioned period
were used. In addition to the first chapter on social democracy the classics of and
literature on social democracy were employed.

The thesis is organized in four chapters apart from the conclusion chapter.
The introduction is about the emergence and historical evolution of the RPP and
political environment of post-27 May Turkey. In the second chapter social
democracy is introduced as a political movement and ideology. This chapter first
seeks a definition of social democracy in the academic literature. Afterwards, the
emergence of social democracy and its differentiation from communism are
discussed. Finally the post-war developments in Europe, the making of the welfare-
state and lastly social democratic parties’ evolution from ‘“class parties” to “catch-all
parties” in the 1950s are examined. The aim of this chapter is to demonstrate the
unfamiliarity between western social democracy and the left of center movement in
Turkey.

In the third chapter the developments from the fall of the third Ismet Inonii
government to the end of the 1965 October elections will be scrutinized. The aim of
the chapter is to deliberate how the term “left of center” entered into Turkish political
life. This chapter claims the central aim behind the term was to prevent the
accusations of supporting the left of the RPP, and stop the youth and literati to move
through socialism. So in this chapter the term “left of center,” harmonious with

Inonii’s perception, is conceptualized as a remedy against the left.



In the fourth chapter the developments after the 1965 elections to the
elimination of the opponents of the left center in April 1967 are discussed. Just after
the 1965 elections, the RPP gave up the term “left of center.” This demonstrated the
pseudo-importance of standing on the left of center for the RPP. However, the
formation of two groups as the supporters and opponents of the left of center soon
revived the term “left of center.” And Inonii’s open support of the supporters of the
left of center that were led by Biilent Ecevit changed the inner-party balance, and left
of center became the official party policy. This period demonstrates Turkish
politicians’ unfamiliarity with the western concepts and categories of politics, so as a
term for defining the political differentiation, “left” created an important political
discussion in Turkey. Almost everybody understood different things by the term. So
this period is called as an ambiguity period for the left of center in the chapter.

In the conclusion chapter the claims and the findings of the thesis are
discussed.

This thesis is in an attempt to question one of the main axes of politics in
Turkey, the link between the left and Kemalism. It puts forward the effect and
strength of the founding principles of the Republic in the Turkish political life. So the
left of center is affected and formed by the historical heritage of the RPP rather than
the universal principles and ideals of social democracy. The political line from the
emergence of the left of center to today, in the name of social democracy, includes
many things but not the core of social democracy, the labor movement. Thus this
thesis is the pathetic story of “left of center” that is peculiar to Turkey, an attempt to

form social democracy without labor.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION: THE REPUBLICAN PEOPLE’S PARTY AND TURKEY’S
1960s

Is there a social democratic party in Turkey? It is not possible to give a
positive answer to this question. Several attempts have been made to create social
democratic parties in Turkey, but none of them can be defined in the context of
western social democratic parties. The social democratic parties of Western Europe
emerged as the political organizations of organized labor, and advocated an
egalitarian, libertarian and solidaristic way of politics. Turkish social democracy
traditionally has been represented in the RPP, but the theoretical tools to define a
party as social democratic that are scrutinized in the next chapter do not match with
the RPP.

It might be argued that a RPP-centric generalization for social democracy in
Turkey would be inadequate. However the RPP, as mentioned above, is the
traditional party of Turkish social democracy. And other attempts rather than the
RPP that aimed to create social democratic parties were formed by the traditional
RPP cadres and based on the historical heritage of the RPP.

So the problem for the RPP in order to align itself with the social democratic
way of politics is the problem. The primary source of the problem rises from the
historical character of the party. The historical origins of the RPP are very different
from those of the western social democratic parties. As mentioned above, Western
social democracy emerged as the political organization of organized labor. Although

there are clear differences from country to country, social democratic politics have



some common features, symbols and ideals. But the formation of Turkish social
democracy was different.

The RPP emerged after the First World War, during the Independence War,
as a resistance organization under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk. And
after the war, it became the political instrument in the establishment and
implementation of the single-party administration. This mission of the party was
formed by the difficulties involved in the transformation from a multi-national
empire to a nation-state. It shared almost none of the common features of western
social democratic parties; what’s more, it banned any socialist activity.

This historical line of the RPP was revised in the 1960s, and the story of
social democracy in Turkey began. In the mid-1960s, the RPP began to define itself
as being on the left of center. This was the establishment of Turkish social
democracy as a compound of Kemalism. Thus the political baggage of Turkish social
democracy was shaped by a synthesis of the values of social democracy and
Kemalist practices. After this period, the Kemalist heritage of the RPP and social
democracy became the common origins of Turkish social democracy. This attitude
was harmonious with the mentioned period’s dominant view, because in the 1960s
socialism and Kemalism were considered in a similar manner in the context of anti-
imperialism and developmentalism. So a causal link was established between
Kemalism and left politics via anti-imperialism and developmentalism.

The whole story about the left of center was branded by the confusion that
arose from such issues about nationalism, developmentalism, modernism and social

injustices.1 Social democracy has been the political organization of labor in Western

! For a full discussion of the confusions of left of center in the context of nationalism and
modernization, see Emin Alper, “Milliyet¢ilik ve Modernlesme Geriliminde Ecevit ve Ortanin Solu,”
Toplum ve Bilim 93 (Summer 2002), pp.110-141.



Europe, but the labor movement had minimum effect on the emergence of the left of
center, despite the fact that it has been called the emergence of Turkish social
democracy. Thus it was the result of the above-mentioned causal link between
Kemalism and left politics via anti-imperialism and developmentalism.

However, there have been several theoretical oppositions against this causal
link between Kemalism and left politics, which it is part of this thesis’s purpose to
explore. The strongest opposition came from the socialist scholar Idris Kii¢iikomer.
Kiiciikomer refused to regard Kemalism in the context of left politics. Moreover, he
defined the Kemalist political heritage as being on the radical right. He investigated
the ideational origins of Kemalism in Tanzimat thought and called Ismet In6nii the
“last Bureaucrat Pasha.” Kiiciikomer defined his views in four articles in the daily
Aksam on 14-17 October 1967. Later on, these articles were collected in a book by
Kiiciikomer with the name of Diizenin Yabancilagmasi, Batililasma (The Alienation
of the regime, westernization) .> Kiiciikomer’s views became one of the most
influential theoretical approaches that questions the equation between Kemalism and
left politics.

However, the emergence of the left of center movement directly affected the
formation of Turkish political culture, and Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, Ismet Inonii and
the six arrows of the RPP (Republicanism, Natioanalism, Etatism, Revolutionism,
Secularism, and Populism) became the symbols of Turkish social democracy. This
event, the perceptions on the RPP as social democratic, came into being very rapidly
in the brisk environment of Turkish politics in the 1960s and 1970s. As an example

of this rapid change, the reshaping of Turkish center left politics might be considered

* See Idris Kiigiikomer, Diizenin Yabancilasmast: Batililasma (Istanbul: Ant Yayinlari, 1969).



in the post-1980 coup period. After the coup in 1980, two political parties were
established on the center left, the Social Democratic Party, SDP (Sosyal Demokrasi
Partisi, SODEP) and the Populist Party, PP (Halk¢: Parti, HP). In the SDP, Erdal
Inonii was made the leader of the party because he is the son of Iismet Inonii. On the
other hand the head of the PP, Necdet Calp, was a former principal clerk of Ismet
Inonii. Thus the founder-leaders of these parties, Erdal Inonii and Necdet Calp,
reflected the above-mentioned effect of left of center on Turkish political culture, or
in other words, the symbolic essence of Turkish social democracy. These two parties
merged in 1985 under the name of the Social Democratic People’s Party, SDPP
(Sosyal Demokrat Halk¢t Parti, SHP), and then Erdal inonii became the head of the
party. Likewise, as an example of the mentioned rapid transformation that
synthesized Kemalism and the left, Idris Kii¢ciikomer when he died in 1987, was a

member of the SDPP, which was headed by the son of the “last Bureaucrat Pasha.”

The RPP as the Founder Party in Turkey

The Republican People’s Party was the founding party of the Republic, thus it
has always had an important place in Turkish political life. The founder of the party
was Mustafa Kemal, and the party was the continuation of the Anatolia and Rumelia
Defense of Right Association, or ARDRA (Anadolu ve Rumeli Miidafa-1 Hukuk
Cemiyeti,).” The foundation of the party was the result of Mustafa Kemal’s

discontent with the opposition group in the first assembly, thus the central aim of the

3 The ARDRA was founded as a resistance organization after WWI in order to implement the National
Struggle. After the foundation of the RPP, Ismet inénii, vice president of the party, sent a telegram to
the local organizations of ARDRA instructing that it be transformed in to a local RPP office. For the
text of the telegram, see Fahir Giritlioglu, Tiirk Siyasi Tarihinde Cumhuriyet Halk Partisinin’nin
Mevkii (Ankara; Ayyildiz Matbaasi, 1965), p.41.



party’s establishment was to create unity in the legislative action via the group action
of the party. The group of Mustafa Kemal, called the group of Defense of Right,
Miidafaa-i Hukuk Grubu, entered the 1923 elections with the declaration of the
“Nine Principles” (Dokuz Umde).* These nine principles formed the base of the
party’s programmatic priorities. Just after the 1923 elections this group of Mustafa
Kemal constituted the party with the name of the People’s Party, PP (Halk Firkast).

Through 1924 the opposition movement crystallized and a new party against
the PP was established, the Progressive Republican Party (Terakkiperver Cumhuriyet
Firkast). The People’s Party then changed its name to the Republican People’s Party
on the proposal of Recep Peker.” The new party proposed a more moderate way
rather than the radicalism of the RPP. Just after the Seyh Sait uprising all political
activities were banned and the Progressive Republican Party was closed down. The
Law of Maintenance of Order (Takrir-i Siikun Kanunu) constituted the legal base of
the new authoritarianism. The Kemalist group consolidated the state power in this
period and organized a single-party administration.’

In 1927 a congress of the RPP came together and Atatiirk declared that he
regarded the Sivas Congress’ as having been the first congress of the RPP, and that
the 1927 congress was thus the Second Congress of the party. In this way the
Kemalist leadership proposed to link the organization of the party and the National

Struggle. It was somehow the source of legitimacy for the party while enforcing the

* For “Nine Principles,” see ibid., pp.32-33.

3 Recep Peker was a very influential personality in the single-party period. He was also influential in
the formation of the essence, principles and program of Kemalism.

® For the establishment of the single-party rule, see Mete Tungay, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nde Tek Parti
Yonetiminin Kurulmas: (Istanbul: Tarih Vakf1 Yurt Yayinlari, 1999).

" The Sivas Congress was the national congress of ARDRA that came together in 1919 in order to
discuss how to organize the resistance movement.



single-party administration. In the 1930s the party was affected directly by the rising
authoritarian and totalitarian movements in Europe and in one way or another it
attempted to emulate them. The party oriented through a party-state administration.
For example, the secretary general of the party was made the minister of internal
affairs and the governor of the province was made the head of the party in the
province.®

After the death of Kemal Ataturk in 1938, Ismet Inonii became the president
of the Republic as well as the head of the party. The main difficulties of this period
rose from the conditions of the Second World War. The conflict had reached the
borders of Turkey, but the political elite and most importantly in6nii were reluctant
to enter the war. The regime reconciled with the former opponents, and some of them
took active positions in the administration. In this period Inonii had tight control of
the state power, and the party congress proclaimed him as the unchangeable head of
the party.” Likewise, Inonii was proclaimed the “National Chief” (Milli Sef). In this
period the party-state character of the regime continued, and the regime did not allow
any attempt directed towards pluralism. The oppressive character of the regime was
the source of discontent in society. Moreover, the harsh conditions of the war made
the discontent with the regime widespread.'”

After the Second World War, the conditions in world politics shifted
dramatically, so the regime needed to revise itself with two aims. First, it had to

harmonize itself with the new environment. The party-state character of the regime

¥ For the basic features of party-state actions, see Suna Kili, /960-1975 Déneminde Cumhuriyet Halk
Partisinde Gelismeler: Siyaset Bilimi A¢isindan Bir Inceleme (istanbul: Bogazici Universitesi
Yayinlari, 1976) pp.77-89.

° For the developmentg in the period of Ismet Ino6nii, see Cemil Kogak, Tﬂrkiye 'de Milli Sef Donemi:
1938-1945: Donemin I¢ Ve Dis Politikast Uzerine Bir Arastirma (Istanbul: Tletisim, 2003).

' The discontent was a result of such acts as the National Defense Law, the Capital Levy and the
Agricultural Products Law.



was associated with the inter-war period’s authoritarian political systems. It was not
possible to carry on this type of state organization. Second, Turkey’s threat
perception had shifted to the North, so in the post-war era the political elite of
Turkey were anxious about the expansion of Soviet power. Therefore Turkey
anticipated securing the regime with a new orientation to the Western winners of the
war. So the Kemalist leaders intended to balance the Soviet threat with the support
of the USA and Britain. The single-party, in other words, party-state character of the
regime had to be transformed to meet the new conditions. But in the perceptions of
the party elite this transformation did not have to create an effect that would result in
the loss of the government power. In this frame, the RPP attempted to establish
multi-party rule, while assuring that the founders of the new party would share the
frame of the old regime. Thus Celal Bayar was allowed to establish the Democrat
Party (Demokrat Parti, DP), effecting a division of the RPP.'!

It is hard to call the new period a multi-party democracy as the regime
maintained its authoritative character. There were many barriers to basic freedoms;
moreover, the 1946 elections showed that there was no election security in the
country. Nonetheless, despite all of the deficiencies, the transition to multi-party rule
marked the end of the old period that had suppressed all political differences.

At the beginning of the multi-party rule, the RPP administration was tough
against the opposition. One of the single-party period’s most radical supporters of
authoritarian policies, Recep Peker, became the prime minister after the 1946
election. The Peker government pursued a hard and tense political way against the

opposition. However, this authoritative tendency was not shared with the younger

" The DP was not the first party that was established in this period. The National Development Party
(Milli Kalkima Partisi) had been founded six month before the DP. The importance of the DP came
from the founders of the party and the DP’s chance at becoming the government alternative.



generation in the party. More moderate politicians such as Nihat Erim and Kemal
Satir established an adversary group that was called the 35s."> The criticisms of the
35s eroded the Peker government, and Peker asked for a vote of confidence from the
RPP parliamentary group. Peker received the vote of confidence, but all of the 35s
cast “no” in the voting. Peker assessed these 35 no votes as the will of Inonii, and he
resigned. After Peker, Hasan Saka and then Semsettin Giinaltay became the prime
ministers, respectively. This was a new period in which RPP likened itself to the
Democrat Party because the RPP aimed to minimize the differences that strengthened
the DP."

Before the 1950 election, the election law changed and many of the obstacles
to free and fair elections were removed. Nevertheless, the majority rule in the
election system was maintained despite the proportional representation request of the
DP. However, the DP won the elections with an open majority. The majority rule
insistence of the RPP had resulted in a small representation for the party in the
parliament. The RPP was able to win only 69 seats in the National Assembly while
the DP got 408 seats. It was a great defeat for the RPP; the founding party of the
regime was now in opposition.

After the defeat, the party members were displeased and sought a new way.
Twenty-seven years of government of the party had come to an end and most of the
well-known politicians of the party had not been able to enter into the parliament. In
this environment the 8" Party Congress came together in 1950. The congress elected
Kasim Giilek Secretary General. Giilek was somehow different from the traditional

politicians of the RPP. He rapidly changed the way of politics in the RPP, and he

"2 The name of the group came from the number of members in the group.

'3 For this effort, see Hikmet Bila, Sosyal Demokrat Siire¢ I¢inde CHP ve Sonrast (istanbul: Milliyet
Yayinlari, 1987), pp.179-181.



altered the traditional elitist way of politics of the RPP. However, his efforts were not
enough to make RPP pose a threat to the power of the DP.

In the late years of the DP, the RPP opposition began to be effectual on the
government of the DP. There were two basic reasons for this. First, the DP’s tough
attitude had created a front against the DP, and the RPP had become the leader of this
front. In 1958 the Freedom Party, FP (Hiirriyet Partisi) came into the RPP.'* The
entrance of the FP into the RPP created a change in the ideational direction of the
RPP, because most of the leaders of the FP were prominent intellectuals. Second, the
worsening economic conditions and the 1958 devaluation created deep displeasure in
the public opinion, and the RPP organized this displeasure. It is crucial that at the end
of the 1950s the RPP was such in the horn of the dilemma that the single-party
period heritage and the new outlook that emerged after the joining of the FP to the
RPP.

This period ended with the coup d’état of 27 May 1960. The political and
economic crisis of the period set in motion the bureaucratic tutelage of the regime.
The military intervention aimed to revise the economic and political system that was
considered the source of the crisis. Inonii had defined the position of the RPP in the
intervention as “not in and not out of the intervention.” In this environment the
formation of the new model that was called the Second Republic was directly
effected by the RPP. On the other hand, the RPP had been affected by the
intervention in its radical manner. Thus it is needed to demonstrate the main

characteristics the coup and the post-coup period.

'* The Freedom Party was established in 1955 by politicians who had resigned from the DP.



Political and Social Environment in the Early 1960s

On 27 May 1960, a junta led a military intervention, and dissolved the
government and assembly.'® At the beginning the essential character and the cadres
of the junta were not clear. Within a few days a National Unity Committee was
formed with 38 members. The military junta declared that it would transfer the
political power to civilians after a free election. However, the political and economic
crisis of the period made the junta take permanent measures. The measure for the
political question was a new constitution that created a new political regime. For the
economic area, the new regime anticipated an import substituting economic model
the main investment decisions of which would be based on the volition of a new
establishment, the State Planning Organization (Devlet Planlama Teskilatt, DPT).16
In this section the main characteristics of the above-mentioned political and
economic frame will be investigated.

In the formation of the constitution there were two rival groupings. On the
one side, there was a group that did not rely on the political parties. This group, led
by the rector of Istanbul University, Prof. Siddik Sami Onar, proposed a model that
was based on social groups. The aim of this model was to limit the field of action of
the governments, in other words, politicians. On the other hand, there was group that
advocated a model based on political parties. In the beginning period, Tarik Zafer

Tunaya and Ismet Giritli were the carriers of this opinion, but they were expelled

15 See Walter F. Weiker, “1960 Tiirk Thtilali,” in Amerikali, Fransiz, Rus Goziiyle 1960 Tiirk Ihtilali
(istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, 1967), pp.7-35.

16 Roger Owen and Sevket Pamuk, A History of Middle East Economies in the Twentieth Century
(London: I.B. Tauris, 1998), p.110.
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from the Onar Commission.'” In the later events, a group of academics in the
Political Sciences Faculty of Ankara University advocated this position.'® In the end
the new constitution was the compromise of these opposite views.

The main characteristic of the constitution was the aim of limiting the
executive and legislative power of the governments.'® The constitution anticipated
distributing this power to other bodies. The parliament was divided into two houses.
A constitutional court was established in order to control the appropriateness of the
laws to the constitution. The majority system in the elections was changed to a
proportional system, to prevent any political party from gaining an open majority in
the parliament. The two house character of the parliament limited the effect of the
government on the legislation. Consequently, the political regime of the constitution
was a reaction against the possibility of the former totalitarian administration. In the
1924 constitution system, the formation of the political power was dependent only on
electoral success. But the 1961 constitution limited the administration to the above-
mentioned measures.

Another distinctive feature of the 1961 constitution involved basic rights and
freedoms. For the constitution, democratic life was not limited only to free, fair and
regular elections. The constitution recognized basic freedoms and rights in the
western manner. The freedom of speech, freedom of the press and autonomy of the
universities were somehow traces of the reaction to the former totalitarianism.

However, the new regime reflected the Republican elitism, the sub-district

' The Onar Commission had been established just before the coup by the junta in order to prepare the
draft of constitution.

'8 This group was supported by moderate wings and the RPP administration.

' For information on the constitution, see Weiker, pp.92-100.
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organizations of the parties was closed, as the participation of citizens in political life
was seen as dangerous thing.
The 1961 constitution defined one of the characteristics of the state as

social.?’

The social and economic section of the Constitution sought a solution to the
economic crisis of the system in the pre-coup period. The main character of the new
Constitutions’ economic measures was to protect the domestic market and to
industrialize through import substitution.”' The import substitution was related to
briskness and expanse of the domestic market.”> Consequently the new economic
model was domestic market-oriented, and the main industrialization strategy of the
model was import substitution via protecting the domestic market.

The new economic model was somehow a reaction against the economic
policies up to the 1960s. Pamuk and Owen define the main criticism on the DP’s
economic policies as “the absence of any coordination and long term perspective in
the management of the economy.”* So the reaction of the regime was the
establishment of the State Planning Organization for the above-mentioned aims, and
five years of development plans were the main aim of the economic policy in this
period. The main function of the development plans was the determination of
investment decisions, thus the plans’ direct effect on the economy was shaped by
investment decisions.**

As mentioned above, the import substituting industrialization model was

based on the briskness of the domestic market. The new economic model

2 Weiker, p.95.

2l pamuk and Owen, p.111.

*2 Korkut Boratav, Tiirkiye Iktisat Tarihi, 1908-2002 (Ankara: imge Kitabevi, 2005), p.124.
2 Pamuk and Owen, p.110.

% Ibid.
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implemented this aim with the distribution policies.” This new outlook provided
relatively high wages in the industrial and service sectors and high subsidies in the
agricultural sector. The demand-oriented policies of new economic model coupled
with extended social security system and social rights.?® The 47" article of the
Constitution foresaw the right to strike for the industrial labor.?’

Consequently, the regime attempted to overcome the political and economic
crisis in the late 1950s with a new economic and social system. The economic model
of this period was maintained until 1980. In the late 1970s, the import substitution
model entered into a crisis. The political model of the new regime similarly kept on
until 1980, but from 1960 to 1980 the political environment was in instability. Just
after the elections it was very hard to govern the country. The main characteristics of
this period’s political issues and the political parties of the new regime will now be
discussed in brief.

In the period from the 1961 election to the 1965 election, four governments
were established. The first three of the governments were led by Inonii. The first
Inonii government was established as a coalition of the Justice Party, the JP (Adalet
Partisi) and the RPP. The coalition did not last very long and dissolved in June 1962.
Inonii established a new coalition with the Republican Peasant’s Nation Party, the
RPNP (Cumhuriyetci Koylii Millet Partisi) and the New Turkey Party, the NTP (Yeni
Tiirkiye Partisi), and after the dissolution of this coalition, he established a
government with independent deputies with the outside support of the NTP. The

main characteristic of this period was the military tutelage on the political regime.

2 Boratav, p.123.
26 pamuk and Owen, p.112.

" Weiker, p.96.
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There were two unsuccessful military coup attempts, one led by Colonel Talat
Aydemir, in 1962 and 1963. The regime was under the pressure of the military.?®
After the coup 14 political parties were founded, but not all of them became
influential. Five other parties apart from the RPP are worth mention here.

The Nation Party, NP (Millet Partisi), was re-founded in 1962 by Osman
Boliikbas1.>® Although it was founded in the post-1960 period the party’s origin was
in 1948. The Nation Party had been founded in 1948 by conservative politicians such
as Fevzi Cakmak, Kenan Oner, and Osman Béliikbast who were discontent with the
compromising character of the DP after 1947.>° In 1954 the party was closed on
grounds of reactionary activities. But the leaders of the party established a new party
with the name of the Republican Nation Party, the RNP (Cumhuriyetci Millet
Partisi). Before the 1957 elections the RNP merged with the Peasants’ Party (Koylii
Partisi), and took the name of the Republican Peasant’s Nation Party, the RPNP.

In the 1961 election the RPNP took 54 seats in the National Assembly, and
14 seats in the Senate.”' It was a relative success for the party. When the first inonii
government collapsed there was a group that intended to enter into the coalition with
the RPP. This question divided the party and Osman Boliikbasi resigned and
reestablished the Nation Party. After the collapse of the second Inonii government

the RPNP entered into a crisis. In this environment the 10 of 14 radicals of the

National Unity Committee that had been exiled abroad in November 1960 joined the

* For the effect of military on politics, see Feroz Ahmad, Demokrasi Siirecinde Tiirkiye: 1945-1980,
trans. A. Fethi (Istanbul: Hil Yayinlari, 1996), pp.176-207.

 For information on Nation Party, see Nermin Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku Ve Siyasi Bilimler
Acisindan 1965 Secimlerinin Tahlili (Ankara: Seving Matbaasi, 1966), pp.183-198.

% On 12 July 1947 inénii had issued a declaration that guaranteed the security of the opposition.

*! For information on RPNP, see ibid., pp.209-225.
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party. Within one year they captured the party, and took the party in an ultra-
nationalist direction.

After the 27 may coup d’état two parties were founded for sharing the votes
and the heritage of the DP. These parties were the Justice Party and the New Turkey
Party. The NTP was founded by Ekrem Alican.*® The political origin of the party
was somehow contradictory. The party leadership had been situated in the DP before
1955, but the discontent in the DP had made them to join in foundation of the
Freedom Party. The main difference of the party from the JP was the criticism of the
DP. These two parties, the NTP and JP, defined themselves as moderate parties, and
they were somehow conservative relative to the RPP. Ekrem Alican had been elected
deputy from the DP in 1950 but he had been expelled and joined the foundation of
the FP in 1955. Moreover, he had been the minister of finance in the government of
the 27 May coup. The party had been unsuccessful in the 1961 elections
comparatively to the JP, taking 14 percent of the total votes (the JP had taken 35
percent). The party had 61 deputies in the National Assembly and 27 seats in the
Senate. The party had entered the Second Coalition Government of Indnii, and
supported the third Inonii Government from outside. The NTP was the most
factionalist party of the period and it had four waves of resignations, so the party had
lost half of its seats in the parliament. So the process from 1961 to 65 had showed
that the NTP lost the struggle to take the votes and social base of the DP. Thus on the
level of perceptions the JP was the clear continuation of the DP in 1965.

The Justice Party was founded by General Ragip Giimiispala.33 General

Gilimiigpala was the commander of the Third Army when the 27 May coup made.

32 For information on NTP, see ibid., pp.198-209.

33 For information on JP, see Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, pp.119-148; and Ahmad, Demokrasi
Siirecinde Tiirkiye, pp.226-233.
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One week after the coup he was appointed Chief of General Staff. But in August
1960 he had been retired with the program to rejuvenate the military. He established
the JP in early 1961. Glimiigpala followed a moderate way, and he prevented radical
actions that would create discontent in the military. In 1961 election, the JP took 35
percent of the votes and it became the coalition partner of the RPP in the first
government. In this process, the party gradually took the place of the DP in Turkish
politics.

In the 1964 senate election, the JP took 50.03 percent of the votes so the
electoral base of the DP went towards the JP almost completely. Giimiispala had died
two days before this election. The determination of the new leader was made in the
Party Congress six months later. There were two important candidates for the
leadership. The first was Dr. Sadettin Bilgi¢. Bilgi¢ was supported by the more
conservative and traditional sects in the party. The other important candidate was
Suleyman Demirel, the candidate of more moderate and liberal wing. Demirel had
been a bureaucrat in the DP period and the head of the State Water Affairs. After the
coup he had resigned from office. He had become a businessman and worked for the
representation of the US Morrison firm. In the end, Demirel won the congress with
an open majority. Demirel provided the fall of the third In6nii government, and led
the establishment of a coalition government with other parties except the RPP. He
took part in this government as the vice prime minister. Through the 1965 Demirel’s
JP was the clear continuation of the DP.

In this period of coalition governments from 1961 to 1965, the parliamentary
politics varied many times. Almost all parties had the experience of government and
opposition. But the way of politics and programmatic priorities of the parties were in

a similar channel. The agenda of the parties was determined by the discourses of
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traditional Turkish politics. But the coming into the agenda of the Turkey Worker’s
Party changed this situation. For the first time an alternative economic and social
design of politics were introduced with the Turkey Workers Party, TWP (Tiirkiye Is¢i
Partisi). This situation was related to the traditional prohibition of socialist politics in
Turkey. The direct result of the absence of socialism in parliamentary politics was
the similarities of programmatic priorities between the parties. The parliamentary
politics were very confrontational, but this conflict and confrontation between the
parties did not come from modern social class conflict. So the TWP’s entrance into
the parliamentary politics differentiated the agenda and the way of politics in Turkey.
The TWP was founded by 12 trade unionists in Istanbul.** In the beginning
the party was clearly pro-worker (ouvriériste), but in 1962 Associate Professor
Mehmet Ali Aybar became the head of the party and he brought together the unionist
and socialist intellectuals in the same manner. The party rapidly escaped from its
pro-worker character and began to be organized as a modern socialist party. In this
period, it was exposed to pressure and political violence from the conservative and
right-wing sides of society. The party meetings and congresses were attacked by
conservatives in such places as Akhisar and Bursa.” Up to the 1965 elections the
WTP was unable to have local organization in all provinces. However, the radio
speeches of the party in the election campaign made the party known to the public.
The language of the party was very different from that of the other parties, and social
justice was the essential of the party discourse. Consequently in the early stages of
the party, its pro-worker character prevented the party from becoming influential, but

the party escaped from this with the leadership of Aybar. The main source of the

3% For information on the TWP in early 1960s, see Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, pp.227-247; and Bar1s
Unlii, Bir Siyasal Diisiiniir Olarak Mehmet Ali Aybar (Istanbul: letisim Yayinlari, 2002), pp.174-206.

> Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, p.230.
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TWP’s influence did not come from its electoral support, but its new outlook was a
deep questioning of the agenda of Turkish parliamentary politics. After this brief
assessment of the post-27 May periods’ political and economic features, it is crucial
to look at the foreign relations dynamics, which were as important as the political
and social events of the period.

Foreign relations and foreign policy in Turkey were determined by the cold
war dynamics in this period. Turkey was a member of one bloc in the cold war, so its
foreign policy priorities were adapted to the western bloc’s. But this formula did not
work when one of the essential foreign policy issues of Turkey conflicted with the
policy of the leader of the bloc. This issue was Cyprus. Therefore in this period the
main foreign policy question for Turkey was the Cyprus issue and Cyprus-related
issues brought Turkey’s relations with the US under question.*®

Just after the 27 May coup d’état, the junta declared that Turkey was loyal to
the alliances of NATO and CENTO.?” The new Minister of Foreign Affairs, Selim
Sarper declared that Turkey would abide by all treaties.*® But in the first half of the
1960s some events made Turkey distrustful of the US. The Cuban Missile Crises was
the first of them.™ After the crisis the US removed its Jupiter missiles from Turkey.
The US administration did not tell Turkey that this move was the result of bargaining
with the USSR. The USA then proposed that Polaris nuclear submarines would

provide Turkish security.

% For the relations of Turkey and USA in this period, see Faruk Sonmezoglu, Kibris Sorunu Isiginda
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri'nin Tiirkiye Politikasi 1964-1980 (istanbul: Der Yayinlari, 1995); and
Baskin Oran, ed., Tiirk Dus Politikast Kurtulus Savasindan Bugiine Olgular, Belgeler, Yorumlar, vol.1
(Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2001) pp. 681-715.

37 Oran, p.681.

* Ibid.

* For the missile crisis, see ibid., pp.681-685.
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Apart from any bloc related issue, the most important decomposition between
Turkey and the US rose from the issue of Cyprus. In 1960 the independent Cyprus
Republic was established after the Agreement of London and Zurich, but later events
made Turkish and Greek Cypriots’ co-existence on the island very difficult. In late
1963, a crisis began on the island, and two people died in the ethnic conflict, but the
important result of the crisis was the de facto division of the island.*® At this point
Turkey attempted a military intervention to the island. Inénii informed President
Johnson about this intervention. However, the answer of the US was unexpectedly
harsh.*! Johnson opposed the intervention; moreover, he implied that in such a
situation the US might not help Turkey in a Soviet intervention. This meant that the
NATO alliance might not work in all conditions. This situation created deep distress
among the Turkish administrators, because Turkey had come closer to the Western
bloc with the anxieties of national security, and this event demonstrated that the
western alliance would not provide Turkish security if Turkey’s and the US’s
policies conflicted. The Johnson letter had the date of 5 June 1964, and it was not
declared to the public-opinion, but it was published on 13 January 1966 in the daily
Hurriyet.** The Johnson Letter created doubts among Turkish politicians and the
people about the alliance with the US.

In this environment the doubts about US’ policy intersected with the anti-
imperialist or in other words, anti-American discourse of the period. The USA at the
same time was waging a military campaign in Vietnam, that was creating a deep anti-

Americanism throughout the world. This anti-Americanism was becoming

“ Ibid., pp.720-725.
! For the Johnson Letter, see ibid., pp.686-689.

2 Ibid., p.686.
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widespread in Turkey because of the above-mentioned discontent about the Cyprus
issue. As an example, the head of Turkey Worker Party, Mehmet Ali Aybar,
described the US military bases in Turkey as the occupation of the country.®’
Bilateral agreements, the existence of US military staff in Turkey and their privileges
were other sources of displeasure in Turkish society.

Turkish foreign policy traditionally had been closed to the public; it was
regarded as a technical issue, but the Cyprus issue brought the public-opinion into
foreign policy. Thus the American attitude to Turkey created displeasure not only in
the administration, but also in society. In this environment the anti-imperialist
discourse of the 1960s was related to Kemalism. The anti-imperialist discourse was
the main theme of the relations between Kemalism and the left politics of the 1960s.

In the 1960s Kemalism and left politics were joined together. There were
several reasons for this situation. The emerging socialist movement was under great
pressure and the link with Kemalism might supply legitimacy. The ongoing elections
were creating success for the conservatives, so the Kemalist military might be an ally
for the total destruction of the conservative parties. The rising Third-Worldism and
anti-Americanism were merged with the reaction against the USA because of the
Cyprus issue. Above all, the main reason was the confusion of western political
categories in Turkey. Kurtulus Kayal1 points to two greatest efforts of this idea as
Cetin Altan’s Atatiirk’iin Sosyal Goriisleri and Fethi Naci’s 100 Soruda Atatiirk’iin
Temel Gériisleri.** These two works attempt to demonstrate the similarities between
the Kemalism and socialism. At the same time the program of the TWP began with

the words of Mustafa Kemal that advocated fighting against capitalism and

“ Unli, p.242.

* Kurtulus Kayal, “Tiirk Entelektiielinin Diisiince Diinyasi” Tarih ve Toplum, no.121 (September
1995), p.53.
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imperialism. Therefore, the Turkish left endeavored to unify its origin with
Kemalism. Almost all sects in the Turkish left articulated Kemalism with the
discourse of anti-imperialism. So in the 1960s the Turkish left constituted itself via a
link to Kemalism that might be called the “invention of tradition.”

In the above pages, the social and intellectual climate of the post-27 May
period was summarized. The most important point for the thesis is that the “left of
center” emerged as one of the examples of Turkish politicians and intellectuals

confusion on the above-mentioned issues.
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CHAPTER TWO

SOCIAL DEMOCRACY: AN IDEOLOGY OR MORE?

The history of European social democracy in the twentieth century indicates
the history of social democratic parties of Europe rather than a social movement. In
political life, the term “social democracy” refers to one of the categories of political
parties. However, the early social democratic organizations denoted “a society within
a society,” or in other words, a “solidarity community” character.” Thus, the central
aim of this chapter of the thesis is to demonstrate the transformation of social
democratic parties from a class-based solidarity community to a category in the
spectrum of political parties.

The studies on the histories of political parties focus not only on the
institutional continuities and changes of the parties. Alternatively, the history of the
political party should refer to the political and social life of the country. Moreover,
Tarik Zafer Tunaya’s emphasis on the historiography of political parties is crucial.
Tunaya defines the history of political parties in a country as “the history of
governments, oppositions, liberties; in short the history of the civilizations of this

country.46” And this plurality of civilization for the country occurs in the dimension

* Ggsta Esping Andersen, Politics against Markets: The Social Democratic Road to Power
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1985), p.6.

% Tarik Zafer Tunaya, Tiirkiye'de Siyasal Partiler, vol. 1 (Istanbul: Hiirriyet Vakfi Yayinlari, 1984).
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of time and space. The features of social democratic parties in different countries and
in different historical periods are dissimilar.

The time dimension of the history of social democratic parties in Europe can
be elaborated with the continuity and change in world history which have directly
affected the history of social democratic parties. Thus, the history of social
democratic parties in Europe might be periodized in a number of historical
interludes. These are the emergence period that lasted up to the First World War or
the Bolshevik Revolution, the inter-war years that were an age of crisis both for the
world and social democrats, the post-war period of transformation (this golden age
lasted until the petroleum crisis of the1970s), and the crisis for social democracy that
went from the end of the 1970s to today.*’

As a possible fifth period in the 1990s, the “Third Way” politics of the British
Labor Party and the “New Center” politics of the Social Democratic Party of
Germany, the SPD, offered a new outlook for social democracy. However, it is
disputable that these policies are the revival of social democracy in the conditions of
globalization and the unipolar world or the denial of traditional social democratic

values.*®

47 For histories on social democracy and left, see David Childs, The Two Red Flags: European Social
Democracy and Soviet Communism since 1945 (New York: Routledge, 2000); Geoff Eley, Forging
Democracy: The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (New York: Oxford University Press,
2002); Stephen Padgett and William Paterson, A History of Social Democracy in Postwar Europe
(New York: Longman, 1991); Donald Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism: The West European
Left in the Twentieth Century (New York: New Press, 1996); Willie Thompson, The Left in History:
Revolution and Reform in Twentieth-Century Politics (Chicago: Pluto Press, 1997).

* For a full discussion of third way, see Anthony Giddens, The Third Way: The Renewal of Social
Democracy (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1998); Paul Cammack, “Giddens Way with Words” in Third
Way and Beyond: Criticisms, Futures and Alternatives, eds. Sarah Hale, Will Leggett and Luke
Martell (New York: Palgrave, 2004). David Morrison, “New Labor, Citizenship and the Discourse of
the Third Way,” in Third Way and Beyond: Criticisms, Futures and Alternatives, eds. Sarah Hale,
Will Leggett and Luke Martell (New York: Palgrave, 2004); Will Leggett , “Criticisms and the Future
of the Third Way,” in Third Way and Beyond: Criticisms, Futures and Alternatives, eds. Sarah Hale,
Will Leggett and Luke Martell (New York: Palgrave, 2004).

23



This important part of the periodization for social democracy for the thesis is
the third period, the golden age,” because, the golden age of world capitalism forced
a transformation for the European social democratic party to become a “catch-all
party” rather than an “old class party.” To define this transformation is crucial for
the thesis because the change in social democracy from the 1950s to the 1960s might
give the opportunity for the emergence of social democracy in Turkey with the
emergence of the “left of center.” Accordingly, Europe was the place of the
emergence and making of social democracy; and Turkish center-left politics might
have been inspired by European social democracy. However, the story was different,
as will be put forward in subsequent chapters, so it is clear that the effect of social
democratic political thought and practice had minimum effect on the emergence of
the left of center in the RPP. At this point, the space dimension of the history of
social democracy and this chapter of the thesis intersect in Europe. Social
democracy, by definition, is a product of industrial societies, and Europe is the main
cultural and political region for the analysis of social democracy.”’' I hope that this
indispensability for the space dimension of the thesis overcomes the criticisms of the
Euro-centrism of the study.

This chapter has two functions for the thesis. First, it illustrates the
unfamiliarity between the European social democracy of the 1950s and the 1960s

and the emergence of the Turkish left of center politics in the RPP. Socialism, left or

* For the formation and progress of this golden age, see Eric Hobsbawm, Kisa 20. Yiizyil 1914-1991
Asiniliklar Cagu, trans. Yavuz Alogan (Istanbul: Sarmal, 2003), pp.276-483

% In the onward pages the term “catch-all party” will be elaborated, for the explanation of catch-all
party, see Otto Kirscheimer, “The Transformation of Western Political Parties” in Political Parties
and Political Development, eds. Joseph LaPalombara and Myron Weiner (New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 1966), pp.177-200.

>! For the emergence of social democracy in only European countries, see John Kautsky, Social

Democracy and the Aristocracy: Why Socialist Labor Movements Developed in Some Industrial
Countries and Not in Others (New Brunswick: Transaction, 2002).
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any political definition with reference to the working classes, were damned in
Turkey. The historical origins of the RPP were based on an intensive anti-socialist
discourse, so the effect of the European working class’ political movement on the
RPP was minor. Thus this chapter aims to indicate how the left of center was
different from and irrelevant to the social democracy of Europe. The second function
of this chapter is to sustain a theoretical framework for the thesis. This framework
will show the basic features and historical developments of social democracy.
Moreover, the agenda of this chapter is to demonstrate the significance of changes in
the policies, rhetoric and the symbols of social democracy from the 1950s to the

1960s.

The Problem of Definition

Social democratic ideology and policies differ in the dimensions of time and
space as do other social phenomenon. Thus, twentieth century social democracy was
different in different historical periods. For example, the social democracy of the pre-
First World War period and the social democracy of the “third way” in the 1990s
were the opposites of each other. In the space dimension, for example, Scandinavian
politics were more based on class politics than those of the Mediterranean
countries.’> Although these differences, it is possible to attribute some general

features to social democracy and to seek a definition in terms of these features.

32 Adam Przeworski, Capitalism and Social Democracy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1986), p.99.
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On the definition of social democracy, a set of features that were introduced
by Anthony Crosland are classic.” Crosland’s consideration illustrates the reliance
on Keynesianism and shared the post-war optimism of the theorists such as Kenneth
Galbraith or Joseph Schumpeter.”* Crosland’s set of features for social democracy
was composed of political liberalism, mixed economy, the welfare state, Keynesian
economic policy and commitment to equality.” These five proposes reflect the basic
character of social democracy in the golden age of capitalism. Two of them, political
liberalism and commitment to equality, are political; and three of them, mixed
economy, the welfare state and Keynesian economic policy, are economic. For him,
the control of economy had been captured by the state as the agent of society, so the
necessary result of these features was a system of parliamentary democracy in a
market economy.’® An historical perspective of this model sees it on the rise in the
1960s and demise after the 1970s provides a better understanding on what social
democracy is because a comparison of the post-war social democratic model and
neo-liberal model of current days demonstrates the meaning of these above-
mentioned five commitments and which of them has prevailed up to today.

The social democracy of post-war Europe associated the special relation

between the working class and gradual reformism of society through a more

> Anthony Crosland was a British Member of Parliament who became the Minister of Education, and
his “Future of Socialism” became one of the most influential studies of the 1950s on social
democracy. For his magnum-opus, see Anthony Crosland, The Future of Socialism (London: J. Cape,
1956)

% For the classics of these writers, see John Kenneth Galbraith, The Affluent Society (Boston:
Houghton Mifflin, 1958); and Joseph Schumpeter, Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy (New
York: Harper, 1950)

% See Crosland, pp.100-114.

%% Padgett and Paterson, p.23.
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egalitarian course.”’ The relations between the trade unions and social democratic
parties reflected continuity from the pre-Second World War era and the Post-War
era. However, the gradual reformism reflected a change, and demonstrated the break-
off between social democracy and the apocalyptical social and political actions that
were initiated after the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution.”® The revolutionary forces
claimed the inevitability of the collapse of the capitalist mode of production in terms
of revolution. The best example of this tradition in Europe was the Spartacus
rebellion in 1919 that was led by Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg, and this
unsuccessful rebellion resulted in a split in the Social Democratic Party of
Germany.”” After the defeat of the insurgents, social democracy not only in Germany
but in all of Europe began to be defined in terms of non-communism, so social
democrats began to demarcate themselves from communists.*”’

The term “communism” might be used as a negative definition, or in other
words, to point what social democracy is not. However, the positive definition of
social democracy is a complicated issue. The names of the parties might be a sign for
the definition and classification of the parties as social democrat or not. Thus, a party
with the label of socialist, social democratic or democratic socialist might be enough
to define the party as social democratic.®' However, this way of classifying is

problematic, because there many exceptions. For example, a party named the Social

7 Gerassimos Moschonas, In the Name of Social Democracy: The Great Transformation, 1945 to the
Present, trans. Gregory Elliot (New York: Verso, 2002), p.15.

> Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism, p.135.

% Stefan Berger, Social Democracy and the Working Class in the Nineteenth and Twentieth Century
Germany (New York: Longman, 2000), p.124.

60 Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism, p.135.

%! Gosta Esping Andersen, “Contemporary Research on Social Democracy,” Annual Review of
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Democratic Party might be a conservative right-wing party, as in the case of
Portugal.®” Or the name “Socialist Party” might refer to either a social democratic
party or a revolutionary party. Consequently, the labels of the political parties might
create misunderstandings about their characters.

Another way of defining or classifying a political party as social democrat or
not might be whether it is a member of the Socialist International % However, this
approach has some problems also, because the Socialist International is not an
organization of accreditation. Moreover, membership in the Socialist International is
dependent on the application of the party and the approval of the International. So,
while membership in the Socialist International might be a criterion for being
classified as social democratic, this definition has some exceptions as do the other
ways of definition and classification.

Organizational body, as a distinctive feature, might be another way of
classification or definition for social democratic parties. Peter Losche defines social
democratic party as “a solidarity community based on a unity of party program,
organizational form and social base.”® It is essential that the organization model of
social democratic parties is somewhat different than that of bourgeoisie parties. A
social democratic party is a component of a historical bloc, and this bloc includes
trade-unions, cooperatives, labor associations together with the social democratic
party. However, this solidarity community character of social democratic parties
altered in the post-war period. The symbols and rhetoric of social democratic parties

were transformed, and the community activities of local party organizations began to
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disappear. Therefore, it is possible to argue that the organizational body of social
democratic parties was significantly different from that of bourgeoisie parties, and
the concept of mass party is a product of socialist, social democratic or labor
parties.”” However, the emulation or assimilation of the organizational bodies of
social democratic parties to other parties makes this criterion of classification
somewhat invalid.

Adam Przeworski, a well-known scholar of social democracy and its position
in capitalist society, argues a definition that formulates the situation of social
democratic parties according to their reflections to the three events historically.
These reflections are “whether to seek the advancement of socialism through the
political institutions of the capitalist society or to confront the bourgeoisie directly,
without any mediation; whether to seek the agent of socialist transformation
exclusively in the working class or to rely on multi- and even supra-class support;
and whether to seek improvements, reforms, within the confines of capitalism or to
dedicate all efforts and energies to its complete transformation.”®® For him, the
parties that choose to participate in the political institutions of capitalist societies, to
seek support outside the working classes and to pursue reformist policy transformed
themselves from the early Marxist—-Revolutionary parties into the current social
democratic parties. In this context, the decision of social democratic parties
determines whether the party is a nineteenth century working class party or a
contemporary social democratic party.67 This voluntarism of Przeworski ignores the

economic and social conditions that are independent from the intentions of party
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leaders. However, Przeworski approaches social democracy as a process and
evaluates it in its historical context. Therefore his approach is helpful understanding
the emergence and alteration of center-left political parties.

Przeworski’s approach had a significant effect on academic writing on social
democracy.®® Ggsta Esping-Andersen, in his outstanding study on social democracy
Politics against Markets: The Social Democratic Road to Power, discusses
Przeworski’s three commitments and argues that the first and second conditions of
Przeworski’s points puts the emphasis on the state and class and that the third
proposal is about social transformation.® Esping-Andersen recognizes these two
conditions as useful for defining social democracy, but objects to the third and argues
that some reforms might create a revolutionary action.”’ Thus, Esping-Andersen
argues for the revision of the third proposal and put forwards a third proposal of his
own as “social democracy is a movement that seeks to build class unity and mobilize
power via national legislation.””" As clearly seen, Esping-Andersen argues a double
role for social democracy. In the first point, he emphasizes the ‘“solidarity
community” character of social democracy with “a movement that seeks to build
class unity.” Second, he points to the above-mentioned feature of social democracy
“social democracy refers to a type of political party in the parliamentary democratic
systems” with the description “mobilize power via national legislation.”

To conclude, constructing a definition of social democracy is a complicated

issue since it has had a diverse character in different times and places. Scholars have
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attributed various features to social democracy, and the composition of these features
created an understanding of social democracy that is substitutable as an alternative of
a definition. In the second half of the twentieth century, the term “social democracy”
became a type of political party in the political spectrum of western parliamentary
democracies rather than a social movement that struggled for hegemony. This model
of the party was the inevitable result of the post-war conditions. In the final analysis,
study of the social democratic party from the 1950s to 1960s is crucial for the aim of
the thesis, and Crosland’s above-mentioned five conditions (political liberalism,
mixed economy, welfare state, Keynesian economic policy and commitment to

equality) define the frame of the post-war period’s social democratic party.

The Early Stages of Social Democracy

The direct impact of the First World War and the Bolshevik Revolution on
European social democracy was diffused. Before these events, Marxists and non-
Marxists, revisionists or revolutionaries co-existed in the same parties at the national
level. However, after these events, the European left was divided into two camps. On
the one hand were Leninist revolutionaries and, on the other hand, social democratic
worker movements, that is, the later nucleus of European social democracy. The
process of these developments is crucial to investigate because they made social

democracy a unique and apart ideology in the political environment of Europe.
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Many political historians refer to social democracy’s Marxist origins.’>
However, it is difficult to say that all left gatherings of Europe in the nineteenth
century were Marxist-oriented. The examples of European organized labor
movements clearly show the variety in the formation of European social democratic
parties.”” The German Social Democrat Party (SPD) demonstrates this inner-variety
of European social democratic parties. The SPD was founded by two allied groups,
one is Marxist, the other non-Marxist.”* The names of these two pioneers of German
social democracy were the General German Workers Associations (Allgemeiner
Deutscher ArbeiterVerein, ADAV) and the Social Democratic Labor’s Party
(Sozialdemokratische Arbeiter Partei, SDAP). In 1874, these two organizations
merged and established the Socialist Workers Party of Germany in the city of Gotha.
Similarly, the British Labor Party, another important example of workers’ political
organization that included various groups in the mentioned period, was established in
1900, and it included various political groups such as Fabians, Christian socialists as
well as Marxists.”” The Swedish Social Democratic Party (Sveriges
Socialdemokratiska Arbetareparti, SAP) included Marxist and non-Marxist elements

in its body.76 In France, the socialist workers movement was divided into several
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groups; however, the foundation of SFIO (Section Frangaise de l'Internationale
Ouvriére, French Section of Workers International) created organizational unity.’’
Moreover, the French socialist movement was also varied, and had two major
groups. The group of Jules Guesde was ouvriériste and sought doctrinal purity on
Marxist vulgate. The second group, led by Jean Jaures, advocated a parliamentary
democracy and was optimistic about establishing socialism in terms of gradual social
reforms.

The German experience in class politics is central in this issue of containing
various political considerations, contradictory reformist pragmatism and Marxist
orthodoxy. In the early 1830s German workers began to be organized in Workers’
Educational Associations (WEA, Arbeiter Bildungs Vereine).78 Stefan Berger, a
well-known historian of German politics, points out two basic feature of WEA®: first,
WEA was “the most important expression of working class aspirations,” and second
he asserts the influence of liberals on the associations.”” In this period, an alliance
between bourgeois liberals and the working classes emerged against the absolutism
of the aristocratic classes.® The close relation and collaboration between the working
class and bourgeois liberals was not limited to German political life, the British case
was similar. Until the foundation of the British Labor Party, the labor movement was

represented mostly by the Liberal Party in political life. After the Labor Party, this
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tendency continued in a different way. The Liberal party and Labor Party
collaborated in some election districts that was called the “lib-lab coalition”, which
lasted until 1914.%! However, the German case of the WEA was different, the
disconnection of the liberal and labor coalition emerged in the 1860s, and liberals
were unable to control the labor movement thereafter.**

The decade of the 1860s was an age of transformation for Germany
economically and politically. The political unification of Germany, wars and
victories against Denmark, Austria and France and industrial take-off all occurred in
this period. The economic development that had made England and France industrial
countries in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries had taken place in
Germany in the 1860s. Geoff Eley points out that a “dual revolution” (the
industrialization in Britain and political upheaval in France) created capitalist society
and made the socialist movement possible.* Thus, Germany entered a new era after
the emergence of the conditions of the industrial economy. The demands of
politically organized workers’ movements came on to the agenda and the coalition
between the liberals and workers began to crack. As a result, the WEA was divided
and a group of workers and intellectuals left the WEA, and established the above-
mentioned ADAYV in 1863 in Leipzig by Ferdinand Lassalle and his supporters.™
Another coalition of liberals and workers in the WEA established the Federation of
German Workers’ Associations in 1864 (Verband Deutscher Arbeiterverein,
VDAV). In this group, a Marxist sect led by August Bebel and Karl Liebknecht

eliminated the liberal group and transformed the association into a political party
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called the Social Democratic Workers Party (Sozialdemokratische Arbeiter Partei,
SDAP) at the Eisenach Conference in 1869.%° In 1875 , ADAYV was banned in Prussia
by the Bismarck administration.

This event had two effects, the question of survival for the German workers’
movement arose and the tendencies of unification were stimulated. So these two
associations were merged in the city of Gotha in the spring of 1874. This merge
created a new party called the Socialist Democratic Workers’ Party of Germany
(Sozialdemokratische Arbeiterpartei Deutschlands, SDAP), with a program more
directly affected by Lassalle’s group. The radicals severely criticized this program,
and Marx’s famous critic of Gotha program was published. However, these attempts
of unification could not avert the repression of the workers’ movement and in 1878
Bismarck introduced the famous anti-socialist law. With this law socialist politicians
were free to participate in politics individually, but all socialist organizations were
banned. So labor - based politics became illegal until the early 1890s, the end of the
Bismarck period. Despite programmatic differences, various sections of the left
remained in the SPD after this re-opening of the party.

The appearance of working class political organization in Britain happened as
a late event in comparison with the other industrial countries of Europe.*® A social
democratic labor movement emerged in England in the late nineteenth century. In
1900, a Labor Representation Committee was founded and in 1906 it became the
Labor Party.87 Traditionally British trade unions had supported the liberal party. But

1909 was a milestone, because the Miners’ Federation began to support the labor
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party. However, this does not mean there was an acute rivalry between the Liberal
Party and Labor Party; contrarily, these two parties continued to cooperate against
the conservative party. This cooperation called, the lib-lab coalition, continued until
1914. After this date, the Labor Party began a major power in British politics and
collaboration between liberals and labor was interrupted.

The British Labor Party was not founded as a unique organization; it was
composed of various groups and traditions. And these traditions have continued to be
represented in the party.®® The sub-traditions were most importantly Fabianism,
Christian Socialism and Marxism. Among them, Marxist tendencies were taken into
the party by the Social Democratic Federations and Tom Mann was the most
influential personality of this Marxist tradition. However, the Labor Party, as a trade
union-based organization, carried out a somehow pragmatist agenda for the working
conditions of the workers. On the contrary, Marxists argue for the abolition of the
class of employers. This difference between Marxist doctrine and trade-union
pragmatism is obvious on the issue of wage labor and its relations with society.
Marxist orthodoxy claims the abolition of the system of wage labor. Trade-union
pragmatism on the other hand bargains for the sale of wage labor.* Because of this
clear difference and the strength of the trade-unionist effect on the Labor Party, little
Marxist impact occurred on the British Labor Party in the emergence period of the

party. Later on it gradually disappeared during the First World War.”
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The second group, Christian socialists, carried out an ethical and emotional
response to the capitalist mode of production.”’ The third group, Fabianism, was the
most influential and important faction in the Labor Party.”® The Fabian society was
founded as a middle class intellectual group in 1884 during the tea parties at the
home of Mrs. Charlotte Wilson. At the beginning there were two groups within the
Fabians. On the one hand, Bernard Shaw argued an economic model that was based
on Marxist terms such as relations of production. On the other hand, Jevons argued a
model that took into account the needs of consumers. However, the most important
person in the Fabian society in this period was Sidney Webb, who argued a gradually
and peaceful economic development model that he called “industrial democracy.””?

The British case is one of the significant examples of the emergence of a
politically organized working class, because Britain as an early industrialized country
had a labor movement so late in comparison with other countries. It is important to
be industrialized in order to have organized labor movement; however, it does not
seem to be enough. At this point, Donald Sassoon puts forth a remarkable proposal
on the history of the country and the party: the electoral success of the party is
independent from the date of the creation of the socialist party, the level of
industrialization, and the size of the working-class electorate.”® Universal male

suffrage and whether or not there is a rival party that meets the demands of the

working class are important in the electoral results.”

*libid., p.32.
%2 For the emergence of Fabianism and its effect on the formation of Labor Party, see ibid., pp.24-32.

% Biilent Ecevit tried to use the term “industrial democracy” before the discussions on the “left of
center.”

% Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism, p.9.

bid.

37



In the previous pages, the inner variety of European working class political
organizations was described. The radical and moderate tendencies of the European
left co-existed in the same political organizations until the First World War. The
most important example of this situation was German social democracy. In Wilhelm
Germany, the SPD that had been cancelled after the anti-socialist law of Bismarck
was re-opened with a new program that was prepared in Erfurt in 1891. This new
program included a dichotomy between Marxism and Lassallian pragmatism. It
contained Marxist catastrophism that argued the inevitable collapse of the capitalist
mode of production. On the other hand, this Erfurt program foresaw some practical
reforms for the working classes such as universal suffrage, freedom of association, a
progressive income tax, an eight-hour working day and the creation of employment
offices.”® This dichotomy lasted until the First World War. It is possible to
characterize these tendencies, the first of which was Karl Kautsky’s Marxist
orthodoxy and the second of which was the Eduard Bernstein’s revisionism.

Karl Kautsky claimed the inevitable collapse of the capitalist mode of
production in the Marxist sense.”’ Kautsky argued a mechanical understanding of
history, and strongly opposed revisionism. For Kautsky, the inevitable collapse of
capitalism showed its inevitability in terms of “social progress.” This “social
progress” was the increase in exploitation and class struggle, the monopolization of
capital, the proletarianization of the middle classes and the collapse of calpitalism.98

In Kautsky’s political theory, this mechanical social progress came into being with
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two revolutions; he defined these revolutions as political and social. For Kautsky,
political revolution only meant the conquest of the state power; however, the social
revolution referred to the mechanistic course of history and the progressive classes’
success in social progress.” Moreover, Kautsky argued that social revolution would
occur in the early industrialized countries. At this point, Kautsky supports the
position of Marxist orthodoxy on this issue of where the social revolution is
indispensable first. All these argumentations referred to the Marxist catastrophism of
the Erfurt program of the SPD.

