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Abstract

Utopia and History: Political Movements, the Explosion of Communica-
tion and Education, and Unimaginable Encounters in the 1960s and 1970s

in Turkey

Ummahan Ceren Unlii Ertan, Doctoral Candidate at the Atatiirk Institute

for Modern Turkish History at Bogazici University, 2020

Professors Meltem Ahiska and Cengiz Kirli, Dissertation Advisors

This dissertation is a critique of historiography and presents a critical
historical reading of leftist political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in
Turkey, including both youth and worker movements. It scrutinizes his-
torical narratives and the historical process of the politicization of the
period. First, the coup d’état of September 12, 1980, is examined as both a
rupture with harsh impacts on leftist politicization, especially on the
practices of communication and education, as well as a constructive his-
toriographical moment that sponsored a hegemonic historical narrative
under the wave of neoliberalism. The study also analyzes the impact of
the military memorandum of March 12, 1971, questioning the supposition
that the intervention separated the 1960s from the 1970s. The dissertation
analyzes testimonies and other historical narratives that have piled up
since the late 1980s to interpret the trends in the remembrance and for-
getting of the leftist politicization of the period.

Second, after introducing the concept of utopia as a theoretical tool to
problematize the discrepancy between historical process and discourse,
the dissertation conducts a critical historical reading via a problematized
utilization of archival materials. It investigates the communication boom
of the 1960s and 1970s - the proliferation of communicative practices and
cultural production around leftist movements. It then traces the educa-
tion boom - the broad concept and manifold practices of education by
leftist associations, organizations, and trade unions. These two historical

trends and their utopian features such as the sociopolitical encounters of
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various social segments - which have been forgotten or rendered unim-

aginable in present narratives - are analyzed.

85,500 words
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Ozet

Utopya ve Tarih: 1960’lar ve 1970’ler Tiirkiye’sinde Politik Hareketler,

Iletisim ve Egitim Patlamasi ve Hayal Edilemez Karsilasmalar

Ummahan Ceren Unlii Ertan, Doktora Adaysi, 2020
Bogazici Universitesi Atatiirk ilkeleri ve Inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii

Profesor Dr. Meltem Ahiska ve Profesor Dr. Cengiz Kirli, Tez Danismanlari

Bu tez, bir yandan, genclik ve isci hareketleri dahil olmak tlizere, 1960’lar
ve 1970’ler Tiirkiye’sinde sol hareketlerin yiikselen politiklesmesinin ta-
rihsel siirecini, 6te yandan siireg lizerine olan tarihsel anlatilari inceleye-
rek hem bir tarihyazimi elestirisi hem elestirel bir tarih okumasi yapmay1
amaclamaktadir. 1k olarak, 12 Eyliil 1980 darbesi hem sol politiklesme -
ozellikle iletisim ve egitim pratikleri - lizerinde yikici etkileri olan bir ko-
pus an1 hem neoliberalizm dalgalarini arkasina alarak hegemonik bir ta-
rih anlatisini destekleyen yapici bir tarihyazimi ani olarak incelenmekte-
dir. Bu hegemonik anlati, ge¢misin baz1 6gelerini dislarken, 1960’lar1
1970’lerden ayirmakta ve bu ayrimin kirilma noktasini da 12 Mart 1971 as-
keri muhtirasiyla imlemektedir. Calisma, 1971 askeri muhtirasinin da ben-
zer etkilerini arastirip miidahalenin 1960’lar1 1970’lerden ayirdig savini
sorgulamaktadir. Tezde, daha sonra, dénemin sol politiklesmesinin hatir-
lanma ve unutulma egilimlerini yorumlamak iizere, 1980’lerin sonundan
beri birikmis tanikliklar ve diger tarihsel anlatilar incelenmektedir.

Tez, litopya kavramini tarihsel siire¢ ve anlati1 arasindaki boslugu, ha-
tirlanan ile yasanan arasindaki ayrimi sorunsallastirmaya yarayacak teo-
rik bir ara¢ olarak sunduktan sonra, arsiv belgelerini kullanarak elestirel
bir tarih okumasi gerceklestirmektedir. Oncelikle, 1960’lar ve 1970’lerde
sol politik hareketler cevresinde goriilen iletisim pratikleri ve kiiltiirel
tretimdeki ¢cogalmaya denk gelen iletisim patlamasi arastirilmaktadir.
Daha sonra, sol dernekler, orgiitler ve sendikalarin genisleyen egitim al-
gisi ve artan egitim pratikleri, baska bir deyisle, egitim patlamasi incelen-

mektedir. Utopya kavrami, yasandigl anda miimkiin olanin - sol politik
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hareketler ¢evresinde gelisen iletisim ve egitim patlamalarinin ya da
farkl toplumsal kesimler arasinda bu iki tarihsel egilimin ve politikles-
menin yol actig1 sosyopolitik karsilasmalarin - sonrasinda neden hatir-
lanmadigini ya da hayal edilemez kilindigin1 anlamaya imkan saglayacak-

tir.

85,500 kelime
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Introduction

riting contemporary history is a challenging task. Seemingly im-
W mune from the difficulties of studying remoter periods - a scar-
city of sources or proficiency in a dead language - studying recent history
deals with an opposite problem: an excess of historical materials. The his-
torian of contemporary history faces past historical sources which in-
clude not only written and visual ones but also testimonies of witnesses.
The historian must grapple with them in an immense struggle to classify,
select, and eliminate them in order to frame a meaningful picture. More-
over, the researcher of the recent past must also tackle the question of
objectivity and lack of reflexivity. Emphasizing the contemporary histo-
rian’s “depriv[ation] of the usual historian’s advantage of hindsight,”!
most historians view askance whether the historical events that are still
in living memory, which directly affect the period in which the researcher
is living, can be narrated objectively and integrally. Pushing the study of
recent history to the fringes or to the category of nonacademic works of
biography and autobiography, many historians and laypersons alike
question the necessity or respectability of writing recent history.

David Thomson, “The Writing of Contemporary History,” Journal of Contemporary His-
tory 2, no. 1, “Historians on the Twentieth Century” (January 1967): 32.
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This dissertation turns these challenges of writing contemporary his-
tory itself into a research subject. On one hand, the target is not only to
unearth the historical events and trends of a period of recent past from a
plethora of sources that is still fresh in memory but also to historicize this
abundance of historical materials. One the other, turning the so-called
weakness of a “lack of objectivity” into a research subject, the disserta-
tion sets out to analyze the plenitude of historical narratives and the
memory boom surrounding leftist political movements of the 1960s and
1970s and to decipher the present relations of power that have framed
and reframed the relevant historiography and memory. In other words,
this dissertation arms itself with the complexities and impediments of
studying contemporary history.

This study has two targets. Situated at the crossroads where the past
and present meet and split, the dissertation conducts both a critique of
historiography and presents a critical historical reading of the leftist po-
litical movements of the 1960s and 1970s, including both youth and
worker movements. Both the historical process of and historical narra-
tives on the leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey are an-
alyzed. Starting from the end of the period, when the intervention of the
coup d’état of September 12, 1980 harshly suppressed the leftist political
movements of the period, this study first lays out a historical inventory
of the severe impact of the intervention on leftist politicization. It criti-
cizes the hegemonic historical narrative sponsored by the state after 1980
along with present concerns that have influenced this narrative. The
study engages in a similar critique of the impact of the military memo-
randum of March 12, 1971, and questions the supposition that it sharply
divided the history of the 1960s from that of the 1970s. The study then sets
off for more recent history to analyze testimonies and other historical
narratives that have emerged since the late 1980s to decipher trends of
remembering and forgetting with respect to leftist politicization in the
1960s and 1970s.

After introducing the concept of utopia as a theoretical tool with
which to criticize historical narratives and frame a critical historical read-

ing, the dissertation turns from the realm of the present to that of the past
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- embarking on a journey to unearth neglected moments of history via a
problematic utilization of archival materials. The study first investigates
the communication boom of the 1960s and 1970s - that is, the prolifera-
tion of communicative practices and cultural production around leftist
political movements. Second, it traces a similar explosion in the realm of
education, namely the education boom - incorporating the broad concept
and multiple practices of education in the hands of the leftist associa-
tions, organizations, and trade unions.

All in all, the dissertation presents a critical history of the 1960s and
1970s focusing on historical trends in communication and education that
sprouted around leftist political mobility, along with the expanded socio-
political possibilities that they released. At the same time, it criticizes ex-
isting narratives that have dominated history since 1980. Spoiler alert: an
investigation into the history and historiography of the leftist politiciza-
tion of the 1960s and 1970s reveals a gap between the historical process
and the discourses on that process - a gap that is generated by power
relations in the present and the past. This dissertation problematizes this
gap and tells the story of the communication and education booms as ex-
panded historical possibilities, or utopias, of the past that have been for-

gotten or that are perceived as unimaginable in the present.

1.1 Outline through Concepts

Avoiding Identifying the Period as 1968. Every piece of writing starts with
a title: with identification. This dissertation is, above all, about leftist po-
litical movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey. In many accounts, this
section of history is identified as “the Turkish 1968.” Correspondingly, a
memory boom surrounds the events every ten-years thereafter; the de-
cennial anniversaries of the political events are characterized by the
emergence of related publications, the organization of commemorative
events, and, thus, an increase in the public memory. 1968 is a symbolic
date not only in the West but also in Turkey, and is universally associated
with the upsurge of leftist political movements at the time. For the Turk-

ish case, 1968 might be a neat title but has its problems.
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This dissertation refrains from identifying the period as “the Turkish
1968.” As the study makes clear in the following pages, 1968 was indeed a
year of rising political protest in Turkey, as in the West, but the heighten-
ing of leftist politics did not start in 1968 nor was confined to this year.
Moreover, as broached in the subsequent two chapters, highlighting 1968
as a symbolic date has further connotations. First, accentuating the date
of 1968 contributed to confining the leftist political rise of the period to
youth politics - to the post-factum generation of ‘68 or the 68ers, which is
almost entirely composed of young militants of the 1960s. Thus, the ref-
erence to 1968 has a propensity to disguise the presence of workers and
peasants as political actors in the period. Second, the emergence of 1968
as a year for commemoration coincides with the commodification of the
events which has accompanied nostalgia and their mythologization. The
objectification of iconic images to be consumed, the mythologization of
prominent student leaders, and the rise of nostalgia about the events not
only cloud the remembrance of the period but also contribute to its “de-
politicization.”?

Third, peculiar to the Turkish case, the discovery of “1968” in the sec-
ond half of the 1980s thrust the 1970s into the back row of history, casting
a shadow on the political path of the 1970s while eliminating that of the
1960s. The invention of the year 1971 as a historical break and almost as
an antithesis to 1968 has masked continuities from the 1960s and
throughout the 1970s. The progression of the praxes of communication
and education throughout these two decades are scrutinized in this dis-
sertation, exemplifying this continuity. Therefore, the identification of the
period as 1968 operates as an obstacle to remembrance that has rendered
certain political elements of the period and continuities between decades
unimaginable in the present. For this reason, the leftist politicization of
the 1960s and 1970s is not identified as “the Turkish 1968” in this study.

Two Sides of Historicity. Chapter 2 of this dissertation engages first in
a critique of historiography. Employing Michel-Rolph Trouillot’s notion
of “two sides of historicity,” the study analyzes both “what happened” -

Kristin Ross, May ‘68 and Its Afterlives (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2002), 3, 6.
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namely, the historical process - and “that which is said to have happened”
- namely, the historical narratives about the process.3 Strictly speaking,
chapter 2 scrutinizes the historical process of the coup d’états of 1980 and
1971 with their effects on the leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s
and the historical discourses about them. Reversing the chronology, the
study starts from the end of this period - that is, in 1980. The impact of
the military intervention of September 12, 1980, on leftist political move-
ments with their heightened practices of communication and education
is analyzed through an archival study. A similar analysis is conducted for
the military memorandum of March 12, 1971, underlining “what hap-
pened.”

On the other hand, in the realm of “that which is said to have hap-
pened,” the chapter traces the historiography sponsored by the state af-
ter 1980. Here, the impact of September 12 parts from that of March 12.
The coup of 1980 was both a main historical event in the recent history of
Turkey and a historiographical landmark that shaped the outlines of the
historical narrative of leftist politicization in the 1960s and 1970s. The of-
ficial historical narrative sponsored by the instigators of September 12
identifies the military memorandum of 1971 as a historical barrier sepa-
rating the 1960s and 1970s and the political movements of the two dec-
ades. However, the intervention of 1971 itself, although harsh on leftist
movements, did not enjoy a similar historiographical privilege. What sep-
arates 1980 from 1971 was that not only that the implementation of the
coup in 1980 was more severe but also the impact of September 12 pro-
ceeded along the lines of an international, profound process of transfor-
mation: neoliberalism.

Historical Ruptures. In this study, military interventions are handled
as historical ruptures that not only break the historical process by forci-
bly transforming the political, socioeconomic, and cultural direction of

the country but also by constructing historical narratives. The coup

Michel-Rolph Trouillot, Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of History (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1995), 2.
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d’états of 1960, 1971, and 1980, which start, cut, and end the historical pe-
riod on which this study focuses, are historical breaks that set temporal
limits and divide eras. While acknowledging the status of the coup of 1960
as a point of rupture, this dissertation does not address the effects of it
on periodization. It addressed the military interventions of 1971 and 1980,
examining their impact on the rupture of history and construction of his-
toriography at the same time. However, unquestioningly interpreting the
military coups as impervious historical and historiographical barriers
conceals certain continuities between the eras. Indeed, the archival anal-
ysis in the following pages reveals a continuity between the 1960s and
1970s in terms of leftist politicization, along with its byproducts, namely
booms in communication and education. This dissertation expresses the
need to pursue a critical historical reading that problematizes the histo-
riographical impact of the coup of 1980 and dissects this narrative to ex-
pose the continuities between the 1960s and 1970s that have been ob-
scured by the historiographical hegemony.

Presentism. This dissertation hunts after divergences and conver-
gences between a historical process and historical narratives on that pro-
cess, not for the purpose of fact checking but to decipher present con-
cerns and political conditions that prop up the differences. Following
Trouillot, the dissertation asserts that these divergences and conver-
gences are historically constructed by the exercise of power in the pre-
sent.* Correspondingly, the coup of September 12, combined with the ne-
oliberal transformation that started in the 1980s, constructed a historical
narrative on leftist movements of the earlier period by highlighting, man-
ufacturing, and excluding certain historical elements. In this state-spon-
sored history, not only the continuity between the 1960s and 1970s but
also historical elements such as the explosions in communication and ed-
ucation have been sidelined. The critical historical reading that this dis-
sertation undertakes challenges this hegemonic narrative, demolishing

its assumptions and engaging in a historical study that brings to light

Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 3.
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these historical occurrences through a problematized utilization of ar-
chival materials.

Public Memory. Chapter 3 analyzes the extended realm of the present
by examining biographies, autobiographies, journalistic accounts, and ac-
ademic studies that concern leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s in
Turkey that have proliferated since the late 1980s. This examination of
various testimonies and interpretations uncovers shared and diverse
characteristics of remembering and forgetting the period, or in other
words, the trends of the public memory. This dissertation employs Esra
Ozyiirek’s term “public memory,” instead of collective or social memory,
to emphasize the fact that even in a collectivity, memories are not always
collective or shared. Differing or contending memories, as well as com-
mon ones, exist within any group. “Public memory” incorporates shared
and differing memories and brings a dynamic approach to remembering
that does not exclude debate, confrontation, and controversy.> Therefore,
the term is useful and appropriate for incorporating both harmonious
and deviating narratives in the testimonies on leftist movements of the
1960s and 1970s. Chapter 3 presents a critical analysis of these testimo-
nies which demonstrates convergences and divergences in ideology and
approach, again questioning the present conditions that underline them.
The aim is to overcome “active forgetting”® within the testimonies that
overlook or exclude elements of the past, such as the presence of workers
in leftist politicization, politicized encounters among different segments
of society (like students, workers, peasants, and intellectuals), and the
continuity between the 1960s and 1970s.

Utopia as a Tool for Historiography. Chapter 3 then introduces the con-
cept of utopia, not as an island of impossibility but as the product of a
sociohistorical process. In this dissertation, utopia is employed as a the-
oretical instrument that functions in the narrative gaps. Utopia as a con-
ceptual tool is instrumental in problematizing the empty space between

the past and the present - between “what happened” and “that which is

Esra Ozyiirek, Introduction to The Politics of Public Memory in Turkey (Syracuse: Syra-
cuse University Press, 2007), 8-9.
Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 3.
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said to have happened” in the 1960s and 1970s. It helps to detect moments
of expanded possibility in the past, such as the explosions in communi-
cation and education that have been deemed unimaginable through the
conceptual lenses of the present. Thus, the historiographical tool of uto-
pia helps to puncture the official historical narrative that was sponsored
by military and that affected public memory after 1980. Therefore, it
opens a path to create a critical historical narrative on leftist political
movements of the 1960s and 1970s. In brief, this dissertation argues that
the empty spaces between what happened and the corresponding narra-
tives of what happened are filled by political concerns in the present and
utopian moments in the past. The conceptual tool of utopia is instrumen-
tal in both excavating past events and questioning current historical nar-
ratives.

Communication Boom. The dissertation proceeds to conduct a thor-
ough examination on the site of the past to frame a critical historical read-
ing of leftist political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey. Chap-
ter 4 analyzes one utopian moment of the past, namely the
communication boom of the 1960s and 1970s. The period was character-
ized by a proliferation of communications and publications in the form of
books, periodicals, leaflets, brochures, bulletins, posters, graffiti, forums,
speeches, discussions, and encounters, especially around leftist political
movements. The quantitative rise in communications was expedited by
heightened politicization. Every leftist group, with their proclivity for po-
litical organization, propaganda, and movement, strove to propagate
their ideas among the public. In conclusion, new practices of communi-
cation emerged which were direct, radical, and dispersed throughout the
country and among different segments of the population. This explosion
in communication resulted in, first, a social decompartmentalization that
shattered to some extent the divisions among those with the social and
occupational privilege to read and write and those without it and, second,
new relationships among different social groups. Moreover, as the re-
search reveals, the boom in communication continued from the 1960s
throughout the 1970s.
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Education Boom. Chapter 5 analyzes another moment of expanded
possibility of the 1960s and 1970s, that is, the education boom. Like the
explosion in communication, the period was characterized by the prolif-
eration of government and nongovernment practices of education, as
well as a broadening of the understanding of education. The study par-
ticularly focuses on the expanding educational practices and ideas of un-
ionized and associated teachers in schools as well as leftist political or-
ganizations and trade unions outside of schools. An archeological dig into
archives unearthed a rise in belief in the revolutionary role of education
that sparked educational practices that went beyond the classrooms. This
explosion resulted in the emergence of revolutionary, egalitarian ideas
about and practices of education that paved the way for the encounters
between the educated and uneducated. Furthermore, as in the communi-
cation boom, the explosion in education did not end with the military
memorandum of 1971. Chapters 4 and 5 retrieve the explosions in com-
munication and education in the 1960s and 1970s from the archives as
utopian moments of the past that have been largely ignored or forgotten
in historical narratives and public memory.

Ideological and Organizational Diversity of the 1960s and 1970s. The
subjects analyzed in chapters 4 and 5 make it clear that the realm of leftist
politics in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey abounded with political groups,
ideological fractions within those groups, and differing political opinions
rather than ideological and organizational unanimity. Thus, while this
leftist politicization progressed along certain shared ideas and lines of
political action that are traced in this dissertation, at the same time it in-
corporated schisms within organizations, multiple ideas, and ideological
debates that sometimes turned into verbal and physical confrontations.
Similar to the testimonies on the period that are examined in chapter 3,
the political and ideological stances in the 1960s and 1970s had both con-
vergences and divergences. The ideas excavated from the archives and
presented in chapters 4 and 5 exhibit distinctions and contentions as well
as points of intersection. Thus, the explosions in communication and ed-

ucation that flourished around leftist political organizations of the period
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were built on these distinctions and intersections; they were character-
ized by this atmosphere of debate rather than by harmonious practices
of communication or corresponding ideas on education. Thus, this dis-
sertation identifies utopian moments of the past not in the content of
communications and discussion but in the practice of them.
Anti-imperialism. Revolutionism and belief in the possibility of revo-
lution were the cement that held together leftist political movements of
the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey. A glance at the ideological accumulation
and history of political action in the period demonstrates that the idea of
revolution and projects to fulfill it usually coincided with the notion of
anti-imperialism. This was not particular to the Turkish case. In under-
developed countries like Turkey, the rise of leftist political movements in
the 1960s generally proceeded along the axis of anti-imperialism. After
the Second World War, more than fifty countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin
America gained independence through successful wars of liberation. Cor-
relating national liberation with anti-imperialism, these newly-inde-
pendent countries set off to search for ways to achieve economic devel-
opment outside the capitalist path.” In the 1960s, these searches provided
emerging political movements in developing countries with an ideologi-
cal foundation. In an atmosphere of global political upsurge, the distinc-
tive economic and political path of Cuba,? India’s war against Portugal in
1961,° liberation struggles in the Middle East,10 resistance movements in
the Southeastern Asian countries of Cambodia, Laos, and Indonesia, and
especially Vietnam’s resistance against the American offensivell influ-

enced the course of leftist movements in countries like Turkey:.

Gokhan Atilgan, “Tiirkiye Sosyalist Hareketinde Anti-Emperyalizm ve Bagimsizlikeilik
(1920-1971),” in Modern Tiirkiye’de Siyasi Diistince 8: Sol, ed. Murat Giiltekingil (Istanbul:
fletisim Yayinlari, 2007), 680.

“Kiiba Devriminin Zaferi,” Gen¢ Oncii 8 (January 1979): 24-27.

“Soémiirgeciligin Cokiisti,” YON 2 (December 27, 1961): 17.

“Arap Halklarinin Kurtulus Miicadelesini Hig¢bir Gii¢ Durduramiyacakti,” Proleter
Devrimci Aydinlik 9, no. 23 (September 1970): 369-376.

Okay Gonensin, “Giiney-Dogu Asya’da Emperyalizm ve Halk Savasi,” Aydinlik: Sosyalist
Dergi 24 (October 1970): 478-495; Gérard Chaliand, “Kuzey Vietnam Nasil Direniyor?”
Tiirk Solu 40 (August 20, 1968): 4-5.
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The history of the Turkish Republic itself bestowed activists with an
example of a successful anti-imperialist struggle, namely its own historic
War of Liberation (Kurtulus Savasi) and the subsequent foundation of the
republic. Thus, in the 1960s, leftist political activists considered the ide-
ology of Kemalism as a historically-proven path to liberation. In the first
half of the 1960s, leading platforms and figures of the Turkish left - such
as the milieu of the periodical YON, the Workers’ Party of Turkey (Tiirkiye
Isci Partisi, or TIP), and Mihri Belli, a prominent activist and writer who
particularly affected youth politics in the period through his theorization
of a national democratic revolution (milli demokratik devrim) - priori-
tized in the revolutionary struggle to the fight for the economic and po-
litical liberation of Turkey vis-a-vis imperialism in their revolutionary
rhetoric. For them, in order for a revolution to occur in Turkey, the coun-
try had to first gain its independence from imperialist countries through
a “Second War of Liberation.”1?

Youth politics in the 1960s and 1970s also adopted the idea of anti-im-
perialism as a leading principle and combined it with Kemalism. To illus-
trate, in an article published in January 1970, Mahir Cayan, one of the
youth activists and theoretical contributors of the period, regarded anti-
imperialism as an indispensable component of Kemalism, which was a
movement of national liberation. For him, the national liberationist char-
acter of Kemalism is what kept it alive as an ideology; because, as he as-
serted in 1971, the anti-imperialist character of Kemalism is what ap-
proached it to leftist politics.!® Correspondingly, leftist youth of the
period struggled against American imperialism, demonstrated against

the arrival of the American Sixth Fleet,'4 protested Turkey’s involvement

Atilgan, “Tiirkiye Sosyalist Hareketinde Anti-Emperyalizm,” 683-68s5.

Mahir Cayan, “Sag Sapma, Devrimci Pratik ve Teori,” Aydinlik: Sosyalist Dergi 15 (January
1970): 213-214; Cayan, “Kesintisiz Devrim,” in Teorik Yazilar (Istanbul: Gokkusagi Basin
Yayin, 1996), 317-318.

Harun Karadeniz, Olayli Yillar ve Genglik (Istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 1995), 65-67; “6'inci
Filonun Gelisinin 3’iincii Glintinde Protesto... Catisma... Ve 40 Yaral Var,” Milliyet, July 18,
1968, 1, 7.
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in the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),!> and fought for “a fully
independent really democratic Turkey.”1¢ Therefore, revolutionism in the
1960s and 1970s was intertwined with notions of anti-imperialism, na-
tional liberation, nationalism, and independent political and economic
development.

However, while anti-imperialism remained an ideological umbrella,
leftist political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey did not en-
tirely support Kemalism. Criticisms of the historical and ideological path
of Kemalism emerged among leftist movements of the period. For in-
stance, Hikmet Kivilcimli, a prominent revolutionary and theoretician,
regarded Kemalism as “a movement of rural usury that attempted at co-
lonial liberation.”1” Similarly, for ibrahim Kaypakkaya, a leading youth ac-
tivist of the period, the history of Kemalism was not an example of a pro-
letarian revolution but of a bourgeois one that did not eliminate the
dominance of the comprador bourgeoisie.'® Accordingly, in the second
half of the 1960s, the axis of anti-imperialism became a source of political
fractures and discussion that provided the Turkish left into opposing or-
ganizations and factions. Major groups and actors of the left diverged in
their interpretations of the equilibrium between anti-imperialist and
anti-capitalist struggles - their projections about a new government or-
der and their opinions on which class would lead the revolution.!?