On the other side, Eduard Bernstein, as the founding father of revisionism,
represented the pragmatic part of the 1891 Erfurt program of the SPD.'” Bernstein
opposed the claim of the inevitable collapse of capitalism. He made some empirical
assessments on the capitalist mode of production and proposed the revision of some
of predictions of Karl Marx. For Bernstein, class conflicts were not getting worse,
and middle classes were not vanishing.'”" A gradual model was offered by Bernstein
rather than apocalyptical actions. Coser differentiates Kautskian Marxist orthodoxy
and Bernstein’s revisionism as “the conflict between Marxist catastrophism and
positive empirical investigation.'®*’In the course of the late nineteenth century
through the First World War, political developments justified Coser’s above-
mentioned differentiation, and the revisionism of Bernstein grew stronger. The

insurrectionist ways of establishing socialism became ineffectual, and optimism
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because of the growth of suffrage led socialists to foresee the peaceful establishment
of socialism including, surprisingly, Frederich Engels.'*

Elections and universal suffrage were the essential reasons for change in the
first half of the twentieth century. Engels, as co-founder of the communist ideology,
changed his position on the issue of democratic competition in his last years. Adam
Przeworski describes Engels’s position on the democratic competition as *‘the only
recourse available to the workers, because the technological changes in war made
insurrections and barricades ineffective.”'* The protection of the workers’
movement from repression was the main reason for parliamentary representation for
this point of view.'” In this electoral story, in the beginning SPD had 35 deputies in
1890 and 110 (one of three of the whole electorate) in 1914.'% This electoral
progress occurred with the emancipation of workers at the same time. The
emancipation was not limited to wages, it also included cultural and social
emancipation. For example, the German daily socialist press had reached one million
in 1909."” The success of the German working class is similar to that of other

European countries.
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It is possible to construct a causal relation between suffrage and the votes for
the labor movement. In this perception, the number of proletariat will grow so when
the rate of suffrage grows they will vote rationally and elect working class

representatives for the parliament.'®®

This rational point was supported by Kautsky
and had been made the official party policy of the SPD. However, as is clear, this
point reflects the Marxist orthodoxy of inevitable collapse of capitalism. Moreover,
the politicians that lived through the illegality of the period of anti-socialist act might
have seen the elections and democratic competition as guarantees of survival for the
socialist movement in the conditions of imperial Germany.'*

Nineteenth century class politics did not take place only among the
bourgeoisie and the working classes. The aristocratic classes were still effectual in
the political life of some countries. Thus, universal manhood suffrage was the
product and a crucial means of this struggle. However, if the working classes took
the power with universal suffrage, and used public authority in order to demolish
private property, the bourgeoisie would either continue the democratic struggle or
would use illegal means.''” This question was open-ended for the late nineteenth
century industrial countries. The Kautskian orthodox Marxist point on elections and
democracy argued the absolute majority of labor parties when suffrage increased. It
was true at the beginning, and the votes of those parties increased. However, at the

brink of the First World War, the increase of workers in society began to stabilize

and Marxist prediction of the proletarianization of the middle classes did not come
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true.m

The reasons for the stabilization in the numbers of the proletariat in these
societies are several. However, the resources for this stabilization that were cited by
Przeworski seem to be adequate. They are “extended compulsory education, forced
retirement, large standing armies and effective barriers to economic participation of
the women.”'"?

It is not so possible to argue that social democratic parties were successful in
forming economic policy before the Second World War. Social democrats did not
create their own economic policy, the economic policy of the left and the criticism of
capitalism were somehow the same thing.''® The nationalization of the means of
production was the only political program of European social democracy before the
Second World War, and the social policy reforms were a questionable area for the
advanced capitalist societies in the interwar period. However, there were some
successful examples among them the Swedish model, the New Zealand model and
the popular front of France. These examples implemented some basic social welfare
system features: in Sweden, the state subsidized insurance, new pension benefits and
health services: in New Zealand, legislation for a 40-hour week: and in France,
holidays with pay implemented.'"*

The Swedish model was a different social democratic way of government that

emerged in the inter-war period and has many of the features of post-war European

""" For the statistical data on the working class formation in Europe, see ibid. pp.17-23.

"2 1bid., p.23.

"3 1bid., p.35.

"% John Callaghan, “Social Democracy and Globalization: The Limits of Social Democracy in

Historical Perspective,” British Journal of Politics and International Relations 4, no. 3 (October
2002), p.432.

42



social democracy.'"” In the 1920s, the SAP came to power with three short coalition
governments in 1920, 1921-23 and 1924-26, but the formation of successful Swedish
social democracy did not occur until the 1930s.

The prominent figure of Swedish social democracy was Ernst Wigforss in
this period."'® The vision of Wigforss was a system of government that would
transform capitalist society into a classless society. However, he suggested that this
aim would be realized gradually and with non-revolutionary methods. Tim Tilton
concludes that Wigforss’ reformist aims were based on “social welfare policy,
progressive taxation, economic planning, industrial democracy and socialization of
industry.”""” It is possible to suggest that the post-1929 crisis period was an age of
insecurity for the people, so everybody sought social security. This solidaristic
approach referred to a social security system that was based on insurance.

The Swedish example was difficult to finance in the conditions of the
interwar crisis. But Swedish society was successful because of the exportation
explosion of some raw materials. Therefore, Sweden sold steel and timber to Britain
and Germany, and was able to finance the welfare expenditures in this catastrophic
age. 118

Another example of the social protectionist way of government in the

interwar period was the New Deal of Roosevelt in the USA. It is not clear that the

New Deal was a well deliberated plan of actions that was able to be classified as a
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social democratic political action. Moreover, Callaghan points out that Roosevelt’s
administration did not use monetary policy or budget deficits as ways of recovery.'"”
So, the post-war Keynesian economic recovery programs or inter-war Wigforss
politics in Sweden can not be estimated in the same context as the New Deal of
Roosevelt.

To conclude, the social democratic parties of Europe emerged as movements
of workers’ organizations. Up to the Bolshevik Revolution the socialist parties of
Europe had embraced both revisionist and orthodox Marxist views, and the period
after the Bolshevik Revolution European socialism was divided into the two camps
between the social democrats and communists. Thus the term social democracy
referred to the parties that tended to struggle in parliamentary ways. However, this
period was an age of crisis for Europe, including social democratic politics, and the
social democracy of Europe could not implement an alternative and successful
outlook for economic and social problems. So the social democrats became
onlookers in the events that yielded the rise of fascism. But the new environment of

the post-war period created new opportunities the social democratic parties.

Post-War Europe and the Welfare State

Karl Polanyi begins his well-known book, The Great Transformation, with
the sentence “the nineteenth century civilization has collapsed.lzo” According to
Polanyi, “nineteenth century civilization rested on four institutions which are the

balance of power system, gold standard, self-regulating market and the liberal state,”
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121 These words are important in order to point out the effect of the way through the
Second World War. Moreover, post-war Europe was severely affected by this
collapse. The substitute for the nineteenth century civilization was a “counter
movement” that took place in order to stop the annihilating effects on human life of
the self-regulating market system. It is possible to call this “counter movement” a
welfare state or social policy perception in the post-war period.

Arthur Marwick defines welfare state as a system in which the state is
responsible for the four sectors of the human-being: social security (including
sickness, injury, old age or unemployment), health, housing and education.'** Thus,
this way of government became the hegemonic discourse of post-war Europe, and
welfare was the key word of the period. Moreover, the main function of the welfare
system was the production of consent, and the welfare measures and full employment
strategy were the material base of the consent.'”

The importance of the post-war welfare policies came from the memories of
the previous years, because the Second World War was the most destructive event in
history. No other war had ever reached the geographical scope of the Second World
War. Moreover, the core of the war was Europe, and the process that began with the
First World War (including the interwar crisis and the Second World War) had
brought the European societies to the edge of dissolution. Devastating effects

prevailed at the same time as the above-mentioned counter-effects that wished to

! bid.

122 Jirgen Hess, “The Social Policy of Attlee Government,” in the Emergence of the Welfare State in
Britain and Germany 1850-1950, ed. Wolfgang Mommsen (London: Billing and Sons Limited, 1981),
p-296.

' See Przeworski, pp.133-171.
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tighten the social ties and keep society together. This effect showed itself first in
Britain with the Beveridge report.

The Beveridge report was the most significant example of this new
solidaristic approach. In the era of the Second World War, William Beveridge
published “Full Employment in a Free Society,” a report which included the bases of
the welfare state.'** The three basic assumptions of the plan were full employment,
comprehensive health care services and family allowances.'” These policies were
prepared with the approach of the essence of egalitarianism and collectivist state
interventionism.'*® This new environment made the state responsible for the welfare
of the citizens and introduced insurance systems that were based on state funding
rather than individual contributions. After the plan was printed some important acts
were introduced in Britain. They were the Family Allowances Act (introduced before
1945), the National Health Service Act, the National Insurance Act and the National
Insurance Act for industrial injuries (introduced in the parliamentary session of 1945-
46 after the labor victory in the 1945 elections).'”” As clearly seen, British social
policy attitude and social security system were transformed in the period of the
Attlee government on the basis of the Beveridge report. The 1945 Attlee

government’s reform plan included not only social welfare, it also inclined the

"2 For the report, see William Beveridge, Full Employment in a Free Society (London, George Allen
and Unwin, 1944).

'% For the Beveridge report, see Hess, pp.300-305.

12° Hose Harris, “Some Aspects of Socail Policy in Britain during the Second World War,” in The
Emergence of the Welfare State in Britain and Germany 1850-1950, ed. Wolfgang Mommsen
(London: Billing and Sons Limited, 1981), p.247.

127 For the effects of these laws, see Nicholas Barr, The Economics of the Welfare State (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2004), pp.30-32.
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establishment of effective economic controls, public ownership of vital parts of
industry and full employment.'*®

On the national level, the above-mentioned consensus differed in some
aspects according to the political preferences of the governmental bodies. For
example, the composition of government bodies directly affected the conditions of
the welfare regime in the post-war Germany. After the 1948 elections, the coalition
parties of the CDU, the FDP and the GP were engaged in the system of traditional
German social security.'*’ On the other hand, the SPD’s position was effected mostly
by the position of the Beveridge plan. One of the important officers of the SPD,
Walter Auerbach, prepared a plan in 1952 that was called the SPD plan."** This plan
failed to be introduced because of the majority of the government parties. The SPD
plan was different from the traditional German social security system in two points
that this plan aimed to include all citizens and was to be financed by taxes rather than
contributors. The CDU’s position was support of the traditional German social
security system and the basic level of contribution was individual because of the
need to seek self-security and the CDU argued to limit the extent of government
interventions."'
The meaning of welfare reforms is a contested issue. On the one hand, it is

possible to conceptualize welfare reforms as an extension and modification of the

.. . . . . 132 ..
existing social services; on the other, a way of social revolution. °~ However, it is

1% Hess, p.296.

' Hans Giinther Hockerts. “German Post-War Social Policies against the Background of the
Beveridge Plan: Some Observations Preparatory to a Comparative Analysis,” in The Emergence of the
Welfare State in Britain and Germany 1850-1950, ed. Wolfgang Mommsen (London: Billing and
Sons Limited, 1981), p.320.

130 For the details of the SPD plan, see Hockerts, pp.323-325.

! For the social policy and welfare views of CDU and other government parties, see ibid., p.325.
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obvious that the welfare state created a new age of social protection, and introduced a
new understanding of citizen rights. This new understanding of rights was broader
than that of civil and political rights, and was called social rights.'*® Thus, political
rights and civil rights were added to employment and social security rights.
Moreover, the strong social solidarity, as the product of the sufferings of the war, led
to a powerful state intervention.">* Illness, unemployment and starvation were seen
as the troubles of the old age.

Consequently, in post-war Europe the programmatic priorities of social
democracy were dominant. On the other hand, social democracy’s electoral and
political difficulties were based on the ambiguities that were raised by the cold war.
Thus the ideological hegemony of social democratic parties in post-war Europe or, in
other words, consensus on the social structure of European societies created a new
difficulty for social democracy. In the new environment the perceptions of the
political parties on the social formation of societies became similar. Thus people
became indifferent as to whether the social democratic parties were in the
government or not. Moreover, this effect combined with the economic boom of
1950s, so the electoral support of social democracy gradually decreased. Thus a new

course for the transformation of European social democracy opened.

132 The term de-commodification that was conducted by Esping-Andersen is useful in order to identify
the meaning of welfare system. And it refers to the livelihood without reliance on the market, so the
persons were emancipated from market dependence. For the full discussion on de-commodification
see Ggsta Esping Andersen, The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism (Cambridge: Polity Press,
1990), pp.21-23.

133 See Thomas Humphrey Marshall, Class Citizenship and Social Development (New York:
Doubleday, 1964).

134 For a detailed discussion of this solidarity and state intervention, see Ivan Berend, An Economic
History of Twentieth-Century Europe: Economic Regimes from Laissez-Faire to Globalization (New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2006), pp.191-213.

48



The Transformation of European Social Democracy

The main character of post-war Europe was uncertainty, and a solidaristic
approach was used to try to repair the destructive effects of the war. The destruction
was not only physical. The production process had been plunged into an impasse
particularly in the sectors of fuel, transportation and food."* In these conditions, the
economic program of the left featured the transformation of capitalism in terms of
the nationalization of key industries, welfare and planning.'*® With these
programmatic priorities, the left parties of Europe took on very influential and
powerful positions. Socialists and labor parties enjoyed sole power in Britain,
Norway and Sweden. Moreover, in other European countries they shared power. But
in Germany, the SPD was excluded from the government.'?’

The preeminent example of post-war solidaristic governments was Attlee’s
Labor government in Britain. Labor declared that “the labor party is a socialist party
and proud of it” in its election program, the motto of which was “let us face the
future.”"*® Having won the elections in 1945, the core of Labor’s economic policy
was nationalization. The Attlee government rapidly nationalized the key industries of
the economy. Industries that employed roughly ten percent of the labor force,
including the Bank of England, civil aviation, coal mines, electricity, gas, iron and

steel, transport, railways, road haulage, and road passenger transport were

"% Philip Armstrong, Andrew Glyn and John Harrison, Capitalism since 1945 (Cambridge: Basil

Blackwell, 1991), p.6.
1% Carl Cavanagh Hodge, “Politics of Programmatic Reneval: Postwar Experiences in Britain and
Germany,” in Rethinking Social Democracy in Western Europe, eds. Richard Gillespie and William

Paterson (London: F. Cass, 1993), p.6

7 In German politics, the SPD had been excluded from the government by the other parties. See
Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism, p.117.

"% Childs, p.25.
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nationalized in this period."*® The social policy of the Attlee government, based on
the Beveridge Report, transformed the character of the British welfare regime. The
short-term result of Labor’s control of parliament was the most comprehensive free
health service and complex system of social protection in Europe.'*” However, the

success and effect of the democratic socialists did not last very long.

1947 was a turning point in European politics. And after this date, the success
of the left in elections and its effect in the political composition of Europe began to
decrease. This crisis and election defeats of European social democracy continued
until the 1960s. The reasons for this failure were several, among which the leading
factors may be stated as having been the sustained economic boom and the escalating
cold war.'*! The economic boom created a harmonization of wages and benefits, so a
compromise was established between the bourgeoisie and workers. Moreover, the
affluence of the working classed had its source in a high demand for labor, so the
direct outcome of this demand was full employment. Full employment was also a
result of Keynesian demand management policies. So, the social democratic parties’
old rhetoric was not harmonious with this new environment. In the 1950s, the social
democratic parties were unable to win any elections in the four big countries of
Europe (Britain, France, Germany and Italy).

Thus series of election defeats forced a programmatic change. The only
successful point of post-war social democracy, the welfare state measures, became

the central point of focus for social democrats. The post-war economic boom made it

139 1hid.

140 Donald Sassoon, “Politics,” in Europe since 1945, ed. Mary Fulbrook (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2001), p.21.

4! For a detailed discussion of sources of election defeats, see Hartmut Kaelble, “Social History,” in

Europe since 1945, ed. Mary Fulbrook (New York: Oxford University Press, 2001) pp.62-63; Padgett
and Paterson p.22 and pp.112-137; Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism, p.241.
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possible to apply Keynesian demand management for full employment, so the social
democratic parties could no longer pursue Marxist-oriented class party politics. The
new programmatic priorities of social democracy were a comprehensive social
security system, full employment, increases in wages, equal benefits of the education
and health system and progress in public infrastructure.'** This new outlook was the
conformation of Crosland’s predictions and proposals, as mentioned above.
However, the institutional apparatus that was used in order to supply the necessities
of this new welfare regime varied in different countries. The most common way was
social corporatism. Moschonas defines this new corporatism as consultation,
negotiation and decision making between social partners (employers, unions) under
the auspices of the state.'* This corporatism was exercised in several countries under
different names, such as German co-determinism, French economic planning, and
Japanese industrial policy.'*

The above-mentioned transformation of European social democracy was seen
obviously in the SPD. When the Second World War had finished, the SPD was re-
founded in West Germany, and the new founders in the local party offices had been
members of the pre-Nazi period’s SPD.'* Surprisingly, the break of the Nazi period
and illegality did not alter the circumstances for the SPD very much; therefore the
party took the support and votes from the places that had supported the SPD before
1933. Moreover, the SPD’s new program was based on the 1925 Heidelberg
Program, so the party continued to use Marxist rhetoric. On the other hand, the

division of Germany into two created two SPDs, and in the eastern zone the SPD was

142 Moschonas, p.63.
3 1bid., pp.63-66.
14 Armstrong, p.131.

'3 Berger, p.180.
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merged with the Communist Party. Later on, the tough cold-war conditions made the
East German social democracy disappear and it was orbited by the communist rule.

After 1948, the SPD in Federal Germany suffered three successive election
defeats. The reasons for and meaning of these defeats are crucial in order to
understand the transformation of European social democracy in the 1950s. These
defeats created the necessity of revising German social democracy according to the
post-war conditions of Europe. After the death of Kurt Schumacher in 1952, the
reform attempts for the party rapidly grew. The declaration of the Socialist
International in 1952 and the 1954 Berlin program of the SPD might be seen as signs
for the future transformation of the party. The 1956 Hungary intervention of the
Soviet Union proved problematic for the SPD, because of the party’s quasi-pacifist
and neutralist position.'*®

The events of the 1950s initiated the SPD to the 1959 Bad Godesberg
conference.'*” At this conference, the SPD adopted a new program, and made a clear
difference between Marxism and itself. This program was largely the work of
Heinrich Deist, Carlo Schmidt and Herbert Wehner.'*® With this new program, the
SPD declared its obedience to political pluralism and the market economy. However,
it aimed to embed democratic principles into the political and social life of the
country. The party gave up its traditional aim of common ownership of the means of
production. Moreover, the Bad Godesberg program defined the origins of democratic

socialism as Christian ethics, classical philosophy and the humanist tradition.'* The

1% Childs, p.37.

1“7 For Bad Godesberg, see Padgett and Paterson, p.29; Childs, p.37; and Berger, p.188.

18 Childs, p.37.

149 Stephen Padgett, “The German Social Democratic Party: Between Old and New Left” in Conflict

and Cohesion In The Western European Social Democratic Parties, eds. Eric Shaw and David Bell
(New York: Pinter Publishers, 1994), p.11.

52



party clearly changed its political outlook with this program. Three crucially
important policies that had been opposed by the SPD pre-1959 were adopted into the
program. They were a social market economy, the remilitarization of West Germany,
and integration into the European community."’

The effect of this transformation was not limited to the programmatic change.
One of main distinctive feature of the SPD was that it was a solidarity community
from the very beginning of the party.'”! This solidarity community needed some
symbols to create a common memory and understanding between the members of the
party. The Bad Godesberg program not only changed, but it also changed some
important symbols of the party, such as the red cover of the party membership book,
which was changed to blue, the traditional address term of “comrade” was changed
to “party friend.”'>* The flag of the Federal Republic of Bad Godesberg was flown
alongside the traditional red flag above the party head quarters.'>>

This SPD example shows the social democratic parties’ indispensable
attempts to represent other social groups with the working classes. The unsuccessful
results of the elections were the main reason for this search for ideological overhaul,
and the concept of a “catch-all party” was the product of these conditions. The
creator of the concept was German political scientist Otto Kirscheimer, who wrote
that, “the mass integration party, product of an age with harder class lines and more
sharply protruding denominational structures, is transforming itself into a catch-all

people’s party. Abandoning attempts at the intellectual and moral encadrement of the

13 Berger, p.188.
1 ibid., p.180.
132 Berger, p.188; and Padgett and Paterson, p.73.

'3 Padgett and Paterson, p.73.
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masses, it is turning more fully to the electoral scene, trying to exchange
effectiveness in depth for a wider audience and more immediate electoral
success.”>* Kirscheimer’s catch-all party, or people’s party (volkspartei), was
related to the electoral defeats of European social democratic parties, so the defeated
party made to emulate the successful party by de-emphasizing class politics, and
emphasizing electoral success rather than ideological purity.'”>> Moreover, the new
social democracy was transforming its agenda not only in terms of its economic
program and electoral base, but also its rhetoric and symbols. For example, social
democracy now sought rapprochement with organized religion and the nation-
state.'°

The seeking of support from the other clienteles was the basic character of
this new kind of party. However, Przeworski argues a trade-off between the
recruitment of the middle classes and of workers.">’ From this point of view, the
political behavior of workers was the cumulative consequence of strategies pursued
by the political parties of the left."® From this point of view, the social democratic
parties were unable to maintain the support of workers while directing the efforts for
new allies. So the concept of trade-off for the political parties and classes is crucial
on the issue of the transformation of social democratic parties.

Consequently, the meaning of all these changes was the transformation of the

social democratic party from working class socialism to welfare capitalism. As

13 Kirscheimer, p.184.

13 Padgett and Paterson, p.73; and Padgett, p.11.

156 Sassoon, One Hundred Years of Socialism, p.243; and Berger, p.189.
157 Przeworski, p.106.

"8 Ibid., p.100.
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pointed out in the introduction, the historical evaluation of European social
democracy from the nineteenth century to the 1960s demonstrates a transformation
from a social movement character to a category in the spectrum of political parties.
However, the developments in Turkish political life and the emergence of the left of
center as the genesis of Turkish social democracy are unrelated to the above-

mentioned evolution of European social democracy.
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CHAPTER THREE

THE LEFT OF CENTER OF INONU:
LEFT OF CENTER AS A REMEDY FOR SOCIALISM

Mehmet Barlas: “Whereby your
party has been on the left of center
since it was established, why do you
declare it in 1965 while you have not
used this wording up to now in any
elections?”

Ismet In6nii: “They have assaulted
us because of the social justice
policy, have called us communist.
We should say it.”'>

After the 27 May coup d’état the first elections were hold on 15 October
1961, and Inonii led three governments in the period from 1961 to 1965. The first
Inonii government was established as a coalition government between the JP and
RPP.'® The second government of this period was led again by inonii and it was the
coalition of RPP, NP and NTP. And finally, the third government of [nonii was

established with the support of independent deputies, and endured until 1965.'°' The

' From the interview of Mehmet Barlas with Ismet inonii in Cumhuriyet 19 October 1965.
-Partiniz madem ki kurulus itibariyla ortamin solundaydi, simdiye kadar hicbir secimde bu sozii
soylemezken, neden 1965’te acikladiniz?

-Soysal adalet politikas: yiiziinden bize saldirdilar. Komiinist dediler. Bunu soylemek zorundaydik.

' The establishment of this government created a deep reaction in the RPP. Moreover, the
government program defined its inspiration as Ataturk reform (Ataturk Islahatr) and this term was
enough to produce displeasure in the public opinion of the party. This government did not last so long,
after six months from establishment it dissolved on 30™ of May 1961 because of the disputes on the
issue of discharge of the condemned of the Democrat Party trials.

' The NTP had not attended the government, but had supported the government in the vote of
confidence.
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budget of the government was not approved by the parliament, so Inonii was obliged
to resign. The resignation of the third Inonii government on 12 February 1965
strengthened the radical views in the RPP. At the same time the successive three
coalition governments created disappointment both in the party administration and in
local party organizations.

The 27 May coup d’état opened a new phase for public life, and the first half
of the 1960s was a period of orientation for this new environment. The three
coalitions that were led by Inonii should be considered in the context of this
orientation or, in other words, the transition from the military to civil rule. Moreover,
two military uprisings were attempted against these governments 22 February 1962
and 21 May 1963.'%* So the main motive of the Indnii governments was to maintain
the stability and to establish civil rule.

In this age of Inonii governments, the RPP included both radical and
conservative views and debates on topics such as land reform, foreign capital and
planning created chaotic decompositions in the inner-party politics. The party
administration was divided into conservatives and radicals. Inonii sought the integrity
of the party, so he was umpire in the formation of groups. Furthermore, the party
organization was discontented with the actions of the governments, because the

governments did not meet the party organizations’ demands.'® So the displeasure

12 Colonel Talat Aydemir had attempted two unsuccessful coup d’états on 22 February 1962 and 21
May 1963.

' inonii defined partisanship as an important problem of Turkey, and declared that his party would
abstain from partisanship. Inonii and the RPP charged the DP with partisanship in the whole 1950s, so
RPP’s nepotism would make Inonii unjustifiable. Thus this attitude of inonii created great displeasure
in the party organization. For the position of In6nii on the issue of partisanship, see In6nii’s speech
during the 17" Congress of the RPP. CHP, C.H.P. XVII. Kurultay: 16 Ekim 1964: Genel Bagskan Ismet
Inonii'niin Agis Konusmast / Ismet Inonii (Ankara: n.p., 1964).
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with the Inonii governments was common among almost all social groups including
the supporters of the RPP.

The administration of the RPP intended to pass the responsibility to others for
the failure of the governments. The leaders of the RPP and particularly Inonii blamed
the USA for the fall of the third government. Moreover, Indnii accused his opponents
in 1966 of putting forward that the Americans had found a new PM instead of him
and might again find a new head of the party.'® The Cyprus crisis and the Johnson
letter were the main bases of these charges, and Inonii as well as Turkey’s political
elite were very displeased with the relations with the USA.'®

Furthermore, the RPP claimed that the JP and its leader Suleyman Demirel
were being directed and controlled by the USA. These claims were formed by two
points, the first of which was the Morrison Suleyman and the second the masonry of
Demirel.'® Furthermore the official newspaper of the RPP, Ulus,'®’ published a
leaflet prepared by Erdogan Tamer with the title Masonry, Zion Protocols and the
Practice of the DP-JP.'®® This series was a clear example of the RPP’s mentality that
the masonry of Demirel indicates the effect of foreign countries on him.

On the other hand, RPP held the conservative sects of society responsible for

the fall of the government. In this understanding, the RPP was the pioneer of the

1% Ahmad, Demokrasi Siirecinde Tiirkiye 1945-1980, trans. Ahmet Fethi (Hil Yayin: Istanbul, 1996)
p-221.

' {nonii kept on at this position until the end of 1967, and sought to be clear of the USA and asked
Erim if it were possible. Nihat Erim, Giinliikler, 1925-1979, ed. Ahmet Demirel, vol.2 (Istanbul: Yap1
Kredi Yayinlari, 2005), p.865.

1% Demirel was the representative of an American firm called Morrison Co. The opponents of the JP
called Demirel “Morrison Suleyman” with reference to American capitalist circles. However, the most
interesting charge on Demirel was about Masonic lodge. Just before the JP congress during which
Demirel was elected head of the party, the rivals of Demirel claimed that Demirel was a Mason. In the
congress, Demirel declared that he no relation with Masonry with a document taken from the Masonic
lodge.

17 Ulus had been founded by Kemal Ataturk in 1935 as the continuation of the Hakimiyet-i Milliye.

1% See Ulus 21-24 September 1965, “Masonluk, Siyon Protokollart Ve DP-AP Tatbikat1”
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reforms so the opponents of the reforms had ensured the fall of the government. The
third In6nii government had labeled itself a reform government, but the main reason
for this label had not been the implementation of reforms. Some politicians in the
RPP had strongly pushed for a new coalition with the JP; however, Inénii had
preferred to establish a minority government with the support of the independent
deputies.'® Consequently, the RPP and its supporters had assessed that the
government’s disconnection as a product of a consortium composed of conservatives
and pro-Americans. Thus the response of the RPP was formed by the new radicalism
that had emerged after the fall of third Indnii government, and this new radicalism
gradually became influential in the rhetoric and activities of the RPP.

Turkish political life was deeply influenced by the advances in the cold war,
as the “ghost of communism” stalked the whole world as well as Turkey. In this
environment, the JP blamed RPP’s new radicalism a way through the communism;
moreover it made anti-communism central in its election campaign. By the1960s
Turkish society had been conditioned by the cold war rhetoric and anti-communism
for twenty years, so the campaign of the JP disturbed Inonii and he needed to
construct a new discourse that points the demarcation of RPP’s radicalism and
communism.'’’ Therefore Indnii required proclaiming the term left of center in order
to demarcate RPP and communism. Thus the aim of this chapter is to identify the

left of center policies of Inonii that were considered by inénii as a remedy for the left.

' inonii had put forward that the opposition of the JP to the reforms as the main reason for his
choice.

701t should not be forgotten that inonii was as one of the founding founder of anti-communism in
Turkey.
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Radicalism after the Fall of the Third Inonii Government

There was nobody around that
advocated the 27 May. We had
turned into persons who were
ashamed and repented of what we
did. Anyway we learnt and
believed in that it is only possible
to be arbiter and helpful in the fate
of the country in a political
cadre.'”" Orhan Erkanli

After the fall of the third Inonii government, the RPP Executive Board and
later Party Assembly issued declarations that pointed to a future struggle against the
conservatives and the anti-reformists and the public opinion anticipated a

transformation in the RPP.!”

The best example of this anticipation was depicted by
Ecvet Giiresin, the editorial writer of Cumhuriyet, with these words; “this declaration
(the declaration of executive board) is the effort of the party for giving up extreme
centrism, and taking place as a radical socialist rather a social democratic party.

Although the party seems central relatively extreme left and right, party is moving

through the left of center.”'"® Giiresin was pointing to a possible transformation in

127 Mayis’t savunan kimse kalmamist ortalikta. Bizler yaptigindan utanan, pisman olan kisiler
haline gelmistik.... arttk memleket kaderinde soz sahibi ve faydali olmanin ancak siyasi bir kadro
icinde miimkiin olacagini 6grenmis ve buna inanmistik. Orhan Erkanlh, Anilar Sorunlar Sorumlular
(Istanbul: Baha Matbaasi, 1972) p-231

' For the entire versions of the documents see The Declaration of RPP Party Assembly on 9
February 1965 (9 Subat 1965 tarihli CHP Parti Meclisi Bildirisi). The Announcement that was
published by the RPP Executive Board about the Resignation of the Third Inénii Government on 16
February 1965 CHP, III. Inonii Hiikiimetinin Istifas1 Uzerine CHP Merkez Yonetim Kurulu
Tarafindan Yayinlanan Teblig 16 Subat 1965.

173 Bu, partinin bir bacag solda, oteki sagda, asirt merkezciliten kurtulup, radikal sosyalist, daha
dogrusu sosyal demokrat bir parti hiiviyetine girebilmek icin caba gostermesidir. Asirt sola ve saga
oranla ortact goriinmekle birlikte, parti uygulamada, merkezin soluna dogru gidiyor. Cumhuriyet, 10
February 1965.
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the RPP; however, he constructed a causal link between the support of reforms and
left politics. His attitude was harmonious with this era’s dominant view that equated
radicalism with left politics. So Giiresin’s point, or, in other words, the causal link
between the left and radicalism, became central in later debates on the left of center
and RPP. Thus the 1960s in Turkey was a period in which the words “reform,”
“radicalism” and “nationalism” referred to the left or socialism.

The key word for the RPP and the progressive politics of the 1960s was
“reform.” “Reform” referred to various areas from land reform to the nationalization
of 0il."”* The discourse of this period’s reformism was formed by radicalism and
conviction in developmentalism and modernism. The reference of the reformism of
this period was in the radicalism of 27 May, because 27 May was the most
fundamentalist implementation of this radicalism.

The most radical sect of the 27 May junta was the fourteen officers who were
called the fourteens.'” These officers had insisted that the transition to the civil
administration should have been made after the completion of the reforms. For these
opinions, they were excluded from the Committee of National Unity and sent into
exile abroad. Before the 1965 elections these former officers returned Turkey, and

reappeared in Turkish political life.'”® Three of these men, Irfan Solmazer, Orhan

' The main component of this period’s radicalism was nationalism, and several campaigns were
arranged with this motive. The best example of these campaigns was the campaign regarding national
oil. The campaign began with Muammer Aksoy’s articles in the magazine Forum. Muammer Aksoy
published a series of articles against the Minister of Energy and Raw Sources on the topic of national
oil on the 15 May, 1 June and 15 June, 1 July, 15 July, 1 August of 1965. Another important
campaign was arranged by the newspaper Cumhuriyet during May 1965 with the name Nation Does
(Millet Yapar). The aim of this campaign was to provide financial support for the construction of
military ships.

175 The names of the 14s were Alparslan Tiirkes, Orhan Kabibay, Orhan Erkanli, Muzaffer Ozdag,
Rifat Baykal, Fazil Akkoyunlu, Ahmet Er, Diindar Taser, Numan Esin, Mustafa Kaplan, [rfan
Solmazer, Sefik Soyuytice, Muzaffer Karan and Miinir Koseoglu.

"7 Frank Tachau connects the radicalism and Demirel’s leadership in the JP because of his anti-
communist rhetoric. He concludes that Demirel perceived the radicalism as a major target. See Frank
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Erkanli and Orhan Kabibay, joined the RPP which is a preeminent example of the
above-mentioned causal link between radicalism and left politics. Soon after, another
ex-officer Mustafa Ok joined the RPP.'”” Mustafa Ok had been judged in the Mamak

trials for taking part in the 21 May military coup attempt.'”®

Thus their joining the
RPP was assessed as an indicator of the radicalism of this period’s effect on the RPP
in the public opinion.'” Thus the radicalism somehow was the result of the political
environment of this era. Simultaneously with joining three of fourteens into the RPP,
Muzaffer Karan, one of the fourteens joined the TWP. '8

These events were indicators of confusion and ambiguity of the times, and the
best example of this confusion was Miinir Koseoglu, who was expected to join the
TWP, but entered the RPNP on 23 June 1965.'8! All other members of the fourteens
joined the RPNP. This group led, by Alparslan Tiirkes, captured the party

administration and transformed the party into an ultra-nationalist and anti-communist

organization.'™ So these events and the existence of members of the National Unity

Tachau, “The Republican People's Party, 1945-1980,” in Political Parties and Democracy in Turkey.
Edited by Metin Heper and Jacob Landau (New York: I.B. Tauris, 1991), pp.107-108.

T For the accession of the three former officers, see Cumbhuriyet, May 8 1965 and for the enrollment
of Mustafa Ok, see Cumhuriyet May 9 1965. For the accession of former officers the RPP
Administration had arranged a ceremony. For the text of the speech of inonii at this ceremony, see
“Eski MBK Uyelerinden Orhan Kabibay, Orhan Erkanl ve Irfan Solmazer’in CHP ye katilma
toreninde yapilan konugsma” Ulus, 8 May 1965.

'8 Colonel Talat Aydemir had attempted two coup d’états on 22 February 1962 and 21 May 1963.
The cadre of the 21 May 1963 coup attempt was judged in Mamak, and two of the officers including
Aydemir were executed.

"7 Ahmad, Demokrasi siirecinde Tiirkiye, p.247.

'8 Feroz Ahmad and Bedia Turgay Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de Cok Partili Politikanin A¢iklamali Kronolojisi,
1945-1971 (Ankara : Bilgi Yayinevi, 1976), p.291.

' Ibid., p.292.

182 These former officers were Muzaffer C)zdag, Rifat Baykal, Fazil Akkoyonlu, Numan Esin, Mustafa
Kaplan, Sefik Soyuyiice, Miinir Késeoglu, Diindar Taser and Ahmet Er.
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Group in the Senate as natural senators made the radicalism of 27 May move onto
parliamentary representation.

The complicated part of these developments was the constructed relationship
between the radicalism of the period and left politics. It was not so obvious what was
the main counterpart of these reforms, but the agenda of the reformers was somehow
acknowledged. The main agenda of this radicalism was land reform, national oil and

183
k

struggle against the sect of divine light (Nurculuk'*”), so attributing leftist politics to

184 One week after the former

the radicalism of this period was somehow irrelevant.
officers joining the RPP’s parliamentary group, various deputies claimed the party
had moved to the left. The toughest reaction came from Amasya deputy Kemal
Karan, and he argued that “three radicals’ joining is a sign of moving to the left, the
party administration had invited the leftists to the party.”'®> And last he proposed to
“demarcate the border of etatism of the party, because the new etatism might go
through the state collectivism.” '8 However, confusion on the terms of western
political life prevailed in the 1960s, even in the parliament.

On the other hand, in spite of rightist pressure both from the outside and
inside of the party, there were groups in the RPP that put pressure on behalf of
reforms and radicalism. In the Youth Congress of the RPP in Ankara, on 23 May

1965, Congress demanded social justice, revolutionism and reforms be given

precedence.'®” Another remarkable event in this Congress was a speech by Biilent

'83 An Islamic sect that has been influential since the early twentieth century.

134 For an analysis of the RPP and radical politics in the first half of the 1960s, see Ahmad, Demokrasi
siirecinde Tiirkiye, pp.244-250

185 Cumbhuriyet, 14 May 1965.

1% Tbid.

'87 Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de cok partili, p.156.
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Ecevit that called for nationalizations.'® It is crucial to understand that the
nationalization of key industries was being considered as a component of the
political left in this period. Nationalization was being aligned on the agenda of
1960s’ radicalism with the above-mentioned land reform, national oil and struggle
against Nurculuk. So it is possible to deconstruct the rhetoric of this radicalism with
its mentioned programmatic priorities. It is clear that the agenda of this new
radicalism had been shaped by the developmentalist outlook of the postwar period,
and it was fully confused on the terms and categories of western measures.

In this political environment, Inonii intended to construct a new discourse
which was harmonious with the new direction of the party. In this way, his first
action was a message sent to the Istanbul Youth Congress and published in Ulus. In
this message, Inonii declared, “you know that the Republican People’s Party adopts
total reform on social issues. I say in your presence that we are resolute and
determined to pursue and to solve society’s social security problems immediately and
courageously.”"® Inonii carried on this rhetoric of reformism through the end of July,
when he put forward the term “left of center.” ' Likewise, the second man of the
party hierarchy, the Secretariat General Kemal Satir wrote an article in Ulus on the

economic policy of the RPP and stated similar points."”'

138 1hid.

"% Sosyal davalarda Cumhuriyet Halk Partisinin biitiin islahati benimsedigini bilirsiniz. Sizin
huzurunuzda soyliiyorum ki biz cemiyetin sosyal giivenlik meselelerini cesaretle ve sebat ile takip ve
halletmek azminde ve kararindayiz. Ulus, 10 September 1965

' {nénii used this discourse in several platforms such as “speech delivered in the RPP Ankara Youth
Congress” (Ankara Genglik Kolu Kongresinde Yapilan Konusma, Ulus, 24 May 1965); “the message
sent to the RPP Sakarya Youth Congress” (Sakarya Genglik Kolu Kongresine Gonderilen Mesaj,
Ulus, 13 June 1965); “The Article; The Political Issues of the Day” (Makale; Giiniin Siyasi
Meseleleri, Ulus, 9 May 1965).

Y1 Ulus, 13 June 1965
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The RPP’s new reformism and radicalism was shaped by the political
composition and electoral alignment of the forthcoming 1965 elections. Thus Inonii
had initiated a tough opposition with slogans of reform and etatism. However, the
RPP spokesmen swore that the reformism of the RPP remained independent from
doctrine and was embodied by the traditional RPP pragmatism.'®* As discussed
above, the aim of the putting forward the discourse of the democratic reforms was
intended to control the 1960s’ radicalism and to direct it to the RPP. The motive of
Inonii while presenting democratic reforms was to use them as a remedy to prevent
the intellectuals and youth from being inclined to socialism.

The discourse of democratic reforms, however, did not create enough
influence on public opinion to fulfill these aims. Thus Inonii needed to speak more
clearly. This was the beginning of the new direction that was embodied in the slogan
of left of center. At the same time, the JP, the main rival of the RPP, put anti-
communism at the top of the agenda in the course of the election.'”” The primary
cause of this approach was the belief that an anti-communist stance would attract
votes.'”* So inénii was under pressure from two sides; on the one side the anti-
communism of the JP accused the RPP of backing communism, and on the other
Inonii was in danger of losing the support of the youth and intellectuals to the TWP
and others. This situation created the need for a formula that functioned first as a
demarcation between communism and the RPP, and second as a means of

conciliation between the party and youth and intelligentsia.

192 {dris Kiigiikdmer defines the pragmatic attitude of the RPP as the suspicious and balanced action of
the bureaucrat. Kiiciikomer, p.130. For the examples of this attitude, see Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku,
pp-154-155.

193 For the JP of this period, see Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, pp. 119-148; and Ahmad, Demokrasi
Siirecinde Tiirkiye, pp. 226-236.

19 Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de cok partili, p.294.
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The JP was not alone in its anti-communist rhetoric. The Association of
Struggle against Communism (Komiinizmle Miicadele Dernegi, KMD) was a leading
organization directing violent actions against the rising left.'”” President Cemal
Giirsel was the honorary head of the association. Inonii declared that the association
and its activities were obstacles to free elections, and demanded the resignation of
Giirsel from the honorary presidency.'*® However, a statement by Giirsel to the press
one month earlier indicates that Giirsel was not on the same parallel as the
association. In this statement Giirsel evaluated the danger of the extreme-left as
artificial. He said, “there were not so many leftists as argued in the deliberations.
And some strayed persons were retained for making this noise and politicians were
attending these efforts. Rightists were using this situation as a tool for their interests
with the aim of straining the political environment for the forthcoming elections.”"”’
In spite of this position Giirsel surprisingly acted as honorary president of the
association. Inonii, as mentioned above, demanded that Giirsel resign from the
position. It was an instrument for the formation of camps in Turkish politics, and
Inonii was placing his party on the progressive side in this anti-communism debate.
At last Inonii brought up the issue in an official meeting with Giirsel and after this
meeting, Giirsel declared his resignation from the honorary presidency of the

Struggle against Communism Association on 16 July 1965.'%

'3 For the actions of the KMD, see Siileyman Geng, 12 Mart'a Nasil Gelindi: Bir Devrin Perde
Arkasi (Ankara: Ileri Yayinlari, 1971).

1% {smet inonii, Defterler, 1919-1973, vol.2 ed. Ahmet Demirel (Istanbul: YKY, 2001), p.906.

Y7 Tartismalarda ileri stiriildiigii gibi, iilkede bahse deger sayida solcu yoktu. Bazi yoldan sapmus
kimseler bu giiriiltiiyti ctkarmak icin parayla tutulmustu ve politikacilar da bu ¢abalara katiliyorlardi.
Sagcilar, gelecek segcimler icin havada gerginlik yaratmak amactyle bu durumu kendi ¢ikarlari icin

kullantyorlardi. Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de Cok Partili, p.292.

1% Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de cok partili, p.293.
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In this environment, the JP was attacking the RPP with charges of backing
communism. This campaign, which might be called a form of neo-McCarthyism,
reached its peak with an article on 16 June written by Sadun Tanju, a columnist of
Ulus, titled “Infidel”(Kafir) in which he approached socialism as a normal issue
rather than a danger and sought to legitimize it.'”® The article set off a great debate in
the public opinion, and the JP and the right accused the RPP of backing communism;
moreover, they accused the RPP to give communism place in the Ulus.** Although
the party administration fired Tanju and published a new article by Nihat Erim that
discredited socialism, the RPP was added to the list of those associated with
communism or backing communism for the right.*"’

In summary, the era from the resignation of third in6nii government to the
preparation of the election campaign of 1965 was a period of seeking a new course.
This new course was affected by the political and social conditions of the era in
which the creed of development and modernism was merged with the magic of the
word reform, and it was suggested as the key to solve all social and political
problems. However, the applicability and the methods of reforms were problematic
areas and the radicalism of the 1960s arose from the problem of how the reforms
were to be implemented. The joining of the former military officers to the RPP was a
clear example of this radicalism, and this action was interpreted as moving through
the left. Accordingly the conviction in reforms and radicalism was considered as

left-wing politics in this period.

19 See Ulus, 16 June 1965.
200 For the reflections of the event in the public opinion see Yon, no.117, (25 June 1965).

! Erim, p.812.
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Consequently, the RPP was in trouble that took root from the necessity of
defining the new course. At the same time the RPP had to demarcate itself from
communism in order to disprove the accusations of the JP. Thus the left of center
emerged in order to fulfill the above-mentioned aims of the definition of the new
course and the will to demarcate the RPP and the left. But the later developments did
not give this anticipated result. However, before the explanation of the first
proclamation of the left of center, the inner-structure of the RPP should be explained

in order to make clear the political environment of the period.

Two Sects, Two Leaders: Melen and Feyzioglu

I rupture the mouth who calls Ecevit
communist! (Turhan Feyzioglu)*”

Political parties, by nature, contain different sects, groups or wings. The
reason for these groupings differs from ideational distinctions to logrolling in the
process of candidate determination. Thus these groupings that sought solidarity in
inner-party power politics had always existed in the RPP as well other parties. These
grouping had taken different names in different periods. For example, in the process
from 1961 to 1965 RPP officers had been divided into two wings that were called

conservatives and progressives.””” These groups had a political sect character, and

92 Feyzioglu delivered these words during the Youth Congress of the RPP in 1964 because of some
participants calling Ecevit a communist. “Ecevit komiinist diyenin agzini yirtarim.” See Kayhan
Saglamer, Ecevit Olayi: Bir Basbakanin Dogusu, vol.2 (Istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 1974), p.232.

23 Normally I dislike the labels of conservative or progressive because of the ambiguity of these terms
for the RPP officers. However, these terms are dominant in the literature on RPP, and these mentioned
officers tended to identify themselves with these terms. For this reason these names for the groups are
used in these pages.
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they conducted common group actions at times of congresses and of determination of
candidates for elections.

The conservative side was led by Ferit Melen and included opponents of the
above-mentioned radicalism and issues such as land reform and national oil. Turhan
Feyzioglu was the leader of the progressive sect. Most of the other younger
representatives took part in the progressive sect such as Ali thsan Gogiis, Biilent
Ecevit and Turan Giines. The three Inonii governments were the arena for the
struggle of these groups. Inonii, who acted as umpire in the course of this rivalry,
strove to balance the alternative groups. As the prime minister, he had to consider the
survival of his coalition governments. It is obvious that he was closer to the
conservative side because he had assessed it as auxiliary in order to harmonize the
policies of his party and the right-wing coalition partners. Moreover, he considered
that the dissolution of the second government was the result of the struggle between
Turhan Feyzioglu and Ekrem Alican.*** As a vindictive politician, he did not forget
the opposition of Feyzioglu to the establishment of the third government. So from the
Inonii’s point of view, Feyzioglu was an unreliable politician and his tendency to
radicalism and reforms was the source of the disconnection with the coalition
partners. However, after the fall of the third government, the whole perception of
Inonii regarding inner-party policy rapidly changed. From that point he assessed the
USA and the conservatives as the main reasons for all kind of evils, including the fall
of the government.”” In these conditions, he broke the balance slightly in favor of

the progressive wing.

% See Saglamer, pp.82-91.

25 As pointed out in the previous pages indnii was very displeased with the policy of the USA, and he

was suggesting the fall of the third government as a US-led operation.
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The best example of competition with the RPP came into being at the
beginning of 1962 during a party assembly session.””® Turan Giines and Biilent
Ecevit, as members of the Feyzioglu sect, declared that the RPP had turned into a

conservative party and that it should renew itself."’

The target of their position was
clearly the conservative group in the party that was called the Melen sect. As
mentioned above, the Feyzioglu sect and the Melen sect were used by Inonii to
preserve the balance of power in party politics. After the speeches of Giines and
Ecevit, Ibrahim Oktem made a motion that pointed out the new conditions forcing
the party to determine its direction. The word “direction” in the Turkish language,
yon, was the same as the name of a new magazine,208 and the name of this new
radical magazine, Yon, was enough to make the conservative side angry. Moreover, it
was a reason for accusing Oktem and his friends of moving the party in a socialist
direction.

After the reactions, Oktem immediately withdrew his suggestion and
proposed to revise the word yon with istikamet. Istikamet is the synonym of yon, but
is free from the association with the radical Yon magazine. The conservative side had
the majority on the board; for this reason, the party assembly rejected Oktem’s new

proposal. This case was not the only example of confrontation between the groups,

Melen and the associates of his group charged others with tending to the left on

% The term “Party Assembly” (Parti Meclisi) began being used after the 9™ Congress of the RPP in
1951 instead of the term “Party Board” (Parti Divant). The aim of the term Party Assembly comes
from the political necessities of the period, because the 1950 election had made most of the former
party officers out of the parliament. This new term Party Assembly (as the executive organ of the
party elected in the Congress) aimed to constitute the self-esteem of the party officers.

27 For the story of this session, see Saglamer, p.171.
2% Yéin was first published in 1961 and continued until 1967 with 222 issues. One of the founders and

financers of Yon was Cemal Resit Eyiiboglu (the other founders were Dogan Avcioglu and Miimtaz
Soysal), who was a member of the Party Assembly of the RPP.
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several occasions.””” Thus all these events were indicators of the divided character of
the RPP between the two camps.

Consequently, the main difference of the groups in the RPP was on the issues
of reform and radicalism, or, in other words, a new direction. The main groups were
formed in terms of either the party need of a new direction or not.*'° So the RPP of
1965 was a party in search of a new direction, but it was not able to find on. At this
crossroad Inonii invented a new direction, left of center. It was not clear, however,

whether it was a new direction or a pseudo-new direction.

The Emergence of the Left of Center - 17 to 29 July

The emergence of the left of center in 1965 was the result of several events
after February because of the rising radicalism in the RPP and the charges of
communism. In this part, the emergence of the left of center will be illustrated in
terms of discussions on the term and its constructed relation with the RPP. As
pointed out above, radicalism and reformism were the distinctive features of
progressive politics in the 1960s, and the RPP were directly affected by this situation.
Thus the emergence of the left of center should be considered in the context of a
course through the 1965 elections. And the main motivation of the term was to
demarcate the RPP and communism because of the charges of the JP.

In 1975, Ecevit described the emergence of the left of center in an interview

in Cumhuriyet as “Inonii’s an interview with Abdi Ipek¢i was published in Milliyet.

% See Saglamer, pp.106-112.
219 This point is crucial that the main motive of the radicalism that was suggested as left politics was

nationalism and modernism. Issues such as land reform or national oil were a distinctive feature of
these attitudes.
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Inonii with his own words firstly were saying that the RPP is a party on the left of
center. Later on, Nihat Erim and Ismail Riistii Aksal gave out that they had
previously used these words. I remember that when I was in the government I had
said in a panel discussion that was held at the Ankara Medicine Faculty that we are
on the left of center. The term did not resound at all when we used it, but it created a
deep discussion when it was used by Inénii.”*!"!

Undoubtedly, Ecevit was right that the left of center was not a significant
term in Turkish politics until Inonii said it. The terms “left” and “socialism” had
always been perceived as dangerous and had been banned in Turkish political life
traditionally; moreover, the bloc politics of the cold war and Turkey’s place in this
state of affairs had strengthened this perception. However, the meaning and symbolic
implications of left in Turkish politics were confusing. For example, a member of the
Senate from the JP described his party as left of center in a session on the budget of
the transportation ministry in early 1965.%'> But later on the JP attacked the RPP for
backing communism after its declaration of left of center. So the relative terms of

29 ¢

politics such as “left,” “right,” “liberal” and “socialist” were very obscure in the

perception of the party elites of the age. Moreover, the charges of communism or

2 fnénii’niin Abdi Ipek¢i ile yaptigi bir miilakat Milliyet gazetesinde yayimlandi. Orada sayn Inonii
kendi agzindan ilk kez CHP nin ortanin solunda bir parti oldugunu séyliiyordu. Daha once bu sozii
Nihat Erim ve Ismail Riistii Aksal kendilerinin ifade ettiklerini sonradan soylemislerdi. Ben de
hiikiimette bulundugum sirada Ankara Tip Fakiiltesinde yapilan bir acik oturumda ortanin solunda
oldugumuzu soyledigimi hatirlarim. Fakat tabii bizim agzimizdan ¢iktigi vakit hicbir yanki
uyandirmanus olan bu terim, Inonii tarafindan kullamilinca biiyiik giiriiltiiler kopardi. Ecevit Siyasi
Hayatini Anlatiyor. Cumhuriyet, 22 January 1975.

12 Saglamer, pp. 156-157. The term “left” always caused confusion. For example the head of the Free
Party, Fethi Okyar, defined the place of his party as follows “my party will work on the left of
People’s Party as a liberal and secular republican party. The scale of the tendency through the left will
be the level and inclination of the people”. (Partim, Halk Partisi'nin sol tarafinda, liberal ve laik
cumhuriyetci bir parti olarak ¢alisacaktir. Sola yonelimin 6lgiisii halkin diizey ve egilimine
kamuoyunun karsilayis ve yiikseligi olacaktir). Moreover Menderes defined the place of the DP when
he was declaring the program of the party as two fingers to the left of the RPP. Hurriyet, 25 October
2006.
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inclination to the left were such a confused issue that a deputy of the JP, Osman
Turan, accused Demirel of moving to the left.?"?

It is not clear how the term “left of center” came into Turkish politics, but the
first known usage was made by Nihat Erim in 1962 in an interview in Yon. In this
interview, Erim states “I believe in the value of the individual’s ambition for profit in
economic life and the role of the entrepreneur. But I also believe in the necessity of
taking measures for providing social justice. That is to say, I am on the left of
center.”*!* But as Ecevit pointed out above, this utterance of Erim like that of others
did not create as great an influence on the public opinion as In6nii did by saying it.

As mentioned above, the emergence of the term “left of center” was the
product of Inonii's usage of this term and the following debates on the term. It is not
clear where or when Inonii first used the term. But the common view, as stated above
by Ecevit, is that Inonii employed this term first in an interview with Abdi Ipekgi for
Milliyet on 29 July 1965. However, this is incorrect. With time, after the defeat in the
1965 elections, the term “left of center” came to be considered as the source of the
defeat by the conservative sect, and was criticized strongly. In these debates, Inonii
said that he had used the term in the Besiktas RPP office in Akaretler after a party
assembly meeting.”'> After the meeting a journalist had asked Indnii, “The parties
like your party in western democracies are defined as parties that are on the left of

center. Can we define your party like that?” And Inonii answered “Yes, you can.”*!¢

1> Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de cok partili, p. 329.
% Ferdin kazang hirsinin ekonomik hayattaki degerine ve miitesebbisin roliiniin énemine inantyorum.
Ama sosyal adaletin saglanmasi icin gerekli tedbirlerin alinmast lazim geldigine de inaniyorum. Yani
ben ortanin solundayim. Saglamer, p.156.

213 For the story of this event, see ibid., pp.155-160.

216 _«pasam. Sizin goriislerinizi savunan partilere batida ortanin solunda derler. CHPye de ortanin

solunda diyebilir miyiz?”
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This above-mentioned story was transmitted by Inonii after the criticisms in
the party in order to demonstrate the spontaneous character of the event. In this
expression, the left of center was made known first with this event. It is crucial that
the journalist who asked this question is a mystery. Nermin Abadan, who wrote a
treatise on the 1965 elections, looked for this journalist but was unable to find him,
although she gave newspaper announcements.”'”’

As clearly seen from the statements of Inonii, the first proclamation of left of
center by In6nii was somehow accidental. On the agenda of the party assembly
session in Besiktas was the White Book (Beyaz Kitap) in which RPP defined its
economic and social views before the elections. The sessions had begun on 25 July
and continued four days.?'® The interesting part of the story is that the day after this
event no newspapers rerorted anything about the left of center.?'® In his bestseller
book, Ecevit Olay: (The Ecevit event), Kayhan Saglamer claims that Inonii asked
Nihat Erim after the proclamation of left of center “where are you? we are blazing! I
said a word and the world around mixed up.**"”

Afterwards In6nii asked Erim for an article describing left of center in the
daily Ulus. Erim published an article with headline “Left of Center” and introduced
the term. This story is narrated by Saglamer in order to demonstrate the confusion
and flurry of Inonii. Properly with inénii’s will, Erim published an article on 17 July
in Ulus. The diaries of Erim and In6nii agree that they met on 15 July in the house of

Inonii, so the story that was transmitted by Saglamer is reasonable. From the diaries

-“evet, diyebilirsiniz.”

217 Saglamer, p.157.

28 For the party assembly sessions, see Ulus, 29-30 August 1965.
21 Saglamer, p.158.

79 Ibid,. p.155.
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of Erim, we learn that the debates on the place of the RPP were a disputed issue, and
in the June of 1965, some events like above-mentioned article by Sadun Tanju made
[nénii clarify where the RPP was in order to prevent the charges of communism.*'
Again from the diaries of Erim, we learn that [nonii first said this term in June in
order to demarcate his party from the accusations of communism or of backing
communism.”** So it is obvious that the first proclamation of left of center by inonii
was somewhat slapdash and coincidental. The main motivation was to demarcate the
RPP from the rising left, and if possible, to change the youth and intellectual’s
attitude from socialism to RPP pragmatism.

As mentioned above, Erim published an article in Ulus on 17 July 1965. The
aim of the article was to demonstrate that the word “left” did not refer to the same
thing as with communism. Moreover, he wrote this article prudently, without

mentioning the name of the RPP. He introduced left of center as

If T do not remember mistakenly, this word became well known after its
usage by Franklin Roosevelt who was the president of the USA from 1932 to
his death in 1945. ....Roosevelt also became the first operator of Keynesian
full employment policy. There are persons who believe that even Leon Blum
is inspired by Roosevelt. Opponents, conservatives, called him communist,
socialist, leftist in order to denigrate him. Roosevelt answered them that at
the utmost I might be assessed as left of center, but do not forget that with
the reforms that I made, the radical measures that I took, rescued private
enterprise from dying, gave capitalism a new elasticity. But at the same time
they rescued millions of American citizens from being suppressed, from
exploitation, from hunger, from living contrary to humalnity.223

! Erim, p.812.
2 Ibid., p.818.

23 «Ortamin solu, hatirimda yanlis kalmaduysa, bu soz 1932 yilindan 1945 yilinda éliimiine kadar,
Amerika Birlesik Devletleri Cumhurbaskani Franklin Roosevelt’in kullanmastyla meshur oldu.....
keynes’in tam ¢alisma gibi konulardaki diisiincesini de ilk uygulayan da Roosevelt oldu. Leon
Blum’un bile Roosevelt’in Amerika’da yaptigi reformlardan ilham aldigina inananlar vardir.
Muhalifleri muhafazakar kisiler, Roosevelt’i kotiilemek icin ona komiinist, solcu, sosyalist dediler.
Roosevelt onlara cevap verdi: olsa olsa ben ortanin solunda sayirim. Ama unutmaymn ki benim
yaptigim reformlar, aldigim radikal tedbirler ozel tesebbiisii oliimden kurtard, kapitalizme yeni bir
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Erim wrote that left of center was not a dangerous thing, furthermore it was a
sustainable remedy for dangers. It is obvious that Erim was emulating Roosevelt’s
New Deal, and this emulation points that the source of their solidaristic approach was
the USA rather than Soviet Russia or anywhere else.