Further analysis of the notion of anti-imperialism in the political
movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey does not fall within the
scope of this dissertation but it is important that it was one of the main

lines along which the ideas, discussions, demonstrations, ideological

“NATO Meselesini Dogru Koyalim!” Tiirk Solu 10 (January 23, 1968): 1.

“Tam Bagimsiz Ger¢ekten Demokratik Tiirkiye icin,” “Neden Cikiyoruz?” Tiirk Solu 1 (No-
vember 17, 1967): 1.

“... tasra tefeciliginin sémiirge kurtulusuna kalkisan bir hareket[...]”), Hikmet Kivilciml
cited in Orhan Kocak, “Kemalizmi Asmak?” in Modern Tiirkiye’de Siyasi Diistince 8: Sol,
ed. Murat Giiltekingil (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2007), 638.

Ates Uslu, “Ibrahim Kaypakkaya ve Proleter Devrimin Giincelligi,” in Miihiirler, ed.
Gokhan Atilgan (Istanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2019), 475.

Gokhan Atilgan, “Turkiye Sosyalist Hareketinde Anti-Emperyalizm,” 686, 702.
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agreements, and political contentions that this study analyzes pro-
gressed. Anti-imperialism and “a fully independent Turkey” was both a
major component of the utopia of the leftist activists and theoreticians of
the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey as well as a major source of intellectual
accumulation, discussion, and communication. The political ideas and ac-
tions analyzed in this dissertation swing between the political embrace
of the history and principles of Kemalism and a newly-emerging critique
of it, between national anti-imperialism and global proletarian struggle,
and between socioeconomic conditions peculiar to Turkey and observa-
tion of both anti-imperialist struggles and “the Western 1968” in a world

that had become smaller via recent developments in the media.

§ 1.2 Sources and the Gap in the Literature

This dissertation is based on an analysis of archival materials, testimo-
nies, and newspapers. In a six-month stay in Amsterdam, I had access to
the International Institute of Social History (IISH) and its vast resources
on leftist political movements in Turkey consisting of documents on po-
litical parties, political organizations, and trade unions as well as court
decisions and an immense collection of periodicals. The Social History
Research Foundation of Turkey (Tiirkiye Sosyal Tarih Arastirmalar Vakfi,
or TUSTAV) in Istanbul also possessed archival documents and periodi-
cals on leftist politicization of the period. Both institutions not only man-
age large collections of archival materials but have embraced the duty to
save documents pertaining to the past of the Turkish left from govern-
ment interference and to make their vast collections available to re-
searchers. Therefore, a historical study based on these documents has
the potential to problematize the official historical narrative of the Turk-

ish left and frame a critical one.20

Given the abundance of sources concerning leftist movements of the 1960s and 1970s,
this study did not analyze the archive of the History Foundation (Tarih Vakfi). Neverthe-
less, this dissertation does not fall short of analyzing most of the materials that History
Foundation records inventory include such as the papers of the TiP.

13
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In addition to documents and periodicals from the IISH and the
TUSTAV, this dissertation benefits from the minutes of sessions of the Na-
tional Security Council (Milli Giivenlik Konseyi, or MGK) founded after
the coup d’état of September 12,1980, from martial law ordinances issued
after the military memorandum of March 12, 1971, and from promulga-
tions in the Official Gazette (Resmi Gazete). These are peepholes from
which to observe and interpret the policies of military following the
coups of September 12 and March 12 vis-a-vis heightened leftist politici-
zation in the 1960s and 1970s. The MGK minutes and issues of the Official
Gazette are available online from the websites of the Great National As-
sembly of Turkey (Tirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi, or TBMM) and the Offi-
cial Gazette, respectively. For the ordinances of March 12, Zafer Uskiil’s
compilation Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dénemi Sikiyénetimi has been more
than beneficial.2! Moreover, research of Cumhuriyet and Milliyet newspa-
pers has provided further access to martial ordinances. This dissertation
investigates these two newspapers in-depth to trace past events sur-
rounding leftist movements of the 1960s and 1970s, as well. Moreover, this
study uses statistics of the Turkish Statistical Institute (Tiirkiye Istatistik
Kurumu, or TUIK) and the bylaws of the Constitutions of 1961 and 1980.

In addition to primary sources, biographies and autobiographies of
the leftist activists of the period have also been analyzed. These testimo-
nies are handled as primary sources - as the components and constitu-
ents of the historical narrative and memory that have been framed and
reframed since the 1980s. Besides such testimonies, journalistic studies
on the topic that provide insight into the construction of a historical nar-
rative of the period have also been examined.

As for secondary sources, academic works on leftist political move-
ments of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey are analyzed as well as those on
“the Western 1968.” Works that provide a general view of the political and

socioeconomic history of Turkey are also used. Furthermore, studies that

M. Zafer Uskill, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dénemi Sikiyénetimi (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt
Yayinlari, 2014.
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provide theoretical insight into the subjects of the politics of historiog-
raphy, memory, and utopia, along with those examining matters of ne-
oliberalism, the working class, the politics of archives, periodization, and
libricide are investigated.

For access to the primary and secondary sources, other than those of
the IISH and the TUSTAV, this dissertation benefited immensely from the
Bogazici University Library (Bogazici Universitesi Kiitiiphanesi), the Is-
tanbul Metropolitan Municipality’s Atatiirk Library (Istanbul Biiyiiksehir
Belediyesi Atatiirk Kitaphgi), the Turkish Religious Foundation’s Center
for Islamic Studies (Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Arastirmalar1 Merkezi),
and the Ministry of Culture and Tourism’s Beyazit Public Library (Kiiltir
ve Turizm Bakanlig1 Beyazit Devlet Kiitliphanesi).

The literature on the heightened politicization of the 1960s and 1970s
in Turkey mostly focuses on personalities, political organizations, and
thought movements. Biographies and autobiographies comprise the bulk
of literature, though there are also general studies of Turkish political his-
tory that touch on leftist political movements of the period. Suavi Aydin
and Yiiksel Taskin’s 1960°tan Giiniimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, Ttirkiye’nin 1960°l
Yillar1 edited by Mete Kaan Kaynar, and Erik Jan Ziircher’s Turkey: A Mod-
ern History fall into this category.??2 There are also analytical historical
studies that specifically address the issue of the Turkish left in the 1960s
and 1970s, as exemplified by Ergun Aydinoglu’s Ttirkiye Solu (1960-1980),
Vehbi Ersan’s 1970’lerde Tiirkiye Solu, or Haluk Yurtsever’s Yiikselis ve
Diigtis: Tiirkiye Solu, 1960-1980.23 There are studies that conduct an insti-
tutional history of trade unions and political associations through docu-
mentation of historical sources, such as Ismail Aydin’s TOB-DER Tarihi,
Siireyya Aygiil’s Tiirkiye’de Sendika-Siyaset Iliskisi: DISK (1967-1975), Halit

Suavi Aydin and Yiiksel Taskin, 1960’tan Giiniimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi (Istanbul: iletisim
Yayinlari, 2014); Mete Kaan Kaynar, ed., Tirkiye’nin 1960’ Yillar1 (Istanbul: iletisim
Yayinlari, 2017); Erik Jan Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History (London and New York: L. B.
Tauris, 2005).

Ergun Aydinoglu, Tiirkiye Solu (1960-1980): Bir Amnezigin Anilari (Istanbul: Versus Kitap,
2007); Vehbi Ersan, 1970’lerde Tiirkiye Solu (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2013); Haluk
Yurtsever, Yiikselis ve Diistis: Tiirkiye Solu, 1960-1980 (Istanbul: Yordam Kitap, 2016).
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Celenk’s Hukuk Acisindan TOB-DER Davasi, Canan Kog and Yildirim Kog’s
DISK Tarihi, Yildirim Koc¢'s Tiirkiye Qg”retmenler Sendikast Tarihi, and
Muazzez Pervan’s Ilerici Kadinlar Dernegi (1975-80).24 Studies such as
Gokhan Atilgan’s Yén-Devrim Hareketi and Hikmet Ozdemir’s Yon Ha-
reketi shed light on a stream of the intellectual history of the period.2>
Ozgiir Mutlu Ulus’s Tiirkiye’de Sol ve Ordu (1960-1971) addresses the spe-
cific issue of how leftist movements approached the army and military
coups.26 Emin Alper’s Jakobenlerden Devrimcilere: Tiirkiye'de Ogrenci Ha-
reketlerinin Dinamikleri (1960-1971) presents the evolution of leftist stu-
dent movements and their political opportunities between two coup
d’états.?” The articles in 1968: Isyan, Devrim, Ozgiirliik, edited by Omer Tu-
ran, not only trace “1968” in different countries and societies but also give
insight into the experiences of underanalyzed political subjects.?8

While these studies capably narrate and interpret the lives of revolu-
tionaries, the political trajectories of leftist organizations, the movements
and transmission of ideology, and principal historical developments,
most of the existing literature falls short of going beyond biography and
histories of political organizations and thought movements in isolation.
Studies with comprehensive analyses that connect the movements of the
period socially or culturally are exceptional. In other words, the literature

thatincorporates testimonies and analyses leaves a historical field empty,

ismail Aydin, TOB-DER Tarihi (Ankara: Egitim-Sen Yayinlari, 2016); Siireyya Algiil, Tii-
rkiye’de Sendika-Siyaset [liskisi: DISK (1967-1975) (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2016); Halit
Celenk, Hukuk Acisindan TOB-DER Davasi (Ankara: Egit-Der Yayinlari, 1990); Canan Kog
and Yildirim Kog, DISK Tarihi: Efsane mi, Gercek mi? (1967-1980) (Ankara: Epos Yayinlari,
2008); Yildinnm Kog, Kurulusunun 50. Yildéniimiinde (Belgelerle) Tiirkiye Ogretmenler
Sendikas! Tarihi (Bursa: Kuzgun Kitap, 2015); Muazzez Pervan, llerici Kadinlar Dernegi
(1975-80): “Kirmizi Catkili Kadinlar”in Tarihi (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2013).
Gokhan Atilgan, Kemalizm ile Marksizm Arasinda Geleneksel Aydinlar: Yon-Devrim Ha-
reketi (Istanbul: TUSTAV, 2002); Hikmet Ozdemir, Kalkinmada Bir Strateji Arayist: Yon
Hareketi (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1986).

Ozgiir Mutlu Ulus, Tiirkiye’de Sol ve Ordu (1960-1971) (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2016).
Emin Alper, Jakobenlerden Devrimcilere: Tiirkiye’de Ogrenci Hareketlerinin Dinamikleri
(1960-1971) (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari, 2019).

Omer Turan, ed., 1968: Isyan, Devrim, Ozgiirliik (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlari,
2019).
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one that was filled with social and cultural trends and that expanded the
realm of possibilities that surrounded the leftist movements. This disser-
tation fills this empty space by conducting a critique of existing historical
narratives in testimonies and a problematized analysis of archival mate-
rials. With these tools in hand, the dissertation follows a criticism of the
pertinent hegemonic historical narrative with a focus on two neglected
historical elements in the 1960s and 1970s that flourished around the left-
ist movements of the period, namely the communication and education
booms.

This dissertation sheds light on leftist political movements of the
1960s and 1970s and the utopian islands of communication and education
that sprouted around them. In a poem he penned while a prisoner in a
solitary confinement cell in the Selimiye Barracks (Selimiye Kislas1), Ma-

hir Cayan described an island that seemed to “defy the nature of things.”

In the middle of the Sea of Darkness,

There is an island on which the sun never sets.
[ don’t belong anywhere,

But to this island,

My island is forested.
A forest of friendship, camaraderie, valor,
covers my entire Island.

The sun of virtue shines upon my Island for twenty-four hours,

we islanders do not know darkness.
I'm an Islander, oh cruel cell, an Islander.
How would you know my Island

oh age-old, feudal-militarist cell?
“There is no such island even in poems, in tales.

Such an island defies the nature of things.”

Isn’t it for you, the dark poet of darkness?
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it defies the nature of darkness.2°

Cayan was an influential member of the growing politicization of the
1960s and 1970s. He profoundly affected the progress of the Turkish left
in the period, first as a student and member of the Federation of Idea
Clubs (Fikir Kuliipleri Federasyonu, or FKF) in Ankara University (Ankara
Universitesi, or AU) and later as a young militant and one of the founders
of the People’s Liberation Party-Front of Turkey (Ttrkiye Halk Kurtulus
Parti-Cephesi, or THKP-C). Moreover, through his articles in the signifi-
cant leftist journals Tiirk Solu and Aydinlik: Sosyalist Dergi, the brochures
he published, and the political trips he took in Anatolia, he contributed to
an effusion in communication that surged in parallel with the rise of po-
liticization.3? His influence is not confined to that period but transcended
his lifetime; he secured his place in the public memory of the 1960s and
1970s as a member of the ‘68 generation, a post factum designation. Im-
prisoned in June 1971 for unlawful actions in the name of the THKP-C,
Cayan spent his days in incarceration documenting his reflections on the
political and socioeconomic system of Turkey and his experiences as a
revolutionary trying to change that system in his poem “The World of the
Islander in the Cell,”31 as an “islander in the cell.” This island was his uto-
pia, what Ernst Bloch would call a utopia of a “concrete”32 kind, which

was ephemerally-realized sometime in the 1960s and early 1970s.

“... Karanlik Denizi'nin ortasinda, / Giinesi batmayan bir ada. / Ben ne suraliyim ne bu-
rali, / Adaliyim adali, / Adam ormanliktir. / Dostluk, yoldaslik, mertlik ormani, / biitiin
Ada'mi kaplar. / Erdemin giinesi, yirmi dort saat aydinlatir Ada’'mi1 / biz ada sakinleri
bilmeyiz karanlhigi. / Ben Adaliyim ey kahpe hiicre, Adali. / Dogru ya sen nereden
bileceksin Ada'mi. / asirlik, feudal-militarist, hiicre... “Degil siirlerde, masallarda bile
boyle bir ada yoktur. / Boyle bir ada esyanin tabiatina aykiridir” / Senin i¢in degil mi
karanliklarin kapkara sairi?... karanligin tabiatina aykiridir...” Turhan Feyizoglu, Mahir
(Istanbul: Su Yayinlari, 2000), 354, 358. All translations in the text and footnotes are mine
unless indicated otherwise.

Ibid., 36, 100, 140, 200, 257, 271, 299.

“Sikiyénetim Komutanhgi Savcisinin Hazirladigi Gayan Hiicresi ile ilgili iddianame’nin
Ozeti,” Milliyet, August 21, 1971, 5; “Hiicredeki Adalinin Diinyasi,” Feyizoglu, Mahir, 357.
Ernst Bloch, The Principle of Hope, Volume One, trans. Neville Plaice, Stephen Plaice, and
Paul Knight (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1995), 144.
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This dissertation recounts the particular political acts of neither
Cayan nor any other influential revolutionary of the 1960s and 1970s, nor
does it portray the journey of the THKP-C or any another political organ-
ization. It departs from the “island” that Cayan portrayed and traces the
heightened politicization and the expanded historical possibilities it re-
leased by problematizing testimonies and archival findings as well as the
gap between the two. It does not narrate the memories of or about sin-
gular figures but shows the trends of memory and historiography and
traces the political effects of the present on remembrance and forgetting.
The dissertation tacks two-ways. On one hand, it engages in a historical
analysis of the 1960s and 1970s trailing the archival footsteps of the his-
torical “islands” of communication and education booms of the period as
both products and igniters of escalated politicization. On the other, it de-
ciphers the politics of historiography and public memory through the dis-

cursive effects of the coup d’états and present political concerns.
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History Through Coup D’états

... flamma fumo est proxima.l

- Titus Maccius Plautus, “Curculio,” Plautus in Five Volumes
11

arly autumn is usually warm, even summery in most regions of Tur-

key. However, in September 1980, witnesses all over the country no-
ticed smoke was rising from the chimneys of the houses throughout Tur-
key, as if coal- or wood-burning stoves were lit. In a short span, it was
clear that these stoves were not fueled by coal but by books; the kindling
was not firewood but periodicals. In the days following the coup d’état of
September 12, 1980, numerous books of politically inconvenient content
were burnt, buried, or thrown into the sea by their owners.?2 The burning
paper over-heated the houses, in hopes of eluding the police search and

subsequent incrimination, since such books and journals were regarded

“..first smoke, then flames,” in Titus Maccius Plautus, “Curculio,” Plautus in Five Volumes
I1, trans. Paul Nixon (London: G. P. Putnam'’s Sons, 1917), 192.

Orhan Apaydin, “Fasist Uygulamalara Kars: Yasal Direnme,” in Toplatilan Kitaplardan
Se¢meler (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Yazarlar Sendikasi Yayinlari, 1976), 62.
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as evidence of crime under martial law.3 Thus, the junta of September 12
arose from the ashes of books.

This chapter, on one hand, analyzes the fires and ashes, namely the
impact of the military coups of March 12, 1971, and September 12, 1980, on
the heightened leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s and the subse-
quent praxes of communication and education in Turkey. Along with the
historical impact of coup d’états on “what happened,” this chapter also
examines their drastic influence on “that which is said to have hap-
pened,”* namely on history-writing and public memory in Turkey. The
last two chapters of this dissertation analyze these heightened praxes of
communication and education, while this and the following chapter focus
on matters of historiography and memory. This chapter asserts that the
military coups in Turkey’s recent history, especially the one in 1980, are
central, indispensable elements of Turkish historiography, not only as
major historical events but also as historiographical landmarks that es-
tablished temporal boundaries and divide eras. As major determinants of
historiography, the military coups of Turkey both construct and rupture
the history at the same time, first as building blocks that dominate the
historiography and memory on the 1960s and 1970s and second as mile-
stones that sharply sever the 1950s from the 1960s, the 1960s from the
1970s, and the 1970s from the 1980s.

The archival analysis of the period and survey of the memoirs covered
in this dissertation acknowledge the drastic impact of the military inter-
ventions of 1971 and especially 1980 on the politics, economy, society, and
culture of Turkey. However, whereas the brunt of September 12 and its
subsequent historiography and recollection almost overlap, a slightly dif-

ferent tally of “what happened” and “that which is said to have happened”

“1402 Sayili Sikiyénetim Kanununun Baz1 Maddelerinin Degistirilmesine iliskin Kanun
Tasarisi ile Ayni Kanunun 2nci Maddesinin Son Fikrasinin Degistirilmesi Hakkinda
Kanun Teklifinin Danisma Meclisince Kabul Olunan Metinleri ve Milli Giivenlik Konseyi
Milli Savunma Komisyonu Raporu,” Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi, accessed July 10, 2017,
https://www.tbmm.gov.tr /tutanak-
lar/TUTANAK/MGK_/do1/c007/mgk_01007124ss0515.pdf, 2, 7-9.

Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 2.
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can be inferred from the archives with regards to March 12, especially in
terms of two fields: the communicative and educational practices of left-
ist activists. This chapter also analyzes the facts that gave the coup of Sep-
tember 12 a historiographical authority over the coup of March 12. In most
written records post-1980, the military memorandum of 1971 is consid-
ered a historical barrier, as impassable as September 12, standing impen-
etrably between the 1960s and 1970s, between the post factum genera-
tions of ‘68 and “78. Nevertheless, in terms of multifarious means of
communication and emphasis on nongovernment practices of education,
there is a mostly overlooked or forgotten continuity between the 1960s
and 1970s, even though the military intervention of March 12 and subse-
quent rule sought to suppress these practices in particular. The resultant
discrepancy between history as it happened and history as it is written
or remembered conceivably stems from the fact that the military inter-
vention of 1980 has dominated Turkey’s subsequent historiography. It is
a historiographical chicken-and-egg-problem. The severity of military in-
tervention and political dominance of the army in Turkey’s recent history
have reasonably made coup d’états and military memorandums indis-
pensable for the writing and recollection of history, which in historio-
graphical terms have made anchors of the army interventions. They are
period-breakers and era-definers. The political, economic, social, and cul-
tural continuities that survived the sieves of the coups but have been
sifted out by historiography and memory are waiting to be discovered on
the dusty shelves of archives.

This chapter is mainly based on a thorough study of the minutes of
the MGK, ordinances of martial law command bases established after the
military memorandum of 1971, promulgations in the Official Gazette, and
newspaper reports from Milliyet and Cumhuriyet. Grounded in these his-
torical materials, the chapter first examines the ending of this period by
the military coup of September 12, 1980, analyzing both historical exam-
ples of terminated communication and education and their subsequent
reflections in historiography and recollection. Afterward, a similar his-
torical and historiographical analysis is conducted for the military mem-

orandum of March 12, 1971, questioning the assertion that 1971 was also a
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historically terminal milestone. Lastly, the significance of military inter-
ventions in Turkey’s history and memory is considered from a historio-
graphical perspective, utilizing Michel-Rolph Trouillot’s characterization
of “two sides of historicity,” which is the coexistence of - or convergence
or divergence of - “what happened” and “that which is said to have hap-
pened.”> This subchapter also scrutinizes the conditions that underlie the
historiographical preeminence of junta rule following September 12. In
brief, following in Trouillot’s footsteps, this chapter scrutinizes the “soci-
ohistorical process” of the 1960s and 1970s, which were harshly affected
by the coup d’états of 1971 and 1980, and then pursues the “story about

that process” to reveal the historiographical overlaps and gaps.®

§ 2.1 Blacklisting Books and Sealing Off Classrooms: The Dis-
ruptive Impact of the Military Intervention of 1980 on

Leftist Praxes of Communication and Education

In a speech addressed to the public on November 4, 1982, at the politically
and historically significant Taksim Square of Istanbul, President Kenan
Evren stated that the articles of a newly prepared and soon-to-be-ratified
constitution designated terms of the freedom of press that would never
be censored or restricted. However, he subsequently added that the pub-
lishers of a considerable number of periodicals and newspapers of ex-
tremist content had abused that freedom in the pre-coup period. To
achieve the goal of precluding such abuse of one’s liberties and to wipe
away the negative effects of this abuse on the people of Turkey, the
boundaries of the free press were scrupulously elaborated upon in the
constitution, under which the publishing and distribution of publications
could be banned by judges when necessary. Writers, publishers, distrib-

utors, and sharers could be held legally responsible and punished for

5 Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 2.
Ibid.

24



10
11

UTOPIA AND HISTORY IN TURKEY, 1960-1980

content they published and shared.” As this single speech from the period
indicates, the military intervention of 1980 and the subsequent Constitu-
tion of 1982 were designed to control, limit, and punish the circulation of
ideas.

On September 12,1980, the MGK, which was comprised of five generals
of the Turkish army of the highest rank,? seized legislative, executive, and
judicial power for the purpose of “protecting the integrity of the country,
maintaining national unity and solidarity, preventing a potential civil war
and fraternal fight, reestablishing the state authority and presence, and
extinguishing the factors that have hindered the functioning of the dem-
ocratic order” The MGK took action to maintain order immediately after
the military coup of 1980, as an omnipotent political and legal authority.
In the course of the approximately three years that the military govern-
ment remained in power, the total years of prison sentences imposed on
editors amounted to almost a thousand years,1? and the junta sentenced
journalists to a total of 3,315 years in prison.11 All the newspapers circu-
lated in Istanbul, the publishing hub of Turkey, were banned for an aggre-
gated amount of three hundred days immediately after the 1980 coup

d’état, and the thirteen newspapers with the highest circulation faced

“Devlet Bagkani Diin Eskisehir ve Istanbul’da Konustu: ‘Basin Hiirdir, Sansiir Edile-
mez,” Milliyet, November 5, 1982, 7.

General Kenan Evren, Chief of the General Staff of Turkey, was the chairperson of the
MGK, General Nurettin Ersin, Commander of the Turkish Army, General Tahsin
Sahinkaya, Commander of the Turkish Air Force, Admiral Nejat Tiimer, Commander of
the Turkish Naval Forces, and General Sedat Celasun, General Commander of the Gen-
darmerie in Turkey, were members. MGK Ordinance No. 4, “Milli Giivenlik Konseyi'nin
Dort Numaral Bildirisi,” Resmi Gazete (September 12, 1980): 8.

“Girisilen harekatin amacy; tilke biitlinligiini korumak, milli birlik ve beraberligi sagla-
mak, muhtemel bir i¢ savasi ve kardes kavgasini 6nlemek, devlet otoritesini ve varligini
yeniden tesis etmek ve demokratik diizenin islemesine mani olan sebepleri ortadan
kaldirmakti;” MGK Ordinance No. 1, “Milli Giivenlik Konseyi’'nin Bir Numaral Bildirisi,”
Resmi Gazete (September 12, 1980): 6.