Erim’s definition was not sufficient to prove that left of center was not the
same as communism. The coalition partner of Inonii in the second government
Ekrem Alican, the head of the New Turkey Party, had declared that Inonii would put
the badges of hammer and sickle on their collates.”** So Inénii needed to identify
what the left of center was, or, in other words, what he understood by these words.
As a consequence, he gave an interview to Abdi Ipekgi that was published on 29 July
1965 in which he concluded his views on left of center:

Left of center became a means of an election environment that attempts to
transform our political struggle into an ideological struggle. (He points out
that the most correct comment was made in Erim’s article). Professor Erim
said that the New Deal of Mr. Roosevelt that had been applied after a great
economic crisis in America, Roosevelt said that I am on the left of center. 1
also remember such a wording. My wording both comes from the People’s
Party’s political structure and has a resemblance to the conditions of America
in some aspects. The resemblance to America is that America entered a
recovery period after a great economic crisis. Now we are in a hard effort of
development in the face of great economic need. We suggest that we are able
to accomplish this development with hard measures. So much suffering is
needed. We can not accomplish this with conservative measures. The
measures that are needed apart from the normal measures are called on the
left of center. Development plan, fiscal reform, land reform, oil action and
similar measures are the efforts that are required by extraordinary times...the
RPP in consideration of its structure is a statist party and with this character it
has surely a left of center economic mentality. In the way that etatism was the

esneklik verdi. Fakat ayni zamanda milyonlarca amerikan vatandagini da ezilmekten, somiiriilmekten,
acliktan, insanliga aykirt yasamaktan kurtardi.” Ulus, 17 July 1965.

4 Ulus, 28 August 1965.
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only development remedy in the 1923’s ruined country, it is an essential

component of our economic life today.”*

As clearly seen, Indnii equated the left of center and extraordinary measures
for development. Moreover, he equates the etatism of the RPP with left of center. So
Inonii’s perception of left of center reflected the conviction in the modernism and
developmentalism of the age. However, it was difficult to understand the link
between Inonii's points and the universal features of left. So this event on the
emergence of left of center clearly demonstrates the construction of the link or in
other words, pseudo-link between the left and Inonii's RPP.?%¢

This first proclamation of left of center created a deep reaction in the public
opinion. It was related to the anti-communist election campaign of the JP, and this
term, left of center, become a symbol of Turkish politics with the phrase of “left of
center - the way to Moscow” (Ortanin Solu Moskova’nin Yolu). This example clearly
demonstrates the hysteric hatred of Turkish politicians for left politics. However, the
aim of Indnii was similar to the attackers of left of center, because the main motive of

his action was to prevent the left. In his diaries, he states that after a meeting with

2 “Siyasi miicadelemizi ideolojik miicadele haline getirmek isteyen secim ortamu icinde ortanin solu
sozii yeni bir vesile oldu. Sonra bu konuda en isabetli yorumun, bir siire once Ulus gazetesinde
yaywmlanan Nihat Erim’in makalesinde yapildigini anlatti ve sunlari soyledi:

“Professor Erim, Mr. Roosevelt’in biiyiik bir ekonomik buhrandan sonra amerika’da “new deal”
adiyle tatbik ettigi yeni diizen diyebilecegimiz sistem iizerine “ben ortanin solundayumn” dedigini
soylemistir. Ben de boyle bir soz soylendigini hatirlarim. Benim soziim hem halk partisinin siyasi
biinyesinden gelir, hem de amerika sartlarina bazt yonlerden benzer.

Amerikaya benzerlik surada: biiyiik bir ekonomik buhrandan sonra amerika ¢ok gii¢ bir diizelme
devrine girdi. Simdi biz de biiyiik bir ekonomik ihtiyag¢ karsisinda, cetin bir kalkinma ¢abast icindeyiz.
Bu kalkinmay zor tedbirlerle basarabilecegimiz kamisindayiz. Cok fedakarlik yapmak lazimdur.
Muhafazakar tedbirlerle bunlari bagsaramayiz. Normal tedbirler disinda ¢alisma zarureti duyulunca
alinan tedbirler, ortanin solunda sifat tasir. Kalkinma plani, mali reform, toprak reformu, petrol
davasi ve bunun gibi tedbirler fevkakalde zamanlarin gerektirdigi cabalardir......... CHP biinyesi
itibariyle devlet¢i bir partidir ve bu sifatla elbette ortanin solunda bir ekonomik anlayistadir.

1923 teki harap memlekette devletcilik nasil tek ve esi, yardimcisi olmayan bir kalkinma ¢aresi idiyse,
bugiin de ekonomik hayatimizin temel bir unsurudur. Milliyet, 29 July 1965

226 Just after the proclamation of the left of center the Y6n magazine defined the term left of center as

moderate reformism and damned the right-wing intellectuals that accused even the left of center of
Inonii. See Yon, no.122 (30 July 1965)
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President Cevdet Sunay on 31 October 1966 that “the president understood the aim
of the left of center — to bridle the new generations with idea.”*?’ This point is crucial
in that Inonii says that the aim of the left of center is to bridle the new generations.
So this point makes clear how the left of center as the genesis of Turkish social
democracy was obscure and insubstantial.

Consequently, two happenings in the left of center’s emergence process
should be stated that are crucial to clarifying the RPP’s perceptions on left. The first
one was a debate in a Senate session and its reflection in the pages of the Ulus on 15
July 1965.%** According to this news, there had been a fight in the Congress of the
Turkey National Federation of Teachers, and the fight had been brought to the senate
by this period’s leading anti-communist senator, Fethi Tevetoglu with the claim of a
nationalist teacher who had been beaten by leftists in the Congress. Simultaneously,
the RPP chairs Fehmi Alparslan, Sirr1 Atalay and Riza Isitan had shouted that “you
can not say teachers are leftist! You can not insult Turkish teachers!”?* In this case,
it is clear that the representatives of the RPP considered being leftist an insult, and
insisted Tevetoglu to take back his words. The interesting part of the event is that the
official newspaper of the RPP, Ulus, reported the argument with the above extracted
quote. Thus it is crucial that the extracted news reflects the official policy of the RPP
on left politics.

The second event occurred next day, 15 July 1965. The RPP Common

Parliamentary Group discussed the threat of communism and issued a declaration

27 Ortamin solunu maksadint anlanus. Yeni kusaklar fikir ile zaptetmek. Indnii, p-980.
228 For this event, see Ulus, 15 July 1965.

> Ibid., Ogretmenlere solcu diyemezsin. Tiirk ogretmenlerine hakaret edemezsin.
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rejecting the charges that claim RPP’s protection of communism.”*® Moreover, the
declaration described the accusation of being leftist as slander. So the days in which
the left of center was proclaimed the attitudes of the RPP members on left politics
were in the same way as 1960s Turkey.

To sum up, the second half of July 1965 saw the left of center come onto the
agenda, and the motive behind the proclamation of left of center was to demarcate
the RPP from the rising left because of charges of backing communism. Thus the
main essence of the left of center of Inonii was knitted together by the anti-
communism, etatism and pragmatism of the RPP and the developmentalist and
modernist hegemonic view of the period. However, the proclamation of the term left
of center created an unexpected effect: the opponents of the RPP used this slogan as

a sign of the RPP’s inclination to socialism.

August: The Retreat

The days from 17 to 29 July 1965 was the period of the first proclamation of
the left of center. And as explained above, the motive behind the term was to
demarcate the RPP from communism, and prevent the charges of the JP. However,
the perception of the left of center did not occur as was anticipated. The right-wing
public opinion saw the term as the way to communism. Thus after the rising
reactions against the left of center, the RPP spokesmen began to retreat from this
slogan and began to say that the left of center was not the same thing as communism
with using all means. The reactions against left of center came not only from outside

of the party. Some members of the RPP strongly criticized the left of center, and they

2% Cumhuriyet, 16 July 1965.
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claimed that Inonii was taking part in communism. The strongest reaction in the RPP
came from Tahsin Banguoglu, parliamentarian from Edirne. In an open letter that to
Inonii published in newspapers he accused Inonii as:

The persons who follow the political developments in Turkey obviously have

seen that you are in an effort to give another direction to the RPP. While our

party takes the shape of a socialist doctrinal party without labeling it, national

life also inevitably has become stratified and moved to state capitalism and

technocracy. This is something different from Kemalism. This course is

contradictory to our party’s organization and dispersion within the

population.”"

Banguoglu’s statements reflected not only his own views as he was also one
the chief of members of a sect in the party that had emerged in the winter of 1964-65,
and the other important politicians of this group were Tayfur S6kmen, Falih Rifki
Atay and Sedat Cumrali.”** This group was accusing Indnii of abandoning Atatiirk’s
principles. On the other hand, the former secretary general of the RPP, Kasim Giilek,
in a press conference criticized the left of center and said that “we support the
reforms, social justice and the most progressive society view. We need neither
socialism nor the left in order to expose it. Our own product is populism, etatism and
Kemalism that includes them is our way.”>>> Thus the left of center was a disputed
issue in the inner-party politics as well as in the debates of other parties.

The RPP spokesmen behaved evasively while defining left of center and

attempted to clarify the left of center as not related with communism. Until the

election of October, the main priority of the RPP spokesmen was to demonstrate that

! The open letter of Banguoglunun;

Tiirkiye’de siyasi gelismeleri takip edenler sizin sarih olarak 1958den beri CHPye bagska bir yon
vermek ¢cabast icinde oldugunuzu gormiislerdir. Partimiz adi konmaksizin bir sosyalist doktrin partisi
seklini alirken milli hayatta da zaruri olarak siniflasmaya, daha ¢ok devlet kapitalizmine ve
teknokras,ye dogru gidilmistir: bu kemalizmden bagska birseydi. Bu gidis partimizin olusmusg
biinyesine ve halk arasinda sabit kalan dagilisina da aykiridir. Cumhuriyet, 31 July 1965.

232 Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, p.160.

73 Ibid., p.161.
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the left of center and communism were different things. In Gaziantep, Ali Thsan
Gogiis represented the left of center as the main remedy of communism:
“communism is not prevented by saying ‘go to the devil’ but is prevented by reason.
Left of center is not the problem of Ahmet or Mehmet, it is the issue of the solution
of the problems of the country. The word ‘left’ is not the sign of communism as it
had been claimed.”*** Moreover, Gdgiis accused the JP of inviting communism with
its non-solidaristic essence.

Thus it is clear that the spokesmen of the RPP, just after the proclamation of
left of center, needed to clarify their motives with the left of center because of the
accusations of communism. Ironically, the aim of Inonii while proclaiming the left of
center was to prevent the accusations of moving to communism and to demarcate its
party with the left. Therefore in6nii needed to clarify his position as left of center,
and to this end he gave an interview to the magazine Kim (Who). In this interview,
Inonii concluded his position and aim:

While our country is developing, I wish to give the last dimensions of the

phrases of left and right that are used in current civilizations in the economic

and social aspects. We were saying the same thing while saying that we were
statist for forty years. I said we are on the left of center for this reason. In
fact, we have been on the left of center since we said we are secular.....you
become on the left of center if you are left of center. But you do not mess
with anybody else’s religion conviction. Nor you make them communist, nor
create insecurity. You are reformist. You are not conservative. Your

constitution stands on the social basis. You adopt social justice. Why do you
fear the left of center?™

34 Komiinizm, kahrolsun komiinizm demekle degil, akil yoliiyle onlenir. Ortanin solu, Ahmet, Mehmet

meselesi degil, bu memleketin meselelerinin halli davasidir. Sol kelimesi iddia edildigi gibi
komiinizmin bir igareti degildir. Ulus, 27 August 1965.

35 Kalkinmamizi yaparken, ekonomik bakimdan, sosyal bakimdan bugiinkii medeniyette kullanilan
“solcu” “sagct” deyimlerinin son olgiisiinii verelim istedim. Kirk yildir devlet¢iyiz derken ayni seyi
soyliiyorduk. Bunun igin ortanin solundayiz dedim. Aslinda, laikiz dedigimiz giinden beri ortanin
solundayiz. .....halkgrysan ortanin solunda olursun. Ama kimsenin ne dini ile ne imani ile ugrasmazin.
Ne komiinist yaparsin, ne emniyetini ihlal edersin. Reformcusun. Muhafazakar degilsin. Anayasan
sosyal temele dayaniyor. Sosyal adaleti benimsiyorsun. Ee “ortanin solundayiz”dan ne korkuyorsun?
Kim, n0:369, (12 August 1965).
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As clearly seen, Innii attempted to convince the public opinion that his
position of left of center was not a dangerous issue, and that it was a continuation of
the RPP’s 40 years of historical development. Inonii said the secularism and
populism of the RPP with left of center, and equated the left of center with the
history of the RPP. Moreover Inonii warned the reformists that they were also left of
center, but that they were not aware of their position. The crucial point in the
interview was the reference to the constitution, because Inonii claimed that a position
to the left of center was the result of the obligation of the constitution.

At the same time, Prof. Bahri Savci, one of the builders of the 1961
constitution, had assessed left of center as harmonious with the social and democratic
obligations of the constitution.**

Consequently, after the proclamation of left of center in July 1965, the
reactions against the left of center both from the RPP and others made the RPP
spokesmen apprehensive, and they attempted to demonstrate that the left of center
was harmonious with the historical heritage of the RPP and the constitutional
structure of Turkey. Thus the RPP claimed that it was on the left of center because of
its anti-communist position and pragmatism, moreover, the obligations of the
constitution. So this event was the beginning of the social and cultural construction

of a direct relation between the left of center and the RPP’s Kemalist principles.

The Election Declaration

On 17 September 1965, the RPP made public an election declaration titled

“Republican People’s Party Promise” (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi S6z Veriyor). This

PO Kili, p.219.
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declaration was not the only document prepared for the elections by the RPP, which
also published documents titled “What Did RPP Do in the Service of the People”
(CHP Halk Hizmetinde Neler Yapti), “Etatism and Populism: Of Essential Principle
of the RPP” (CHP ’nin Temel Ilkelerinden: Devletcilik, Halk¢ilik) and “The Populist
Policy of the RPP in the Fields of Working and Social Security” (CHP 'nin Calisma
ve Sosyal Giivenlik Alaminda Halk¢i Politikast).”>’ The election declaration included
the priorities and methods of all of these documents.

The aim of these publications was to give the message to the electors that in
the period the government had done what it had promised earlier in the “Primary
Aims Declaration” (Ilk Hedefler Beyannamesi) of 1959 and 1961 Election
Declaration.”® So the content of the message was that the RPP’s promises in the
1959 and 1961 Election Declarations had been primarily political and that it had
accomplished all of them. Moreover, the RPP promised to fulfill an economic and
social transformation, and claimed that the coalition governments had not given the
RPP opportunity to achieve this transformation. Consequently, the propaganda
strategy of the RPP had a narrative that told the voters that the RPP had fulfilled all
of its promises in the previous period and had achieved great political reforms.
However, on social and economic issues, the election strategy of the RPP claimed
that the conservatives had not given the RPP opportunity to carry out reform, and

that the land reform was a good example of this attitude of the conservatives.

57 Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi'nin Calisma ve Sosyal Giivenlik Alaminda Halk¢t Politikast (Ankara:
Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Genel Sekreterligi Yay., 1965); 20 Kasim 1961 ve 18 Subat 1965 Arasinda
C.H.P. Halk Hizmetinde Neler Yapti (Ankara, 1965); Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi'nin Temel llkelerinden
Devletcilik, Halkgilik (Ankara; Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Genel Sekreterligi Yayinlari, 1965).
Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi: Millet Hizmetinde 40 Yil (Ankara, 1965).

¥ The Primary Aims Declaration had been issued at the 14™ Congress of RPP on 14 January 1959,

and foresaw most of the 1961 Constitution’s reforms such as the Constitutional Court, proportional
representation, the freedom of speech and autonomy of the universities.
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The draft of the election declaration was prepared by a commission that was
composed of Biilent Ecevit, Coskun Kirca and Turhan Feyzioglu.**’ This
commission acted independent from the party organs, and they worked in the Fahri
Hotel Uludag in a winter holiday with their wives.*** Thus the conservative wing was
excluded from the formation of the election declaration harmonious with the new
direction of the party. However, it is remarkable that there was no reference
whatsoever to the left of center in the election declarations. Ecevit prepared the
section of populism and he did not use the term left of center, because Ecevit was
opposed to the term in those days. He argued that this term might create
misunderstandings, and he preferred to use terms such as “populist economy” and
“industrial democracy.”**!

The election declaration was a detailed work. Economic and social issues
took up a hundred pages of the total a hundred and thirty-two pages. The topics of
etatism, populism, planned development policy, agriculture policy, and working-
social security were the crucial parts of the economic and social issues section of the
declaration. The declaration began normally with a statement about the RPP’s
reforms in the three successive Inonii governments. The establishment of the
constitutional court and the supreme council of judges, the reforms of the
autonomous TRT and university were submitted as the primary reforms at which the

RPP had succeeded.?*? However, the implementations of all these reforms had been

obligation of the 1961 constitution.

% Saglamer, p.184.

0 Ibid., p.184.

241 Kurtul Altug, Umudun Tiikenisi (Istanbul: Kervan Yayinlari, 1979), p.139.

2 For the statement of these reforms, see Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Sz Veriyor - 1965 milletvekili

genel secimleri secim bildirgesi / Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi (Ankara: Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi
Yayinlari, 1965), pp.3-6.
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The declaration defined the direction of the 1961 constitution as economic
development, social justice and a democratic regime, and describes the political
composition of Turkey with attitudes about this direction.”* In the political
composition, the declaration defined three groups. The first group was described as
unaware about the social essence of the constitution or denied it. The second group
did not believe in the democratic essence of the constitution and suggested that
development was only possible by force or coercive measures. After these
definitions, the first group was called reactionary conservative, and the second group
the supporter of a dictatorial regime. So the claim of the declaration was that there
was a third category, and convened that it was in the RPP. This group believed in the
democratic and social essence of the constitution. Thus the RPP accused the JP of
being unaware of the social essence of the constitution, and moreover, reactionary
and conservative; it accused the TWP of being against the democratic ideal of the
constitution. These accusations were made without mentioning the names of the
parties, but the implications were clear. The declaration claimed that the only party in
the political arena harmonious with the social and political essence of the regime was
the RPP.

The first chapter of the declaration was on the issue of etatism, which was
one of the six arrows of the RPP, and crucial in the RPP’s economic mentallity.244
The declaration defined the etatism of the RPP as independent from theory and
inspired by the country’s reality. So the etatism of the RPP reflected the pragmatism
of Kemalism and the post-war conviction of development. The declaration pointed to

the belief of the RPP in democracy, and differentiated it from etatism with the name

28 For these definitions, see ibid., pp.8-9.

** For the views of RPP on etatism that are written by Turhan Feyzioglu, see ibid., pp.11-29.

85



of Atatiirk etatism. Thus the declaration differentiates its etatism from that of the
others, most importantly, from the etatism of the USSR. The main point of the RPP
on this issue of etatism was the assertion that Turkey was an underdeveloped
country. The main problem of Turkey, as an underdeveloped country, was a lack of
accumulation of capital. So the function of the RPP’s etatism was to contribute to the
development and the industrialization of the country.

Furthermore the declaration attributed some new functions to the RPP’s
etatism such as eliminating the development differences among the regions and
orientating the private investments to the aims of the development plan.
Consequently the etatism of the RPP perceived society and the state as separated
entities, and concluded a developmentalist and modernist function to the economic
efforts of the state. These words from the declaration demonstrate this situation: “the
etatism of the RPP gives place to the state and private enterprise in the development
of the country. The state provides the proceeding of the private enterprise properly
with the social aims and the necessities of the national economy.”** It is clear that
the outlook of the national economy (milli iktisat) transmitted from the Party of
Union and Progress was still valid in the RPP of the 1960s.

The section on populism that was written by Ecevit was the most remarkable
part, demonstrating how Turkish politics was far from the categories and approaches
of western politics. The declaration defined the people apart from the state and
individuals, and categorized two views that first adopted the view of everything for
the state, and second everything for the individual.**® The aim of this categorization

was the unlabelled criticism of socialism and liberalism. The mentality of the RPP’s

5 CHP’nin devletciligi, yurt kalkinmasinda devlete de izel sektire de yer verir. Devlet, izel

tesebbiisiin, milli iktisadin gereklerine ve sosyal amaclara uygun yiiriimesini saglar. Ibid., p.20.

6 For the policy of populism, see ibid., p.29-32.
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populism rejected these categories, and reduced them to the embracers of state and
individual. Instead of liberal or socialist western categories of ideologies, the
declaration proposed the populism of the RPP. The subject of this populism was the
people as an abstract concept, and the “people” was considered apart from the state,
society or individual. Moreover, the declaration pointed out that the RPP’s populism
rejected class differences, and this rejection was not taken from any doctrine. It is
obvious that the RPP’s populism attempted to construct social solidarism in terms of
the single party period’s solidarism view that was rooted from the Young Turk’s or
Gokalp’s solidarism even in 1965.%*

Another important section in the election declaration was the topic of working
and social security.”*® Approximately in eight pages, the social policy actions of the
Inonii governments were cited. It is crucial to understand that the reforms of the
[nonii governments are the result of the 1961 constitutions’ necessities. Moreover,
the new social security and working conditions system were related to the political
and social environment and most importantly the economic model of the 1960s.
However, the In6nii governments had created a big transformation in the working life
and social realm aside all necessities and structural reasons. The declaration stated 18
headings of the government actions, and promised further reforms including the
involvement of the agricultural sector in the social security system. The most
important acts of the inonii government were the Act of Working Security and
Worker Health (Is Giivenligi ve Isci Saghgi Kanunu), the Act of Trade Unions

(Sendikalar Kanunu), the Act of Collective Bargaining Agreement, Strike and Lock-

7 Gokalp had contributed to the writing of the RPP’s first program and the architect of the populism
view of the RPP with an organic solidarism manner.

8 For this topic, see ibid., pp.89-99.
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out (Toplu Sozlesme, Grev ve Lokavt Kanunu), and the Act of Social Insurance
(Sosyal Sigortalar Kanunu).

The acts about the right to strike were introduced in the period of the second
Inonii government. These acts created a deep reaction both in the circles outside and
inside of the RPP. The Minister of Work, Biilent Ecevit, and the PM Inonii had
advocated the acts as the obligation of the constitution; moreover, they represented
the acts as a remedy for dangerous ideologies.**’ In reality, the initiation of the acts
was somehow independent from the will of Ecevit and others, because organized
labor had resisted for these rights for 10 years.”° The efforts of Ecevit had not been
evaluated by the workers as very influential,”' because the RPP had nominated
Ecevit for the MP from the city of Zonguldak in the quota of workers.”>> However,
the candidacy of Ecevit had not increased the votes of the RPP in Zonguldak,

moreover the votes had decreased.>>

The RPP could only get two of eight
Zonguldak deputies.

Consequently, the election declaration of the RPP for 1965 elections should
be considered in the context of the three Inonii governments’ performances. So the
declaration was intended to justify the practices of the governments, and for the

unsuccessful topics of the government, the declaration stated that the RPP

accomplished what it had promised. So the declaration claims that the unsuccessful

29 See Ahmad, Demokrasi Siirecinde Tiirkiye, p.216.

»0 Ibid., p.186.

»! On the other hand, the rate of the organized labor in the labor market was very low, so the people
that benefited from the new social protection measures included only a very limited number of the

wage earners.

2 It very attention-grabbing that Turhan Feyzioglu, as the leader of the progressive sect, had
proposed the quota for the workers and the RPP had used this quota for Ecevit.

3 Saglamer, p.192.
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topics had not been promised before, but RPP would satisfy all the displeasure in the
following period. The economic and social views of the RPP were formed by the
traditional populist and statist policies of the RPP that had been shaped in the 1930s.
The declaration does not put forward any significant break from these traditional
views. Moreover, it does not contain any reference to the left of center and the main
motive of the declaration is to base the economic and social views of the party to the

constitution.

The 1965 Elections

The 1965 elections of the National Assembly would have been held on 10
October, and up to this date, all political actions were directed to the result of this
election. The participant parties in the elections were the RPP, JP, NTP, NP, RPNP
and TWP. The JP and NTP had been struggled for the legacy of the Democrat Party
from 1961 to 1965, but the NTP had a crucial disadvantage because of its leaders’
political career. The leader of the NTP, Ekrem Alican, was a former deputy of the
DP, but he had been expelled from the DP in 1955 and joined in the establishment of

the Freedom Party.254

Moreover, he had attended the government of the 27 May coup
d’état, so he was not an appropriate choice for the electors of the Democrat Party.
Furthermore, after the death of Ragip Giimiispala, founding head of the JP, Suleyman
Demirel was elected as the head of JP in the Congress, and he was unable to create a

government alternative without the RPP. The JP of Suleyman Demirel was the main

candidate of success before the elections, and at the top of agenda for Demirel in this

>4 For the NTP and its leader see Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, pp.198-209.
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election campaign was anti-communism.” The anti-communism of Demirel was so
tough that he considered the left of center of Inonii as the way to Moscow. In this
environment, the most disputed issue of the election campaign was the left of center,
in other words, perceptions on the left of center. The interesting part of the anti-
communism of the JP was that the JP was constructing the anti-communism with
Islam. Demirel defined his party and stated his position as “we are the enemy of the
communist. We are decided to struggle against communism. We are decided to
struggle against extreme left movements. Communism can not enter into Turkey
because the % 98 of our population is Muslim.”**

By the 1965 elections, the rules of election system had been changed. The
1961 elections had been held with the D’Hont method, but the new elections were
made with the method of national remainder. The National remainder system was not
a widespread method, and the only country that was using this method was
Indonesia.””’ The main motive for this system was to prevent a single-party
government of the JP with making fully representation of the minor parties. In the
Senate elections of 1964 on 7 June, the JP gained 50.03 percent of the total votes to
40.8 percent for the RPP (See Table 1). Four parties, the JP-RPP-RPNP-NTP had
participated in this Senate elections, so the six parties that had struggled 1965
elections would not create a single party government for JP with the system of
national remainder. This motive of the RPP overlapped with the fears of
disappearance of the minor parties, so the law of elections was revised on 13

February in terms of national remainder instead of the D’Hont method. The only

3 The JP had applied to the Election Board three times in order to prevent the accession of the TWP

to the elections. But none of the applications of the JP was approved by the board. See Abadan,
Anayasa Hukuku, pp.235-236.
256 Cumhuriyet, 30 June 1965.

7 Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, p. 91.
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change was not the national remainder in the 1965 elections, compound ballot paper
and the consigning of all services to the election commissions were the other
technical changes in the election system™".

Table 1 The Result of the 1964 Senate Renewal Elections

PARTIES VOTES [PERCENTAGE | DEPUTIES
JP 1,385,655 50.03 30
RPP 1,125,783 40.8 19
RPNP 83,400 3.00 -

NTP 96,427 3.50 -
INDEPENDENTS 64,498 2.30 1
Source: 1950-1965 Milletvekili ve 1961, 1964 Cumhuriyet Senatosu Uyeleri
Secimleri Sonuglar1 (Ankara: Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii Matbaasi, 1966)
Yayin No:513.

The election campaign of the RPP was led by the Secretariat General of the
Party, Kemal Satir, because of the health problems of Inonii. Politicians such as
Suphi Baykam, Turhan Feyzioglu, Nihat Erim, Coskun Kirca, Emin Paksiit and Cihat
Baban served primarily in party meetings and the campaign.” in6nii attended a
limited number of election meetings. He kicked off the campaign in Malatya on 21
September, and also attended meetings at Elazig, Trabzon, Samsun and Istanbul.*®
Inonii did not use the term “left of center” in his visit in the Anatolian cities except in
Samsun and Istanbul. Moreover, when he used the term in Samsun and Istanbul the
main point was to emphasize that the left of center was not communism. The

important part of the trips was that it was only in Istanbul that the left of center was

supported, in other places there was no support for the left of the center.”®' So the

% For the changes see ibid., pp. 91-98.
9 Ibid., p.161.
260 More information on the speeches and visits of Inonii, see Akis, n0.588 (25 September 1965).

! Ibid., p.162.
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social and political base of the party was demonstrating its response to left of center
with quietness.”®?

In the course of elections, Inonii identified the JP as the second iron-white
horse (Demirkirat) party. For Inonii, the first Demirkirat party (the Democrat Party)
had taken the votes of the uneducated population by accusing the RPP of atheism.*
The second Demirkirat party was accusing RPP slander of being communist, and
Inonii claimed that the victory of JP in the elections would be a back turn and
described the politicians of the JP as persons who did not have any aims rather than
to share the heritage of the Demirkirat.***

It is clear that the election strategy of Indnii was to equate the JP with the
heritage of the DP. Thus Inonii was alerting the voters that a potential victory of the
JP might create a new coup d’état like 27 May. This position of Inonii makes it
obvious that the political environment of the 1960s was dominated by the fear of a
military intervention. On the other hand, all of the contributors of the RPP’s election
campaign were not polite like Inonii. Some of them were advising people “not to
choose the outlander’s animal” (Vatandas Oy Kutsaldir, Elin Hayvanina Oy Verme)

in articles in the Ulus.?® This slogan referred to the new emblem of the JP that had

been changed from a book and the sun to feature a white horse.”*® The aim of this

262 Apart from the meeting speeches inénii delivered four speeches on the radio. In the first three
speeches he did not use “the left of center” at all. Last in the fourth speech on 8 October 1965, he used
the term in order to differentiate his party from communism.

%% Milliyet, 29 July 1965.

** Ibid.

265 Celal Bozkurt, Siyaset Tarihimizde Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi: Diinii, Bugiinii, Ideolojisi : (Siyaset
Iimi Acisindan Bir Inceleme) (Istanbul, 1968), p.113.

266 Demirel expressed his astonishment about the debates on the white horse “why there such fear of

the horse, in one way or another I do not understand. The horse does not harm anybody. We came to
the country from Central Asia on the back of the horse. (neden attan bu kadar korkuluyor, bir tiirlii
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discourse had two motives that first implied the effect of the USA on the JP, and the
heritage of the DP. Moreover, the motive of insulting was not so covered in this
slogan of “not to choose the outlander’s animal”. The election struggle was so hard

that one of the RPP leaders, Suphi Baykam,267

the vice Secretariat General, implied
that the JP used American money in the election campaign.”*® For the RPP leaders,
the USA was responsible for the fall of the government, thus the RPP considered
Demirel as non-national and they were evaluated Demirel as having been appointed
by an American operation.

The main criticism on the RPP in the election process was the claim of the
failure of the three successive governments that had been led by In6nii. Furthermore,
the JP accused the RPP and Inonii of keeping on the mentality of the single-party and
the single chief.?®® Instead of the single-party and single chief, Demirel proposed the
discourse of national sovereignty. In Demirel’s national sovereignty
conceptualization, the RPP depended upon the elite groups, so the JP, before the DP,
was the carrier of this national sovereignty.

In the election campaign and the direction of the party, it was not possible to
suggest a consensus between the RPP administrators. The political structure of the
period, the inner-party policy and the historically original character of the RPP made

exactly different views defendable in the party. Despite the scrappy character of the

party, there were two main axes: the conservative and progressive camps.

anlamadim. At kimseye bir zarar vermis degil ki. Ortaasyadan yurda atlarin sirtinda geldik.) Abadan,
Anayasa Hukuku, p.124.

%7 For the life of Suphi Baykam, see Alptekin Giindiiz, En Sevdigi Giinegti: Dr. Suphi Baykam'in
Furtinalt Yagamu (Istanbul: Piramid Yayincilik, 2004).

268 Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de Cok Partili, p.297.

269 Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, p.152.
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In the organizational level, the conservative side was stronger, but the young
generation was mostly on the progressive side. The main point of the progressive
side concerned social justice issues. This group was not homogeneous on the issue of
social justice. The first group that was represented by the Ismail Riistii Aksal and
Nihat Erim considered that social justice occurred at the distribution of income.?”
The second group, led by Turhan Feyzioglu and Coskun Kirca, considered that social
justice occurred at the realization of income. This clearly illustrates the confusion of
the issues such as social justice, income distribution or social policy. Even party sects
did not have single positions on issues. Thus it is clear that in the period in which the
left of center emerged Turkish political and social life was unfamiliar with the main
social policy concepts and categories of post-war Europe.

Anti-communism was at the center of the JP’s election campaign. As
mentioned above, the leaders of the JP claimed the RPP’s slogan of left of center as
being the way to Moscow. The claims of the JP were not limited to the left of center
being the way to Moscow, the campaign included some details such as meals should
not be eaten with the left hand, the person who wakes up on his left side becomes
bad-tempered, and the angle who writes evils stands on the left shoulder.””" All of
these expressions were used by the JP spokesmen to demonstrate how the left was
terrible, harmful and dangerous in all fields of life, including the politics. On the
other hand, the RPP use similar political discourses and rhetoric in defending its
position. For example, one of the RPP candidates, Kamuran Evliyaoglu, sought to
enhance his communication with the voters with a poem that claimed the innocence

of the left of center. He described his party’s position and direction as “we are on the

20 For this argumentations, see Iffet Aslan, Iktidar Adaylari (Ankara: Ger¢ek Yayinlari, 1965),
pp-156-158

7! Saglamer, p.185.
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left of center; we are on the way of the nation; know that remises; we are on the way
of Ata.”*"

Evliyaoglu pointed to the forty year of history of the RPP and the Kemalist
heritage as harmonious with the left of center. Moreover, he represented the left of
center as the remedy of the communist threat as Inonii did with these verses in the
same poem: “party of forty years; we are statist and populist; precisely against the
communism; we are on the left of center.”*”> Suphi Baykam tried to verify that the
left was not a dangerous policy with the evidence facts that the ablution began with
the left hand, and the heart was on the left side of the body.?’* Another important
politician of the RPP, Kasim Giilek tried to define the place of the left of center with
metaphors.””> He closed down his thumb and pinky, and pointed his forefinger, so
demonstrating to the voters that his forefinger was on the left of center but on the
center. With this show, he pointed that the left of center was no more dangerous than
his forefinger.

All of these events might be seen as humorous now, but they were the hard
political debates of the age. The main political instrument or weapon for the elections
was to accuse the other. In the course of 1965 elections, the RPP invented the
discourse of the left of center in order to parry the accusations of moving towards the
communism. However, this slogan could not prevent the charges of the JP. On the
contrary, the accusations took on a rhetorical base with the left of center. The RPP
was not standing idle, and against the blackening of the JP, the RPP spokesmen tried

to create an alternative slogan for indictments of the JP. In this new formula of the

2 Ortamin solundayiz; milletin yolundayiz; biliniz ki gafiller; atanin yolundayiz.
B Kirk senelik partiyiz;devlet¢iyiz halk¢iyiz; komiinizme tam karsi; ortanin solundayiz.

7 Saglamer, p.185.

5 Ibid.
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RPP, the JP was being equated with the right of center and harmonious with the
debates on national oil, the candidates of the RPP used the alternative slogan of the
“right of center, the oil of Mobil”.?’® They were unable to use this slogan very
skillfully, so Turkish politics was devoid of enjoyment in this slogan. The efforts that
sought prove the innocence of the left of center were overdone, and the newspaper of
the RPP, Ulus, claimed that the prophet Mohammed had been on the left of center,
thus the aim of this claim was to prove the sublimity of the position.*’’

The elections were held on 10 October 1965. The results were not satisfactory
for the RPP (see Table 2). The RPP had polled 28.7 percent of the total votes and got
134 seats in the National Assembly. The JP had polled 52.9 percent and got 240
seats. The result of the elections was the single party government of the JP, thus it
was a great defeat for the RPP. The first response of Indnii was to reflection the
surprising character of the free elections with these words: “when we accept

democracy faithfully, to accept such a result is natural.”*’®

Table 2 The Results of the 1965 Elections

PARTIES VOTES |PERCENTAGE DEPUTIES
JP 4,921,235 52.90 240

RPP 2,675,785 28.70 134

RPNP 208,696 2.20 11

NP 582,704 6.30 31

TWP 276,101 3.00 14

NTP 346,514 3.70 19
INDEPENDENTS | 296,523 3.20 1

Source: 1950-1965 Milletvekili ve 1961, 1964 Cumhuriyet Senatosu Uyeleri Se¢imleri
Sonuglar1 (Ankara: Devlet Istatistik Enstitiisii Matbaasi, 1966) Yayin No:513.

76 Ortanin Sagi Mobilin Yag:. Saglamer, p.188.

7 Ibid., p.185.

8 Demokrasiyi samimiyetle kabul ettigimiz zaman boyle bir sonucu kabul etmek de son derece

tabiidir.
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To conclude, the election campaign of the RPP had emphasized that the JP
was the continuation of the DP; in other words, the second Demirkirat. So the
possible success of the JP would create a danger for the democratic life in Turkey.
Alternatively the JP had accused the RPP of backing and moving towards
communism. Thus the course of the elections clearly shows how the political life in
Turkey developed in the 1960s. During the election campaigns, throughout the
country there were 187 fights, and four people were killed. These events were
assessed as normal in the atmosphere of the elections.””’

This period clearly shows how Turkish politics was withdrawn and unfamiliar
with western political categories and terms. The proclamation of the left of center
created an intolerant reaction among the right-wing public opinion. On the other
hand, the RPP’s perception of the left of center was an adaptation of the solidarism
and etatism of the single-party period to the conditions of the 1960s. The charges of
the JP forced them to base the left of center on the obligations of the 1961
constitution. Moreover, the emergence of the left of center had a sociological
background that the RPP had been supported traditionally by the rural areas and the
patronage relations were influential in this electoral behavior. However, the 1950s
and 1960s saw the beginning of a demographic transformation; urbanization and
rapid population growth made the old electoral politics no longer feasible. The party
needed a new electoral base, and the left of center was related to this new
demographic structure. The historical background and the cadres of the RPP and,

most importantly, the motivation behind the proclamation of the left of center were

7 Abadan, p.357.
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extremely inadaptable to the demographic changes. As defined in this chapter, the
left of center of Inonii was not capable of adapting to a western-oriented social
democratic movement. The left of center of the other politicians could not escape

from this dilemma and was ambiguous, as will be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE LEFT OF CENTER OF OTHERS:
THE LEFT OF CENTER AS AMBIGUITY

My generation got to know Left
Doctrine and Leftist politics after
the age of forty. We were brought
up as nationalist and statist.”®

The words failure and displeasure might summarize the whole story of the
developments for the RPP from the beginning of 1961 to 1965. The electoral support
of the party gradually decreased and the government experience of the RPP created
great discontent from the outside and inside the party. Under these circumstances the
defeat in the 1965 elections crystallized the dissatisfactions and the party
administration became unable to control the inner-party structure. Moreover, the
opponents of the party administration blamed the term “left of center” for the defeat,
and the party administration sought to bargain away this position. As mentioned in
previous chapter, the term “left of center” had been used by Inénii to demarcate the
RPP and the left. The main aim of the slogan had been to prevent the charges of
communism. However, the proclamation of the slogan had created an unexpected

effect and the accusations of the JP had escalated.”®!

%0 Benim kusagim, Sol Doktrini ve Solculugu kirk yasindan sonra 0grendi. Bizler milliyet¢i ve devletgi
olarak yetistirildik. Cahit Kayra, 38 Kusagi: Anilar (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankasi Kiilttir Yayinlari,
2002), p.316.

281 The best representation of this hysteric anti-communism and accusations was delivered by Fethi
Tevetoglu, a well known anti-communist senator of the JP, who published a book with the name of
Tiirkiye’de Komiinist ve Sosyalist Faaliyetleri. See Fethi Tevetoglu, Tiirkiye'de Sosyalist ve Komiinist
Faaliyetler (Ankara: Ayyildiz Matbaasi, 1967. In this book even the RPP was presented as in this
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The party officers divided into several camps and inner-party politics focused
on the future struggle after inonii. The RPP was in an acute crisis after the 1965
election defeat. The divisions in the party were based traditionally on the
expectations of future political careers. Thus the formation of the groups of Ecevit
and Feyzioglu, and the struggle between these groups should be examined in this
context. The aim of this chapter is to explain the events that determined the
formation of the groups formed around Feyzioglu and Ecevit, and to discuss the
meaning of the left of center in the context this struggle. It is obvious that the post-
1965 election developments in the RPP and the left of center’s becoming the official
party policy were the products of an inner-party power struggle of these groups that

reflects the ambiguous character of the perceptions of the left of center.

The Abandonment of the Left of Center and the 1966 Senate Elections

Did the RPP give up the left of
center when it comprehended its
mistake? It should be explained.
Do not deprive the nation of this
good news. (Talat Asal, Vice
President of the JP)**

After the defeat of 1965 election, a disturbance began in the RPP. Right after
the elections, Inonii declared this intention to leave the chairmanship of the party and
held some consultations with the top-ranking party officers and asked them who

might be the best alternative for the leadership of the RPP. It is not clear whether

camp. Moreover, this book was bought by the Ministry of Tourism and distributed to the members of
the parliament. As a classical example in Turkish politics, this event created contested disputes in the
Parliament.

82 CHP hatasini anlayp ortanin solundan vaz mu gecti? Aciklasin. Milleti bir miijdeden mahrum
birakmasin.
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Inonii was decisive about leaving or intended to determine his opponents. He held 22
consultations about leaving the leadership.”® Only Ilhami Sancar endorsed his
resignation. All of the other politicians, most importantly Kemal Satir, rejected the
resignation of inonii.”®* Inonii gave an interview to Mehmet Barlas in Cumhuriyet
that demonstrated that he intended to leave, but that the party administration opposed
him because of the fear of the influence of Kasim Giilek in the party.”® The reasons
for rejection were several, but the covert reason was the unwillingness to share the

286 The name of Ecevit was not on the list of the

responsibility of the election defeat.
persons with whom Inonii discussed the matter, thus it is possible to consider that
Inonii did not regard Ecevit as influential in party politics. In other words, the group
of the left of center had not been organized, and Ecevit had not been determined as
the leader of this group yet.

The aim of the discussions was not only the retreat of Inonii. Moreover, Inonii
was asking which name was appropriate for the head of the party to succeed him.
There were several possible candidates such as Nihat Erim, Kasim Giilek and Turhan
Feyzioglu. His notebooks show that while he had intended to retreat, this was not
possible because of the ambiguity regarding the chairmanship. Feyzioglu was the

strongest candidate because of his influence in the parliamentary groups. The view of

In6nii on Feyzioglu is noteworthy, and it explains why Inonii did not resign. inonii

283 Inonii had met with these names for the issue of retreat; Fuat Sirmen, Kemal Satir, Ismail Rustu

Aksal, Turhan Feyzmg__lu Nihat Erim, Ilhami Sancar, Ferit Melen, Hifz1 Oguz Bekata, Kemal Demir,
Turan Sahin, Ibrahim Oktem, Niivit Yetkin, Qihat Baban, Turan Giines, Ilyas Seckin, Hudai Oral,
Muammer Erten, Tahsin Bekir Balta, Orhan Oztrak, Cahit Zamangil and Fethi Celikbas.

% Saglamer, p.195.

285 For the interview, see Cumhuriyet 19 October 1965.

2% There was immense displeasure in the election results, but the patronage structure of the party
administrations in Turkey does not give the opportunity to revive this displeasure. For the place of
patronage in the party administrations in Turkey, see Arsev Bektas, Demokratiklesme Siirecinde
Liderler Oligarsisi: CHP ve AP (1961-1980 (istanbul: Baglam, 1993).
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noted on the discussion with Feyzioglu that “Turhan can not assume anybody after
me rather than himself”.”®’ These words were indicators of the future inner-party
struggle and move to eliminate Feyzioglu.

The election defeat was discussed in the RPP Party Assembly meeting in late
November, just after these sessions the agenda of the Parliamentary Group was the
same. The debates took 12 days in the party assembly and 14 days in the
Parliamentary Group.”® The result of the debates was the crystallization on two sides
of supporters and opponents of the left of center. At first look, the right wing seemed
to be stronger, and politicians like Turhan Feyzioglu and Emin Paksiit attempted to
be close with opponents of the left of center .”* The most striking speech was
delivered by Emin Paksiit. He pointed to the ambiguity of the left of center, and
claimed that it was used for 22 different purposes.”*® Moreover, he claimed that the
word “left” referred to communism in Turkish politics, so the left of center was to be
blamed for the election defeat. The debates and, most importantly the charges of
Paksiit, caused Inonii to walk of one of the sessions.?! It was his first walk out of a
Party Assembly session, and Inonii described his opponents in his diaries as ill-
mannered, deprecating and aggressive.””

In those sessions the official party policy was determined to be harmonious
with the proposal of Turhan Feyzioglu. Feyzioglu defined himself as a supporter of

the reforms, but said that for the interests of the party, the left of center should be

37 Benden sonra galiba kendinden baskasini diisiinemiyor. Innii, p.925.

% Saglamer, p.196.

289 Erim, p.818.

20 For the speech of Paksiit, see Abadan, Anayasa Hukuku, p.161.
»! Saglamer, p.197.

2 Inénii, p.930.
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forgotten because of its negative role in the elections.”” Thus Feyzioglu proposed
that the left of center be forgotten and this be approved unofficially. Feyzioglu
concluded his speech with these words: “what is the slogan? The people should say I
wanted that when they hear the slogan. Accept that the slogan of the left of center is
creating problems for us in several places and events. We should attempt to escape
from it.”***
The debates were dominated by issues of radicalism such as nationalization,
land reform or national oil. The supporters of the slogan of the left of center
advocated these issues and the opponents stated harsh criticisms on the same issues.
Biilent Ecevit’s speech was a clear example of this attitude and he presented land
reform and national oil as the main agenda of the left of center. The only person that
expressed the difference of the left from such issues was Turan Giines, but he was
not so noticeable among the sharp contests in the Party Assembly session.>”
Consequently, the debates were formed by such issues as national oil and land
reform. So it is clear that the debates on the left of center were far from the political
and socio-economical priorities of the left in terms of western origins.

Erim’s diaries conclude the meaning and the course of the inner party
debates:

The party assembly is continuing. I will not speak. The issue of why we lost

the election is prattle. While there are a hundred reasons, a group concludes

only the mentioning of the left of center. Indnii said that against the

accusations of the RPP is conducting communism propaganda. The RPP was

on the left of center when it was established. What should be done for

tomorrow. This is the most important point. This is the most difficult. We the
high-ranking politicians are divided between at least five candidates who do

2% For the speech of Feyzioglu, see Yén, no:134 (28 December 1965)

24 Slogan nadir? Halk slogani isitince ben bunu istiyordum demelidir. Kabul ediniz ki ortamin solu
slogani bizi bir cok yer ve hallerde sorunlar karsisinda birakryor bundan kurtulmaya ¢calismaliyiz.

Ibid.

* For the speeches of Giines and Ecevit, see ibid.
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not like each other and each and his supporters seek to become leader after

[nénii and their supporter.**®

The accusations that charged In6nii with the election defeat began with the
delivery of a statement by Tahsin Banguoglu “in order not to see such an open reality
there should be in greed of old age or becoming in an interest team around an
aged.”297

In those days, an article was published about a declaration by the youth unit
of the party that demanded the retreat of inonii, and that he give his seat to a young
person.””® Ulus immediately confuted the existence of such a statement or letter, but
the public opinion discerned that Inonii and the left of center were the target of
opponents because of the election defeat. After all these debates in the party, the
spokesmen of the party abandoned the slogan of the left of center as Feyzioglu had
proposed. From the beginning of 1966 to the July senate elections, all of the RPP
cadres seemed to have forgotten about the left of center, thus no party officer used
the term “left of center.” The main reason for this situation was that the left of center
discourse was seen as the main source of the election defeat.””

The above-mentioned proposal of Feyzioglu was being implemented

unofficially. This view was common not only among the opponents of the left of

2 Parti meclisi devam ediyor. Ben konusmayacagim. Secimi nigin kaybettik meselesi bence bog
laflar. Yiiz sebep varken bir kisum yalniz ortanin solu séziiniin séylenmis olmasina bagliyor. Inonii
bunu haziran ayinda CHP komiinistlige gotiiriiyor propagandalarina karsi soylemis. CHP kuruldugu
an ortamin solundaydi. Yarn icin ne yapmali. En énemli nokta bu. En zoru bu. Ustkademe birbirini
sevmeyen, her biri Inonii’den sonra lider olmak isteyen en az bes aday ve onlarin taraftarlart ile
boliindiik. Erim, p.818.

*7 bu kadar agik bir gercegi gormek icin ya bir yashlik hirst icinde olmak, yahut bir yashnin
etrafunda bir menfaat takimi icinde bulunmak lazimdir. Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de ¢ok partili, p.247.

% Ibid., p.304.

% On the contrary, the left wing intellectual circles had opposed to this view, but it did not grab much
attention. For example, Mumtaz Soysal had pointed to the source of the defeat of the elections as
being not the use of the left of center, but the late use of the left of center. Mumtaz Soysal, “Ortanin
Solu Sorumlu Mu?”, Yon, no.133 (15 October 1965).
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center, but also among some of the supporters of the policy. For example, Abdi
Ipekei, the chief editor of Milliyet which had supported the left of center, claimed
that “the left of center had not brought the votes that directed to the TWP; moreover,
it had deprived the RPP of the votes that might have been taken by the RPP.”**

The course of the 1966 elections and the change of attitude in the RPP were
remarked upon by Turan Giines with these words: “The RPP was not fortunate in the
1965 elections. Taking advantage of this, the opponents of the ‘left of center’ moved
to erase this slogan. Soon In6nii kept up with them. And the slogan ‘left of center’
was desired to be forgotten in the 1966 elections.”*"' These words of Giines indicate
two points, that, the causal link between the left of center and the election defeat
prevailed even among the supporters of the left of center, and how obvious it was
that the RPP rapidly gave up the left of center. In the course of the election Inonii had
delivered speeches in Kayseri, Nigde, Adana, Milas, Mugla, Denizli, Usak, Afyon,
and Diyarbakir and in none of them had mentioned the term “left of center.”**

The only person who used the term “left of center” in the 1966 election
campaign was Biilent Ecevit. He used the term in the official election speech on the
radio, but this was the result of officiousness. The party speaker on 2 June, Turan
Sahin, was unable to return to Ankara from Mugla, and the election commissioner,

303

Ali Thsan Gogiis had called Ecevit to speak on the radio.” While speaking, Ecevit

mentioned the left of center, and claimed that the JP benefited from the ignorance of

% Milliyet, 13 October 1965.

' 1965 secimleri CHP’ye hi¢ ugurlu gelmedi. Ortanin solunun muhalifleri bunu firsat belleyip bu
slogani hepten kazimak icin harekete gectiler. Sonradan Ismet pasa da onlara ayak wydurdu ve 1966
senato yenileme se¢imlerinde ortanin solu slogani adeta unutturulmak istendi. Akin Simav, Turan
Giines'in Siyasal Kavgalari (Izmir: Istiklal Matbaasi, 1975), p.87.

392 For the speeches of Inonii, see Ulus, 23, 24, 25, 29, 30, 31 May and 1, 4 June 1966.

% For the story of this event, see Saglamer, pp.199-201.
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the people by defining the left of center as the way to Moscow. This speech created a
double effect in the RPP. On the one hand, the opponents of the left of center
charged Ecevit with violating the official party policy. Just after the elections, in the
parliamentary groups of the RPP, one of the opponents of the left of center had
evaluated the speech of Ecevit as rusty.”® And on the other hand Ecevit was
perceived as the chief champion of the left of center by the supporters of this
policy.*?®

The RPP had abandoned the term left of center; however, it hardened its
opposition to the JP, and accused the JP of backing Nurculuk. inénii put forward that
the most critical threat for the regime was Nurculuk rather than communism, and that
the government had inaccuracy.’® The narrative of the RPP’s new position was that
there was not only the danger raised by the extreme left and the extreme right -
reactionary groups also constituted some dangerous political activities.**” This
position was somehow a response to the neo-McCarthyism of the JP, because the JP
administration created immense pressure on the left. The best example of this neo-
McCarthyism was the internment of a student (Giirbiiz Simsek) who was only fifteen

years old’"®

who had compared the leadership of Lenin and Atatiirk in an essay for a
lesson. This event had a symbolic importance that aligned the JP and RPP to the

fronts. In the course of the elections the political environment hardened and on 7

% Ruhi Soyer described the speech of Ecevit as discordant;

Fortunately we did not make the same mistake in this election we did in last elections, only one out
discordant sound come out among us. (¢ok siikiir ki bu secimde gecen secimde yaptiginiz hatayi
yapmadik aranizdan sadece bir ¢atlak ses ¢ikti) Akis, n0.627, (25 June 1966).

% For the making of the groupings, see Yon, no.169 (24 June 1966).

39 For this new position of the RPP, see Akis, n0.625 (11 June 1966).

7 Inénii equated the reactionary politics as the uprising of Patrona Halil in almost all election
speeches.

% For the event of Giirbiiz Simsek, see Akis, n0.613 (19 March 1966).
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May, the police had descended on the parliamentary group rooms of the RPP to look
for illegal declarations and documents In6nii described the Minister of Internal
Affairs, Faruk Siikan, as a brigand (eskiya).”” Moreover political violence started up
in the parliament, as a member of the National Unity Group, Sitki Ulay, was beaten
by the deputies of the JP on 6 May 1966.*"°

The senate elections held on 5 June 1966 and the election results of the RPP
were not very different from those of the 1965 election (See Table 3). The RPP took
29.6 percent of the total votes in comparison with 56.2 percent vote of the JP.>'' The
RPP had left out the term “left of center”, but the election results had not changed
very much. There were two opinions in the party. One group claimed the one point
increase in the votes with retreat of the left of center, and the other group claimed
that the unchanged election results demonstrated that the reason for the electoral
defeat had not been the term “left of center.” The story from that point to Ecevit’s

left of center was the struggle between these two groups.

Table 3 The Result of the 1966 Senate Renewal Elections

PARTIES VOTES |PERCENTAGE DEPUTIES
JpP 1,688,316 56.90 35
RPP 877,066 29.60 13
RPNP 57,367 1.90 1

NP 157,115 5.30 1
TWP 276,101 3.00 1
NTP 70,043 2.40 1
INDEPENDENTS 980 0 -
Source: 5 Haziran 1966 Cumhuriyet Senatosu Uyeleri Kismi Se¢im Sonuglari (Ankara: Devlet
Istatistik Enstitiisiit Matbaasi, 1967) Yayin No.525.

39 For the full story of the event, see Forum, n0.291 (15 May 1961).
310 Ahmad, Tiirkiye'de ¢ok partili, p.311.

31 For the analysis of this elections, see Nermin Abadan, “1966 Kismi Senato Se¢imlerinin Tahlili,”
Forum, n0.295 (15 July 1966), pp.7-8.
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The Rising Confrontation: The Left of Center and the 76s

Ibrahim Oktem came and joined

Ecevit’s group. The program is
basic. *'?

Just after the senate elections, the RPP common parliamentary group issued a
resolution on the election results.>" This resolution is crucial in demonstrating the
essence of the left of center. The first paragraph affirmed that Indnii and other party
administrators did not use the term “left of center” in the 1966 election campaign at
all. For the resolution “this disuse does not mean a retreat from the reformist and
progressive views.”*'* However, it is obvious that these words in the resolution were
a retreat from the term “left of center.” Moreover the resolution declared that
“through the 1965 elections the term ‘left of center’ had been used to define the place
of the RPP in the spectrum of the parties, so it was not a new principle or a way nor
could it be.”*"® This declaration seemed to be the end of the left of center policy for

the RPP until the new change in the balance of power of the inner-party policy.*'

312 Oktem geldi Ecevit’in grubuna girmis, program esas (from the diaries of inonii) inonii, p. 961.

33 See CHP. 17. ve 18. CHP Kurultaylar: arasi donemde CHP TBMM Gruplarinca Yaymlanan
Bildiriler (Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi, 1966), pp.26-28.

14 Ibid.
15 1965 secimlere girilirken, cok partili hayat icerisinde CHP 'nin partiler yelpazesindeki ve siyasi
parti egilimleri arasindaki yerini ifade etmek icin kullanilmis olan “ortanin solu” deyimi, elbette CHP
icin yeni bir ilkenin ve yeni bir yolun ifadesi degildi ve olamazdi.

316 On those days Yon described the RPP as close to the JP and pointed out that the rapprochement

between the progressives had been broken because the RPP had left the progressive front. Yon, no.171
(8 July 1966), p.4.

108



Developments before and just after the 1966 Senate elections demonstrated
that the party had abandoned the left of center policy, so the opponents of the left of
center achieved a provisional success.”'’ The struggle, however, was not over.
Before the 18th congress of the RPP, the Party Assembly gathered to discuss the
Party Assembly Report that would be presented to the Congress.”'® The main topic of
disagreement was that of the left of center. The term divided the party into two
camps. In this Party Assembly session, Turan Giines concluded the inner-party

structure and his position on the left of center as follows:

Maybe most of us agree with this idea with the prescience that Ismet Pasha
would not anyway retreat from this idea. But we should determine whether
we are sincere with the idea of the left of center? Let us look at that. It has
come out that there are three groups in the RPP. One is the group of 76s, the
second is the left of center, and the third group is the store of statesmen. It is
reques3tlegd to give a direction to the report. A uniting formula does not give a
result.

Giines thus referred to the scrappy character of the party. The Party Assembly had
issued a resolution, and the left of center had been mentioned in this resolution. The

following names had voted against the term: Turhan Feyzioglu, Fehmi Alparslan,

7 It is not possible to argue the existence of a left-wing in the RPP, but some of the politicians like
Inonii or Erim defined the others as the right-wing. So this categorization is useful in order to point
out the groupings in the party.

318 The reports of the Party Assembly that were presented to the congresses and other congress
documents are convenient sources in order to understand the inner structure and political tendencies of
the party. For some of these documents see CHP, C.H.P. XVII. Kurultaymma Sunulan Parti Meclisi
Raporu, 16 Kasum 1964 (Ankara: CHP Ulusal Basimevi, 1964); CHP, C.H.P. XVIII. Kurultayina
Sunulan Parti Meclisi Raporu, 18 Ekim 1966 (Ankara: CHP Ulusal Basimevi, 1966); CHP,
Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi XIX. Kurultayr: Ankara, 18 Ekim 1968 (Ankara, Ulusal Basimevi, 1968);
CHP, C.H.P. 1966 Istanbul Il Kongresi (Istanbul: Sevket Unal Matbaasi, 1966); CHP, Cumhuriyet
Halk Partisi Istanbul il kongresi 12-13 Ekim 1968 (istanbul, 1968); CHP, Cumbhuriyet Halk Partisi
Istanbul Il Kongresi tutanagi: 1968, ed. Tarhan Erdem (Istanbul: 1984).