Emin Karaca, Vaaay Kitabin Basina Gelenler (Istanbul: Belge Yayinlari, 2012), 14.
Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi Darbe ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu, “Meclis

Arastirmasi Komisyonu Raporu” (Ankara, 2012), 840.
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with three hundred and three indictments.12 Moreover, between 1980 and
1989, the government shut down approximately fifty publishers and five
hundred bookstores,!3 while 937 films were labeled as objectionable and
banned.* Throughout its rule, the junta burned or recycled the paper
from millions of books.1> Quantitatively, according to a report of the Par-
liamentary Investigation Commission on Military Coups and Memoran-
dums (TBMM Darbeleri ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu), the gov-
ernment destroyed thirty-nine tons of newspapers and periodicals.1®
Forty tons of publications were amassed in warehouses waiting to be
obliterated.1” Besides the overarching ban on publications after the 1980
coup d’état, all political parties and 23,667 associations were closed. Many
associations were convicted of engaging in illegal operations by cooper-
ating with political parties, giving speeches in congresses, distributing
pamphlets and putting up posters to channel public opinion towards
their ideologies.!® The activities of political organizations, such as the
Confederation of Revolutionary Trade Unions (Devrimci is¢i Sendikalari
Konfederasyonu, or DISK), the TIP, and the All Teachers’ Association of
Unity and Solidarity (Tiim Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma Dernegi,
or TOB-DER) - the channels through which the leftist politicization of the
period had flowed - were suspended or terminated following the coup
d’état in 1980.19

Ibid.

Karaca, Vaaay Kitabin Basina Gelenler, 14.

TBMM Darbe ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu, “Meclis Arastirmasi Komisyonu
Raporu,” 840.

Karaca, Vaaay Kitabin Basina Gelenler, 14.

TBMM Darbe ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu, “Meclis Arastirmasi Komisyonu
Raporu,” 841.

Arda Uskan, “Nokta’dan,” Nokta 8, no. 37, “Ozel Ek: Hayatin Kopusunun Onuncu Yily, 12
Eyliil 1980-12 Eylil 1990” (September 16, 1990): 5.

TBMM Darbe ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu, “Meclis Arastirmasi Komisyonu
Raporu,” 840, 886.

Zurcher, Turkey: A Modern History, 292; Ersan, 1970’lerde Tiirkiye Solu, 111; Celenk, Hukuk
Agcisindan TOB-DER Davast, 38.
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Concordantly, the military junta expressed a determination to cen-
tralize and dominate all institutions of education “from elementary
schools to universities” under government control and to eradicate “all
deviant ideologies infecting these institutions.”?% One of the first steps
was to suspend the activities of the TOB-DER, a left-wing public servant
association whose administrators were tried and convicted of spreading
communist and separationist propaganda with the intent of establishing
class domination in 1981.21 Another step was the establishment of the
Council of Higher Education (Yiiksek Ogretim Kurumu, or YOK), through
which all universities were centralized and controlled. Therefore, the
coup d’état of 1980 and the consequent Constitution of 1982 not only re-
stricted freedom of press and expression but criminalized the publication
and dissemination of ideas through inter-associative communication,
publication, public speeches, and governmentally-unsanctioned educa-
tion. Consequently, the parliamentarian and quotidian politics of the
1960s and 1970s, especially the leftist politicization and the concomitant
communication and education booms, came to a sudden halt on Septem-

ber 12, 1980, as the subsections below address.

2.1.1  “There is no Smoke without Fire”: Sociopolitical and Legal
Barriers against Communication in the Post-1980 Period

What happened after the military coup of 1980 was, in the mildest sense,
regime-sanctioned censorship of ideas and the hindrance of their dis-
semination. Not peculiar to Turkey, the censorship of ideas and language
can be defined as official suppression of ideas by ruling elites who are
“supposedly acting for the common good by preserving stability and/or
moral fibre in the nation.”??

World history is laden with such instances of government censorship,

especially in times of political handovers and crises. The Spanish Civil

«

.. sapik ideolojik fikirler iiretilerek... ilkokullardan iiniversitelere kadar egitim ku-
ruluslari... saldir1 ve baski altinda tutularak,” MGK’s Ordinance No. 1.

Celenk, Hukuk A¢isindan TOB-DER Davasi, 38.

Keith Allan and Kate Burridge, Forbidden Words: Taboo and the Censoring of Language
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006), 24.
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War, 1936-1939, throughout which paper was reduced to ashes and free-
dom of expression was bombarded, is but one such example. From its be-
ginning, public and private libraries, bookshops, printing houses, and ar-
chives were attacked, and books and periodicals were confiscated or
destroyed.23 This “cultural disaster” that cost tons of books and hundreds
of libraries coexisted with a legal and social suppression of the freedom
of expression.?4 In 1936, in Navarra, Fascist leaders purged libraries and
schools of “all antipatriotic, sectarian, immoral, heretical, and porno-
graphic books, newspapers, and pamphlets which have brought about
the state of corruption and misery in the minds of the masses;” and citi-
zens were encouraged to make bonfires of books on their own.25 Similar
purges occurred in many locations in Spain where censorship decrees
were promulgated to prevent “the propagation of ideas that may be dam-
aging to the society.”2¢ Indeed, the goal of protecting society and the state
from harmful ideas was a source of legitimacy for the censorship of ideas
and destruction of books. It is thus that libricide was justified.

Rebecca Knuth defines libricide as “the killing of a book” that involves
an extensive ideological campaign led by the governing regime to annihi-
late books and libraries.?” In her book on the political destruction of
books and libraries and thus knowledge, Knuth states that modern libri-
cide or “biblioclasm occurs when books and libraries are perceived by a
social group as undermining ideological goals, threatening the orthodoxy
of revered doctrine, or representing a despised establishment.”?8 Like the
experience of libricide during the Spanish Civil War, the military coup of
1980 in Turkey established a sociopolitical groundwork for the extensive

censorship of ideas and annihilation of books. The military government

Fernando Baez, A Universal History of the Destruction of Books: From Ancient Sumer to
Modern Iraq (New York: Atlas & Co., 2008), 201-206.

Ibid., 201, 205.

Ibid., 204-205.

Ibid., 205-206.

Rebecca Knuth, Libricide: The Regime-Sponsored Destruction of Books and Libraries in
the Twentieth Century (Westport: Praeger Publishers, 2003), viii.

Knuth, Burning Books and Leveling Libraries: Extremist Violence and Cultural Destruction
(Westport: Praeger Publishers, 2006), 2.
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specifically targeted left-wing ideas and publications, occluding channels
of communication that had flourished in the 1960s and 1970s.

As stated above, the military junta of 1980 used its unrestricted polit-
ical power as early as September 1980 to prosecute journalists, editors,
writers, and publishers.2° Besides banning the publication of newspapers
for a total amount of three hundred days,3° the government decided to
close some of them for good. For instance, the junta closed Demokrat, Ay-
dinlik, and Hergiin indefinitely on September 12, heralding an extensive
censorship operation in the days and years to follow.3!

With a rapid legal change in the Martial Law No. 1402 which was rati-
fied by September 19 and put into effect on September 21, martial law

commanders acquired the authorization to

control any kind of broadcast, publication, letter, and telegram
based on speech, writing, film, and voice, ban or censor the publi-
cation, distribution, and stocking of newspapers, periodicals,
books, and other publications in the martial zone, confiscate the
banned books, periodicals, newspapers, brochures, posters, dec-
larations, banners, records, and tapes, and close down the print-
ing houses and record manufacturers, which publish, record, and

distribute banned documents.32

TBMM Darbe ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu, “Meclis Arastirmasi Komisyonu
Raporu,” 840.

Ibid.

Mehmet Sucu, 12 Eyliil Yasaklari: Halk Bunu Bilmesin (Istanbul: Cumhuriyet Kitaplari,
2010), 153.

“Soz, yaz, resim, film ve sesle yapilan her tiirlii yayim, haberlesme, mektup, telgraf
vesair mersuleleri kontrol etmek, gazete, dergi, kitap ve diger yayinlarin basimini,
yayimini, dagitimini, birden fazla sayida bulundurulmasini veya tasinmasini veya
Sikiy6netim bolgesine sokulmasini yasaklamak veya sansiir koymak; Sikiyonetim
Komutanlifinca basimi, yayimi ve dagitilmasi yasaklanan kitap, dergi, gazete, brosiir,
afis, bildiri, pankart, plak,, bant gibi bilciimle evraki, yayin ve haberlesme araglarini top-
latmak, bunlar1 basan matbaalari, plak ve bant yapim yerlerini kapatmak,” “1402 Sayili
Sikiyénetim Kanununun Bazi Hiikiimlerinin Degistirilmesine ve Bazi Hiikiimler Eklen-
mesine Dair Kanun,” Resmi Gazete (September 21, 1980): 1-2.
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Later, the law was amended to require that the publication of new news-
papers and periodicals obtain the permission of martial law command-
ers.33 Moreover, commanders had the authority to hold publishers, edi-
tors, and writers of prohibited written material with criminal content in
custody for ninety days before their prosecution, which was reduced to
forty-five days in September 1981.3% The augmented power of local au-
thorities over the press and publication through legislation opened the
gates for pervasive censorship in which not only were publishing houses,
bookstores, and newspapers closed,3> but books and periodicals were an-
nihilated.

The MGK, in its legislative and executive session on December 28,
1982, unanimously decided to amend the clauses of Martial Law No. 1402
pertaining to the confiscation of forbidden instruments of publication
and communication, such as books, periodicals, newspapers, brochures,
posters, handouts, banners, records, and tapes. Senior Colonel [smet
Onur, a member of the National Defense Commission (Milli Savunma
Komisyonu), argued that the piling-up of such material on the military
bases had generated a problem of space. Therefore, as he explained, the
article was amended to entrust martial law commands with authority to
destroy collected documents which “were inconvenient for return to
their owners and subverted public order.”3¢

The military commanders of the MGK accepted the amendment with-
out argument; however, the date on which the law would be effective in-
itiated a discussion. The article was to be effective retroactive to Septem-
ber 21, 1980, when Martial Law was amended after the coup and
authorized martial law commanders to collect publication and commu-

nication materials within their areas of command. Yet General Necdet

MGK Session No. 70, “7oinci Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Konseyi Tutanak Dergisi (September
3,1981): 304.

Ibid., 304-305.

Karaca, Vaaay Kitabin Basina Gelenler, 14.

“... sahiplerine iadesi sakincali olanlarin, kamu diizeni agisindan sakincali bulunanlarin
imhasi,” The MGK Session no. 124, “124lncii Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Konseyi Tutanak
Dergisi (December 28, 1982): 647.
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Urug, the Secretary-General of the MGK, argued that this would exclude
all materials collected before September 12: “Thousands of books,” he
said, “in very good condition, 5 thousand liras apiece, packed in storage
as evidence of crime.” Hence, he demanded the article be effective retro-
active to December 26, 1978,37 in order to allow previously prohibited and
collected materials to be put into the bonfires, as well.38 Government-led
libricide after the coup of September 12 was thereby legalized. Tons of
books, newspapers, periodicals, and other means of public communica-
tion were destroyed by the military government by burning or recycling
them.3° The junta annihilated prohibited documents collected not only
after the coup but also before 1980. Fire and ashes reached back beyond
the jurisdiction of the September 12 junta, retroactively maintaining pub-
lic order in the minds of coup leaders.

The pretext of maintaining public order, ensuring the common good,
and avoiding “misery in the minds of the masses” was legally and socio-
politically utilized by the military government in Turkey in the early
1980s to legitimize the censorship of ideas. The junta tended to identify
communication through publication with adjectives such as “inconven-
ient” (“sakincali”), “harmful” (“zararl’”), “anarchistic” (“anarsik”), or “de-
viant” (“sapik”). The emphasis was on the protection of the motherland
and nation. The Constitution of 1982 held that any writer or publisher re-
sponsible for threatening “the indivisible integrity of the State with its
territory and nation, which tend to incite offence, riot or insurrection, or
which refer to classified State secrets, ... national security, public order or

public morals, and... the fundamental principles of the Republic” or dis-

This is the date when the Martial Law was put into force, after the Maras Massacre.
“Adana, Ankara, Bingol, Elazig, Erzincan, Erzurum, Gaziantep, istanbul,
Kahramanmaras, Kars, Malatya, Sivas ve Urfa illerinde Sikiy6netim {lanm1 Hakkinda,
Karar,” Resmi Gazete (December 26, 1978): 1.

“Sadece oyle kitaplar var ki efendim, gayet giizel, ciltli, tanesi 5 bin liralik kitaplar,
binlerce kitap,” MGK Session No. 124, 649-650.

Karaca, Vaaay Kitabin Basina Gelenler, 14.
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tributing of any publication that violates these principles should be sus-
pended by a court sentence.*® Any written material that was “inconven-
ient” to the premises of the military or “harmful” for the desired founda-
tions of the nation-state deserved annihilation.

This perspective of censorship had been elaborated upon by Kenan
Evren in his political propaganda tours before the referendum of 1982. In
the aforementioned speech on November 4, where he asked for public
support for the new constitution, Evren expressed that the legal re-
straints on the freedom of press would nullify the negative effects of such
freedom on society, the interests of which he held to be superior to those
of the press.#! Therefore, he constructed an antithetical duality between
the freedom of press and expression enjoyed by a few and the overall in-
terests and safety of society as a whole. Given this constructed duality,
Evren advocated that the motherland and nation needed to be protected
from the anarchistic and harmful ideas of the few by utilizing the protec-
tive weapon of censorship, thus legitimizing the censorship of ideas and
destruction of the written sources that propagate these ideas.

On the other side of the coin, the pretext of precluding a threat to the
state, nation, and the public good goes hand in hand with the criminali-
zation of different ideologies and inconvenient ideas. Libricide means the
criminalization of the book. The military government made clear that
they imputed the pre-1980 political crisis in Turkey to “deviant” ideolo-
gies which had “infiltrated into educational institutions from elementary
schools to universities, state administration, judicial bodies, internal se-

curity organization, worker organizations, political parties, and even the

“Devletin i¢ ve dis glivenligini, iilkesi ve milletiyle boliinmez biitiinliigiinii tehdit eden
veya su¢ islemeye ya da ayaklanma veya isyana tesvik eder nitelikte olan veya Devlete
ait gizli bilgilere iliskin bulunan... milli giivenligin, kamu diizeninin, genel ahlakin ko-
runmasl... Cumhuriyetin temel ilkelerine,” Article 28, “Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Anayasasi,”
Tiirkiye Biytik Millet Meclisi, accessed June 1, 2017,
https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/anayasa/anayasa82.htm.

“Devlet Bagkani Diin Eskisehir ve Istanbul’da Konustu: ‘Basin Hiirdir, Sansiir Edile-
mez,” 7, “Devlet Baskani Org. Kenan Evren'’in Istanbul Konusmasi (4.11.1982),” Youtube,
video uploaded August 21, 2011, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9Domi]XHRrY.
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most innocent parts of the country.”42 Having obtained unlimited political
authority, the military government politically and legally defined the in-
terests of the state and the nation as well as the ideas that were disruptive
to them. Coup leaders, from the beginning of their government, aimed
their iron fist at every aspect of leftism, from organizations to periodicals,
as well as at free speech and communication on the grounds that leftism
could grow out of them. Instruments of communication and publication
became potential elements of crime that had to be controlled and con-

tained by the state. To cite Evren’s speech at length,

Assume that a separationist organization, a sectarian agitator, or
a defender of an anarchistic or ideological cause publishes a dec-
laration for his supporters. He encourages a section of citizens to
attack another section of citizens or invites some citizens to rebel
against the state. This declaration might be published inde-
pendently or appear on a newspaper column.

Didn’t similar instances occur in the past? Weren't various dec-
larations distributed in the streets? Weren'’t those who refused to
take these declarations beaten until their bones were broken?
Didn’t they slip their declarations under doors? Didn’t they put
them up on the walls as posters? Weren’t banners with bombs
planted on streets and buildings? What should we do now? As-
sume that a lawful authority receives information that such mate-
rial is being published in a printing house. Or that the printing is
done and the periodical or newspaper that contains the declara-
tion is packed and ready for distribution. Should that authority al-
low the material to be distributed? Should they allow the material
to be obtained by the target audience which would then take ac-

tion and cause deplorable assaults here and there? Should they

«

.. sapik ideolojik fikirler iiretilerek... ilkokullardan iiniversitelere kadar egitim ku-
ruluslari, idare sistemi, yargi organlary, i¢ giivenlik teskilaty, is¢i kuruluslari, siyasi par-
tiler ve nihayet yurdumuzun en masum kdselerindeki yurttaslarimiz dahi saldirn ve
baski altinda tutularak,” MGK Ordinance No. 1.
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say to themselves that they will take care of the situation after-
ward? Shouldn’t they prevent the action from the beginning?
Dear citizens, what would you do as a civil servant or a citizen
if you see a man with a gun attacking another and you are in a po-
sition to prevent it? The man has pulled his knife and is running
towards his victim. Would you wait to see whether he will stab
him or not and not intervene because the act has not happened

yet? Or would you stop the man and take his knife, if possible?

The state cannot be a mere spectator when a revolutionary decla-
ration, a declaration of insurrection, is published for distribution.
Would you forgive a state that sits back and watches such a crime?
You would not. But in the past, that path was taken. Such declara-
tions were published. No one laid a finger on them. Why? Because
the material was not yet distributed. But how can the problem be
solved after distribution has taken place, after the letter has
reached its destination? Can I locate tens of thousands, hundreds
of thousands of materials that are in the hands of their addressees
and confiscate them one at a time? Is this even possible? Of course,

it is not possible.

Such offences are frequent in nations like ours, which have be-
come frequent targets for assassins. In such a situation, the gov-
ernment should urgently appeal to the court for permission to

confiscate the material at the same time.

Dear citizens, you all know that before September 12, there were
many newspapers that published the photographs, addresses, and
phone numbers of police officers, National Intelligence Organiza-
tion officers, and even members of the organization preparing for
the defense of the motherland. And some of these officers were

found and killed at the addresses that were published.
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We, as the state, have not limited the rights and freedom of honor-
able members of the Turkish press who have respected the law,
adopted the indivisible integrity of the country and the nation,

and have carried the torch of Atatiirk’s principles and reforms.

We limited those members of the press who sought to destroy the
country, divide the nation, who acted in parallel with extremists,
and aided and abetted people at extreme ends of the ideological

spectrum.*3

“Farzediniz ki boliicii bir 6rglit yahut mezhep kiskirticis1 yahut su veya bu anarsik veya
ideolojik maksadin pesinde kosan bir baska kisi, taraftarlarina bir beyanname
yayinliyor. Bu beyanname ile vatandaslardan bir kismini diger bir kisminin iizerine
saldirmaya tesvik ediyor. Yahut bir kisim vatandaslari devlete baskaldirmaya, isyana da-
vet ediyor. Bu beyanname ya miistakilen basilmis veya bir gazetenin siitunlarinda yer
almistir.

Sorarim sizlere, ge¢miste bunlar olmadi1 m1? Her giin ¢esit cesit beyannameler so-
kaklarda dagitilmadi mi1? Hatta beyannameleri almak istemeyenler, bir yeri kirilincaya
kadar dévilmediler mi? Kapilarin altlarindan evlere atilmadi m1? Afis olarak duvarlara
asilmadi mi1? Bombali pankartlar caddelere, binalara konulmadi mi1? Ne yapalim simdi?
Bdyle bir beyannamenin herhangi bir matbaada basilmakta oldugunu yetkili makam ha-
ber aldi. Yahut baski bitmis de beyanname veya onu ihtiva eden dergi yahut gazete
dagitilmak tizere paketlenmis, istif edilmis. O makam biraksin mi, dagitilsin diye? Yani
hitap ettigi kisilerin ellerine gecsin, onlar1 harekete gecirsin veya surada burada miiessif
saldir olaylarina yol a¢sin. Ben bunun ¢aresine sonra bakayim mi desin? Bu hal daha
baslangi¢ta 6nlenmesin mi?

Sevgili vatandaslarim, bir adami elinde bir silahla, digerine karsi saldiriyor
gorilirseniz, siz de bu saldiriy1 6nleyebilecek bir durumda bulunursaniz, kamu gorevlisi
olarak veya vatandas olarak ne yapardiniz? Adam big¢agini ¢ekmis, birisinin iizerine
dogru kosuyor. “Dur bakalim, tam yanina varinca, bigagini saplayacak mi, saplamayacak
myi, simdiden bilinmez ki,” diye bekler misiniz? Yoksa elinizden geliyorsa atlayip o adami
durdurup elinden bigagini alir misiniz?

Devlet bir ihtilal beyannamesi, isyan beyannamesi basilirken veya basilmis, bitmis
de dagitilmay1 beklerken, oturup seyirci kalamaz. Eger boyle yaparsa, sizler, boyle bir
suca karsi seyirci kalan devleti affeder misiniz? Affetmezsiniz. Ama ge¢miste bunlar

yapildi ve seyirci kalindi. Béyle beyannameler ¢ok basildi. Kimse elini siiremedi. Neden?
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Attacks, bombs, guns, knives, and assassinations. Evren not only seman-
tically but also visually links these terms to the declaration and publica-
tion of ideas. In his speech, this visual criminalization of ideas and publi-
cations was supported with historical examples all of which were before
September 12. An analysis of ordinances, council sessions, and speeches
suggests that the junta of 1980 defined the pre-1980 era as one of anarchy
which flared up because of, among other things, free expression and the
politico-legal framework that sustained it. The first ordinance of the MGK
portrays pre-coup Turkey as “on the verge of partition and civil war”
caused by “reactionary and other deviant ideological ideas.”4* Unlimited
diffusion of multifarious ideas was the problem, and military leaders in

Turkey suggested that an omnipotent state and restrictive laws to limit

Clinkii heniiz dagitilmamis da ondan. Peki ama zaten dagitildiktan sonra, mesele kal-
miyor ki. Mektup adresine varmis oluyor. Ben bunlarin on binlercesinin, yiiz
binlercesinin kimin eline gectigini teker teker tespit edip onlar1 bulup onlardan m1 top-

latacagim? Bu miimkiin miidiir, vatandaslarim? Elbette miimkiin degildir.

Bunlar, bizim gibi suikastlara hedef olmus milletlerin hayatinda gériilmemis seyler
degildir. Boyle bir durumda idare olarak, bir yandan siiratle mahkemeye basvurup top-

latma karari isterken, 6te yandan da o yayini toplatabilmelisiniz.

Sevgili vatandaslarim, 12 EyliiI'den evvel bircok gazeteler vardi, isimlerini ver-
miyorum, bilirsiniz siz onlari... Bu gazete ve mecmualar, her giin polisin, emniyet
mensuplarinin, MiT mensuplarinin, hatta vatan savunmasi icin hazirlanan bir teski-
latimizin mensuplarinin fotograflarini, adreslerini, telefon numaralarin verirdi. Ve bun-

lardan birkag tanesi, verilen bu adreslerde bulundu ve 6ldiiriildi.

Biz hi¢bir zaman kanunlara saygili, vatanin ve milletin boliinmez bitiinligiini ilke
edinmis, Atatirk ilke ve inkilaplarina goniilden baglanmis ve onu saptirmaya
calismamis, serefli Tirk basininin hak ve hiirriyetlerini kisitlamadik, onlara dokun-
madik.

Biz... vatani parcalamak, milleti bélmek icin her tiirlii gayretin icinde bulunmus,
asir1 uclarla ayni paralelde olmus, olanlara yataklik etmis basina kisitlama getirdik.,”
“Devlet Baskan1 Org. Kenan Evren’in istanbul Konusmas.”

“... irticai ve diger sapik ideolojik fikirler iiretilerek... boliinme ve i¢ harbin esigine
getirilmislerdir;” MGK Ordinance No. 1.
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the dissemination of ideas was the remedy. This was the junta’s version
of the story: a projection of recent history through the junta’s lenses. As
the sole legislative, executive, and judicial authority between September
12,1980, and December 7,1983,% the military regime not only passed laws
and executed order but also broadcast an unrivaled version of recent his-
tory.

In criminalizing free speech, the military leaders of September 12 tar-
geted channels of communication through which inconvenient ideas
flowed and spread, on one hand, and the establishment of a monopoly
over the narration and writing of history and memory, on the other.
Crushing the leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s and the diverse
means of communication that burgeoned around it, the junta of 1980 ac-
quired the power to determine the narrative agenda and be the sole au-
thor of the recent history of Turkey. Having suppressed various ideas and
the instruments by which they were conveyed, the regime established a
legal and sociopolitical basis upon which official history - the rulers’ ver-
sion of the past — would arise, unopposed by divergent approaches to his-
tory.

In a political environment where the governing body took every
measure to control and oppress the instruments of the media, the junta’s
voice was unmatched. The MGK and martial law commands underneath
itnot only published and broadcast their version of history and their own
sociopolitical agenda but also held the strings to extant agencies of the
media. Contemplating on the relation between the media and political
rule in his book, Necessary Illusions, Noam Chomsky asserts that there is
a parallel between the media and power. The media, as an ideological in-
stitution in the hands of rulers, “reflect[s] the perspectives and interests

of established power” News and perspectives are formulated according

After the first general elections that followed the coup, which took place on December
6, 1983, the MGK was renamed the Presidential Council and comprised of four former
members of the MGK. Zircher, Turkey: A Modern History, 282.
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to the regime’s interests and, concordantly, any kind of discussion is un-
welcome.*¢ The parallel between power and the media upon which
Chomsky reflects applies to the rule of September 12 and its relation to
the press.

After the coup, the MGK gained full control over the press. Its first step
was an exercise in sweeping censorship. The ruling generals prohibited
the publication of news regarding operations against political associa-
tions, the obituaries of people who had been politically active in these
associations, the actions of terrorist groups and student movements, neg-
ative opinions about the constitution, the statements of former politi-
cians, and reports of torture.#” The MGK even banned news concerning
the MGK’s orders to restrict the press, effectively censoring reports on
censorship itself.#8 Mehmet Sucu, in his book on the interdictions of the
regime of September 12, reports that the extensiveness of the publication
ban compelled newspaper personnel to hang lists of prohibitions on their
offices’ bulletin boards. These boards functioned as the filters of censor-
ship through which journalists censored their own news reports.+?