319 Belki de pek cogumuz, Ismet pasa nasil olsa ortamin solu fikrinden donmeyecek énsezisi ile bu
fikre katiliyoruz. Ama once su hususu tespit edelim. Ortanin solu fikrinde samimi miyiz? Ona bakalim.
CHP icinde ii¢ grup oldugu anlagiliyor. Bunlardan bir grup 76’lar, ikinci grup ortanin solunda
olanlar, iiiincii grup ise devlet adamlart deposudur. Isre parti meclisinin bu sekliyle rapora bir yon
verilmek istenmektdir. Ortaya ¢ikacak bir birlestirici formiil sonug vermez. Boylece, devlet adamlar
deposu yeniden gorev almak icin bir oyun icine girmigtir. Simav, p. 90.
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Sedat Cumrali, Asim Eren, Ferda Giiley, Sevket Rasit Hatiboglu, Hilmi Incesulu,
hsan Kabaday1, Ferit Melen, Emin Paksiit, Niivit Yetkin, Coskun Kirca, Ilyas
Seckin, Ekrem Ozden and Cemal Yildirim.*?° So the leaders of the 76s were
determined, but the group of the left of center had not been organized yet.

The making of the left of center group had begun with home meetings. The
first participants of these meetings were Biilent Ecevit, Muammer Aksoy, Turan
Giines, Sadi Pencap, Nazif Aslan, Siikrii Ko¢, Muammer Erten, Orhan Birgit,
Hayrettin Uysal, Murad Oner, Selahhattin Hakki Esatoglu, Lebit Yurdoglu, Mustafa
Ok, Cemal Resit Eyiipoglu and Fikret Ekinci.**' This group had needed a leader,
which was the most complicated issue for the formation of a sect. There needed to be
a consensus on the name of the leader in the formation process of the sect, so Ecevit
was the best candidate because of his unpretentious character.’** Thus in a home
meeting of the sect in Muammer Aksoy’s house, Ecevit was determined as its
leader.’* The designer of the project was Turan Giines, and he contributed of the all
technical and ideational necessities of the sect with another academic, Muammer
Aksoy. Fikret Ekinci described the reason for the selection of Ecevit as “he had to be
such a man whose existence does not disturb the Pasha, and are whom the Pasha

trusts. Because of these features of him, we set on him.”?%*

20Tt is possible to follow the making of this group in the notes of In6nii. On 3 August 1966 a group of
deputies come to In6nii and put forward a memorandum with 50 signatures. Inénii points that this
group had reached almost 80. He described the essence of the memorandum as a tour de force. Inonii,
p. 968.

21 Altug, p.134.

322 For the position of Ecevit in the sect see Orhan Kologlu, Ecevit ile CHP: Bir Ask Ve Nefret Oykiisii
(Istanbul: Biike Yayinlari, 2000), pp.78-79.

323 Saglamer, p.204.

324 «Oyle bir adam olmaliydi ki, Pasa varligindan rahatsiz olmasin, itimat etsin. Ecevit bu niteliklere
sahip oldugu icin ona goz koyduk” Altug, p.133.
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In the first days, Ecevit was displeased with being made the leader of the sect,
and he accepted the position only with the pressure of Giines and Aksoy. Ecevit had
his own candidate instead of himself, Turhan Feyzioglu. Ecevit advanced the name
of Feyzioglu in the sect, and was delegated to persuade Feyzioglu. A few days later,
Ecevit visited Feyzioglu and offered him the leadership position.*” Feyzioglu
answered with a question about the cadre of the sect. While Ecevit was listing the
names in the group, Feyzioglu harshly rejected the names of Mustafa Ok and Siikrii
Koc. Feyzioglu reminded Ecevit the political career of Mustafa Ok.** In the words
of Feyzioglu, Mustafa Ok was a man who had drawn a gun on the state. Ko¢ had
been a known communist from the beginning of the 1960s. Feyzioglu asked Ecevit if
it would be possible to have democracy with this cadre. Ecevit understood that
Feyzioglu was reluctant to take on the leadership of the left of center sect because of
the power of the right-wing 76s.

Thus the formation of the groups in the process from the June 1966 Senate
elections to the October 18™ Congress was completed. On the one side there was the
group of 76s that was led by Cemal Yildirim, but later Feyzioglu would be the leader
of this group. This group was principally proposed to the policy of the left of center
with the claim that it was communism. On the other side was the group of the left of
center, led by Biilent Ecevit. This group passionately supported the left of center
discourse; moreover, they were willing to transform the social composition of the
party. Under normal circumstances, the chances of the group of the left of center
would have been quite low, because the majority in the parliamentary group and

among the top ranking party organization officers supported the group of 76s.

325

For the story, see Saglamer, pp.205-209.

326 Ok had taken part in the 22 February coup d’état and charged with death penalty.
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However, Inonii assessed the 76s’ group against him and took position on the left of
center group’s sight.*>’ He concluded his views on these events six months later as
“during these days this Biilent and a few friends of him had become savior for
me.”**® So the views of Biilent Ecevit on the left of center became important as one
of the founders along with Inonii. Thus the next part attempted to demonstrate the
main considerations and policy suggestions of Biilent Ecevit on the issue of the left

of center.

The Left of Center of Ecevit as Poetic Imagination

The aim of this part is to examine Ecevit’s perception on the left of center as
he was the first and only person who attempted to define this political position. The
elaboration of Ecevit’s thought might indicate what the left of center was thought to
be and at the time of its introduction. The most important effort of Ecevit on the
definition of the left of center was the act of writing the book Left of Center (Ortanin
Solu). The book was published in 1966 just before the 18" congress of the RPP, thus
it should be considered in the context of the preparation of a sect for the congress.*”’
The book was somehow a collective work, but mention was made of the name of one

of the writers, Biilent Ecevit. The book appeared in public on the morning of the

congress, so it is possible to suggest that this book was an action for the sake of the

7 Inonii, pp. 964-967.
328 Iste o giinlerde bu Biilent ve birka¢ arkadasi kurtarict olmugtur benim icin. Ulus, 6 February 1967.

329 The book was published four days before the Congress on 14 October by the publisher of Kim. Kim
was the name of a magazine that was directed by a member of the left of center group, Orhan Birgit,
an Istanbul Deputy. The speech of Ecevit in the congress was on the ideas of the book, and the book
was prepared by the contributions of almost all members of the left of center group. The book was
committed to paper by Ecevit in the office of Forum magazine.
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congress. However, besides the intention debates, the congress and the book gave
results that crucially affected Turkish political life.

Ecevit began the book by defining a person who was on the left of center.>*
For him, the left of center was “a type of human nature and a person whose nature is
on the left of center feels the pain and responsibility of a poor child. Moreover, the
person on the left of center should struggle for the change of this child’s fate. Feeling
the sufferings of persons such as peasants or mineworkers and to strive for them is
another important characteristic feature of the person on the left of center.”**' As
seen, Ecevit defines the left of center with the characteristic features of a virtuous
person, so the left of center perception of Ecevit rose from ethical responsibilities. In
other words, his position was formed by industrial society’s disturbing results, and he
sought ethical solutions to these problems. In this perception, the main emphasis was
on social justice, and this social justice was shaped by feeling responsibility. So as a
poet, Ecevit tried to construct social reality with poetic language, and the genre of the
book reflects Ecevit’s poetic language rather than a theoretical or social base.

Ecevit dealt with the problematic of the industrial society with such problems
as education, working conditions or alienation.** However, he was not so familiar
with the traditional RPP discourse, and opposed the perception of the harmonious
interests of the members of society. He claimed that these questions would not be
solved with social aids; and that the only solution was social security and a social

333

justice regime that would not create the need for social aids.”™” Thus Ecevit offered a

330 For Bcevit’s definition of a person on the left of center, see Biilent Ecevit Ortanin Solu, (Istanbul:
Kim Yayinlari, 1966), pp.8-10.

3! Ibid., p.8.
332 Ecevit takes in hand such issues in ibid., pp 42-50.

3 Ibid., p.9.
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reform model that claimed to eliminate social injustices with social security
measures. Therefore Ecevit defined the model he inspired as contemporary social
a,’emocracy.334 However, he did not omit reference to the constitution, and claimed
that his model came from the obligation of the constitution.”*” To link the
constitution and the left of center was one of the most common tactics of this idea’s
supporters for the charges of the right.

He concluded the programmatic proposals of the left of center in the last
chapter of the book. These proposals were extracted from the 1965 election

declaration and the program of the RPP.**®

Thus Ecevit’s group had no programmatic
change, and argued the implementation of these documents. So it is clear that
Ecevit’s left of center was somehow the continuation of the left of center of Inonii in
the programmatic sense.

As discussed above, the 1965 election defeat was interpreted in two ways by
the RPP. The-right wing also had assessed the major source of the defeat as the
discourse of the left of center. Ecevit rejected this claim, but accepted that there was
a reaction against the RPP that had resulted in the defeat.*”” For him, the source of
the reaction to the RPP had come from the initiated reforms and social justice

measures that had disturbed some groups that were in the habit of exploiting the

people and the state. In this way, Ecevit sought to construct an abstract confrontation

34 It is crucial that Ecevit have always avoided using the term “social democracy” because of its
Marxist origin. He preferred the term “democratic left,” however, in this process he use the term
“social democracy.” It is obvious that the usage of the term “social democracy” was the effect of
Turan Giines who would prefer to use the term against the term “democratic left” in the future
debates.

33 Tbid., p.46.

36 Ibid., p.96.

37 Ibid., p.11.
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between the RPP and others, thus he abstaining from a detailed discussion of the
1965 elections.

The most interesting part of Ecevit’s thought is his perceptions on politics
and the categories of left and right. He attempted to construct a party spectrum in
which the main concept was change.”® In this model, the extreme right wing was
attempting to take to society back behind its current position. The right of center
sought everything constant and was frightened of change in the social structure. The
centrists only approved of slow changes in the social structure. The extreme left was
committed to strict doctrines and rejected private property and entrepreneurial
freedom. However, it is strange that Ecevit related the danger of communist and
reactionary movements as ‘communitarianism came to us from the world of the
Arabs; nationalism came to us from the world of the Arabs, it is possible communism
comes to us from the world of the Arabs.”**” Thus Ecevit constructed all wings of the
political spectrum, and ascribed meaning and essence to all of them. Then he defined
the features of the people who were on the left of center as humanist, populist,
progressive, revolutionist, reformist, etatist, devoted to freedom and lined up with
social democracy.**

Thus for Ecevit the right was the political practice of the resistance to change.
For him, the center was extremely determinist and not able to take voluntary action.
The extreme left was shaped by doctrine and closed to change. At the last stage,
Ecevit presented his golden formula as the left of center against the center, right and

the dangerous extreme left and extreme right. Ecevit’s objective is to celebrate his

33 For this spectrum, see ibid., pp.11-27.

339 Bize iimmetgilik arap aleminden geldigine gore; bize milliyetcili arap aleminden geldigine gore,
bize komiinizmin de arap aleminden gelmesi miimkiindiir. Ibid., p.29.

0 For the content of these features, see ibid., pp.17-20.

115



group’s view, and in this context he ascribed meaning to the other views. Thus
Ecevit constructs a model for the analysis of politics in the dichotomy between left
and right, or progressive and reactionary. The attention-grabbing point is that Ecevit
defines Turkish political life according to this model.

Ecevit suggests that the JP might be evaluated as on the right of center
according to its program, and pointed out that the JP party administration defined
itself as conservative.**' Ecevit noted that the JP was moving continuously through
the right of its program, including all varieties of politics from the right of center to
the extreme right.

Ecevit normally defined the RPP on the left of center. For him, the party had
been on the left of center for a long time in both attitude and program, but he noted
that the consciously and coherent positioning on the left of center had been the issue
of recent years. Ecevit’s views on the RPP and JP are interesting because it is
obvious that the only determiners of Ecevit’s views on politics were modernism and
developmentalism. Ecevit saw politics as a conflict between the progressive and
reactionary, and thought that the struggle between the progressive and reactionary
wings dominated the political life.

Ecevit concluded with a section the NTP, NP and RPNP under the same
heading and labeled them as parties whose place was not so clear.’** He gave some
features of these parties and noted that it was impossible to determine their places in
the political spectrum. On the other hand, for the TWP, Ecevit emphasized the

difference between this party and the RPP and said that the TWP was on the left of

! For Ecevit’s points on the JP, see ibid., pp.22-23.

2 Ibid., pp.24-25.
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the RPP.** But he implicitly condemned the TWP, and claimed that it was early to
know how much the TWP was on the left of the RPP. Moreover, Ecevit charged the
TWP with not being devoted to democracy. On the other hand, Ecevit claimed he
agreed with some of the economic and social policies of the TWP, such as the issues
of progressive politics and social justice. He criticized the JP rather than the TWP,
because the JP was the government party and the main rival of the RPP. It is crucial
that Ecevit had proposed a political view in the whole book in the context of
progressive-reactionary and social justice. Thus it is obvious why Ecevit focused on
the JP rather than the TWP. As a result Ecevit constructed the place of the RPP with
a negative definition based on the JP’s place.

After the model about Turkish politics, Ecevit constructed the international
context of the left of center. For him Turkey faced left pressures from four sides:***
the North (USSR), the South (some Arabian countries particularly Egypt and Syria),
the West (western social democracy), and the Far East (China).345 The only way to
prevent these threats was the left of center. He defined the left of center as the
pressure from the west among the above-mentioned pressures. He described the
difference between the left of center and others in the dimension of being devoted to
democracy. Thus Ecevit stated the democratic character of the left of center as giving
place to the freedom of thinking, giving importance to the honor of the human, the

most peaceful and the most reliable. These views of Ecevit were affected by

33 For the views of Ecevit on the TWP, see ibid., p.24.

3 See ibid., p.27.
3 The 1960s was a period of rise and diversification for left politics. The communist camp had been
divided into Chinese and Soviet communism. On the other hand nationalist administrations in Arabian
countries such as Baathism in Syria and Nasserism in Egypt had been established. Lastly western
social democracy was organized in the fabric of the Frankfurt International. Thus Ecevit claimed that
the left of center represented the last one among them.
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intellectual circles around Forum magazine and the modernism and developmentalist
views of the 1960s.

As mentioned above, for Ecevit the most important factor that differentiated
the left of center from the extreme left was its democratic character in western terms.
For Ecevit there were two important bases for democracy: property and inheritance
rights and the freedom of private enterprise, and public interest.**® For Ecevit the
abolition of one meant the abolition of democracy and the lack of the first meant the
dictatorship of the state, and the lack of the second meant the dictatorship of wealth.
The left of center was against both of these dictatorships. It was on the side of
democracy in the western manner that included both bases.**’

Ecevit attempted to tell why the dictatorships of state and wealth should not
be. He explained why state dictatorship had not been possible in the traditional
Turkish-Ottoman social regime because of its pluralistic character.>*® The Turkish
people had a tradition of limited power, but in the late Ottoman Empire, the
administrators had begun to see the people as inferior, and their ties with the people
had been broken. For him, this contradiction between the state and society had
continued into the Republican age. For this reason, the people had been become
angry with the state even in the Republican period and the DP and later JP had
exploited this anger.

As seen, Ecevit tried to construct a model that explained why the RPP was
not able to win elections. Ecevit constructed his ideas in the course of the social

structure of the Ottoman Empire, the way through the Republic, the single-party and

34 For these definitions, see ibid, p.34.
7 In Ecevit’s thought it was not so obvious the extent and the meaning of the public interest.
However the two-sided view of democracy was the reflection of the 1960s’ “golden age” for

capitalism.

8 For the points of Ecevit on this issue, see ibid., pp.36-39.
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multi-party periods. Thus he approached the traditional RPP history and policy
narrative critically. With this criticism, Ecevit tried to demonstrate why and how the
left of center was devoted to the principle of democracy.**’

Consequently Left of Center is an effort directed to the 18"™ Congress that was
the work of a group of intellectuals that came together in the magazine Forum. The
main point of this group was that only the left of center could save parliamentary
democracy. This point of Forum was initiated just after the 1965 elections, and the
magazine claimed that the RPP’s moving to the right brings the end of the RPP as
British Liberal Party. Moreover, the magazine asserted that the existence of the TWP
made it compulsory for the RPP to advocate the left of center.” After the 1966
senate elections Forum claimed that if the RPP kept on moving to the right, the party
would become a satellite of the JP, like the NTP. It magazine claimed that thus the
masses would have no political organization to resist to JP, so the continuity of the
democratic regime was endangered.”" Just before the 18™ Congress, Cahit Talas
declared that the RPP was a social democratic party like the SPD or the British Labor
Party, but it that it was ashamed to admit it.*? In the same issue, Muammer Aksoy
proclaimed the left of center as the only way of saving democracy in Turkey.*>
Consequently, the position of Ecevit might be concluded with his words: “how and
what should be done by RPP in social, cultural and economic regards are written in

the program of the RPP, the Declaration of Progressive Turkey Ideal, Development

9 The critical view on the RPP’s history was formed by the persons who joined the RPP from the
Freedom Party, particularly Turan Giines.

350 See Forum, n0.280 (1 December 1965), p.5.
31 See Forum, n0.294 (1 July 1966), pp.3-7.
32 Forum, n0.301 (15 October 1966), p.12.

%3 Ibid., p.16.
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Plan and the Constitution.”** So it is clear that Ecevit’s left of center was based on
the main policy documents and priorities RPP, and reflected the above-mentioned

ambiguities of the left of center.

The 18" Congress

“Will anybody believe Incnii’s
saying ‘we are on the left of
center’ this Inonii has regarded
being socialist and leftist as being
communist and impeached the
persons who publicized this idea
for 40 years?” (Tayfur Sokmen)™

The congress of the RPP met biennially according to the RPP statute, and was
the most authorized organ of the party.*® The 18th congress of RPP began on 18
October 1966, and continued four days.”’ The congress became the arena for the
struggle of the groups of the left of center and the 76s. The left of center group had
been prepared for the congress beginning from the congress of the districts. The
members of the group were spread out among almost all of the local congresses. If
they were unable to attend a district congress, they made sure to send messages.*®

The other group was not idle and pursuing the efforts for the congress. This

group had been formed after the June 1966 elections, and they had given a

3% CHP "nin soysal, kiiltiirel ve ekonomik bakimdan neleri ve nasil yapmas: gerektigi Programda, Ileri
Tiirkiye Ulkiisii Bildirisinde, Secim Bildigesinde, Kalkinma Planinda ve Anayasada yazilidir. Akis,
No0.629 (9 July 1966).

%5 40 sene, solculugu ve sosyalistligi komiinistlik sayan ve bu fikri yaymak isteyenleri mahkemelere
sevkettiren Inonii’niin <<ortamin solundayiz>> demesine kimse inanacak midir?

3% See the statute of the RPP, CHP, CHP Tiiziigii (Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi 1966).

357 For information on the 18" Congress, see C.H.P. XVIII. Kurultayina Sunulan Parti Meclisi
Raporu, 18 Ekim 1966 (Ankara: CHP Ulusal Basimevi, 1966).

98 Kili, p.229.
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memorandum to in6nii on 3 August seeking the impartiality of Inonii in the
struggle.” As mentioned in the previous pages, if Inonii had been impartial, the
success of the 76s group would have been possible.*® However, innii had perceived
this movement against him, and attempted to balance between the group of the left of
center and the 76s. The majority in the parliamentary group supported the 76s. They
had 76 members comparatively to the 45 supporters of the left of center.

In his diaries Nihat Erim concludes that the ostensible leaders of the 76s were
politicians such as Cemal Yildirim and Ekrem Ozden, but the actual ones in control
were Turhan Feyzioglu, Coskun Kirca, Emin Paksiit and Ferit Melen.*®' Through the
course of the congress, names such as Turhan Feyzioglu, Ismail Riistii Aksal and
Coskun Kirca began to be mentioned with the opponents of the left of center.’®

Inonii supported the left of center group, but he did not want to lose the
support of the 76s. There was another candidate for the chair of Indnii, former
secretariat general of the party, Kasim Giilek. Thus the main reason of Inonii’s
balanced action was the threat that was raised by Giilek’s group. Inonii should have
guaranteed the support of the 76s, and it was not possible for him to use up the 76s
group and their demands. So while preparing his address to the congress, Inonii
decided to include the words that the RPP was not a socialist party.*®® From the

diaries of Inonii, we see that he discussed congress affairs with the left of center

3% For the memorandum of the 76s and its reflections in the RPP, see Akis, n0.635 (20 August 1966),
p.-14.

3% The name 76s comes from the number of the participants of the group.
36! Erim, p.835.

382 nonii states the direct relation and control between the 76s and these names four months later.
Ulus, 6 February 1967.

%% Inonii, p.977.
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group, and he demanded that they make sacrifice on the position in order to maintain
integrity.*®*

The opening of the congress showed how the rivalry was sharp between the
groups with the election of the presidential board of the Congress. The two groups
nominated two different candidates for the board. The candidate from the left of
center was Muammer Aksoy, and the candidate of the 76s was Sirr1 Atalay. The
election started at 9:00 and lasted until 15:30; because of the objections it took 6.5
hours.>*® Muammer Aksoy received 640 votes and Atalay 566. The election of the
presidential board of the Congress thus indicated the sharp struggle between these
groups. There were two fights in the congress. The first one was begun by the
supporters of Giilek with the demand of an agricultural commission. The second one
was over an accusation of the left of center being communist. The most interesting
document of the congress was a booklet was presented by Tayfur Sokmen with the
titled “The RPP Is at the Center and the Left of Center on the Way to Moscow”
(CHP Ortadadir, Ortanin Solu Moskova’'nin Yolualur).366 Sokmen was the former
president of the former Republic of Hatay, so his position had symbolic importance.
He censured the left of center politics, and claimed that the party had abandoned the
way of Atatiirk.*®’

The congress lasted four days, and was viewed in the public opinion as a

struggle between the left and right wings of the party. On the second day of the

3% He noted in his notebooks that “for days I have been working my speech. They accorded. On the
words of we are not socialist. The continual affliction of Biilent.” (Ka¢ giindiir beyanatimla
ugrastyorum. Mutabik oldular. Sosyalist degiliz sozii iizerine Biilend’in miitemadi iiziintiisii. ) Inonii,

p.977.
3% Tnonii, p.976.
366 Tayfur Sokmen, CHP Ortadadir Ortanin Solu Moskova Yoludur (Ankara: n.p., 1966).

37 Falih Rifki Atay resigned from the RPP for the same reasons.
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congress, the supporters of left of center and others delivered speeches. The most
influential speakers of the day was Turan Giines of the left of center; on the next
Turhan Feyzioglu of the right of center.*®® Ecevit delivered his main congress speech
on the third day of the congress and tried to explain what the left of center was for
their understanding.”® His speech was appreciated by the congress, and grabbed the
attention of the public opinion.

The highlight of the Congress was Indnii’s statement; he delivered two
speeches, one of the opening and one of the closuring of the Congress.””’ He
maintained the inner-party balance of power in his speeches, and noted the left of
center character of the party. However, he indicated while the discussions on the left
of center had begun with a mistake that had passed his lips, and then stated that the
congress had changed this into a meaningful policy.””' Then he said “the RPP is not a
socialist party; moreover, it will not be socialist.”*"?

The election was the most critical part of the Congress. Kasim Giilek was a
candidate against Inonii for the chairmanship, and received 230 votes compared to

Inonii’s 929. Inonii was elected president of the party for the fourteenth time. The

more critical elections however, were for the Party Assembly. In the bargaining,

38 Cumhuriyet, 20 October 1965.
3% The speech of Ecevit was based on the book “Ortanin Solu.”

370 {smet Indnii, Genel Baskan Ismet Inonii'niin 18. Kurultayi Acis Konusmasi: 18.10.1966 (Ankara:
C.H.P Ulusal Basimevi, 1966) and “CHP 18. Kurultayim Kapama Soylevi.” inonii’s speeches had
significant effects in the congresses of the RPP. For the speeches of Inonii in the RPP congresses in
this period, see CHP Genel Baskani Ismet Inénii’niin Istanbul-Ankata-Izmir [l Kongreleriyle Ankara Il
Merkezinde Yaptigi Konusmalar (Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi, 1966); C.H.P. XVII. Kurultay: 16 Ekim
1964 : Genel Baskan Ismet Inonii'niin A¢cts Konusmasi (Ankara: 1964); C.H.P. Genel Baskani Ismet
In6nii'niin IV. Olaganiistii Kurultaydaki acis-kapanis konusmalar: 28-29 Nisan 1967 (Ankara: Ulusal
Basimevi, 1967).

' Bu ortamin solu meselesinde, bir secim esnasinda belki dalginlikla, nasilsa agizdan ¢ikmus bir hata
goziiyle baslayarak, bir tartismaya girdik. Ulus, 22. October 1966.

12 CHP sosyalist bir parti degildir ve olmayacaktir. Genel Baskan Ismet Inénii'niin 18. Kurultayi A¢is
Konusmasi, p.6.
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Inonii asked Ecevit to take into their list the names out of the left of center group
such as Nihat Erim, Kemal Satir, Turhan Feyzioglu, Ismail Riistii Aksal, Fuat
Sirmen, Kemal Demir, Turhan Sahin, and Tahsin Bekir Balta 37 Ecevit’s group
resisted this request, and Ecevit was not inclined to challenge to In6nii. Ecevit
accepted the names that Inonii offered, except for Feyzioglu and Aksal. Inonii come
together the two groups, and attempted to go to the election with a unified list. The
congress issued a resolution for the election of party assembly with the method of
sheet listing.>’ In this sheet list, the chances of the well-known politicians were
higher than those the young members of the left of center group. At this point, it was
crucial that the left of center group had invented a method that gave them an
advantage in the congress, a key method. The key list was a method in which the
order numbers of the candidates of the group were written on a small sheet, and the
delegates who were close to group are advised to select those names.””

The Congress constituted a commission called the Commission of Main
Issues (Ana Davalar Komisyonu), which issued a declaration. The declaration was
put to vote at the end of the congress, and it was accepted unanimously.?’® The
declaration indicated the bilateral character of the party between the left of center
group and the others. In the opening of the declaration, it was declared that the left of
center was not a new attempt and that it was the general character of the RPP.
Moreover, the content of the left of center was determined by the program of the

RPP as follows:

7 Saglamer, p.229.

374 Sheet list is a method of a unique list in which all names of candidates are stated in alphabetical
sequence, and the voters elect the names they prefer. So there is only one list in the elections.
375

The method of the key list was invented by Lebit Yurdoglu.

7 CHP 18. Kurultay Bildirisi (Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi, 1966).
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The 18th Congress of the RPP exactly has determined that our party is on the
left of center among the political movements with its ideas, ideals, practices
and general character.

The foundations in the program of our party displays the content of the term

left of center that demonstrates the general character of the RPP.*"’

As clearly seen, the declaration announced that the left of center was not a departure
from the traditional RPP policies. Moreover, the RPP guaranteed the public that the
left of center policy would not go beyond the program. The program of the RPP had
been revised in 1961, and this reference to the RPP program indicated that the left of
center was not a break off.

As discussed above, Turkish politics was very unfamiliar with the concepts
and categories of western political life. Moreover, a reference to these concepts
might have been evaluated as destructive or harmful. Thus the RPP was not out of
this tradition, and the party was indicating its distance from socialism or any other
western-oriented ideology with these words:

The program of the RPP is not a copy or an imitation of the program or

doctrine of any current parties in the world. The program of the RPP is

measures that have risen only from the necessities and problems of Turkey. In
these principles, the RPP is not a socialist party and it will not be.*"®
This attitude of the RPP Congress reflects the intellectual and social environment of
1960s’ Turkey. To follow the same direction with a western political party or to

share a common worldview with another foreign party would have been seen as a

disgraceful act from this point of view. Moreover, the declaration stated clearly that

7T CHP 18. Kurultay, CHP 'nin kurulusundan beri izledigi fikirler, iilkiiler ve icraati ile genel
karakterinin, siyasal akimlar arasinda Partimize ortanin solunda yer verdigini kesinlikle tespit
etmigtir. CHP nin genel karakterini gostermek ortanin solu deyiminin kapsamini, partimizin
progranmunda yer alan esaslar ortaya koyar. Ibid.

3 CHP’nin programu, diinyada mevcut partilerden herhangi birinin programinin, doktrinin kopyast

veya taklidi degildir. CHP nin programu, yalniz basina Tiirkiye 'nin ihtiyaglarindan ve sorunlarindan
dogmus tedbirlerdir. Bu esaslar icinde, CHP, sosyalist bir parti degildir ve olmayacaktir. Ibid.
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the RPP was not a socialist party, and the future development of the party was closed
to socialism. The RPP emphasized that the left of center policy was not a new
direction for the party towards socialism. The RPP had never been a socialist party,
and it would never be one.

Through the end of the declaration, the Congress insisted that the left of
center character of the RPP had a progressive and important meaning, and repeatedly
mentioned the limits and the fact that the RPP was not a socialist party.>’” Moreover,
the function of the left of center was put forward as to prevent extremism. This
attitude was not a new attempt, and as discussed above, it was the main motion
behind the proclamation of the left of center. This function was defined with this
statement: “the RPP, with this identity, is the only establishment that represents the
reason and common sense and exactly against the constitutionally banned all extreme
right and extreme left movements and the tendencies except for democracy.”*

After the counting of the votes it was appreciated that the left of center group
had gained 19 memberships in the Party Assembly.*®' But these 19 members did not
constitute the majority which was composed of 42 members,*** so while they had

gained a decisive number of seats, they were not the majority. The opponents of the

left of center obviously were defeated, but they claimed the success of the left of

37 Congress determines with the above mentioned records that the sense and declaration of RPP a
party on the left of center connotes an important and progressive meaning.