In the period following the coup d’état, it was common for members
of the MGK and the commanders of martial law units to meet with jour-
nalists and editors to explain the outlines and restrictions on journalism.
On one such occasion, Necdet Urug, the Secretary-General of the MGK,
summoned journalists from mass-circulated newspapers, such as
Terciiman, Milliyet, Hiirriyet, Cumhuriyet, Son Havadis, and Giinaydin, to
dictate the new principles of making news. He advised them that it was
forbidden to praise the pre-1980 era and publish any comments that of-
fended the armed forces or criticized the bans, decisions, and conduct of

military.>? Under the rule of the army, the public of Turkey would receive

Noam Chomsky, Necessary Illusions: Thought Control in Democratic Societies (London:
Pluto Press, 1989), 21.

Sucu, 12 Eyliil Yasaklari, 43, 48.

Ibid., 42.

Ibid., 43.

H. Nedim Sahhiiseyinoglu, Diinden Bugiine Diisiinceye ve Basina Sanstir (Ankara: Uriin
Yayinlari, 2015), 190-191.
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only news that was manipulated by the regime. Similarly, on June 19,1982,
the head of the Intelligence Agency (istihbarat Daire Baskani) under mar-
tial law, Colonel Yalgin Karakog, called together the representatives of
every newspaper in Ankara to order them not to publish news on the Su-
preme Military Council (Yiiksek Askeri Sura) and the confidential meet-
ings of the Advisory Council (Danisma Meclisi) on the constitution.>!

At the end of the meeting, Karakog¢ thanked the representatives for
reporting news in accordance with the mandates of martial law without
further warning.52 [t was, on Karakog’s part, appreciation for the self-cen-
sorship of journalists who were anyway subdued by the ever-present
possibility of trial and imprisonment. In a short span, many journalists
adapted to the role cut out for them by the junta, either to further their
interests by supporting the junta or to avoid the consequences of oppos-
ing.>3 In an article about the effects of September 12 on the media and the
problem of democratization, Tezcan Durna and Ayse Inal conduct an in-
depth analysis of columns in three significant newspapers - Cumhuriyet,
Milliyet, and Terciiman - published between October-December 1980, the
period immediately following the coup, and January-March 1983, a period
before the general elections. Based on their research, they suggest that
most columnists, by criticizing and disapproving of civilian politicians,
thus, legitimizing the military government, took a stance that was favor-
able in the eyes of the junta.>* Censorship gave birth to self-censorship.

Government-sanctioned censorship, accompanying penalties, self-
censorship, and a resultant mass depoliticization, characterized the post-

1980 era in Turkey. The firm military hand and its legislation forced peo-

Sucu, 12 Eyliil Yasaklari, 94.

Ibid.

Ibid., 44-45.

Tezcan Durna and Ayse Inal, “12 Eyliil, Medya ve Demokratiklesme Sorunu,” Miilkiye
Dergisi 34, no. 268 (2010): 127-128.
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ple to turn to matches or shovels to burn or bury their books and period-
icals. Books buried and found years later as rotten paper>® and books dis-
creetly burned in stoves heralded a coming period of political apathy in
Turkey, in which in fear of incrimination, imprisonment, and torture peo-
ple generally abstained from political involvement. The 1960s and 1970s
in Turkey witnessed a communication boom that both resulted from and
resulting in an environment of heightened leftist politicization, which is
analyzed in chapters 4 and 5. Military oppression in 1980 pruned the
branches of communication that had flourished and spread in the 1960s
and 1970s, subduing the corresponding political mobilization.

The depoliticization of the public coincided with the rise of an official
history, and the combination of these two processes shaped memories
related to the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s into a revisionist public memory in
which, as the ordinances and discourse of the MGK claimed, the unbear-
able anarchy of the previous era was finished and stability was reestab-
lished by the intervention of the army in 1980. Arguably, censoring news
and burning books blurred memories. As the bonfires of paper rose, the
divergences among memories were attenuated.

Fernando Baez, in his extensive study scrutinizing A Universal History
of the Destruction of Books, asserts that books “give|...] substance to hu-
man memory by objectifying it.”>¢ Books and periodicals are nutshells of
memory affecting personal and group identity. Therefore, in an attempt
to restrain identities diverge from the dominant one, rulers undertake
the destruction of the means of written communication. The destruction
of books by the ruling regime “is an attempt to annihilate a memory con-
sidered to be a direct or indirect threat to another memory thought su-

perior.”>7 It is not the paper, fabric, or leather but the content of the books

Biilent Usta, “Bahg¢eden Ciiriik Kitaplar Cikiyordu,” Milliyet Kitap, last modified July 2015,
http://www.milliyetsanat.com/kitap /roportaj/-bahceden-curuk-kitaplar-cikiyordu-
/617.

Baez, A Universal History of the Destruction of Books, 11.

Ibid., 14.
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and the possibility that this unwanted content could be disseminated that

frightens the “biblioclasts.”>8 In Bdez’s own words,

books are not destroyed as physical objects but as links to
memory, thatis, as one of the axes of identity of a person or a com-
munity. There is no identity without memory... Over the centuries,
we’ve seen that when a group and nation attempts to subjugate
another group or nation, the first thing they do is erase the traces

of its memory in order to reconfigure its identity.>°

As preservers of memory, books and periodicals are the witnesses to a
period, the adherents of diverse viewpoints, supporters of the freedom
of ideas, and the maintainers of collective identity. Therefore, throughout
history, they have been subject to oversight, censure, sanitization, and de-
struction.®® For instance, during the disintegration of Yugoslavia, the
Serbs “tried to destroy a people ‘by obliterating all records, monuments
of the past, creative works, and fruits of the heart written down in books
or engraved in stone’’¢! Similarly, China eradicated Tibet’s libraries to
wipe out the Tibetan identity developed in and disseminated from these
libraries.6?

Concordantly, in the case of September 12, political oppression went
hand in hand with cultural suppression. The military junta not only anni-
hilated and restricted the instruments of communication by closing
down newspapers, arresting journalists, carefully controlling journalism
and destroying books but also dominated the narrative of history in the
absence of free speech. To put it differently, the regime of 1980, sought to
physically oppress dissident political movements by destroying their in-
struments of communication and sources of identity, on one hand, and on

the other, it annihilated their public memory and voice in the political

Ibid., 15.

Ibid., 12.

Knuth, Libricide, 71.
Ibid., 3.

Ibid., 52.

41



63
64

65

U. CEREN UNLU

agenda and history. It was not sufficient for the regime to suppress polit-
icization and take unlimited control of the government in the present; the
junta also wanted to control the past, as the aforementioned arguments
of General Necdet Urug indicate. The rule of September 12 blocked the
channels of contemporaneous communication by destroying the written
products of past communication created since December 1978. The anni-
hilation of books and periodicals, the prohibition of pamphlets, posters,
and banners, the painting over of political graffiti, and the suppression of
other channels of free speech paved the way for “the process of homoge-
nizing discourse,” in which the ruling authority was determined to de-
stroy any element that “support[ed] memory or legitimiz[ed] past iden-
tities”®3 to bring about a clean slate and write a new, unopposed history.
Therefore, generally speaking, in the eyes of the biblioclasts, burning
books is not an atrocity but, on the contrary, a purification. Fire not only
destroys but creates. It is a symbol connecting earth to heaven, that was
“used to fight demons,’®* and, in the eyes of the junta in the early 1980s,
the demons were the uncontrolled, ideologically aberrant, and wide-

spread instruments of not only communication but also education.

2.1.2  “From Elementary Schools to Universities”: The Centraliza-
tion of Education in the Post-1980 Period

The first declaration of Kenan Evren, which was made on the radio and
on television on September 12, 1980, at one o’clock, made it clear that the
junta of 1980 was determined to take full control of education “from ele-
mentary schools to universities.”®> Evren declared that the military gov-
ernment would take extensive measures in the field of education that
would encompass every level of schooling and reach the most remote lo-

cations of the country. “We will take measures,” he clarified later, “to

Ibid., 52, 236.

George L. Mosse, The Nationalization of the Masses: Political Symbolism and Mass Move-
ments in Germany from the Napoleonic Wars through the Third Reich (Ithaca: Cornell
University Press, 1991), 41.

MGK Ordinance No. 1.
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guard our children - the assurance of our future - from outlandish ideo-
logies seeking to turn them into anarchists.”®® To this end, Evren an-
nounced that the junta would, under no circumstances, allow teachers to
be affiliated with any associations. The government would also substitute
foreign ideologies and politically-inconvenient associations with Ata-
tiirk’s principles as interpreted by the junta.t”

The post-1980 period in Turkey witnessed the government’s resolu-
tion to relieve education of the relative autonomy it had enjoyed in pre-
vious decades, a subject that is scrutinized in chapter 5. Commanders
were dedicated to obliterating every nongovernment area of education
or learning and to centralize every aspect of education and schooling. In
the process, not only were associations, unions, and student organiza-
tions, which offered abundant educational courses of various kinds,
closed down but government institutions of education at every level were
completely controlled and inspected to preclude any deviations or varia-
tions with respect to political stance or curriculum.

Analogous to their approach to free speech, members of the MGK per-
ceived uncontrolled forms of education as anarchistic practices that in-
fested society and required extermination. The notorious Decree No. 52
of the omnipotent MGK, dated June 2, 1981, prohibited members of pre-
1980 political parties, labor organizations, and trade associations from is-
suing verbal or written statements, writing articles, making comments,
and organizing discussions - that is, from engaging in any facility of learn-
ing or sharing.68 In addition to the closing of the DISK, a major hub for
worker education, all educational courses offered by political associa-
tions or trade unions in the pre-1980 period were made illegal upon the

declaration of the decree.

“Yarmin teminati olan evlatlarimizin Atatiirk ilkeleri yerine yabanci ideolojilerle
yetiserek sonunda birer anarsist olmasini 6nleyecek tedbirler alinacak,” “Org. Evren,
MGK’nin ilkelerini Acikladi,” Cumhuriyet, September 13, 1980, 9.

Ibid.

“Milli Glivenlik Konseyi Karari, Karar No. 52,” Resmi Gazete (June 5,1981): 1-2.
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Concerning public schools and universities, the ruling generals dis-
guised their determination to uproot anarchy from institutions of educa-
tion with watchwords like liberty and independence.®® By means of an
amendment to the Basic Law of National Education (Milli Egitim Temel
Kanunu) in June 1983, any political outlook or ideological indoctrination
incongruent with the official one was forbidden in educational establish-
ments; furthermore, engaging in analogous political events and discus-
sions were also prohibited.”?

As in the fields of communication and publication, the junta of 1980
put the blame for the state of education on the imprudence and inaction
of previous governments. Evren, while in Edirne on his propaganda tour
for the new constitution, once again unforgivably complained about the
pre-1980 state of education, blaming its deficiencies and mistakes on the

direction of or neglect by previous politicians.

We have to openly admit it, to find a remedy and salvage our youth
and our country’s future and destiny. In the past, they talked about
schooling but they were unable to provide it. They talked about
education but were unable to provide it. They talked about cul-
ture, ideal job opportunities, a happy future, hope, and joy but
again were unable to provide them. The youth wanted to play
sports but they were unable to provide even a makeshift volleyball
field, by stretching a net between two posts.

The youth declared that they desired to spend their free time
usefully. They handed them nothing but the books of deviant ide-
ologies. They were unable to hand them even a chessboard by

which they could activate their minds by playing games.”!

“Anarsiye Hicbir Ad Altinda izin Verilmeyecek,” Cumhuriyet, September 17, 1980, 7.

MGK Session No. 150, “150nci Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Konseyi Tutanak Dergisi (June 16,
1983): 350.

“Evet, agikca itiraf edilmelidir ki caresi bulunsun ve gencligimizle birlikte mem-
leketimizin gelecegi ve kaderi de kurtarilabilsin. Ogretim denildi, verilemedi. Egitim

denildi, verilemedi. Kiiltiir, ideal is imkanlari, mutlu bir gelecek, iimit ve seving¢ denildi,
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The operations of the junta made clear that commanders were deter-
mined to correct what they believed to be mistakes in the field of educa-
tion. One of the first acts of the coup after seizing power was to suspend
the activities of the DISK and the TOB-DER in an attempt to liquidate left-
ism and its bridges with the working class and the youth. As pointed out
above, Evren declared that teachers could no longer be members of any
associations, especially of those that had “Der” or “Bir” - acronyms in
Turkish for association - in their names.”? One left-wing public servant
association with “Der” in its name, the TOB-DER, which had 650 branches
and approximately 200 thousand members, became an immediate target
of the hammer of September 12.73 The junta regarded the TOB-DER as an
illegal, subversive organization that, in Evren’s words, was seeking to
“take over the rule of Turkey by abusing the pre-1980 environment of an-
archy and desperation in its favor and infiltrating national education,”
and it brought a lawsuit against the association.”* The administrators of
the association were tried and convicted of making communist and sep-
aratist propaganda with the intent of establishing class domination by
Military Court No. 3 of the Ankara Martial Command in 1981.7>

More specifically, the indictment against the TOB-DER accused the as-
sociation of deliberate, illegal planning through the mediums of publica-
tions, periodicals, bulletins, public statements, and speeches.”’® The court

investigated the periodicals and books published by the association and

bunlar da verilemedi. Spor yapmak istediler, bir arsaya iki direk dikerek arasina bir file
gererek, voleybol oynayacak yer olsun temin edilemedi. ‘Bos zamanlarimizi faydali bir
sekilde gecirmek istiyoruz, dediler. Ellerine sapik ideolojilerin kitaplarindan baska
kitap verilemedi. Zihinlerini gelistirebilmeleri, hi¢ degilse zihin yorup diisiinerek oyun

» o«

oynayabilecekleri bir satrang tahtasi bile verilemedi,” “Ordu Kislaya Donme Hazirliginm

Tamamlad,” Cumhuriyet, November 4, 1982, 11.
“... 0gretmenlerimizin der’li, bir'li derneklere iiye olarak boéliinmelerine miisaade
edilmeyecektir;” “Org. Evren, MGK’'nin ilkelerini Aciklady,” 9.

Celenk, Hukuk A¢isindan TOB-DER Davasi, 16.

“12 Eyliil 6ncesinin kargasa, b6liinme ve ¢aresizlik ortamini kendi ideolojik amaglari i¢in
kullanmak isteyen o6rgiit,” “
Ibid., 38, 269.

Ibid., 261.

Milli Egitime s1izmak isteyen 6rgiit,” ibid., 25.
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found evidence of crimes, such as provoking the public to join illegal
demonstrations, propagandizing on behalf of socialism, engaging in un-
ion activities that were banned for civil servants, and advocating for sep-
aratism. For the military court, which was politically manipulated by the
junta, the TOB-DER’s attempts to communicate with the larger public
through publication and education constituted the most important
crime. The association was found guilty of publishing declarations and
organizing demonstrations jointly with other associations and spreading
revolutionary ideas not only to teachers but also to the masses through
publications and speeches. Moreover, an investigation of its publications
revealed that the members of the TOB-DER had declared that the work-
ing class in Turkey could not obtain a proper education under the existing
economic system manipulated by the bourgeoisie; hence, they had orga-
nized educational courses for the working class, which was a crime in the
eyes of the court.”’ The indictment of the TOB-DER indicates that the mil-
itary government of September 12 considered the political organization
of teachers and their attempts to establish bonds with the people, espe-
cially with the working class, through publications and education, to be
crimes. Junta, wearing a judicial mask, again equated publications with

bombs, demonstrations with murder, and education with terrorism.

[llegal leftist organizations, which strove to undermine and sub-
vert the state with its institutions and awe the public with ever-
increasing murders, robberies, banners with bombs, posters, graf-
fiti, and unpermitted demonstrations before September 12, 1980,
in order to establish a Marxist-Leninist rule, indubitably took ad-
vantage of the TOB-DER’s principle of “Education for Revolution”
and its activities towards that end to recruit militants.”8

Ibid., 48-53.

“12 Eyliil 1980 tarihine kadar gittikce artan yogunlukta meydana gelen cinayetler, bom-
balama, soygun, bombali pankart, afisleme, yazi yazma, korsan yiirtiytisler gibi olaylarla
halki korkutup sindirmeye, karsilarindaki engelleri yok etmeye, devleti tim ku-

rumlariyla zayiflatip ¢okertmeye ve yerine Marksist-Leninist bir yonetim kurmaya
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Ideologies and organizations, publications, and education as the means
to spread them were hunted down and prosecuted by the junta after Sep-
tember 12. The MGK, which was determined to expel ideologies, politics,
and organizations from national education, substituted these with Ke-
malism and religion. Kemalism was persistently emphasized in Evren’s
speeches and press releases, in the MGK’s ordinances, and in new legis-
lation as a remedy to leftist, rightist, and reactionary ideas. The junta’s
understanding of Kemalism differed from that of leftist circles of the
1960s and 1970s. The military regime of September 12 devised a new kind
of Kemalism that was directly linked to the state, conservative, and dis-
connected from ideas of social justice and enhanced citizenship rights.”®
Evren defined ideal teachers as the torchbearers of this version of Kemal-
ism and ideal students as the followers of Kemalist principles.80

The Basic Law of National Education, as amended by the MGK, stated
that the aim of national education was “raising students as citizens loyal
to Atatiirk’s reforms and principles and Atatiirk Nationalism as phrased
in the constitution, protective and supportive of Turkish Nation’s ethical,
humane, moral, and cultural values, appreciative of their family, home-
land, and nation, and aware of their duties and responsibilities towards
the constitutionally-democratic, secular, and social Republic of Turkey.”81
Correspondingly, Article 10 of the law expanded the role of Kemalism in
the curriculum, setting “Atatiirk’s reforms and principles and Atatiirk Na-

tionalism as the foundation of every syllabus to be prepared and every

kendilerine 6zgii metodlar1 ile calisan yasadisi sol Orgiitler militan ihtiyaclarini
karsilamada kuskusuz bu yéneticilerin TOB-DER’in giindemine getirdikleri (Devrim igin
egitim) ilkesinden ve bu ilke dogrultusundaki faaliyetlerinden yararlanmislardir,” in
ibid., 54.

Aydin and Taskin, 1960°tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 340-341.

“Anarsiye Hicbir Ad Altinda izin Verilmeyecek,” 7.

“Atatiirk inkilap ve ilkelerine ve Anayasada ifadesini bulan Atatiirk milliyetciligine bagl;
Tiirk Milletinin milli, ahlaki, insani, manevi ve kiiltiirel degerlerini benimseyen, koruyan,
gelistiren; ailesini, vatanini, milletini seven ve daima yiiceltmeye calisan;... Anayasanin
baslangicindaki temel ilkelere dayanan demokratik, laik ve sosyal bir hukuk devleti olan
Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyetine karsi goérev ve sorumluluklarini bilen... yurttaslar olarak
yetistirmek,” MGK Session No. 150, 349.
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activity to be performed at every level of the educational system.”82 Be-
sides Kemalism, the junta of 1980 increased the role of religion in the ed-
ucational system, mainly by making class entitled “Religious Culture and
Moral Knowledge” (“Din Kiiltiirii ve Ahlak Ogretimi”) compulsory in pri-
mary, secondary, and high schools.?3 The intent was to dismiss ideology
and variety from the educational system and to fill the gap with a newly-
defined Kemalism and religion.

The most significant step that the junta took in the direction of cen-
tralizing and controlling universities was the establishment of YOK, un-
der the auspices of a new Law of Higher Education (Yiksekogretim
Kanunu) that was published in the Official Gazette No. 17,506 dated No-
vember 6, 1981. According to the Constitution 0f1982, YOK has the author-
ity to “plan, regulate, administer, and control the education and scientific
research” in all institutions of higher education.8* Evren’s speeches and
discussions in the meetings of the MGK indicate that the junta deemed
universities responsible for political violence and extremism.8> For in-
stance, on April 14, 1982, Hasan Saglam, the Minister of Education, made
a speech in a session of the MGK that described separatism and anarchy
as great sorrows that had proliferated among professors and students.8¢
Therefore, YOK was legislated as a governing institution to establish the
limits of higher education and stand as a barrier between universities
and unregulated movements and ideologies. In MGK Session No. 77, it was

stated that the main aim of YOK was to move higher education into “a

“Egitim sistemimizin her derece ve tiirii ile ilgili ders programlarinin hazirlanip uygu-
lanmasinda ve her tiirli egitim faaliyetlerinde Atatiirk inkilap ve ilkeleri ve Anayasada
ifadesini bulmus olan Atatiirk milliyetciligi temel olarak alini;” ibid.

Ibid., 350.

“Yiiksekogretim kurumlarinin 6gretimini planlamak, diizenlemek, yonetmek, denetle-
mek... egitim-6gretim ve bilimsel arastirma faaliyetlerini yonlendirmek,” Article 131,
Constitution of 1982.

Mete Tuncay, “YOK,” in Cumhuriyet Dénemi Tiirkiye Ansiklopedisi 3, ed. (Istanbul: iletisim
Yayinlari, 1983), 681-682.

MGK Session No. 101, “101inci Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Konseyi Tutanak Dergisi (April 14,
1982): 511
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new system within the state, which is more authoritarian, disciplined, ef-
fective, and respectable.”8” For this, both students and professors had to
be brought under control. The main target of the junta was to sever ties
between universities and politics. It took several swings of the ax to do
so, as these ties had been densely woven throughout the 1960s and 1970s.

First, amendments in Martial Law No. 1402 gave the military govern-
ment full authority to expel civil servants - in this case, teachers and pro-
fessors - who engaged in objectionable actions from their public posi-
tions and decreed that they not be reinstated even after the end of martial
law.88 In 1988, Fuat Atalay, a member of parliament from the Social Dem-
ocratic Populist Party (Sosyal Demokrat Halkg1 Parti), submitted a parlia-
mentary question to the prime minister requesting the number of public
employees who had been discharged or exiled to another city by Martial
Law No. 1402. State Minister Abdullah Tenekeci, in his reply, stated that
4,891 public employees were discharged from their duties and 4,509 were
reassigned to other posts. 3,406 of the discharged officials were rein-
stated to their duties after the end of martial law and 1,485 people lost
their right to public service permanently.8° Data gathered by the Parlia-
mentary Investigation Commission indicates that between the dates of
September 12,1980, and December 31, 1985, 286 professors resigned from
their universities in the face of rising oppression in the educational sys-
tem, and the government discharged forty-five professors from their po-
sitions. However, the report concluded that due to missing archival doc-
uments, data for a number of universities was not available.?® Thus,

different sources offer differing data as to the number of professors and

“Bu sekliyle tasari, yliksekogretimi devlet icinde daha otoriter, disiplinli, etkin ve saygin
yeni bir sisteme baglamaktadir,” MGK Session No. 77, “77nci Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Kon-
seyi Tutanak Dergisi (October 26, 1981): 4.

“1402 Sayili Sikiyénetim Kanununun Baz1 Maddelerinin Degistirilmesine iliskin Kanun
Tasarisi ile Ayni Kanunun 2nci Maddesinin Son Fikrasinin Degistirilmesi Hakkinda
Kanun Teklifinin Danigsma Meclisince Kabul Olunan Metinleri,” 3-6, 9.

TBMM Session No. 45, “45inci Birlesim,” Millet Meclisi Tutanak Dergisi (April 4, 1988):
157-159.

TBMM Darbe ve Muhtiralar1 Arastirma Komisyonu, “Meclis Arastirmasi Komisyonu
Raporu,” 851.
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teachers discharged. For instance, another source declares that the num-
ber of discharged professors was 148.°1 The related report of the Human
Rights Association (insan Haklar1 Dernegi) lists the number of dis-
charged professors and teachers as 95 and 2,515, respectively, of which 25
and 1,882 were reinstated.’? While professors constituted a target, teach-
ers suffered most from Law 1402. Besides those discharged, many people
from universities and schools resigned or retired from their jobs in the
face of office exile or mobbing by authorities.?3 While the data differ; the
conclusion is the same: the junta eliminated unwanted professors and
teachers from the system of education. Moreover, Haldun Ozen, who has
thoroughly researched Law 1402, claims that books by some discharged
professors were removed from university libraries or even burned in
some cases.’*

At the same time, the military government prohibited remaining pro-
fessors from being affiliated with political parties. MGK members spared
a separate article in the new Law of Higher Education for a ban on poli-
tics. Moreover, affiliation with any associations except for those “pursu-
ing public interest” required signed permission from the rector. The
Council of Ministers determined the associations that “pursue the public
interest,” to which professors could be affiliated, “for example, the Red

Crescent (Kizilay).”95 As General Necdet Urug, the Secretary-General of

Cenk Saracoglu, “1980-2002: Tank Paletiyle Neoliberalizm,” in Osmanli’dan Giiniimiize
Tiirkiye’de Siyasal Hayat, eds. Gokhan Atilgan, Cenk Saragoglu, and Ates Uslu (Istanbul:
Yordam Kitap, 2015), 788.

Haldun Ozen, Entelektiielin Dramu: 12 Eyliil'iin Cadi Kazani (Ankara: Imge Kitabevi, 2002),
407.

Ibid., 29-30.

Ozen, “Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti'nde Yiiksekdgretimin ve Universitenin 75 Yili,” in 75 Yilda
Egitim, ed. Fatma Gok (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Tarih Vakfi, 1999), 277.
“Kamu yararina olan dernekler disinda, herhangi bir dernege tiye olma, rektériin yazil

» o«

iznine baghdir;” “Binaenaleyh, kamu yararina olan dernekler ki, mesela, Kizilay,” MGK
Session No. 79, “79uncu Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Konseyi Tutanak Dergisi (October 30,

1981): 114.
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the MGK, straightforwardly stated in the MGK session on October 27,1984,
the goal was to preclude professors from being politicized.?®

Second, in the MGK’s seventy-eighth session, disciplinary regulations
for university students were amended. According to the new code and
procedures, universities would punish students who violated the free-
dom of education or disturbed order by organizing boycotts, occupying
campuses, participating in anarchistic or ideological events, or assaulting
professors’ dignity, with a warning, suspension, or discharge.” Students,
who engaged in serious disciplinary actions such as violating the consti-
tution or the values of the republic for ideological purposes were to be
handed over to the public prosecutor (cumhuriyet savcisi).%8

The aforementioned legal steps ended the heightened praxis and
broad understanding of education not only in the national educational
system but also among leftist political organizations and unions in the
1960s and 1970s. First, the junta removed any variation in the curriculum
by means of the legal centralization of all levels of education. Second, a
wave of depoliticization wiped out the effect of the universities, which
had been one of the main bases of politics along with factories, by pro-
hibiting organizing under the auspices of any political association or en-
gaging in political actions. Third, through a ban on association and dis-
cussion by political parties, labor organizations, and trade associations,
various places of education outside the official system were suppressed
and the link between education and factories was severed. In other
words, the legislation of the military government ended the heightened

praxis of education, eliminating “the division between head and hand.”?°

MGK Session No. 78, “78inci Birlesim,” Milli Giivenlik Konseyi Tutanak Dergisi (October
27,1981): 103.

Ibid., 94.

MGK Session No. 101, 513-514.

Ross, Communal Luxury: The Political Imaginary of the Paris Commune (London: Verso
Books, 2015), e-pub edition, 91.
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All military regimes, usually personified by a chief commander, im-
pose antidemocratic decisions on their citizens, rearranging and control-
ling state institutions and public rights and liabilities.10 As Murat Belge
expresses “12 years after September 12,” the regime, like all authoritarian
regimes, attempted to create a docile people by dominating the educa-
tional system, suppressing ideological mediums, and obstructing the free
dissemination of ideas.191 All these attempts by the junta of 1980 and the
subsequent Constitution of 1982 suppressed the leftist politicization of
the 1960s and 1970s alone with the accompanying communication boom
and annihilated diverse practices of education. Thus, the already-fragile
connection among students, workers, and intellectuals - a link that still

existed in the 1970s — was severed.

§ 2.2 The Peculiar Case of the Military Memorandum of 1971

100
101

The intervention of September 12 was knifelike and comprehensive,
though not unprecedented. Although not as effective as its successor, the
military memorandum of March 12, 1971, also intervened in Turkey’s pol-
itics, economy, and society, enervating the dynamics of the 1960s such as
leftist politicization, heightened communication, and decentralized edu-
cation. Nevertheless, the new, extensive means of communication and ed-
ucation that blossomed in the 1960s, along with leftist activism, survived
the oppression and existed in the 1970s.

In the period following the military intervention of March 12, the Con-
stitutional Court (Anayasa Mahkemesi) closed down the TIP, charging it
with separatism based on a manifesto on the Kurdish question produced
during its congress. The National Order Party (Milli Nizam Partisi) of the
I[slamist persuasion was also closed for actions contrary to secularism.
Parliament was manipulated by the army to legislate extensive amend-
ments to the constitution, limiting personal and political freedom. The

associations of the Revolutionary Youth Federation of Turkey (Tiirkiye

Knuth, Libricide, 59.
Murat Belge, 12 Yil Sonra 12 Eyliil (Istanbul: Birikim Yayinlari, 1992), 10.
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Devrimci Genclik Federasyonu, or Dev-Genc), the Teachers’ Trade Union
of Turkey (Tiirkiye Ogretmenler Sendikasi, or TOS), the Revolutionary
Eastern Cultural Hearths (Devrimci Dogu Kiltiir Ocaklari, or DDKO) of
Kurdish socialists, the Grey Wolves (Ulkii Ocaklar1) of Turkish ultra-na-
tionalists, and the Association for Fighting Communism in Turkey (Tu-
rkiye Komiinizmle Miicadele Dernegi, or TKMD) were immediately
closed. Cases were filed against the DISK, TiP, DDKO, and Dev-Geng. Secu-
rity forces engaged in operations against the THKP-C, the People’s Liber-
ation Army of Turkey (Tiirkiye Halk Kurtulus Ordusu, or THKO), and the
Communist Party of Turkey/Marxist Leninist (Tiirkiye Komiinist
Partisi/Marksist Leninist, or TKP/ML), which resulted in the apprehen-
sion of many revolutionaries. Many young militants were killed, including
Sinan Cemgil, Kadir Manga, Alparslan Ozdogan, Hiiseyin Cevahir, Ulas
Bardakg1, Koray Dogan, Mahir Cayan, Hiidai Arikan, Cihan Alptekin, Nihat
Yilmaz, Ertan Saruhan, Ahmet Atasoy, Sinan Kazim Ozﬁdogru, Sabahattin
Kurt, Omer Ayna, and Saffet Alp. Some detained militants, like [brahim
Kaypakkaya, died under torture in prisons. In January 1972, the Military
Court of Appeals (Askeri Yargitay) approved the capital punishment sen-
tence for Deniz Gezmis, Hiiseyin Inan, and Yusuf Aslan, and they were ex-
ecuted on May 6.192 The military intervention clearly targeted the height-
ened politicization of the 1960s, specifically that of leftists.

Martial Law No. 1402, which was placed in effect on April 26, 1971 im-
mediately after the military memorandum, provided a legal framework
for a plethora of ordinances promulgated by the six martial law command
bases (stkiydnetim komutanliklari) established in the aftermath of inter-
vention: the Martial Command Base of Adana and Hatay, of Ankara, of Di-
yarbakir and Siirt, of Eskisehir, of Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and Zongul-
dak, and of Izmir.103 By 1973, when the administration of martial law

ended,1%4 these command bases had announced a total of 419 ordinances

Aydin and Taskin, 1960°’tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 223-239.

Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dénemi Sikiyénetimi, 2, 6.

In Sakarya and Zonguldak, the martial law ended on January 26, 1973, “Sikiyénetim 2 ilde
Kalkty, 9 ilde 2 Ay Uzatildy,” Milliyet, January 26, 1973, 1; in {zmir and Eskisehir on March
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covering a vast geography of subjects ranging from the administrative es-
tablishment of command bases and the closing of associations to deter-
mining meat prices and alleviating traffic problems. These 419 ordi-
nances established the fundamental rules of martial law by arranging
military assignments, setting local and national rules of conduct, restrict-
ing basic rights and liberties, and imposing extensive interdictions to
suppress everything that constituted a crime against martial law.105

Not unlike the coup d’état of 1980, the proclamation of martial law
was rationalized by the claim that activities and conduct with anarchistic
content and ideological goals had become serious dangers to state order
and national integrity; therefore, it was for the benefit of the state and the
nation to restrain such activities and conduct.1¢ An analysis of the ordi-
nances of martial law command bases issued between 1971 and 1973
demonstrates that, like its successor, the military memorandum of 1971
sought to control, limit, and punish the circulation of ideas and the prop-
agation of politics.

The military memorandum hastened to close down the places of lib-
erated speech of Turkey’s political movements, namely political and cul-
tural associations, student unions, and a number of trade unions. For in-
stance, the Command of Diyarbakir and Siirt shut down the Student
Union of the Medical Faculty (Tip Fakiiltesi Ogrenci Dernegi), the Siverek
Mutual Aid Society (Siverekliler Yardimlasma Dernegi), the Social De-
mocracy Associations of the Medical Faculty (Tip Fakiiltesi Sosyal Demo-
krasi Dernekleri), the TOS, the Cultural Union of Bakacak Village (Ba-
kacak Koy Kiltir Birligi), and the Trade Union of University Assistants

26, 1973, “Eskisehir ve izmir'de Sikiy6netim Buglin Bitiyor,” Cumhuriyet, March 26, 1973,
1, 7; in Adana, Hatay, and Kocaeli on May 26, 1973, “Sikiyonetim; Kocaeli, Adana ve
Hatay’dan Kaldiriliyor,” Cumhuriyet, May 23, 1973, 1, 7; in Siirt on July 26, 1973, “T.B.M.M.
Birlesik Toplantisi Karar: Istanbul, Ankara ve Diyarbakir illerinde Sikiyénetim Siires-
inin Uzatilmasina Dair,” Resmi Gazete (July 25, 1973): 1; in Diyarbakir on August 26, 1973,
“Diyarbakir’da Sikiyonetim Bu Gece Kalkiyor,” Cumhuriyet, August 26, 1973, 1; in Ankara
and Istanbul on September 26, 1973, “Sikiyonetim Diin Gece Yarisi Sona Erdi,” Milliyet,
September 26, 1973, 1, 9.

Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dénemi Sikiyénetimi, 6-7, 14, 22-25,.

Ibid,, 10.
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(Universite Asistanlar1 Sendikasi, or UNAS), as centers of destructive and
separatist content.197 In a similar vein, the Command of Ankara closed
down twenty-two associations, most of which were student unions such
as the AU Student Union, the AU Student Union of the Faculty of Agricul-
ture (AU Ziraat Fakiiltesi Ogrenci Dernegi), the Student Union of the Fac-
ulty of Political Sciences, the Socialist Idea Club of the Faculty of Political
Science (Siyasal Bilgiler Fakiiltesi Sosyalist Fikir Kuliibii), the Student Un-
ion of the Faculty of Law (Hukuk Fakiiltesi Ogrenci Dernegi), the Hacet-
tepe University (Hacettepe Universitesi, or HU) Student Union, the Mid-
dle Eastern Technical University (Orta Dogu Teknik Universitesi, or
ODTU) Student Union, the ODTU Socialist Idea Club, and the Student Un-
ion of Gazi Institute of Education (Gazi Egitim Enstitiisii Ogrenci
Dernegi), blaming them deviating toward dangerous ideological paths.198
Political gatherings, discussions, and forums that took place in these as-
sociations and unions, came to a temporary halt, as the government of
March 12 wished.

The closing of places of political union, collaboration, and encounter
paralleled the prohibition of political action. The twenty-eighth ordi-
nance of the Martial Law Command of Adana and Hatay forbade all kinds
of political action, such as occupations, slowdowns, and demonstrations.
Command bases specifically banned and suspended strikes and lockouts
in factories. The Ankara Command prohibited all strikes and lockouts in
the area, rendering them illegal actions that interrupted and disturbed
working life.10° The Diyarbakir and Siirt Command and the Eskisehir
Command prohibited all unauthorized strikes and lockouts, establishing

permission from the command as a precondition.!1? [n October 1971, an

Ordinance No. 4 of the Diyarbakir and Siirt Command, “Sikiyonetim Bildirileri,” Milliyet,
April 30,1971, 1, 9.

Ordinance No. 12 of the Ankara Command, “Universitelerde Forum Yapmak Yasaklandi,”
Milliyet, May 2, 1971, 9.

Ordinance No. 16 of the Ankara Command, “Sikiyonetim Ankara’da Grev ve Lokavti
Yasakladi,” Milliyet, May 4, 1971, 1.

Ordinance No. 47 of the Diyarbakir and Siirt Command, Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971
Dénemi Sikiyénetimi, 207; Edict No. 22 of the Eskisehir Command, “Eskisehir Sikiyonetim

55



111
112
113

114

U. CEREN UNLU

ongoing strike by the naval workers of the Federation of Marine Trans-
portation Trade Unions of Turkey (Tiirkiye Deniz Tasitmacihigi Isci
Sendikalari Federasyonu) was suspended by the Adana and Hatay Com-
mand.!!! The [zmir Command intervened in the ongoing strikes of the
Trade Union of Municipal Workers (Tiirkiye Genel Hizmetler iscileri
Sendikasi, or Genel-is) in October 1972 and of baking workers of the To-
bacco, Liquor, Food, and Auxiliary Workers Trade Union of Turkey (Tu-
rkiye Tiitiin, Miskirat, Gida ve Yardimci isgileri Sendikasi) in November
1972.112 In addition to political action in factories, the founding of associ-
ations and organization of theatre plays, concerts, poetry recitations, and
folk dance shows were also banned by a number of command bases un-
less the command granted permission.113 This shows that the commands
intended to surveil all kinds of gatherings from which political action
could sprout. Universities, as centers of political conflux in the 1960s,
were particularly a target of the military. In addition to closing down al-
most all student unions, General Faik Tiirlin, the Martial Law Commander
of Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and Zonguldak, prohibited the organization
of forums, hanging of banners, and graffitiing of the walls of Istanbul Uni-
versity (Istanbul Universitesi, or 1U0) and Istanbul Technical University
(istanbul Teknik Universitesi, or ITU).114 Martial law particularly tar-
geted factories and universities that were the cores of politicization in the
1960s.

The prohibition of the dissemination of ideas in books, periodicals,
brochures, banners, and graffiti is a prevalent theme among the ordi-

nances. The second ordinance of the Martial Law Command of Istanbul

Komutanhiginin Bildirisi,” Milliyet, August 3, 1971, 9; Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Do-
nemi Sikiyénetimi, 268.

Bulletin No. 12 of the Adana and Hatay Command, ibid., 58.

Ordinances No. (possibly, 42) and 44 of the izmir Command, ibid., 377, 379.

Ordinance No. 28 of the Adana and Hatay Command, “Adana’da Gosteri ve Boykot
Yasaklandi,” Milliyet, January 26, 1972, 3.

Ordinance No. 9 of the Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and Zonguldak Command, “Univer-
sitelerde Forum Yapmak Yasaklandi,” 1.
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declares that “all kinds of news and publications, which provoke and in-
stigate the people against laws... injure the disciplinary spirit of the Turk-
ish armed forces by criticizing the Memorandum of March 12, affront the
government in the eyes of the public, and spread extreme rightist and
leftist ideas aiming to demolish the legal, social and basic order of the
state” will be punished.!’> Furthermore, as the fifth ordinance states,
those who sell prohibited books and periodicals will also be punished.116
Similarly, the Command of Diyarbakir and Siirt banned the sale, distribu-
tion, and sharing of prohibited books, brochures, periodicals, newspa-
pers, and all kinds of publications.!1” The initial ordinances of the martial
law commands introduced the commanders of the regions; the second
ones, which comprised the first legal decisions by the martial law com-
mands, generally restrained dissemination of news and publications ac-
cording to new standards.

These decisions were followed by extensive practices of the prohibi-
tion, confiscation, and destruction of books and periodicals. The conten-
tion of “disruptive news” led to the closing of many newspapers for a par-
ticular period or indefinitely.1® A confidential compilation of court
decisions under the Martial Law Command of Istanbul listed a number of
newspapers and periodicals that were closed and books that were to be

confiscated and demolished by order of the courts in 1971 and 1972. These

“Halki kanunlara... karsi itaatsizlige tahrik ve tesvik edici,... devletin biitiinligii
diistintilmeden... 12 Mart Beyannamesini elestirerek Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetlerinin disiplin
ruhunu zedeleyici, ... hiikiimeti halk nazarinda kiiciik diisiiriicii, asir1 sag ve sol akimlari
devletin hukuki sosyal ve temel nizamlarini yitkmaya matuf... her tiir haber ve yayin,”
Ordinance No. 2 of the Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and Zonguldak Command, “Istanbul’da
Sikiy6netim 3 Bildiri Yayinlady,” Milliyet, April 28, 1971, 1, 11.

Ordinance No. 5 of the Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and Zonguldak Command, “Yasak
Yayinlari1 Satanlara Ceza Var,” Milliyet, April 29, 1971, 1, 9.

Ordinance No. 4 of the Diyarbakir and Siirt Command.

For examples, see Ordinance No. 49 of the Ankara Command, Uskdil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart
1971 Dénemi Sikiyonetimi, 132.
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were signed by Martial Law Commander General Faik Tiirtin (see appen-
dix A).119 For instance, publication of the newspapers Cumhuriyet, Aksam,
Tiirkiye, and Bizim Anadolu was suspended for ten days each based on the
second ordinance of martial law command discussed above. Gelecek, a
monthly periodical of literature, was suspended indefinitely for violating
the same ordinance. Halkin Dostlari, with the sub-heading “Monthly Pe-
riodical of Revolutionary Arts and Culture” (“Aylik Devrimci Sanat ve
Kiiltiir Dergisi”); Ant, with the sub-heading “Socialist Journal of Theory
and Action” (“Sosyalist Teori ve Eylem Dergisi”); Aydinlik: Sosyalist Dergi;
Aydinlik: Proleter Dergi; Bugiin; Ittihad; Kiiltiir; Ortam; the erotic maga-
zine Sex Foto Roman; and the weekly cinema periodical Yeni Yildiz were
suspended indefinitely with a resolution to be confiscated. Moreover,
court decisions also included a number of books to be confiscated and
destroyed, such as Cayan Davasi by attorney Faik Muzaffer Amacg, Komiin-
ist Manifesto (The Communist Manifesto), Friedrich Engels, Lenin, Sehir Ge-
rillasi (Urban Guerilla), Milli Kurtulus Savasimiz (On Revolution) by Ho Chi
Minh,120 Halk Savasinin Planlari by Hikmet Kivileimli, and the Kurdish
classic Mem 1 Zin. The confidential documents show that the military
commands and courts of the early 1970s were occupied with the prosecu-
tion of written materials containing inconvenient content.

Similarly, after the coup of 1971, a suit was filed against the Dev-Geng.
During the case, police seized many posters of the organization in Trab-
zon, Adana, Diyarbakir, Kars, and Ankara as evidence. Although almost all
the posters are currently missing, the indictment in the Dev-Geng case
provides a clue through which the content and scope of these posters can
be reached. The indictment includes a detailed catalog of the posters with
their descriptions and cities of origin.!?! This case is remarkable in terms

of historiography in which the documents of the governed could only be

“T.C. Istanbul Sikiyonetim Komutanligi: Kapatilan Gazete ve Dergiler ile Mahkemelerce
Verilen Kitap Miisadere ve imha Kararlari,” Faik Tiiriin Papers, 1ISH, 1971-1972.

The document mentions Ho Chi Minh’s name wrongly as “Rosimih.”

Yilmaz Aysan, ‘68 Afisleri: ODTU Devrimci Afis Atélyesinin Oykiisii (Istanbul: Metis Yayin-
lari, 2008), 72-75.
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reached through government documentation. The coup reframed the his-
tory of the political organization, on one hand, and ruptured the organi-
zation’s history by having had an authoritarian say over its socio-histori-
cal process on the other. Therefore, from a history-writing viewpoint, the
government documents can provide researchers with a basket of histor-
ical information. The archival authority, which was the consequence of
the political authority of March 12, has given away a surprising historio-
graphical gap for the researcher, within which a counter-narrative can
emerge.

In addition to state archives that are inspected with a cautious eye,
the narratives of the ruled are also a historical treasure. Sirr1 Oztiirk, a
worker, publisher, and revolutionary of the period, and Zeki Oztiirk, an-
other publisher and revolutionary of the period, narrate that in one in-
stance after the military memorandum of 1971, the government confis-
cated 12,060 books from the Oncii Publishing House (Oncii Kitabevi
Yayinlar1) and burned them in the yard of the Selimiye Barracks while
political prisoners booed from their windows.122 Imprisoned political fig-
ures and destroyed paper gives one the gist of the period. It is evident
that the regime of March 12 was determined to eradicate the uncontrolled
means of communication of the opposition; however, considering the ar-
chival findings in catalogued in chapters 4 and 5, its success is open to
question.

As discussed in the same chapters, various segments of the popula-
tion established relationships through leftist politicization and publica-
tion in the 1960s. The commanders of 1971 were aware of this heightened
political organization, communication, and extensive social contact, and
resolved to annihilate it. A number of ordinances from different military
commands addressed the existence of contact between militants and

peasants, political extremists and workers, and anarchists and students.

Sirr1 Oztiirk, 12 Mart 1971°den Portreler 11 (Istanbul: Sorun Yayinlari, 1993), 174 and Zeki
Oztiirk, “Yakin Tarihimiz Nasil Tahrif Ediliyor?” Devrimci Dinamik, last modified May 27,
2009, http://devrimcidinamik.blogspot.com.tr/2009/05/yakn-tarihimiz-2-zeki-
ozturk_27.html.
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The military condemned published materials not only as spreaders of an-
archistic ideas but also as bridges that link the politics of people from
different classes. The fifty-third ordinance of the Adana and Hatay Com-
mand prohibited the distribution of brochures to workers and students,
which disrupted the relationships among employers and employees and
between students and university management.123 The crime was to es-
tablish political links and brochures were the medium of the crime. The
fifty-eighth ordinance of the same command noted that THKP-C militants
were still engaged in political action around the country, especially in vil-
lages and factories, trying to penetrate young minds, though the Istanbul
Command of Martial Law had already caught many militants from this
illegal organization.'?* The command also issued an ordinance against
extremists engaging in political action and making “negative propa-
ganda” in the villages; the commander urged village headmen to inform
authorities about such people.125

Attributing the diffusion of inconvenient and anarchistic ideas to “for-
eign elements” was a common theme in the ordinances. Contrary to the
political aim of leftist revolutionaries of the 1960s to bond with the people
or “to go to the people” (“halka gitmek”), a political perspective and prac-
tice that is revisited in following chapters, the military created a sinister
outsider character who corrupted the people with books, periodicals,
brochures, and ideas and who deceived them with the sole intent of cre-
ating chaos. The Ankara Command predicated that “foreign elements in-
filtrating” universities were disrupting the academic environment

through unseemly, illegal actions against which not only security forces

Ordinance No. 53 of the Adana and Hatay Command, Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 D6-
nemi Sikiyénetimi, 78.

Ordinance No. 57 of the Adana and Hatay Command, ibid., 82.

“... menfi propaganda,” Ordinance No. 7 of the Adana and Hatay Command, “Ankara’da
Bir Yurt, 2 Dernek Kapatildi,” Milliyet, May 6, 1971, 9.
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but also university administrations had to take action.'?6 However, as dis-
cussed in chapter 4, politicization both arose from and instigated the free
speech environment among the students; thus, politicization sprang from
the core of universities. By attributing intrinsic politicization to “foreign
elements,” the military targeted the ostracization of politicized students
and sought to cut their links to the universities.

Commanders also claimed that factories, which, like universities,
were the centers of politicization in the 1960s, were also under attack by
outside provocateurs. In April 1973, the Ankara Command issued its
ninety-sixth ordinance about the recent bread crisis in the city. The disa-
greement between baking workers and employers was resolved through
negotiations between representatives of the worker union and employ-
ers’ union within the jurisdiction of the command. However, the ordi-
nance noted that there were militants in the city who provoked workers,
even though the command had prohibited strikes and lockouts in its six-
teenth, sixty-eighth, and eighty-second ordinances. These militants en-
gaged in “negative propaganda” to create chaos. The command asked
baking workers not to yield to provocation and slow their work down,
thus not to surrender to the militants’ intention of “taking the bread out
of the people’s mouths.”127

Another target of the commands was severing the link between the
cities and the countryside. For instance, the Martial Law Command of Iz-
mir warned the citizens of the Aegean region that a number of anarchist
outlaws were traveling the countryside in disguise to “propagate their
aberrant ideas.” The security forces confiscated many harmful periodi-
cals that were ready for distribution as well as banned Maoist books in
the caves around Lake Bafa. Moreover, the command confirmed the exist-
ence of students in the region who had come across these harmful publi-

cations, read them, and passed them along to friends. Those who aided

“Digaridan sizacak yabanci unsurlar]...],” Ordinance No. 27 of the Ankara Command, Us-
kiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dénemi Sikiyénetimi, 105; “Yoneticiler Sorumlu Olacak,”
Milliyet May 24, 1971, 11.

“Halkin... ekmegi ile oynamak,” Ordinance No. 96 of the Ankara Command, Uskiil, Bild-
irileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dénemi Sikiyénetimi, 166-167.
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and abetted these militants to escape the law or spread extremist ideas
would also be punished.!?8 Military authorities were eager to catch polit-
ical militants and end their relations to society at the same time. Many
ordinances urged landlords who had rented their houses to militants to
inform the nearest police station about their tenants. The Commands of
Ankara,!?? of Diyarbakir and Siirt,130 of Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and
Zonguldak,131 and of Izmirl32 assigned neighborhood headmen, land-
lords, building superintendents, and doormen with the duty of being on
the lookout for suspects and helping security officers catch outlaws. To
sum up, the commanders of March 12 were eager to sever political bonds
among various segments of the population that were established in the
1960s.

In addition to suppressing political action and limiting the field of
publishing, military authorities were determined to wrest control over
the field of education. To address the rising crime at universities, an
amendment to Article 120 of the constitution limited the autonomy of uni-
versities, opened university gates to uninvited security forces, and bound
university management to government control.133 General Semih Sancar,
the Martial Law Commander of Ankara, remonstrated against the fact
that students, whose intent was to join the ranks serving the country
through education, violated the rules of their schools by filling the walls

of these hearths of science and knowledge with pictures, banners, and

“... sapik fikirlerini etrafa yaymak icin,” Ordinance No. 35 of the Izmir Command, ibid.,
367-368.

Ordinance No. 45 of the Ankara Command, ibid., 128.

Ordinance No. 53 of the Diyarbakir and Siirt Command, ibid., 211-212.

Ordinance No. 8 of the Istanbul, Kocaeli, Sakarya, and Zonguldak Command, “Sikiy6ne-
tim Bildirileri: istanbul’da 2 Gazete 1 Dergi Siiresiz Kapatildy,” Milliyet, May 1, 1971, 9.
Ordinance No. 20 of the izmir Command, Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Donemi
Stkiyonetimi, 348.

“Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Anayasasinin Bazi Maddelerinin Degistirilmesi ve Gegici Mad-
deler Eklenmesi Hakkinda Anayasa Degisikligi,” 3.
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graffiti.134 Therefore, the commanders issued ordinances that closed stu-
dent associations, banned forums, and limited publications in order to
alienate students from politics. However, education is a two-sided pro-
cess. While oppressing politicized students, the government also set out
to limit the politicization of teachers.

In addition to extensive bans on political gatherings, the military ren-
dered the trade unions of civil servants that had blossomed in the 1960s
illegal in an amendment to the constitution.135 As indicated in chapter 5,
between 1965, when the government legalized unionization for civil serv-
ants, and 1971, 658 unions were established for civil servants.13¢ After the
military memorandum of 1971, Article 46 of the Constitution of 1961 was
amended to debar civil servants from unionizing without permission.
This was implemented by Law No. 1488, which came into effect on Sep-
tember 20, 1971. While the constitution already forbade civil servants
from joining political parties even before 1971, an amendment to Article
119 in 1971 banned them from joining trade unions, as well.137 One of the
hundreds of trade unions that the military closed in 1971 was the TOS.
Separate command bases announced the closing of the TOS before its le-
gal finalization by the amendment to the constitution. The Siirt Subarea
Command shut down the Siirt branch of the TOS in its second ordinance
in early May 1971.138 Similarly, the Eskisehir Command suspended all ac-
tivities of the TOS indefinitely in May 1971 to end the social disquiet

caused by its anarchistic actions.13® The Adana and Hatay Command

Ordinance No. 13 of the Ankara Command, “Universitelerde Forum Yapmak Yasaklandi,”
9.

Celenk, Hukuk A¢isindan TOB-DER Davasi, 23.

Serdar Demir, “Tiirkiye’de Kamu Gorevlileri Dernekleri (1971-1980),” Amme Idaresi
Dergisi 24, no. 1 (March 1991): 58.

“Tirkiye Cumhuriyeti Anayasasinin Bazi Maddelerinin Degistirilmesi ve Gegici Mad-
deler Eklenmesi Hakkinda Anayasa Degisikligi,” 2, 3.

Ordinance No. 2 of the Siirt Subarea Command, Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Dé6nemi
Stkiyonetimi, 252.

Edict No. 7 of the Eskisehir Command, “Eskisehir’de TOS Kapatildi,” Milliyet, May 5, 1971,
11.
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closed down the TOS in May 1971 for engaging in activities that over-
stepped the limits on its mission.140 Besides the TOS, the commands
closed down the UNAS!4! and the Trade Union of Elementary School
Teachers (Ilkokul Ogretmenler Sendikasi, or ILK-SEN).142 Therefore, the
commanders of 1971 criminalized and punished the unionization of teach-
ers and the acts of unions, which it saw as overstepping the legal defini-
tion of teaching. According to the rule of 1971, teaching had to remain in
the four walls of the classroom and was restricted to a government cur-
riculum.

Accordingly, the coup commanders were determined to judge and
punish unionized teachers. Approximately 3,500 TOS members were
taken into custody after the announcement of the military memorandum
of 1971.143 The executive board of the TOS was tried by Military Court No.
2 of the Ankara Martial Command on charges of violating Article 141/1 of
Turkish Criminal Law (Tiirk Ceza Kanunu, or TCK).144 TCK 141/1 stipu-
lated prison sentences of eight to fifteen years for those who founded,
coordinated, funded, or guided organizations to establish the domination
of one social class over another or to annihilate a social class, effectively
criminalizing communism without naming it. It stipulated capital pun-
ishment for those who propelled or managed a number or all of such or-
ganizations.1#> Thus, it was a thoughtcrime. Moreover, in the indictment,
the military prosecutor accused TOS administrators of building illegal re-
lationships with workers, peasants, students, politicians, and other trade
unionists. The TOS chairperson, Fakir Baykurt, conveys in his memoirs

that the biggest crime with which they were charged during the trial was

Ordinance No. 10 of the Adana and Hatay Command, Uskiil, Bildirileriyle 12 Mart 1971 Do-
nemi Sikiyénetimi, 46.

Ordinance No. 4 of the Diyarbakir and Siirt Command.

Edict No. 7 of the Eskisehir Command.

Kog, Tiirkiye Ogretmenler Sendikas Tarihi, 465,

Celenk, Hukuk Acisindan TOB-DER Davast, 178.

The article was annulled in 1991. Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History, 305. For more infor-
mation on the mentioned law article see Cangiil Ornek, “Tiirk Ceza Kanunu’nun 141 ve
142. Maddelerine iliskin Tartismalarda Devlet ve Simiflar” Ankara Universitesi SBF
Dergisi 69, no. 1 (2014): 109-139.
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mobilizing union branches to establish “peasant unions” to bond teach-
ers with peasants and socially transform the countryside, even though
the initiative actually never started.#¢ In addition, defendants from the
TOS were accused of conducting secret meetings with members of the
Dev-Geng and other high-school students and organizing conferences, fo-
rums, demonstrations, and boycotts through these meetings. Further-
more, the prosecutor claimed that the TOS and Dev-Gen¢ worked to-
gether in Anatolian villages to form unions of workers and peasants, to
“indoctrinate them with desired consciousness,” and to lead them into a
“great massacre.” For the prosecutor, mingling with workers and peas-
ants with the intention of raising their consciousness was a “communist
strategy.” Likewise, the TOS’ relationships with the TiP, DiSK, iLK-SEN,
UNAS, the Chamber of Electrical Engineers (Elektrik Miithendisleri Odasi,
or EMO), and the Chamber of Civil Engineers (Insaat Mithendisleri Odas,
or IMO) were regarded as the crime of building a “common front.” Be-
sides building relationships, the prosecutor accused the TOS of convert-
ing their branch offices into “nests of education,” where students were
forced to read leftist publications, distribute leaflets, and hang up posters
for “intellectual preparation.”14” The prosecutor, in the indictment for the
TOS trial, defined the TOS as a “central brain,” which started and con-
ducted “activity from the center to the countryside, from the countryside
to the center, circulating like the flow of blood in the body.”148 The martial
law commanders decided to punish the teachers - to annihilate the
“brain” - that were spreading inconvenient thoughts and consciousness
to other teachers by unionization, to students by education, and to work-

ers, peasants, activists, and other unionists by interrelation.

Kog, Tiirkiye Ogretmenler Sendikas Tarihi, 360.

TN

“istedigimiz bilinci vermek suretiyle,” “biiyilik katliam,” “komiinist taktigi,” “miisterek ce-

phe,” “egitim yuvasi,” Fakir Baykurt, Ifade: TOS Savunmas! (Ankara Sikiyénetim Komu-
tanhgi 2 Numaral Askeri Mahkemesi Oniinde Askeri Savcinin Iddianamesine Karsilik Ver-
ilmis [FADE’nin Tam Metni) (Ankara: Egitim-is Yaynlari, 1994), 79, 117-118, 137.

“... bir ‘merkezi beyin’ kuruldugu bunlarla merkezden tasraya, tasradan merkeze dogru

S

kanin viicuttaki deverani gibi devreden bir faaliyet baslatildigy,” ibid., 118.
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Besides legal actions against the TOS and similar unions, the military
was also determined to liquidate nongovernment forms of education.
The eighth ordinance of the Izmir Command prohibited educational
courses for workers by legal trade unions.1#° The military set out to abol-
ish the educational courses of trade unions and other political organiza-
tions, which were centers of encounter between intellectuals, students,
and workers.

The military intervention of March 12, 1971, like its successor in 1980,
sought to suppress the extensive politicization of the 1960s, targeting
communicative and educational praxes in particular. The measures taken
by military authorities through the ordinances of martial command bases
were harsh; however, they were unable to stop the political awakening of
the 1960s. After a temporary slowdown until 1974, when thousands of po-
litical prisoners were freed in a general amnesty, the political movement
was rejuvenated.’>® A number of political parties and organizations that
had been closed or suspended by the military, like the TIP, returned to
their political activities. In addition, revolutionaries founded new organ-
izations. Political action became more intense and diverse compared to
the 1960s. For instance, while between 1963 and 1971, 4,506 workdays
were lost to strikes, 21,812 were lost between 1973 and 1980.151 Further-
more, as discussed in chapter 4, the communication boom of the 1960s
continued with the blossoming of new publications, books, periodicals,
brochures, banners, graffiti, and forums. The findings elaborated upon in
chapter 5 reveal that the education boom of the 1960s also continued
throughout the 1970s. Even as the case against the TOS was ongoing,

teachers from the TOS founded another teachers’ association that would

Ordinance No. 8 of the izmir Command, “33 Kisi izmir Disina Cikarildi” Milliyet, May s,
1971, 11.

The General Pardon Law came into effect on May 15, 1974, and was retroactive to Febru-
ary 7,1974. Aydin and Taskin, 1960°tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 257-258.

Turan, “Bu Sayida: Alternatif Tahayyiiller, Devingenlik, Popiilizm: 1970’ler I¢in Bir
Cerceve Denemesi,” Toplum ve Bilim 127 (2013): 10.
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become the TOB-DER.152 Moreover, the TOS members were eventually
acquitted in September 1976.153

Critical research of archives and eyewitness accounts on the leftist
politicization of the 1960s and 1970s, described in chapters 4 and 5, re-
veals a story of continuation, especially in terms of political activism,
heightened communication, and diffused educational praxes. This story,
despite the military intervention in 1971, had its obstacles but no dead-
ends. In other words, the military memorandum of 1971, despite its polit-
ical implementations, death sentences, and violent police raids, did not
terminate leftist politicization and the accompanying praxes of commu-
nication and education of the 1960s, as the coup d’état of 1980 did for the
1970s. However, official history and several testimonies unveil a different
story of the period, as analyzed in the next chapter: a story that was ab-
ruptly cut in 1971. Omer Turan, in his introductory article to an issue of
the journal of Toplum ve Bilim, on the 1970s entitled “Unclosed Brackets”
(“Kapanmamis Parantez”), describes a common theme in the social sci-
ence literature in Turkey that reduces the 1970s to an era of political in-
solubility, crisis, terror, and chaos, leading to the military intervention of
1980. Defining the 1970s as a dark era, a dark road with an even darker
impasse in the end, the literature often jumps from March 12 to Septem-
ber 12. However, Turan asks what the 1970s would present to the re-
searcher, if it were not reduced to terror and chaos. Is it possible to em-
brace the 1970s as a dynamic period of politicization within which new
possibilities emerged?154 This dissertation’s answer to this question is
yes. As addressed in the following chapters, the 1970s was a period of
heightened leftist politicization that coexisted with a communication
boom and rise in different forms of education. It was following the 1960s
by enhancing it, taking the political struggle to the next level, and con-

ceiving new possibilities. In terms of politicization, communication, and

Birgiil Ulutas, “70’li Yillarda Bir Direnme Pratigi: TOB-DER,” in Modernizmin Yansimalart:
70’li Yillarda Tiirkiye, eds. R. Funda Barbaros and Erik Jan Ziircher (Ankara: Efil Yayinevi,

2014), 349.
Celenk, Hukuk A¢isindan TOB-DER Davast, 178.

154 Turan, “Bu Sayida: Alternatif Tahayyiiller, Devingenlik, Popiilizm,” 3-4.
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education, the 1970s in Turkey was a period of burgeoning utopias, like
the 1960s.

Nuri Salman, a revolutionary in the 1970s, narrates in his autobio-
graphical book the excitement and enthusiasm that characterized leftist
circles in Turkey after March 12. For him, this dynamism enabled left-
wing politics to expand and become popular in the 1970s. Through the
movement, the Turkish political left reached different segments of the
population and augmented its forms of struggle.’>> This dissertation
more thoroughly analyzes the dynamics of historiography and memory
that blurred the history of the 1970s, rendered 1971 as a historical break,
and made the dynamism that Salman narrates to have been forgotten.
Furthermore, the chapter investigates the political and socioeconomic
dynamics that made 1980 a terminal historical point and gave it historio-
graphical authority of the past but robbed from 1971 a similar historical
status and narrative dominance.

§ 2.3 History through Coup D’états: The Blinding Light of

155

State-Sponsored Historiography

The history of the Turkish Republic has abounded with natural faultlines
which create historical, political, socioeconomic, and cultural bounda-
ries. The coup d’états of 1960, 1971, and 1980 have acted as historic frac-
tures that have created such boundaries, starting or ending almost any
account of the recent history of Turkey. These boundaries dominate al-
most all historical studies in fields ranging from diplomatic history to the
history of art and from economic analyses to cultural studies. Corre-
spondingly, in many cases, historical accounts position the social move-
ments of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey between the coups of 1960 and
1980 and almost symmetrically interrupt the narrative in 1971.

Taking these military interventions’ programmed objectives of ex-

pansive politico-economic transformation into consideration, the privi-

Nuri Salman, Yolculuk Siirer... (Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari, 2016), 45-46.

68



UTOPIA AND HISTORY IN TURKEY, 1960-1980

leged position of military coups in Turkish historiography is understand-
able. However, the inevitable dominance of military interventions in the
construction of history generates a common historical narrative based on
these ruptures and thus creates a historiographical position that tends to
ignore continuities. Therefore, while indubitably acknowledging the dire
and tremendous impact of the military coups on the history of Turkey
and especially on the course of the leftist social movements of the 1960s
and 1970s, a birds-eye-view analysis of the whole period gives the re-
searcher a panoramic lens to detect the continuities of social movements
uninterrupted by military interventions. The fourth and fifth chapters of
this dissertation address these continuities, while this subchapter fo-
cuses on the historiographical impact of the military coups, which acted
as temporal milestones that both constitute public memory and rupture
the historical narrative of the period in question. Under the guidance of
Michel-Rolph Trouillot and his conception of “two sides of historicity,”
this section questions the building blocks of the recent history of Turkey
and the power relations behind them that highlight certain historical mo-
ments while silencing others.

Trouillot, in his book Silencing the Past: Power and the Production of
History, remarks that the meaning of the word “history” is ambiguous and
double-sided, for it denotes not only the process through which events
happen but also the narrative that conveys this process. In other words,
the word “history” connotes “what happened,” on one hand, and “that
which is said to have happened,” on the other. Thus, two meanings are
embedded in one word, signifying “two sides of historicity."15¢

In analyzing the history of the Haitian Revolution, Trouillot realized
that there is often a discrepancy between “what happened” and “what is
narrated,” keeping the event and its story at bay. However, Trouillot re-
fuses to take sides in this dichotomy or to conduct a truth-test to compare
and contrast the event and the story. Instead, he adds a third dimension
to his theory of a Janus-faced history by asserting that“[t]he ways in
which what happened and that which is said to have happened are and

156 Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 2.
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are not the same may itself be historical.”1>7 To put it differently, the con-
vergence or divergence between the process and the narrative might be
historically-constructed. Therefore, not only the process and the narra-
tive but also the relation between them is historical.

As is discussed in the following chapters, the clash between archival
findings and historical narratives on the period between 1960 and 1980 in
Turkey reveals a discrepancy - or a narrative gap - in which some socio-
historical elements are neglected or omitted. If this gap itself is historical,
as Trouillot asserts, the researcher should pursue the elements that have
framed it and continuously reframe it in the present, because the present

creates the historical narrative.

The past does not exist independently from the present. Indeed,
the past is only past because there is a present, just as [ can point
to something over there only because [ am here. But nothing is in-
herently over there or here. In that sense, the past has no content.
The past - or, more accurately, pastness - is a position. Thus, in no

way can we identify the past as past.158

As Trouillot argues, the present defines the past. History is not a finished,
static entity but a dynamic one that is being formed, reformed, and de-
formed by the present. Similarly, Walter Benjamin states that the past is
always “filled with the presence of the now.”15? Therefore, the gap in the
historical narrative, the divergence between the event and its story, the
forgetting of some historical elements stem from the historical power re-
lations that operate in the present. Power codifies and recodifies history,
highlighting some sociohistorical elements and burying the others. Thus,
to grasp the use of power, one should detect the divergences and conver-
gences between the past and its narrative. Power is hidden behind the
gaps and overlaps, behind the narratives that it has rendered possible

and those it has blanketed. In other words, the implementation of power,

Ibid., 3.

Ibid., 15.

Walter Benjamin, “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” in llluminations, ed. Hannah
Arendt, trans. Harry Zohn (New York: Schocken Books, 1969), 261.
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while producing historical narratives, constructs and reconstructs “mo-
ments of silences,” entombing some sociohistorical elements into “effec-
tive silencing.”160 Following the “moments of silences” in the archives and
testimonies helps the researcher to unearth those historical elements
that the exercise of power in the present has rendered unimaginable.

One of the most important signposts in historical narratives on the
period between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey has been the military coup of
1980. Through extensive exercise of power, the junta dominated both
sides of historicity - that is, historical events and the narrative on them -
at the same time. The coup d’état of September 12, which had a drastic
impact on the political, economic, and social process of Turkey, produced
its own historical narrative by carefully emphasizing, manufacturing, and
omitting certain historical occurrences. Moreover, not only for the junta
or the government but also for revolutionaries of the period and their
followers in subsequent years, the coup has become a historic and histo-
riographical milestone. As discussed earlier in this chapter, the state-
sponsored historical narrative reframed by the military intervention of
1980 has regarded the period between 1960 and 1980 as an environment
of crisis, terror, and chaos. As analyzed in the next chapter, while revolu-
tionaries then and now object to the historical narrative produced by the
military coup, refusing to allow social movements of the 1960s and 1970s
to be portrayed as terror, they still put the coup at the center of histori-
ography. Therefore, historiographically speaking, the centrality of Sep-
tember 12 has also been embraced by its adversaries. The history of the
1960s and 1970s in Turkey is either perceived through the lens of Septem-
ber 12 or produced in opposition to it.

An analysis of works - analyses and memories - on the political move-
ments of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, as is conducted in the next chap-
ter, and the historical narrative produced by the military government re-
veals common historiographical elements that dominate the post-1980

historical narrative. Most importantly, the government of September 12

160 Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 25, 106.
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presented the dark 1970s, which were infested by terror and chaos, as jus-
tification for its intervention, which has dominated the history-writing
and memory after 1980. Although the opposition to the coup has refused
to evaluate the political activities of the period as terror, it has regarded
the 1970s as a dark period vis-a-vis the brighter 1960s. Correspondingly,
the year 1968 emerged as symbolic date for memory and history, eclips-
ing the 1970s. Whereas a narrative of the dark 1970s was an ideological
tool in the hands of the junta to justify the military intervention, it has
become a different ideological tool in the hands of the revolutionaries
that the junta had oppressed, who emphasize the severity of the military
intervention and the struggle against its repercussions. Therefore, the
revolutionaries of then and now have given September 12 an irrefutable
role in “that which is said to have happened” to criticize and condemn its
impact on “what happened.”

The invention of March 12, 1971, as a historiographical wall has befit-
tingly contributed to the narrative of the dark 1970s and the antagonism
between the 1960s and 1970s. The military memorandum, which histori-
cally took place between the 1960s and 1970s, has taken on the task to of
separating the two decades historiographically, as well, masking the con-
tinuities between them that survived the military intervention. The ret-
rospective reading of the 1970s as merely a gloomy road darkened by
March 12,1971, and marching towards September 12,1980, has blurred the
socio-historical process and rendered some occurrences of the period
forgotten. Through the lens of post-1980 historiography, some events and
possibilities of the 1970s, as well as the 1960s, have been rendered unim-
aginable, or “unthinkable.”

Pierre Bourdieu instrumentalized the term “unthinkable,” to charac-
terize that which cannot be grasped or envisaged because of the nonex-
istence or deficiency of the current conceptual means or political frame-

work to understand or imagine it.

In what is unthinkable at a given time, there is not only everything
that cannot be thought for lack of the ethical or political disposi-

tions which tend to bring it into consideration, but also everything
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that cannot be thought for lack of instruments of thought such as

problematics, concepts, methods and techniques...161

Therefore, the “unthinkable” is that which is nonexistent in the current
sociopolitical basket of possibilities. In Trouillot’s interpretation, “the un-
thinkable is that which one cannot conceive within the range of possible
alternatives, that which perverts all answers because it defies the terms
under which the questions were phrased.”162 Thus, the “unthinkable” is
unphrasable by current instruments of thought and ungraspable by the
present commonsense.

As discussed later in this dissertation, historical elements such as the
existence of workers and peasants contributing to the communication
and education boom of the 1960s and 1970s, the existence of relations
built among various segments of the population, and the political and cul-
tural continuity between the 1960s and 1970s have been largely omitted
from the historical narratives. Utilizing Bourdieu’s concept makes it plau-
sible to assert that these historical elements have become “unthinkable”
under the post-1980 political and socioeconomic framework. A historiog-
raphy test of gaps and overlaps that knocks “what happened” against
“that which is said to have happened” uncovers such elements, such gaps
in the historical narrative, which have been historically produced
through an exercise of power.

This dissertation backs the assertion that the world of global capital-
ism has generated an ideological closure, one that advertises its own val-
ues and engrafts its own instruments of thinking, while deeming others
unimaginable.163 Contemplating on this ideological closure, David Har-
vey states that “[n]eoliberalism has... become hegemonic as a mode of
discourse and has pervasive effects on ways of thought and political-eco-

nomic practices to the point where it has become incorporated into the

Pierre Bourdieu, The Logic of Practice, trans. Richard Nice (Stanford: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1992), 5.

Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 82.

Fredric Jameson, “The Politics of Utopia,” New Left Review 25 (January-February 2004):
35-36.
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commonsense way we interpret, live in, and understand the world.”164
People usually comprehend the world and create narratives within the
limits of the contemporary conceptual framework. The globally-domi-
nant system of neoliberalism has acted as a rule-maker that has deter-
mined such a framework of thinking, limiting conceptual starting points
to understand the world and imprisoning certain historical occurrences
to the field of impossibility. In this sense, neoliberalism has generated a
“conceptual apparatus” that has, on one hand, attracted people’s feelings
and dispositions by establishing the neoliberal system as an indispensa-
ble precondition for individual freedom. On the other, this conceptual
framework has determined the boundaries of common sense and “the
possibilities that seem to inhere in the social world we inhabit.”165> With
respect to comprehending our surroundings and producing pertinent
narratives, “[w]orldview wins over the facts.”166

The historian Enzo Traverso formulates a comparable analysis in Left-
Wing Melancholia: Marxism, History, and Memory, remarking that in con-
temporary neoliberal times the present is diffused into both the past and
the future. This scheme of “presentism” subdues the past while closing
alternative paths towards the future. With the collapse of real socialism
and the temporal distance from catastrophes like world wars, neoliber-
alism has presented itself as the “insuperable horizon” and confined dif-
ferent social and economic systems into the horrific fringes of the totali-
tarian or catastrophic. Therefore, as the current socioeconomic model, it
has chained the ability to devise abstract dreams and “confined the social
imagination into the narrow boundaries of the present.” Moreover, along
with the changing system of industrial capitalism and the rise of individ-
ualism and consumerism, it has replaced the dreams of “collective eman-
cipation” of a previous age with economic incentives. Therefore, while
neoliberalism has put itself forth as an invincible system with no desira-

ble alternative, the prospect of revolution as a means to overthrow this

David Harvey, “Neoliberalism as Creative Destruction,” The ANNALS of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 610 (March 2007): 23.

Ibid., 24.

Trouillot, Silencing the Past, 93.
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system has left the “memory landscape.”1¢7 In this respect, the narratives
of history and memory on leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s in
Turkey have been shaped by the post-1980 systemic framework of think-
ing, and the historical elements that are mostly absent from the narra-
tives have been deemed impossible, contrary to common sense, or “un-
thinkable.”

Reflecting on the ideological closure of neoliberalism also answers a
question hidden between the lines of this chapter: why did the military
coup of 1980 succeeded in establishing a narrative dominance over the
past as well as historical dominance, while that of 1971 did not manage to
construct a similarly impervious historical and historiographical wall?
Needless to say, the coup d’état of September 12 was more far-reaching in
the implementation of political oppression, legal amendments, and social
containment than the coup of March 12. For instance, parliament was
closed by the junta of September 12, while after March 12, the army con-
fined itself to forming a government.168 Legal amendments by the mili-
tary-controlled government aside, the army was not engaged in prepar-
ing a new constitution after 1971 as would happen after 1980.16° However,
the army also intervened severely in 1971, suppressing especially the left-
ist politicization of the 1960s, as analyzed in previous pages. Yet politici-
zation continued from the 1960s throughout the 1970s along with a rise in
communicative and educational practices.

The military coup of September 12 created a historical rupture and an
ensuing narrative framework because it constituted not only a political
interruption but an economic break with social and cultural connota-
tions. To clarify, the army in 1980 acted with both a political and economic
intent that was backed and marketed by institutions of international cap-
ital, such as the International Money Fund and the World Bank. The mil-
itary intervention was instrumental in clearing the political arena by sus-

pending political mobility and associational rights so that the neoliberal

Enzo Traverso, Left-Wing Melancholia: Marxism, History, and Memory (New York: Co-
lumbia University Press, 2016), xv, 6-9.

Zurcher, Turkey: A Modern History, 271, 292.