Kurultay, yukarida belirtilen kayitlarla, CHP 'nin ortamin solunda bir parti oldugu bilincinin ve bunun
soylenmesinin de, onemli ve ileri bir anlam tasidigini tespit eder.

30 CHP, bu hiiviyetle, Anayasamizin yasakladig biitiin asirt sag ve asirt sol akinlarin ve demokrasi
disi egilimlerin kesin olarak karsisinda, akli ve sagduyuyu temsil eden tek kurulustur.

381 This 19 members were Thsan Topaloglu, Biilent Ecevit, Muammer Aksoy, Turan Giines, Ali fhsan
Gogiis, Muammer Erten, Lebit Yurdoglu, Ibrahim Oktem, Mustafa Ok, Kemal Evliyaoglu, Kenan
Esengin, Suphi Baykam, Orhan Birgit, Selahattin Hakki Esatoglu, Cemal Resit Eyiiboglu, Mehmet
Delikaya, Kemal Sariibrahimoglu, Yasar Akal and Hiisnii Ozkan.

382 Nihat Erim was the candidate that took the uttermost votes, and Ecevit entered the party Assembly
as the eighth rank.
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center was a deceit. They charged Lebit Yurdoglu with abuse for the invention of key
list, and called him as Anahtarov, a word that was reminiscent of the key, implying
communism with the suffix -ov- with reference to the Russian language. However,
the new method had not affected the results very much, and the left of center had not
been able to gain clear majority. So the making of the party administration and the
determination of the Secretariat General of the party was dependent on Inonii’s
will. >

On 19 August, Erim proposed Biilent Ecevit to Inénii for the secretariat
general of the party, and Indnii rejected this proposal.”® It is clear that Inénii did not
approve of Ecevit for the position, and that his primary choice was Kemal Satir;

moreover, he had declared that to Ecevit.’®

However, it was not possible to re-elect
Kemal Satir for two reasons. First, he was not willing to be Secretariat General, and
he had admitted the responsibility for the election defeat. And second the
composition of the Party Assembly might not give the possibility for the election of
Kemal Satir. The other potential candidate of Inonii was Nihat Erim, but he did not
want any party responsibility, and commended Ecevit upon his good manners.

Turhan Feyzioglu another potential candidate, but he was the rival of the group of the

left of center, and inonii had disliked Feyzioglu for a long time.* Thus there was

3 It was obvious that Indnii was very annoyed with group of left of center because of their operation
in the listing, see Altug, p.154.

% Erim, p.835.

5 Saglamer, p.222.

36 According to Inénii Feyzioglu was responsible for the fall of the second government because of his
disagreeable character. Feyzioglu had lots of disputes on the topic of planning with the NTP of Ekrem

Alican. Moreover Feyzioglu had opposed to the establishment of the third government, and he had
proposed the composition of a coalition with the JP.
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387

only one option for in6nii, Biilent Ecevit.”®’ Thus in the first session of the Party

Assembly on 24 October, Ecevit was elected as the secretariat general.*®®

The Elimination of the 8s

This movement is against me. I
will do what is necessary. (Ismet
inonii)*®

After the 18" Congress, the opponents of the left of center group were very
displeased, and tryied to find a new way to overcome the left of center. Nihat Erim
defined the inner-party situation after the congress as “the majority in the
parliamentary group390 did not acquiesce, and the group of Feyzioglu, Paksiit, Kirca,
Aksal and Melen are constantly disturbing.”3 ?! Thus the main effort of this group
was to win the elections on the administration of the parliamentary groups. This was
the only way of balancing the power of Ecevit and the left of center group.3 o2 They
had the majority support in the parliamentary group, and they easily got the

administration of the parliamentary groups in the elections on 1 November 1966.%"

7 Ecevit had exacted Indnii that he could not approve any other duty rather than the secretariat
general.

38 Ecevit took the 31 votes of 43 members.

% Bu hareket bana karsidir, geregini yapacagim (Ismet Inonii).

% The parliamentary group was one of the most influential bodies of the RPP. For some of the
publications of the parliamentary group, see lkinci Bes Yillik Plan Hakkinda C.H.P.'nin Goriigii
(Ankara: Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Gurup Yayinlari, 1967); and Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi'nin Temel
Iktisadi Goriigleri (Ankara: Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Gurup Yayinlari, 1966).

' Kurultay neticelerini ve Ecevit'in Genel Sekreter olusunu CHP nin parlamento iiyeleri ¢ok iyi
karsilamadilar. Feyzioglu, Paksiit, Kirca, I.R. Aksal, Ferit Melen takimlari devamli tahrik ediyorlar.
Erim, p.840.

%2 Ecevit had been determined as the man of the year by the Cumhuriyet and Milliyet. Ecevit’s effect
on public opinion was rapidly growing, so the 8s had to act expeditiously.

% Ibid., p.840.
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Turhan Feyzioglu became the deputy chair of the RPP National Assembly group, and
Ferit Melen became the deputy chair of the RPP Senate group. The left of center was
unable to present their candidates, and the group of Feyzioglu had all of the seats in
the parliamentary group administration and this operation was implemented in spite
of In6nii’s will.*** Inénii described these elections as jet-black, and noted his
notebooks about this election that “Turhan is on the foul way.”* Thus the sides of
the struggle had taken their positions. On the one side, Ecevit and the left of center
group based on the party administration, and on the other side, Feyzioglu’s group
based on the parliamentary group.””® From inénii’s point of view, the movement of
Feyzioglu was positioned against his administration; moreover he concluded by
saying, “there is no doubt that their action is against me” in a conversation with
Nihat Erim.*”’

After this confrontation, the session of the Party Assembly was crucial
because of the determination of the method of struggle. The Party Assembly began
on 24 December and lasted until 31 December.**® During these eight days, the two
sides argued and it was very difficult for them to reach compromise on almost any
issue. The group of the 8s accused the group of Ecevit, and the most striking charges

came from Ferit Melen, who asked Ecevit whether he was a socialist or not with an

¥ Ibid., p.840.

% Grup yonetim kurulu secimi simsiyah. Turhan fena yolda. inonii, p.981.

3% Feyzioglu’s group had eight seats in the Party Assembly, and they were called as 8s with the
reference of these eight seats. The names of the 8s were Turhan Feyzioglu, Ferit Melen, Fehmi
Alpaslan, Coskun Kirca, Siireyya Kog, Orhan Oztrak, Turan Sahin and Emin Paksiit.

397 Erim, p.841.

% For the meeting of the party assembly, see Ulus of these days.
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incriminatory wording, and Ecevit avoided the question repeatedly.™” 25 December
was the most nervous day of the meeting and Feyzioglu shouted at Yasar Akal: “You
are slandering shamelessly!”*"

On the last day of the sessions, the Assembly discussed the final draft of the
resolution that had been prepared by Turan Giines, Nihat Erim and Kemal Demir.*"'
Feyzioglu’s group opposed the resolution and demanded an amendment that said that
the RPP was not a socialist party and would not be a socialist party as had been
stated in the declaration of the 18" Congress and Inénii’s speech at the congress.*"?
However, the left of center group opposed this proposal, and Turan Giines claimed
that this proposal was malicious because its main motive was to argue that they
would have moved the party towards socialism, and they were opposed this
operation.*”® This proposal created a deep crisis in the party administration. inonii
obviously supported the left of center group. However, the main crisis began after the
reflection of the issue to the public opinion. The administration of the official
newspaper of the RPP, Ulus, had been changed by Ecevit. A supporter of the left of

center group, Altan Oymen, had been brought to the head of the newspaper.*** Just

after the party assembly session, the discussions in the party assembly session were

* Moreover Melen had labeled Ecevit “dogwood” (kizilcik) as an insult. Saglamer, p.234. For the
right-wing critisicims of Ecevit and the “left of center,” see Erhan Loker, Ortanin Solu Cumhuriyet
Halk Partisi ve Tiirkiye (Ankara: Isa Matbaacilik, 1969); and Hilmi Perek, Ecevit Tipi ‘Ortanin Solu’
Sosyalizmdir (Ankara, Balkanoglu Matbaacilik, 1967). On the other hand Turkish socialist were
harshly criticizing Ecevit for his previous career in the Ministry of Working. For a clear example of
this criticisms, see SBF Fikir Kuliibii Aciklar: Ortanin Solu (Ankara: n.p., 1967).

% parti Meclisinde Feyzioglu kendine kaybederek Samsun Milletvekili Yagar Akal’a “Hayasizca

itiraf ediyorsun” diye hiicum etti. Herkes aywpladi. Erim, p.845.
401 Ulus, 3 January 1967.

“ Ibid.

“ Ibid.

% Saglamer, p.233.
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published in Ulus.*” It was somehow irregular, because the party assembly sessions
were closed to the public. The news in Ulus reflected the views of the left of center
group.

Just after the publishing of Ulus and other newspapers, the group of 8s issued
a declaration on 2 January that put forward the views of the group 8s and claimed
that Ulus had published a false representation.*® The declaration that was based on
the Congress speech of Inénii and the Congress resolution stated that the RPP was
not a socialist party and would not be a socialist party. Thus the group of Feyzioglu
attempted to justify their position with this evidence, and accused the party
administration of violating the party program and election declaration. Moreover,
this declaration noted the Kemalist heritage of the RPP and put forward that the
essential views of the party had been formed by the Kemalist six arrows and the
program of the party.*"’

The request of the party administration and Ecevit was to issue the resolution
of a Central Administration Board on 8 January.**® In this resolution, they charged
the 8s with collaborating with the opponents of the RPP, and warned the group of 8s
against damaging the party.*”® Two days later, the 8s issued an alternative declaration

that aimed to raise the tension and charged the party administration with distorting

495 «“The Summary Of Party Assembly Sessions,” Ulus, 3 January 1967.

496 «CHP Parti Meclisindeki Konusmalarla ilgili A¢iklama,” in Ilk Aciklama Ve Bazi Ithamlara Cevap
(Ankara, 1967), pp.1-5.

“7 The declaration put forwards that RPP was founded by Atatiirk and Atatiirk pointed in 1936 that
RPP is not a socialist or liberal party. So the group of 8s points that the historical background and
programmatic principles of the RPP contradicts with socialism. Ibid., p.1.

%8 For this resolution see 15-16 Mart 1967'de Ankara'da toplanan C.H.P. Parti Meclisi Merkez Idare
Kurulunun Raporu, Genel Sekreter Ecevit'in konusmasi, C.H.P. Parti Meclisinin Bildirisi (Ankara:

Ulusal Basimevi, 1967), p.4.

409 Ibid.
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reality on 10 January.*'” On the same day, the administrations of the parliamentary
groups declared the support of the position of the 8s in a press conference.*'' Thus
the party administration, the left of center group, and the 8s group, Feyzioglu’s group
were in an open struggle, and the battle was going on in the face of the public. On 25
January Feyzioglu advanced a new attempt, and sought a vote of confidence from the
parliamentary groups.*'? The vote created a deep debate, however, because left of
center group claimed that the vote of confidence was null and void. They argued that
there were not enough members in the elections, and the number of absent deputies
was more than the ready deputies, so there were not enough deputies for a decision.

This event marked a certain break between the sides, but In6nii was not sure
about the discharge of the 8s because of the anxiety that arose from the attitude of the
party organization.*'® In order to find out the position of the local party officers,
inénii called a minor congress to come together on 4 February.*'* inonii told the
party organization that he supported the group of Ecevit and he did not want to work
with the group of 8s.*!® He noted that he was able to manipulate the party

organization for an operation against the 8s.*'® Thus the left of center group opened

49 «Ortak Demeg” in Ilk Aciklama Ve Bazi Ithamlara Cevap (Ankara, 1967), pp.7-8.
T Kili, p.235.

12 They had the majority in the vote of confidence, but the group of the left of center did not attend
the vote. So the validity of the voting was disputable. For this elections, see ibid., p.235.

*13 Hurriyet had published a survey that claimed that 80 percent of the RPP Province chairs were
opposed to the left of center. Bozkurt, p.116.

14 The meeting of the Party Administration and Province Chairs was called a Minor Congress, and
this meeting lasted three days.

415 For the speech of [n6nii on this meeting, see CHP, 4-5-6 Subat 1967'de Ankara'da toplanan C.H.P.
iller toplantist : Genel baskan Inonii'niin agiy konugsmasi-yaymlanan bildiri (Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi,
1967), pp.3-15.

416 The declaration of the minor congress shows inonii’s ability to manipulate the party organization

(see ibid., pp.16-17). However, it possible to suggest that Inonii considered being approved by the
party organization the left of center and to put and end to the struggle. But the later attitudes of the
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an alternative campaign against the 8s that lasted until 15 March. On this day the
Party Assembly got together. Indnii and the left of center group were clearly
determined to discharge the 8s and Feyzioglu.*'” The best example of this
determination was reflected the pages of Akis magazine that was directed by the son
in law of Inonii Metin Toker. Akis likened Feyzioglu and Cerkez Ethem and claimed
that these two had several common features, including being ambitious and opposed
to Inonii.*'®

It is remarkable that Turhan Feyzioglu, as the former leader of the progressive
group, initiated a campaign against the left of center. His conversion indicates how
the Turkish political life was far from intellectual consistency. The conversion of
Feyzioglu might be assessed as the result of the political career estimation after
Inonii, because In6nii had had negative perceptions of Feyzioglu since the end of the
second coalition government. As mentioned in the previous pages, inonii had held
Feyzioglu responsible for the fall of the government; moreover, his opposition to the
establishment of the third government had made Inonii disfavor Feyzioglu. So it is
possible that Feyzioglu would have suggested the impossibility of his success on the
side of Inonii. However, no statement can explain the conversion of Feyzioglu.*'? As

an example, in May 1965, Pierre Mendes-France came to Turkey and Feyzioglu

groups such as fighting in the district Congress of Beysehir demonstrated that the impossibility of the
co-existence of these groups in the same party.

7 Until the party assembly session, Ecevit had visited 26 provinces, but the most important
advantage of the left of center group was Inonii’s open support and his effect on the local party
officers.

18 Akis, n0.659 (4 February 1967).
19 Turhan Feyzioglu had resisted the pressure of the DP on the universities, and resigned from the
deanery of the Political Sciences Faculty at Ankara University. In his early writings in Forum he had

advocated libertarian views and as mentioned in the previous chapter he had led the progressive side
in his political career in the RPP.
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traveled with Mendes-France throughout Anatolia.**’ Feyzioglu was deeply
impressed by Mendes-France, and published his impression in a series in Milliyet in
which he praised Mendes-France’s socialism.

In the party assembly session that was opened on 15 March, there was no
possibility to create a compromise.**' Each side attacked the other with arguments
that had been used from the beginning of 1967. The group of 8s put forward
proposals to the party assembly that might be concluded as repetitions of former
suggestions. The party assembly rejected all proposals of these because the left of
center group was holding the majority.**> The group of the left of center concluded
all of its views on the issue in the report of the Executive Board that was presented to
the party assembly.*>> Moreover, Biilent Ecevit, as the secretary general, delivered a
speech in which he accused the 8s of acting like a public prosecutor.*** The
accusations of the 8s were focused on three issues that all might be concluded in the
same way as an inclination to the socialism. Two of these accusations were articles in
Ulus written by Haluk Nurbaki and Yurdakul Fincanci. The third one was a speech
by Ecevit in the Beysehir district congress in which he attempted to compare the RPP
and British Labor Party.*” Moreover, the 8s published a memorandum which

attempted to adduce proofs for Ecevit and the left of center group’s inclination to

420 Cumhuriyet, 19 March 1965.

! Inonii could not attend the Party Assembly sessions because of health problems, so the left of
center group could act more harshly.

2 For this proposes, see Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Parti Meclisi'ne sunulan énerge: huzursuzlugun
sebepleri ve giderilme yollar: (Ankara: n.p., 1967).

423 See CHP, 15-16 Mart 1967'de Ankara'da toplanan C.H.P. Parti Meclisi Merkez Idare Kurulunun
Raporu, Genel Sekreter Ecevit'in konusmasi, C.H.P. Parti Meclisinin Bildirisi (Ankara: Ulusal
Basimevi, 1967), pp.3-45.

“* For the speech of Ecevit, see ibid., pp.46-71.

33 For the answers of Ecevit for this accusations, see ibid., pp-58-68.
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socialism.**® In this memorandum the 8s report stated on several news and articles
published in Ulus that were labeled as the fancies of socialism. In addition, the
speeches of Ecevit and some articles in the magazine Kim were assessed in the same
manner. The memorandum also warned the members of the RPP to be aware of the
dangers and to protect the Kemalist RPP from the socialists of the RPP.**’

In the final analysis, the supporters of the left of center noted that socialism,
as a political ideology, differed in the dimension of time and space, so there was not
only one socialism. Thus the left of center group attempted to defend itself from the
charges of being socialist. The 8s claim that the existence of varieties of socialism
did not differentiate the resolution of the 18"™ Congress that said the RPP was not a
socialist party, so there was no place for socialists in the RPP.**® Moreover, for the 8s
the final goal of the socialist parties was to abolish the class based structure of
societies and to nationalize the means of production, so they argued that the
historical development, the structure and the tradition of the RPP was not similar to
those of socialist parties.**’

The only way of solving the problem in the RPP was with a congress, so the
Party Assembly called the congress to come together on 14 April to change the party
statute. The changes in the party statute were foreseen for Articles 45, 46 and 50 that

430

regulated the procedures for expulsion from the party.”" Thus the main agenda of the

% Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi'ndeki Tartismalarin I¢ Yiizii: Belgeler (Ankara: Balkanoglu Matbaacilik,
1967).

7 Ibid, p.49.

¥ Ibid., p.19.

9 See ibid., p.20-21.

9 Ahmad, Demokrasi Siirecinde Tiirkiye, p.253. According to the RPP statutes the deputies’ and
senators’ expulsion process was determined by the parliamentary group, so they could not be expelled

by a resolution of the discipline committee. The aim of the changes in the statute was to provide the
legal possibility for expelling the 8s.
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congress would be the elimination of the 8s and Feyzioglu; however, the official
agenda of the congress was not made public. The group of the left of center and
Inonii clearly were determined to expel the group of 8s from the party, and the
above-mentioned minor congress that had been convened on 4 February
demonstrated that the party organization would behave harmoniously with Inénii’s
will. The party organization also claimed that the policies and accusations of the 8s
were in accordance with the other parties and the publications that are close with the
JP supported the 8s.**!

The date of the congress was postponed to 28 April from 14 April because of
the health problems of indnii.*** The congress began on 28 April with the speech of
Inonii. The interesting part of Inonii’s speech was the unanticipated resemblance
between the views of the 8s. Inonii stated that the limits of the left of center were
determined by the election declaration; moreover, he repeated his view that the RPP
was not a socialist party, and would not be.*** And he charged the 8s with subverting
the peace in the party, and being at unknown persons’ command. In his speech in6nii
differentiated socialism and the RPP by stating the differences in the fields of
nationalism, republicanism and secularism. He emphasized the historical heritage of
the RPP, and noted as a symbol of this heritage the difference between of and
socialism. Last, Inonii wanted the congress to make the proposed statute changes,

and the congress approved all of his recommendations and the way to eliminate

Feyzioglu and his group was opened.

! For a clear example, see CHP Genglik Kollar1 Merkez Yonetim Kurulu, 8'lerden Davaciyiz
(Ankara: Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Genglik Kollar1 Yayinlari, 1967).

2 [n6nii had a heart spasm. Bozkurt, p.119.

3 For the speech of inonii see CHP, C.H.P. Genel Bagkani Ismet Inonii'niin 1V. Olaganiistii

Kurultaydaki A¢is-Kapanis Konusmalari: 28-29 Nisan 1967 (Ankara: C.H.P Genel Sekreterligi Basin
ve Propaganda Biirosu Yayinlari, 1967).
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The declaration of the congress said that the 8s would not share the honor of
becoming RPP members. The meaning of this sentence and the changes in the party
statute was the exclusion of the 8s from the party.*** Just after the congress, however,
Feyzioglu’s group resigned from the RPP without waiting to be expelled. In the
closure of the Congress Inonii stated that the elimination action was limited only to
the 8s, and that he had turned over a new leaf.**> But within a few days the number
of resignations reached 48.° This was the biggest chain of resignations that had

been seen in Turkish political history to that date.

3% “CHP 4. Olaganiistii Kurultay: Bildirisi,” Ulus, 30 April 1967.

435 C. H.P. Genel Baskani Ismet inonii'niin IV. Olaganiistii Kurultaydaki agig-kapanis konusmalari.

436 For the basic economic and social views of the RPP after the elimination of the 8s, see Biilent
Ecevit, Bu Diizen Degismelidir (Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi, 1968); CHP, Bozuk Diizeni Degistirecegiz

(Ankara: Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Yayinlari, 1968); CHP, CHP'li Goziiyle Temel Sorunlarimiz
(Ankara: Ulusal Basimevi, 1968).
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSION

The last quarter of the twentieth century was a period of defeat for the
political left. The neo-liberal hegemony overcame almost the whole globe; the
Keynesian compromise of the “golden age” was terminated, the Soviet Union
imploded along with most of the utopia; and the market economy and political
democracy were considered as resistible phenomena or, in other words, the “end of
the history” arrived. In this framework, the possibility of and necessity for left
politics began to be questioned in the 1990s.

One of the possible political consequences of the above-mentioned claims
was that the left and right had no distinctive meaning. One of the strongest
oppositions to this claim came from an Italian thinker, Norberto Bobbio. Bobbio, in
his bestselling book, Left and Right the Significance of a Political Distinction, argued
that these terms, “left” and “right,” are still explanatory for political life.**” He points
to the relationship between the left and right as antithetical terms, and he claimed
their distinction proves the existence of each other. Moreover, Bobbio points out that
in the predominance of one side the other undermines the importance of the left/right

distinction. He calls this behavior expedient for hiding one’s own weakness.*® He

7 Norberto Bobbio, Left and Right the Significance of a Political Distinction (Polity Press:
Cambridge, 1996).

8 Ibid., p.14.
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writes that the fall of Fascism, as considered right, did not give an end to right
politics, and after the war the small right groups undermined the distinction.** Thus
Bobbio concludes that the implosion of the Soviet Union does not mean the end of
the existence of left or right antithetically.

The content of this antithetical character of the left and right, for Babbio, is
based on equality and inequality.** Thus he says that the universal distinction
between the left and right was shaped by an ethical perception of being on the side of
equality or not. When we define standing on the left as Bobbio does, as standing on
the side of equality, it is clear that despite all of its difficulties, left politics will be
and needs to be influential in Turkish political life. However, the recent history of
Turkey does not fit Bobbio’s model in one sense. Although almost all modern
Turkish history has been shaped by right politics, the left has not been able to gain
strength. Center-left politics in Turkey, time and again, dissolve and resemble right
politics. In this framework, a question arises of whether the traditional party of
Turkish center-left, the RPP, has been able or unable to evolve into a social
democratic party.

In the thesis work, social democracy and the emergence of left of center in the
RPP were investigated. The open result of the study was that the main difference
between western and Turkish social democracy is the issue of historical origin. The
western social democratic party had emerged as the political organization of the
working classes and it carried out a solidarity community character. In the post-war
era the social democracy of Europe identified itself with the measures of the welfare

state and the pluralistic political regime. The Turkish social democratic movement,

¥ Ibid.

9 Ibid., p.60.
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however, was the result of a link between Kemalism and socialism in 1960s’ Turkey.
The analyzed period of the thesis, 1965 to 1967, was the construction period of this
project. Ismet Inonii’s proclamation that the RPP was on the left of center was the
result of preventing the accusations of supporting communism. And after the election
defeat, this term was quickly abandoned. But the later events and inner-party power
struggle brought this slogan onto the agenda for blaming Inonii for the ongoing
election defeats. There were several reasons that made very difficult to transform this
left of center into an egalitarian and libertarian social democratic politics. Some of
these reasons were the historical heritage of the RPP, the motive behind the
proclamation of the left of center by Inonii, the organizational structure of the RPP
but most importantly the left politics imagination of Inonii and RPP, harmonious
with this period’s nationalist and developmentalist views, was formed without
working classes. Although social democracy emerged and developed as the political
organization of the working classes in the Western Europe, the “left of center” in
Turkey was the claim of standing on the left with nationalism, secularism and
developmentalism. And the labor movement was perceived with doubts by this
political line. This inclination of center-left in Turkey, most importantly the RPP-
centric center left, has carried on up to the present day.

On the other hand, the history of the RPP was not deemed appropriate to the
criteria that are used in academic writing to classify a political party as social
democratic. The dominant methods that were discussed in the second chapter of the
thesis are the approaches of Adam Prezeworski and Gosta Esping Andersen. Their
classifying tools are meaningful examining the distinctive features of the social
democratic parties primarily from communist parties and secondly bourgeois parties.

But it is difficult to understand Turkish political life with these theoretical tools
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because of the formation of Turkish political culture and very different social
conditions. The RPP has not faced with the conditions that Przeworski and Andersen
stated, so it was not so possible to expect a historical evolution from the RPP as
social democratic parties of Western Europe did.

Political parties in Turkey did not emerge as the western political parties did.
So the class formation for the political parties is very different in Turkey. Turkish
political parties, as the origin “the Party of Union and Progress,” are somehow a
coalition of sects that are organized around important political personalities.**' So the
new parties emerged as divisions of the old parties.*** The Democrat Party was
established by a sect in the RPP; the Nation Party was established by an opponent
sect in the DP; the Freedom Party also established by sect in the DP; the Trust Party
(Giiven Partisi) of Turhan Feyzioglu was established again by a sect around him.***
The list might be extended. The Turkish political life and formation of different
political parties are thus clearly different from the western counterparts.

Therefore the RPP’s historical evolution does not fit a model that indicates
the evolution of western social democratic parties. The RPP was the founding party
of the political regime, and it had the mission of state and nation building. Thus the
historical origins of the RPP were very different from those of the western social
democratic parties. It may be possible to compare the RPP with the Congress Party
in India or the Institutional Revolutionary Party of Mexico. The common features of
these parties are that they were established in late-industrialized countries and they

are the founding parties of the state.

“! Tarik Zafer Tunaya traces this tendency of Turkish political parties from the beginning of the
Union and Progress Party.

“2 Kayali, pp.52-53.

*3 The only exception was the TWP, but it could not stand very long in parliamentary politics.
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As a founder party, the RPP had an obligation to advocate the founding
principles of the state as national unity and secularism. However, this heritage
impeded the party from creating solutions for the current cultural and identity
problems of the country, because a political shift removed the party from its
founding aims. So the party advocated the insoluble positions of status quo on such
important issues as the Kurdish question and the dichotomy between secularism and
Islamism.

Another important effect of the historical roots of the RPP on its current
politics presents itself in social and political issues. The agenda of the party was
dominated by such issues as nationalism, the threat perceptions of Turkey, the
protection of the founding principles or national security. For this reason, the
economic and social issues were negligible for the party; in other words, these issues
were of secondary importance. For example the protection of the secular regime was
always more important for the RPP than public health or education. Thus the
criticism of the party, in 2007, against the government of the Justice and
Development Party directed at the rising Islamic cadres are in the sectors of
education and health rather than the condition of these social services.

The historical heritage of the RPP, in contrast with the western social
democratic parties, has a strong anti-communist and anti-socialist discourse. The
party, most importantly in the single-party period, suppressed any organized labor
movement. In the western examples, particularly in Scandinavia and in Britain,
social democratic parties had vertical and horizontal links with the trade unions, and
in many places the social democratic parties emerged as the political organization of
the working classes. However, there was no such relation pattern in Turkish political

culture and the parties tend to approach the trade-unions in a patronage behavioral
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pattern. Moreover, the Turkish center-left preferred to become influential in political
life via bureaucratic tutelage rather than organized social movements.

The RPP, by its nature, has a strong nationalist discourse. It is clear that in the
present conditions the party does not carry on its nationalism of the single-party
period. But as a historical continuity the party’s nationalist discourse makes the party
act on the bases of such perceptions of “national interest” and “Realpolitik.” So this
situation obstructs the party from correlating with the international solidarism of
social democratic parties. In March 2007, the head of the RPP, Deniz Baykal,
accused the Justice and Development Party of affiliating with western social
democratic parties, although he himself was a member of the executive board of the
Socialist International.***

The main point the thesis study indicated was how the “left of center” as the
genesis of Turkish social democracy is different from western social democracy. The
agenda, political priorities, organization body, historical heritage of the party and lots
of several differences were examined to demonstrate the inability of the left of
center’s to transform into a social democratic movement.

As a country in which the left was banned up to the 1960s, the left of center
had a function to legitimize the left in Turkey. in6nii’s left of center, despite all its
ambiguities and disparities, made the term “left” a normal category in Turkish
politics. However, since the emergence of the left of center approximately forty years
have passed and social democratic politics have not been represented in Turkish
politics implicitly. These forty years in themselves are the main indicator of how
difficult it is to transform Kemalism into a western-oriented social democracy.

Almost in all historical currents the Kemalist heritage has overcome the social

** Yal¢in Dogan, “Sosyalist’lerden AKP’ye Adaylik Onerisi,” Hurriyet 14 March 2007.
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democratic politics in the RPP. Thus it is crucial for social democracy in Turkey to

create an alternative discourse that goes beyond the left of center.
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