Ibid., 273, 295.
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program of January 24, which opened Turkey to a free market economy,
could be implemented without any political or legal hurdles. As a result,
starting with the military repression of unionized, proletarian struggle,
the coup of 1980 heralded the opening of a new global age of neoliberal-
ism in Turkey.170

The military intervention in 1971 also had an economic intent. The
economic system of import substitution industrialization of the 1960s
was based on the protection of domestic industry and promotion of do-
mestic goods and, conversely, on the importation of the technology, capi-
tal goods, and intermediate goods that created a shortage of foreign ex-
change.l’! The devaluation of August 10, 1970, that attempted at solving
the chronic balance of payments deficit of the economic system could
only be fulfilled under the military suspension of strikes and collective
agreements and freezing of wages after March 12.172 Nevertheless, the
stabilization program and the following military memorandum did not
alter the economic system but maintained it. The military memorandum
of March 12 and the subsequent government did not change the economic
dynamics of the 1960s but created a bureaucratic-authoritarian state that
governed the continuing economic system of the previous decade.l’3 The

economic path of the 1960s which continued into the 1970s reached a

The economic reform program, which was issued on January 24, 1980, and applied until
the end of 1988, was designed to open Turkish economy to the global free market and
employed a number of drastic measures such as balancing the flow of money in and out
of the country by enhancing the balance of payments, fighting inflation by raising inter-
est rates, increasing the competitiveness of Turkish exported goods in international
markets through fixed wages, devaluing the Turkish Lira, and introducing state subsi-
dies. The program favored capital over labor. Zircher, Turkey: A Modern History, 306-
307; Korkut Boratav, Tiirkiye Iktisat Tarihi, 1908-2002 (Ankara: imge Kitabevi, 2004), 147-
151.

Caglar Keyder, Tiirkiye’de Devlet ve Siniflar (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2001), 225.
Boratav, Tiirkiye Iktisat Tarihi, 128.

ismet Akga, “Bir Darbenin Dinamigi ve Anatomisi: 12 Mart 1971 Muhtirasi,” Toplumsal
Tarih 273 (September 2016): 92.
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deadlock in 1980. Moreover, the economic crisis of the late 1970s also in-
stigated a social one.17# In brief, the coup of 1980 and the new economic
path initiated a tremendous political, economic, social, and cultural
transformation in Turkey that did not occur in 1971. On one hand, every-
thing that was politically and socially inconvenient was suppressed and
banned; on the other, the economy was liberalized.

Consequently, in the 1980s, political oppression and prohibitions by
the military went hand in hand with a new civilian discourse of “liberat-
ing promises” in the fields of economics and culture. Out of this seem-
ingly-contradictory duality emerged a new social era and a new “cultural
climate” in Turkey.17> At the center of this “new age” that was woven with
the separate threads of political pressure and economic liberalization
was a model of “a new self.”176 This new neoliberal system, which was
intensely promoted to the Turkish public in the 1980s as the only viable
alternative,1’7 has framed a new “conceptual apparatus,” governed new
desires, and advertised new values. The model of “the new self” exalted
new personal values such as individualism, competitiveness, and con-
sumerism.178 Furthermore, these newly-marketed values denigrated the
political mobility of the 1960s and 1970s and the social relations it created
as not only unwanted or feared but also unimaginable. In other words,
the political reconstruction and neoliberal transition destroyed the pre-
vious narrative as it created another one. As Evren described in his
speeches after the coup, the army intervened to write a “painful prescrip-
tion” to remedy the illness of “deviant ideologies” that had metastasized

across the country.1”? Under the neoliberal transformation, this prescrip-

Keyder, Tiirkiye’de Devlet ve Siniflar, 226.

Nurdan Giirbilek, Vitrinde Yasamak: 1980’lerin Kiiltiirel Iklimi (Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari,
2001), 13-14.

Meltem Ahiska and Zafer Yenal, Aradiginiz Kisiye Su An Ulasilamiyor: Tiirkiye’de Hayat
Tarzi Temsilleri, 1980-2005 (Istanbul: Osmanli Bankas1 Arsiv ve Arastirma Merkezi,
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tion went on to codify an official historical narrative that has buried cer-
tain historical elements and replaced them with new perspectives and
values.

In brief, the ruling power has reframed or created an official historical
narrative by dismantling or destroying certain historical elements for po-
litical reasons. Thus, this has been a “creative destruction,” a term used
by Harvey to identify the progress of the neoliberal system. Neoliberal-
ism, while demolishing the establishment and narratives of the previous
era that upheld a more equal socioeconomic distribution, has simultane-
ously reframed its own institutions and narratives upon the debris of pre-
vious ones.180 Similarly, the coup d’état of September 12 destroyed the
previous socioeconomic and political framework and built a new system
upon the wreck. Yet, as discussed, the destructive aspect of the coup af-
fected not only “what happened” but also “that which is said to have hap-
pened.” The coup of September 12 also engaged in “creative destruction”
in terms of history and public memory. While destroying alternatives that
were possible in the 1960s and 1970s and the narratives clustered around
them, the intervention of September 12 and its aftermath created a new
historical narrative. Furthermore, this historical narrative is destructive
in itself, parceling the historical process and concealing continuities. Un-
der this hegemonic discourse, September 12’s narrative on leftist political
movements of the previous period became naturalized as the only plau-
sible story. Within this discourse, the intervention of March 12 unques-
tionably stands as an impassable historical barrier between the 1960s
and 1970s, blocking the continuity of historical elements. This was a his-
toriographical achievement that the rule of March 12 did not fulfill. There-
fore, the coup d’état of 1980 in Turkey engaged in a “creative destruction”
imposed on both sides of historicity. On one hand, the coup dismantled
the socioeconomic and political system of the 1960s and 1970s and codi-
fied a new system. On the other, it sponsored a new historical narrative
on the period, omitting certain features from the story and actively cre-

ating historical divisions that dissected the story. In this way, the military

Harvey, “Neoliberalism as Creative Destruction,” 22-24.
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intervention of September 12, 1980, became one of the most significant
determinants of recent Turkish history by both rupturing “what hap-
pened” and constructing “that which is said to have happened.”

In his short essay, “The Destructive Character,” Walter Benjamin lists
the characteristics of “the destructive character” For him, “[t]he destruc-
tive character knows only one watchword: Make room. And only one ac-
tivity: Clearing away."181 In order to “make room” for some historical ele-
ments, other elements should be “cleared away.” In order to render some
historical events sonorous, others should be silenced. The coup of Sep-
tember 12 has acted as a “destructive character” in Turkish history, of a
creative kind, by sponsoring an official historical narrative through de-
molishing the mountains of socioeconomic and political accumulation of
the 1960s and 1970s “by brute force”182 to open up for itself a new path to
create a new historical narrative to promote its power. On the flip side,
the researcher can turn the tables and apply the destructive character’s
characteristic of making room to create a critical historical narrative
against the ideological closure of the existing neoliberal system by care-
fully problematizing the historical narratives as well as testimonies and
archival findings. This dissertation ultimately aims to detect empty
spaces between the historical process and the story about that process
that have been filled with forgotten, silenced, or “unthinkable” historical
moments.

In analyzing narratives of the Haitian Revolution, Trouillot indicates
that a successful slave revolution, which was “unthinkable” within the
scope of the Western common sense, “has also been silenced by histori-
ans.”183 It is again a two-sided process in which present power relations
shape both memory - by determining the range of possibilities — and his-
tory - dominating the construction of narratives. This chapter discussed

how the extensive control of the means of communication and education

Benjamin, “The Destructive Character,” in Selected Writings, Volume 2, Part 2, 1931-1934,
eds. Michael W. Jennings, Howard Eiland, and Gary Smith, trans. Rodney Livingstone and
Others (Cambridge: Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2004), 541.
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by the junta of September 12 paralleled the institutionalization of an offi-
cial history that suppressed diverging narratives. This state-sponsored
historiography set the rules of the game by, recalling Bourdieu’s words,
“tacitly defining the limits of the thinkable and the unthinkable and so
contributing to the maintenance of the social order from which it derives
its power.”184 The post-1980 official historiography on preceding two dec-
ades not only darkened the 1970s, preventing the possibility of narrating
a more politically-dynamic decade, but also rendering certain historical
elements impossible such as the existence of workers in social move-
ments, the presence of encounters of varied social groups, and the conti-
nuity between the 1960s and 1970s in terms of political movements. Cor-
respondingly, as discussed, the dominant narrative has highlighted the
year 1968 and depoliticized, to some extent, the contrarian stances it had
witnessed. This has been not only an act of forgetting but also of “effective
silencing” continuously nourished by the present. The socioeconomic
and political design of the present wipes out the memory of yesterdays’
possibilities - the possibilities that have become unimaginable in the cur-
rent framework of thinking. The changing borders of possibilities actively
and endlessly codify and recodify individual and “public” memories. Ad-
dressing the question of historiography, this chapter introduces “effective
silencing” into the picture for political reasons. The communication and
education booms of the 1960s and 1970s, worker and peasant involvement
in cultural production, and newly-built relationships among students, in-
tellectuals, workers, and peasants in politicized spaces, which mostly
vanished from memory, have also been omitted from most historical nar-
ratives since the 1980s. These historical elements are not only “unthinka-
ble” but also politically-inconvenient for the official historical narrative

in the new, neoliberal era commenced on September 12.

184 Bourdieu, The Logic of Practice, 108.
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§ 2.4 Conclusion

The history of Turkey is arrayed with both historical and historiograph-
ical lampposts erected in 1960, 1971, 1980, and later in 1997 and 2016. These
lampposts of military intervention act not only as milestones that rede-
fined to varying degrees the political, socioeconomic, and cultural route
of Turkey but also as guiding lights, illuminating the historiographical
paths to be taken. Writing on recent Turkish history usually necessitates
prepositions of before or after, until or since, followed by the dates of the
coup d’états, like “economic history of Turkey after 1960” or “social move-
ments before 1980.” This is normal in the academic discipline of history,
for such prepositions - in other words, periodization - lies in its core.
Moreover, it is indisputable that the coup d’états of 1960, 1971, and 1980
had extensive and all-encompassing socioeconomic and political pro-
grams. Therefore, it is understandable that they have significant roles in
the history and historiography of Turkey. However, this dominating effect
creates a pit of historical blindness into which researchers can fall. The
fact that military coups are perceived as historical and historiographical
ruptures obfuscates the continuities, as in the case of the 1960s and 1970s,
between eras. After all, lampposts only illuminate a limited area of
ground while keeping other parts in the dark.

The military interventions of 1971 and 1980 had detailed programs to
control, restrict, and punish the dissemination of ideas. To occlude the
channels through which anarchistic and disruptive ideas could flow, rul-
ers in both military coups restricted the freedom of press and expression,
on one hand, and criminalized the dissemination of ideas through com-
munication, publication, and education, on the other. The junta of 1980
and the ensuing Constitution of 1982 as well as the junta of 1971 and its
extensive constitutional amendments inflicted prison sentences on revo-
lutionaries, students, journalists, and teachers while at the same time le-
galizing and implementing bans on publications, the destruction of writ-
ten material, control over education, and the institutionalization of
limited freedom of expression. The coup of September 12 choked the com-

munication and education booms of the 1960s and 1970s by centralizing
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the educational system and suppressing communication. Although the
rule after March 12 took similar measures, it was unable to end the polit-
icization of the 1960s. Therefore, in terms of politicization and explosive
communication and education, there was continuity between the 1960s
and 1970s. Nevertheless, an analysis of the history and public memory, as
conducted in this chapter and the next, reveals that narratives that were
codified and recodified after 1980 cut the period into two: brighter 1960s
and a darker 1970s. To put it differently, there is a narrative gap between
“what happened” in the 1960s and 1970s and “that which is said to have
happened,” which was reframed in the 1980s. This chapter asserts that
this gap involves historical elements (that is, the communication and ed-
ucation booms of the 1960s and 1970s, worker and peasant involvement
in the process, established bonds among various segments of society, and
continuity between the 1960s and 1970s pertaining to these historical
phenomena) that were rendered unimaginable or “unthinkable” by the
use of power and domination of the present way of thinking - that is, the
neoliberal conceptual framework.

Military interventions have been fundamental historical events that
reconstitute the socioeconomic and political design of the country as well
as major historiographical milestones that dissect the narratives. There-
fore, the coup d’état of 1980 in Turkish history has dominated both of the
“two sides of historicity” by constructing and rupturing history at the
same time. This has been a “creative destruction.” The destruction of the
socio-historical process by the military intervention of September 12,
1980, went hand in hand with the creation of a story about that process.
The resulting state-sponsored historiography has effectively silenced po-
litically-inconvenient socio-historical elements and deemed them unim-
aginable. Moreover, political opponents of the coups have also codified
historical narratives of the 1960s and 1970s that put the military coups at
the center of their historiography in order to stress the harshness of the
military interventions. The resulting narratives, while they criticize an of-
ficial history that distorts the past, still acknowledge the coups as unpass-

able walls in recent history, contributing to the concealing of continuities
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between the 1960s and 1970s. The path that surpasses this narrative ine-
quality passes through a critical historical paradigm that problematizes
the existent historical discourse, present power relations, and neoliberal
boundaries of thinking that dominate both sides of historicity. The result-
ing critical narrative is situated on an analysis of archives and testimo-
nies. This narrative uncovers past possibilities that are hidden or forgot-
ten in the historical gaps between “what happened” and “that which is
said to have happened.” This dissertation now moves on to problematize
the public memory of leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s as well
as the archives and to look for empty spaces between the two in search

of past utopias.
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Between Archives and Testimonies: Utopia, Memory,
and History

The island of Utopia is in the middle two hundred miles
broad, and holds almost at the same breadth over a great
part of it, but it grows narrower towards both ends. Its figure
is not unlike a crescent. Between its horns the sea comes in
eleven miles broad, and spreads itself into a great bay, which
is environed with land to the compass of about five hundred
miles, and is well secured from winds. In this bay there is no
great current; the whole coast is, as it were, one continued
harbour, which gives all that live in the island great conven-
ience for mutual commerce. But the entry into the bay, occa-
sioned by rocks on the one hand and shallows on the other, is
very dangerous. In the middle of it there is one single rock
which appears above water, and may, therefore, easily be
avoided; and on the top of it there is a tower, in which a gar-
rison is kept; the other rocks lie under water, and are very
dangerous. The channel is known only to the natives; so that
if any stranger should enter into the bay without one of their

pilots he would run great danger of shipwreck.!

- Sir Thomas More, Utopia
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etween May 2008 and February 2009, an art exhibition was held in
B Istanbul and Ankara to commemorate the fortieth anniversary of
1968 in Turkey. “The Fortieth Anniversary of 1968: Archaeological Dig into
a Wind of Change” (“1968’in 40. Yili: Bir Riizgarin Arkeolojik Kazis1”) was
contributed to by sixty-eight artists and supported by a committee com-
posed of an artist, a journalist, a writer, and three former 68ers. The exhi-
bition included paintings and photographs depicting the 1960s, along
with a special section dedicated to the memory of Deniz Gezmis, a prom-
inent student leader of the 1960s and early 1970s in Turkey who was sen-
tenced to death and executed in 1972. In this section, the last letter by
Deniz Gezmis, the judicial rulings about him, and the star of the exhibi-
tion, his iconic parka, were on display.? In the opening ceremony of the
event, one of the contributing artists, Bedri Baykam, defined the aim of
the exhibition as to evoke the forgotten atmosphere of the 1960s, while
the chair of the 68ers’ Union Foundation (68’liler Birligi Vakfi), Sénmez
Targan, made the assertive statement that “the real journey of being a
68er starts now.”3
This statement suggests that events that have been almost universally
labeled as 1968 events throughout the world have had a second, fresh
start as memories of those events began to dominate the discourse. Fol-
lowing in the footsteps of this assertion, this chapter, on one hand, ana-
lyzes the journey of leftist political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in
Turkey as they have been constructed some twenty years later, in the af-
termath of the coup d’état 0f 1980, in the testimonies of contemporaneous
activists and in the work of researchers. On the other hand, the analysis
of present via the exploration of public memory is accompanied by an
investigation into the past by employing the theoretical concept of utopia.
First, it is asserted that the memory and academic attention centered
on the social movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey originated

around the twentieth anniversary of 1968 and accumulated, resurfacing

“Gezmis’in izleri,” Cumbhuriyet, January 11, 2009, 20.
“As1l 68lilik simdi bashiyor,” in ibid.
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especially on subsequent anniversaries. These works of memory and ac-
ademic research display certain shared characteristics. First, certain
common keywords and key approaches, or “figures of memory,’* have be-
come mainstream in testimonies about the period, such as certain politi-
cal leaders and protest marches. Second, a thorough categorization of the
works of memory reveals that the authors of the memoirs and the sub-
jects of the biographies, namely the 68ers, tends to have been student ac-
tivists of the decade. Third, the biographical and autobiographical ac-
counts, journalistic works, and sociological studies on social movements
of the 1960s predominantly narrate an account of the decade that ends or
shifts at the beginning of the 1970s, drawing a clear line between a sup-
posedly pacifist student movement in the 1960s and the rise of political
violence in the 1970s. These narratives thus criminalize the latter by ele-
vating the former. Although the decade witnessed the rise of an influen-
tial and extensive worker movement that comprised a significant part of
the period’s activism, proletarian activists of the period are usually not in
the relatively short list of the 68ers of Turkey, which leads to the fourth
point: the testimonies of the era highlight student activism and neglect or
subordinate the political activism of workers to that of students. All in all,
an analysis of public memory covering the 1960s’ and 1970s’ political
movements reveals that while memories are vivid and abundant, “active
forgetting”> has taken place. The decade’s workers as subjects and a re-
lationship between students and workers as a historical possibility has
been swept under the carpet of the 1960s and 1970s of Turkey as they are
remembered. Thus, this chapter continues the argument from where the
previous one left off. Present conditions, power relations, and political
concerns frame the narrative and codify what is imaginable and unimag-
inable. However, the testimonies are not unanimous, nor is public
memory static. This chapter searches for the overlaps, agreements, dis-
crepancies, and debates between memories and between state-spon-

sored history and public memory.

Jan Assman, “Collective Memory and Cultural Identity,” trans. John Czaplicka, New Ger-
man Critique 65 (Spring-Summer 1995): 129.
Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 3.
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In the second section, as a basis for the historical interpretation of the
period in the ensuing chapters, a theoretical utilization of the concept of
utopia is conducted. It is argued that social change that soared in the pe-
riod enabled the hope and motive to change the world to elevate, widen-
ing the perceived realm of possibility, especially for leftists of the period.
Leftist activists, who by definition theoretically and practically engage in
the future, as Ernst Bloch suggests,® embraced the socially constructed
elevation of sociopolitical possibilities. Nevertheless, the exploration of
the decade suggests a certain gap between archival findings and testimo-
nies; particular elements of the expanded realms of possibility in the
1960s and 1970s have failed to find a vehicle in the decades-long conduit
of memory.

The main target is to collide the historical with the contemporary -
the history with memory - by detecting the narrative boundaries of
memory, or in other words, by identifying and problematizing the gap
between archival findings and testimonies. By including an analysis of the
past using utopia as a historiographical tool and an analysis of the pre-
sent by contrasting historical narratives and testimonies, this disserta-
tion embraces the era not only as a historical subject but also as a subject
which has important implications for the present. The 1960s and 1970s
are “both the province of history and a powerful memory shaping con-
temporary discussion.”” The fact that the 1960s and 1970s are currently
widely remembered indicates that a fault line binds the past and the pre-

sent, which this chapter endeavors to detect.

Bloch, The Principle of Hope, Volume One, 141.
Alexander Bloom, Long Time Gone: Sixties America Then and Now (New York: Oxford
University Press, 2001), 9.
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§ 3.1 The Politics of Remembering and Forgetting the Leftist
Movements of the 1960s and 1970s

As discussed in the previous chapter, history is written in the present,
with present concerns in mind. Similarly, memory is a picture - a percep-
tion of the past framed and sifted by the present.? This section traces the
footsteps of public memory, concerning leftist political movements of the
1960s and 1970s from the 1980s to the present. It keeps in mind political
conditions of the recent period mentioned in the previous chapter that
render certain aspects of the past as memorable and others as forgotten
or “unthinkable.”

Oral historian Alessandro Portelli points out that in handling testimo-
nies, the researcher should not only pay attention to the discursive fea-
tures of the memories but also follow the link between personal experi-
ences and social changes to tie biography to history.® Keeping this
warning in mind, this section analyzes testimonies on leftist movements
of the 1960s and 1970s by evaluating individual perspectives along with
group identities, past experiences along with present concerns. The
abundant, vivid testimonies and narratives on the period indicate that
the 1960s and 1970s holds an exceptional position in memory in contem-
porary times. Moreover, while these testimonies generally proceed along
with certain shared trends, they also have divergences and contradic-
tions. Leftist political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey were
separated into diverse political organizations and factions; likewise, nar-
ratives on these political movements have their ideological and recollec-
tive differences. In analyzing the testimonies, this dissertation problem-
atizes memory. As Traverso remarks, there are “official memories”
supported by governments and institutions that are stronger and more

visible than hidden or forbidden memories, such as the state-sponsored

8 Traverso, Ge¢cmisi Kullanma Kilavuzu: Tarih, Bellek, Siyaset (Istanbul: Versus Kitap,
2009), 12.

9  Alessandro Portelli, The Battle of Valle Giulia: Oral History and the Art of Dialogue (Mad-
ison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1997), 6.
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Turkish historical narrative vis-a-vis the Armenian one.!® Testimonies
scrutinized for this dissertation do not conform to the official historical
discourse on the 1960s and 1970s, which was codified after the military
coup of September 12. Yet they share certain perspectives. Most carry the
imprint of the official historical narrative sponsored by and codified after
the military coup of 1980, especially with respect to the historical im-
portance of the years 1968 and 1971. Moreover, even though these bio-
graphical and autobiographical narratives mostly contend with official
history, they still reflect social hierarchies of the past and the present.

In any case, a problematized analysis of memory opens the window
for the researcher on a critical historical perspective that unveils past and
present power relations lying beneath historical discourses. For this
chapter, works of testimony (biographies, autobiographies, and inter-
views) and academic and journalistic studies on the period are thor-
oughly examined to elucidate the fault line breaking the present from the
past. In the end, this section presents the framed, reframed, and con-
tested aspects of public memory on the 1960s and 1970s since, as Richard

Terdiman says, “[e]ven memory has a history.”11

3.1.1  The Trends of Remembering the 1960s and 1970s: Keywords
and Key Approaches

Memory is a way to comprehend not only the past but also the present.
Through a shared practice of remembering, individuals gather in groups,
identify their belonging, and thus create an understanding of their con-
temporary identities.!? Correspondingly, the narrative of leftist politici-
zation of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey is, not completely but generally,
concentrated around a group of people who were not only political activ-
ists of a past period but also grouped together around the contemporary

identification of the ‘68 generation. This subsection traces the route of

Ibid, 44.
Richard Terdiman, Present Past: Modernity and Memory Crisis (Ithaca: Cornell University

Press, 1993), 3.
Ozyiirek, “Introduction,” 11.
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the public memory of what is remembered as 1968 in Turkey by identify-
ing common keywords and approaches in the memories and in sociolog-
ical literature concerning the 1960s and 1970s.

An inventory of keywords makes it evident that certain key events of
the period are commonly shared and remembered in memoirs and stud-
ies. These certain historical moments were when leftist political activism
surged and affected the overall political atmosphere of the country. Re-
search into recollective narratives reveals that most of these events took
place at universities or were conducted by university students. Many
books about the decade give a chronological account of university boy-
cotts and occupations during the summer of 1968,13 the arrival and pro-
test of the American Sixth Fleet at Dolmabahge,* the death and funeral
of Vedat Demircioglu,!> “the Mustafa Kemal March for a Fully Independ-
ent Turkey,”16 the burning of the car of the American ambassador, Robert
Komer, at ODTU,!7 the violent attack of Bloody Sunday,!8 the capture and
murder of prominent student leaders, such as Sinan Cemgil, Ulas
Bardakg1, and Mahir Cayan, and the execution of Deniz Gezmis, Hiiseyin
Inan, and Yusuf Aslan. To repeat, the emphasized events of the 1960s and
1970s generally amount to a student- or youth-based story of the decades.

Correspondingly, journalist Yiiksel Bastunc identifies leftist activists
of the period as a generation of student leaders, namely Deniz Gezmis,
Sinan Cemgil, Mahir Cayan, and Ulas Bardakg,1° thereby confining the

agency of the past to a limited segment of activists. Onat Kutlar, writer

Cem Cobanl, ed. Mahir, Deniz, Ibo: Anlatilan Senin Hikdyendir (Istanbul: Kalkedon Yayin-
lari, 2009), 231-234.

Aydin Cubukgu, Bizim ‘68 (Istanbul: Evrensel Basim Yayin, 1993), 72-78; Feza Kiirkciioglu,
“17 Temmuz 1968 Giinii Dolmabahge Inliyordu: 6. Filo Defol!” in Cobanli, Mahir, Deniz,
Ibo, 235-240.

Kiirk¢iioglu, “Bir Sabah Uykusunda Oldirdiiler” in Cobanli, Mahir, Deniz, Ibo, 241-244.
Cubukcu, Bizim '68, 84-85.

Ibid., 85-88.

Siikran Soner, Bizim 68’liler (Istanbul: Cumhuriyet Kitaplari, 2009), 123.

Yiiksel Bastunc, Su 68 Kusagi (Istanbul: Yilmaz Yayinlari, 1992).
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and thinker, also designates these student activists, who were sociopolit-
ical frontrunners, as the generation of ‘68.20 Similarly, for writer and ac-
tivist Aydin Cubukcu, the social upheaval of the era was a wave brought
forward by the youth movement.?! Fahri Aral, a student leader in the
1960s, defines the movement of ‘68 as a youth movement, stating that its
reflection as a social movement on Turkey as a whole and its appealing
political nature attracted workers and peasants because of the ideologi-
cal independence and strength of the movement.?2 Oral Calislar, journal-
ist and former activist, portrays the ‘68 generation as young people de-
voted to a cause, asserting that this generation was luckier than its
successors by the virtue of the fact that they were surrounded by an at-
mosphere of solidarity and respected values.?3

Therefore, public memory on the leftist politicization of the 1960s and
1970s in Turkey is substantially dominated by the selective recollection of
student activists. Moreover, some student activists of the period are high-
lighted over others. A considerable number of witnesses and leftist activ-
ists of the decade highlights the role of Deniz Gezmis, a student leader, in
starting the political events of the second half of the 1960s. Bozkurt
Nuhoglu, a leftist student of the period and friend of Gezmis, states that
the protest of the Secretary of State’s speech at the opening of the AIESEC
conference in the Faculty of Science (Fen Fakiiltesi) of iU in March 1968
was the turning point for student politicization and for the rise of Gezmis
as amass leader.2* Nuhoglu adds that “Deniz ignited the spark of the 1968
occupations.”?5 A similar point is made by Hasmet Atahan, another stu-
dent activist of the 1960s and a former chair of the 68ers’ Union Founda-
tion: the emergence of Gezmis as a youth leader after the protest of March

1968 was a milestone in the course of political uprisings in the 1960s.26

Cubukeu, Bizim '68, 58.

Ibid., 274.

Fahri Aral, in ibid., 61.

Oral Calislar, 68: Baskaldirinin Yedi Rengi (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari, 1989), 137.
Cubukcu, Bizim 68, 63-64.

“‘68’in isgalle baslayan atesini Deniz yakt1,” in ibid, 67.
Ibid., 65-66.
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The authors, who argue that the political leadership and influence of
prominent student leaders, especially Deniz Gezmis, or the origin for the
political course of the period, tend to designate a similarly-stated end to
the period. One of the artists of the 1968 exhibition in 2008 and the editor
of two books on 1968, Bedri Baykam, confines the period of what he calls
“the years of 1968s” to the time between the execution of Prime Minister
Adnan Menderes, Finance Minister Hasan Polatkan, and Minister of For-
eign Affairs Fatin Riistii Zorlu on September 16-17, 1961, and the execution
of Deniz Gezmis, Yusuf Aslan, and Hiiseyin Inan in 1972. For him, the exe-
cution of the three student activists separated the politicization of the
1960s from that of the 1970s.27 fhsan Caralan, a former student activist
and journalist, traces the rise of the shift toward armed leftist struggle by
observing changes in the ideas and choices of Gezmis. Gezmis’s argu-
ments with other student activists, the books he read, and his estrange-
ment from the parliamentary politics of the TIP provide Caralan with an
outline of memory by which he gives the 1960s and 1970s a meaning
through the life of a reputable student leader.?® Many student activists of
the period believe, in hindsight, that the demonstrations, marches, occu-
pations, and boycotts in which they participated would have not occurred
without Gezmis; however, in Cubukgu’s words, “the truth is that if appro-
priate conditions had not ripened worldwide, Deniz would have not be-
come the student activist he was.”??

In addition to certain keywords that dominate testimonies on the
1960s and 1970s, there are also certain key approaches frequently en-
countered in the public memory of the period. Calislar’s account of a
lucky, respected generation that lived in a better world is not anomalous;
on the contrary, it is frequently encountered in the literature on the 1960s
and 1970s of Turkey. By and large, a sense of nostalgia pervades the mem-
oirs, glorifying the period as an age of solidarity, friendship, and moral

values. It is evident that “[w]hat happened between the late fifties and

Bedri Baykam, 68’li Yillar: Eylemciler (Ankara: imge Kitabevi, 1998), 9-10.

Cubukeu, Bizim '68, 105-107.

“Dogrusu... butiin bunlar icin uygun, diinya capindaki tarihsel kosullar olmasaydi, Deniz
olmayacakt,” ibid., 244-245.
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the early seventies has been subject to political polemic, nostalgic my-
thologizing, and downright misrepresentation.”3? In one view, the 1960s
in Turkey was a period of “youthful dreams” in which relationships were
untainted, people were sincere and unselfish, and student leaders were
legendary heroes with a never-ending youth.3! However, this period is
long gone, leaving some of those memory-holders with a sense of nostal-
gia and a longing for an irretrievable past. According to Peter Fritzsche,
nostalgia grows on “a deep rupture in remembered experience,” retouch-

ing the past by persistently following the irretrievable memories.

Nostalgia takes the past as its mournful subject, but it holds it at
arm’s length. Although the virtues of the past are cherished and
their passage lamented, there is no doubt that they are no longer
retrievable. There is no nostalgia without the sense of irreversi-
bility, which denies the wholeness of the past to the present... In
other words, nostalgia constitutes what it cannot possess, and de-
fines itself by the inability to approach its subject, a paradox that
is the essence of nostalgia’s melancholy... Nostalgia is therefore

premised on a fundamental break with the past.3?

This break with the past by connecting memory to dreams from the past
makes it possible “to rob memory of its danger, to smooth the rough
edges of memories not so much to fit them into continuous narratives but
to offer the possibility of resignation given the distance and irrelevance
of the remembered past to present concerns.”33 Memory is a construction
of the present that allows one to selectively remember past elements that

comply with contemporary needs and interests and, in turn, as argued at

Arthur Marwick, The Sixties: Cultural Revolution in Britain, France, Italy, and the United
States, c.1958-c.1974 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998), 3.

“... genglik riyas1,” Cubukcu, Bizim ‘68, 61-62, 244 and “Enver Nalbant,” in Baykam, 68’li
Yillar: Eylemciler, 10.

Peter Fritzsche, “How Nostalgia Narrates Modernity,” in The Work of Memory: New Di-
rections in the Study of German Society and Culture, eds. Alon Confino and Peter Fritzsche
(Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2002), 65.

Steven T. Ostovich, “Epilogue: Dangerous Memories,” in ibid., 244.
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the end of this chapter; to “actively forget” those that diverge from those
needs. Therefore, the political and socioeconomic conditions of roughly
the last twenty years have rendered student activists of the 1960s and
1970s as remembered, while rendering others almost absent from the his-
tory. The public memory on leftist political movements of the 1960s and
1970s obfuscates this disengagement from the past through nostalgia -
keeping the past presently-close but historically-distant.

Nonetheless, the existence of shared memories does not necessitate
the existence of a single, unrivaled account of history. Not only in Turkey
but in the world, there is no unified, popular belief about what the 1960s
and 1970s meant. As Alexander Bloom suggests, “[w]hat is unique about
the 1960s is that we are living with a number of competing (and, some-
times, contradictory) popular meanings - not one consensus but sev-
eral... [that] coexist in the popular imagination.”3* People in contempo-

rary times are divided on the meaning and memories of the 1960s and
1970s.

For some it is a golden age, for others a time when the old secure
framework of morality, authority, and discipline disintegrated. In
the eyes of the far left, it is the era when revolution was at hand,
only to be betrayed by the feebleness of the faithful and the trick-
ery of the enemy; to radical right, an era of subversion and moral

turpitude.3>

Likewise, in Turkey, the approaches towards the political events of the
era are multifarious and controversial. As elaborated above, nearly every
biography and autobiography as well as most sociological analyses re-
flect a deep sympathy for the political upsurge of the 1960s and 1970s;
nevertheless, critical accounts are far from nonexistent. In addition, judg-
ing 1968 is also a recent popular inclination in which witnesses or ana-
lysts of the period present the weaknesses of the movement that dam-

aged its politicization. Given the present political concerns behind these

Bloom, Long Time Gone, 4.
Marwick, The Sixties, 3.
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approaches, it is safe to assert, borrowing from James F. Farrell, that the
“[iInterpretations of the 1960s are an essential part of the politics of the
1990’s”36 and afterward - in the Turkish case after the military coup of
1980.

Several interpretations mention the incorporation of certain political
values of the leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s in the system of
international capitalism. For instance, in his article that shows the histor-
ical and political traces of the movement of 1968 in Turkey, the publisher
and writer Tanil Bora remarks that the neoliberal model has an ability to
absorb opponents and has assimilated a counter-cultural vein that arose
in the 1960s, as exemplified by the overused image of Che Guevara. This
has reduced the political radicalness of the period to consumable objects
of fashion, subjects of art to be followed, and attitudes to be advertised
for individual satisfaction.3” In the same vein, Mustafa Yalginer, a leftist
activist of the period, asserts that not only the values but also several
agents of 1968 have been integrated into the system. He observes that the
political attitude of solidarity has given way to a sense of nostalgia, and
some former 68ers have become marketers or advertisers that employ
their experiences with leftist propaganda and organization and the com-
modification of revolutionary slogans.38

From a different perspective, Erol Kiling, who was vice-president of a
local branch of the countrywide TKMD in the 1960s,3° published a book
on the political movements of the 1960s in 2008 - that is, the fortieth an-
niversary of 1968. Reflecting on his present political stance as a rightwing

nationalist, he not only denigrated leftists of the period as Soviet stooges

James ]. Farrell, The Spirit of the Sixties: Making Postwar Radicalism (New York:
Routledge, 1997), 19.

Tanil Bora, “68: Ikinci Eleme,” Birikim 109, last modified May 1998, https://www.biri-
kimdergisi.com/birikim-yazi/3244/68-ikinci-eleme#.XiLeEBMzbBI.

Mustafa Yal¢iner, “Asilan '68 ve 68'liler Vakfi,” Ozgiirliik Diinyasi: Aylik Sosyalist Teori ve
Politika Dergisi, last modified June 1993, https://ozgurlukdunyasi.org/arsiv/411-sayi-
056/1761-asilan-68-ve-68liler-vakfi.

“Erol  Kiling”  Biyografi, accessed May 23, 2014, http://www.biyo-
grafi.net/kisiayrinti.asp?kisiid=4454.
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but also contemporary leftist youth as pretentious and longing after fab-
ricated legends.*? For Kiling, young activists of the period, such as Mahir
Cayan, fought for the wrong causes.*! Rightist ideological discourses on
the movements of period echo the hegemonic historical narrative, pre-
senting a dark history of a politically violent 1970s that inevitably led to
the military coup. Many accounts praise Western youth for struggling for
freedom in 1968, vilify Turkish youth as conspirators who invaded the
streets to facilitate conditions for military intervention.#2

In a different vein, it is not unusual to run across controversial or de-
ceptive memories depicting the 1960s and 1970s of Turkey. A documen-
tary portraying the formation of the Bridge of the Revolutionary Youth
(Devrimci Genglik Kopriisii) over Hakkari’s Zap Creek in 1969 by revolu-
tionary university students narrates their efforts to establish a connec-
tion with a distant place. For witnesses, the building of the bridge was a
heroic act that not only provided an underdeveloped settlement with im-
portant infrastructure but also built a significant relationship between
the easternmost and westernmost parts of the country. Many dwellers of
Hakkari, who were present during the construction of the bridge in 1969,
recounted their memories of Deniz Gezmis, who came to Hakkari with
the other students and helped build the bridge with his extraordinary
strength and wit.#3 The fact that Gezmis was in prison during the building
of the bridge does not stop them from remembering his presence, or how
tall he was. They insist on the reality of their memories and on remem-
bering and “missing those they have never met.”44 Indeed, efforts to rec-
oncile a reasonable interpretation of recent history with contemporary

sociopolitical positions creates an inevitable shift in reality.

Erol Kiling, [htilal, Ihtiras ve Ideal: 68 Kusagi Hakkinda (Istanbul: Otiiken Nesriyat, 2008),
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Ibid., 215-216.
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Yapim Yonetim, 2007).
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In his study, The Death of Luigi Trastulli and Other Stories: Form and
Meaning in Oral History, Portelli collects and interprets the oral testimo-
nies of communist activists of the 1940s in Italy after roughly thirty years.
The testimonies reveal a general attitude towards an imagined but be-
lieved past, what Portelli calls “uchronia.” The people interviewed tended
to tell imagined stories based on “what would have happened if a certain
historical event had not taken place,” portraying “an alternative present”
rather than their actual experiences.#> Uchronic narratives reveal per-
sonal frustrations and social disappointment with the actual course of
history by bridging the “contradiction of reality and desire.”4¢ Through
uchronia, history is discursively negated and possibilities within history
are uncovered, since a uchronic account unveils not only “how history
went, but [also] how it could, or should have gone,” stressing both histor-
ical possibility and actuality.#” Correspondingly, the imagined story that
attributes Deniz Gezmis a historically erroneous role in the construction
of the bridge can be interpreted as a uchronic dream a reflecting present
desire to have overcome the social, economic, political, and geographical
boundaries of 1969. By employing the privileged weight of Gezmis in pub-
lic memory, the dwellers of Hakkari have imagined a possible course of
history that coincides with a desired present.

To sum up, such “contentious repertoires”#® - mythologizing, deni-
grating, distorting, or using but always selectively remembering the past
- reflect the bond between present needs and memory. Charles Tilly calls
this bond the “politics of memory,” which he defines as political struggles
and disputes over a present interpretation of a shared past. For Tilly, peo-

ple form memories out of the past according to contemporary conditions

Portelli, “Uchronic Dreams: Working-Class Memory and Possible Worlds,” in The Death
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Ibid., 116.

Ibid,, 100.
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Press, 1994), 247.
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that determine what is “possible, permissible, and desirable.”4 Remem-
bering the political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey is encir-
cled by a politics of memory dominated by presentist impulses of a ne-

oliberal age initiated in the 1980s.

3.1.2 Salient Accounts of the 1960s and 1970s: A Copyright on Re-
membrance

Contemporary times have softened if not erased the distinction between
history and memory. Aleida Assman, in an essay contemplating shared
means of constructing the past, asserts that presently, there is a memory
boom in which the intellectual or scientific hierarchy between historians

and ordinary people in terms of accounting for the past has shattered.

We have come to accept that we live in a world that is mediated by
texts and images, a recognition that has an impact both on indi-
vidual remembering and the work of the historian. The historian
has lost his monopoly over defining and presenting the past. What
is called the ‘memory boom’ is the immediate effect of this loss of

the historian’s singular and unrivalled authority.>°

Therefore, those who remember have started to share in the authority
with historians. According to Andreas Huyssen, in the West, such dis-
courses of memory that are shaking the former monopoly over history
date to the 1960s when a process of decolonization and the simultaneous
appearance of new social movements required alternative perspectives
on the past. This led to a “recodification of the past” and later to the pro-
liferation of memory discourses in the 1980s, to which the debates on the

Holocaust substantially contributed.5! Similarly, Jiirgen Habermas, in his

Ibid., 247.

Aleida Assman, “Re-Framing Memory: Between Individual and Collective Forms of Con-
structing the Past,” in Performing the Past: Memory, History, and Identity in Modern Eu-
rope, eds. Karin Tilmans, Frank van Vree, and Jay Winter (Amsterdam: Amsterdam Uni-
versity Press, 2010), 39.
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discussion of the “public use of history,” investigates the remembrance of
the Nazi past in Germany and states that it was only in the 1980s that the
German public began to properly remember this past. The underlying
factor for this surge of recollection was the opening of “the sluice gates of
publishers and mass media,” which bridged the gap between academia
and the public and at the same time shaped public opinion.>2

The interpretation of the past is no longer the monopoly of the histo-
rian, which is also the case for the presentation of the history of the 1960s
and 1970s. The library shelves - not only in Turkey but around the world
- are host to countless accounts of the period, most of which have been
penned by the witnesses who are not professional history writers. News-
paper columnists contributed to the historical narrative of the era along
with contemporary artists in whose stories, paintings, sculptures, or
compositions the decade is reflected. In terms of the 1960s and 1970s, his-
tory has been constantly challenged by memory.

However, the destruction of the hierarchy of history-writing and the
apparent equating of history with memory is deceptive. The memoirs
about the sociopolitical activism of the period outnumber academic anal-
yses; nevertheless, the ostensible democratization comes to a halt at this
point. To clarify further, a thorough analysis of the biographies and auto-
biographies of the era reveals that only a privileged community of people
had the means to construct the story of these decades. The biographies
and autobiographies on the 1960s and 1970s that are scrutinized in this
dissertation are mainly composed of former student activists. Activist
workers, peasants, and women have generally been left out of the picture.
Thus, public memory of the 1960s and 1970s is dominated by stories by
and on male student activists.

For instance, Bedri Baykam, in the preface to his book of interviews
on the leftist past of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, expresses that most of

Jirgen Habermas, “Concerning the Public Use of History,” trans. Jeremy Leaman, New
German Critique 44, “Special Issue on the Historikersteit” (Spring-Summer 1988): 47.
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the interviewees were comrades of Gezmis - thus mostly university stu-
dents.>? As another example, all twenty-one interviewees in Nadire Ma-
ter’s Sokak Giizeldir were politically-active university students of the pe-
riod. Among them were, at the time of the interviews, five lawyers, five
representatives of nongovernmental organizations, three journalists, one
doctor, one unionist, one engineer,; one traveler, one politician, one archi-
tect, one academic, and one academic-journalist - a list that clearly re-
flects current socioeconomic trends.5* Therefore, the memories of former
students who are presently professionals have prevailed over those of
workers and peasants who were also a part of the leftist politicization of
the period. Moreover, the reasons for this inequality in memory do not
stem from government or institutional pressures but from socioeco-
nomic and intellectual ones. In describing the constructivist approach to
remembering, Siegfried J. Schmidt suggests that

the politics of remembering... is intrinsically connected to power.
Who is entitled to select topics and forms of remembering in the
public discourse(s)? Who decides in which way narrations of re-
membrances rely upon relevant presuppositions in order to shape

the past in the present for promising futures?>>

In every aspect of society, “to create and stabilise memory”>¢ requires
power, as in the case aforementioned. However, the element of contesta-
tion intrinsic to social power also renders memory an arena of contro-
versy and competition among social groups. Correspondingly, “there is
no single historical or collective memory, but rather there are as many

stories about the past as there are social or political groups vying for

Baykam, 68’li Yillar: Eylemciler, 10.

Nadire Mater, Sokak Glizeldir: 68’de Ne Oldu? (Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari, 2009).

Siegfried J. Schmidt, “Memory and Remembrance: A Constructivist Approach,” in A Com-
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power.”57 Hence, from this point of view, the social construct called
memory is generally dominated by groups with greater power.>8 Never-
theless, memory more closely resembles a liquid than solid; it is prone to
leaking through or overflowing the floodgates of social power, allowing
alternative accounts of memory to survive. Yet in the case of the accumu-
lated recollections on Turkey’s 1960s and 1970s, selecting the topics of re-
membrance has been in the monopoly of the student activists of the past
who are intellectual capital holders of the present, while the other histor-
ical actors of the period been neglected. Moreover, the story on the 1960s
and 1970s involves those who cannot speak in their names. Those forced
to live in exile or who were killed in police custody or raids, during polit-
ical strife, or by capital punishment at the time are clearly unable to in-
fluence public memory. The stories revolving around political figures
such as Gezmis and Cayan is transmitted by survivors. They themselves
enjoy no testimonial power, despite their strong presence in memories.
Memory is not only a construction reflecting present political con-
cerns but also cement holding a group together by designating their
group consciousness or shared identity. In other words, the consolidation
of a shared identity is a direct impression of memory on social groups.>?
It is the jointly remembered past, “produce[d], institutionalize[d],
guard[ed] and transmit[ted] through the interaction of [group] mem-
bers,” that holds the group together.®? In this respect, the selectively-re-
membered past of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey has given left-wing stu-
dent activists of the period a shared identity nearly thirty years after the
era, an umbrella under which they establish solidarity associations, or-

ganize commemorations, and resuscitate history by rewriting and re-re-
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membering it. The generation of ‘68 in Turkey, thus emerged, is con-
nected more than ever through what Habermas calls for another case the
“anamnestic power of solidarity.”®! Present political divergences within
this collectivity notwithstanding, the generation of ‘68 has been able to
monopolize the historical narratives and public memory of the period be-
cause of this solidarity. Furthermore, in Turkey, a generation of 1968
emerged apart from the generation of 1978.

However, the warning of Kristin Ross must be heard: the complex and
vibrant history of the mass movement of the 1960s and 1970s should not
be reduced to “the individual itineraries of... leaders, spokesmen, or rep-
resentatives” of the period, which, in turn, reduces history to a number
of “personalities.”®? In sum, the recollective construction of the era in Tur-
key not only focuses almost specifically on student politicization by ne-
glecting the worker movement and the involvement of women but also
continually reproduces this inequality by denying workers or women
their say on the decade in the present - that is, by denying their subjec-
tivity.

3.1.3 The Polemic of Periodization: Historiography in the Making

Many of the biographies, autobiographies, and journalistic and sociolog-
ical studies on the sociopolitical activism of the 1960s and 1970s start
their narrations or analyses by periodizing the decades and establishing
historical starting and ending points. Periodization is not merely a tool to
subdivide history and make it more understandable but, as Kathleen Da-
vis puts it, “a fundamental political technique - a way to moderate, divide,
regulate - always rendering its services now.”63 Radical ruptures lie at the
core of the recent Turkish history; the foundation of the Turkish Republic
has long been perceived as a tremendous break from the Ottoman past.

The year 1923 was not only a state-sponsored milestone that determined

Habermas, “Concerning the Public Use of History,” 44.

Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 4.

Kathleen Davis, Periodization and Sovereignty: How Ideas of Feudalism and Seculariza-
tion Govern the Politics of Time (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 2008), 5.
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historical periodization but also an “administered forgetting” by the state
that sought to efface the previous era and institute a new national iden-
tity.64 Just like history and memory, the periodization of history is also a
political move, reflecting contemporary needs, interests, and stances. The
political move of periodization is an impulse of the present, “a particular
sovereign claim upon ‘the now’”¢5> From this perspective, this dissertation
thoroughly analyzes the periodization dynamics in testimonies regarding
the leftist movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, with their selected
starting and ending points, milestones, and important dates, of which the
year 1968 stands out and the year 1971 is detested.

3.1.3.1  The Attraction of the Date: 1968 as an Anchor in Memory

A survey of newspapers and an excursion through the website of the
68ers’ Union Foundation, which consists of some part of leftist activists
who took part in the political movements of the 1960s and 1970s, reveals
the various commemorations of the foundation. The commemoration of
revolutionary leaders of the 68 generation such as Deniz Gezmis and Ma-
hir Cayan; the commemoration of mass student protests like those on
April 28, 1960, and June 9-10, 1969, as well as of mass worker protests of
June 15-16, 1970; commentaries on massacres of student activists such as
those at Kizildere and Nurhak;®¢ the attack of Bloody Sunday;®’ and the
execution of leftist students such as Gezmis, inan, and Aslan®8 constitute
but a small selection of such annual commemorations since the establish-
ment of the foundation in 1992. The anniversaries of specific events, the
foundation anniversaries of parties and associations, and above all, the
commemoration of 1968 itself have overloaded public memory pertain-

ing to the period.

Ozyiirek, “Introduction,” 3.

Davis, Periodization and Sovereignty, 20.

“Etkinliklerimiz: Onemli Tarihler” 68'liler Birligi Vakfi, accessed November 11, 2015,
http://www.68lilerbirligivakfi.org/index.php/etkinliklerimiz.

“Kanli Pazar’in 44. Yildoniimii,” Cumhuriyet, February 16, 2013, 1, 10.

«

3 Fidan’ icin Gosteriler Diizenlendi,” Cumhuriyet, May 6, 2010, 1, 6.

104



69

70

71

UTOPIA AND HISTORY IN TURKEY, 1960-1980

Patrick H. Hutton emphasizes the constructive power of the present
on memory by dividing memory into two interconnected moments of
repetition and recollection, both of which engage with the present. “The
presence of the past” dominates repetition while recollection embraces

the present portrayal of the past. In Hutton’s words,

repetition concerns the presence of the past. It is the moment of
memory through which we bear forward images of the past that
continue to shape our present efforts to evoke the past. It is the
moment of memory with which we consciously reconstruct im-
ages of the past in the selective way that suits the need of our pre-

sent situation.®®

Furthermore, repetition generated through commemorations consoli-
dates a memory that is contemporarily restructured. According to Paul
Connerton, commemorative ceremonies inevitably generate a “concept
of habit” that sustains and transforms what is remembered.”® It is the
performative, ritualized reproduction of a past event that recalls the past
- the annual or decennial rhythm and repetition that restructures
memory in the present.”! In other words, commemorations engender a
common memory through the ritualized repetition of the past.

Among the twenty biographies and autobiographies analyzed in this
dissertation, eleven were published within one or two years of the anni-
versaries of 1968. One of the books was published in 1989, one in 1998,
one in 1999, two in 2000, and six in the 2008-2010 period. In the second
half of the 2010s, the number of works on the political movements of the

1960s and 1970s increased. A number of publishing houses in Turkey pre-
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pared series of biographies and autobiographies focusing on the memo-
ries of leftist activists of the period.”? Thus, towards 2018, the fiftieth an-
niversary of the events of 1968, the literature on the public memory of
these decades piled up. The anniversaries of 1968 have been times of
awakening concerning memory, stimulating the creation of the works of
memory. The correlation between these works of memory and their pub-
lishing dates demonstrates that the discovery of 1968 as a historical turn-
ing point took place in the second half of the 1980s in Turkey. Similarly,
the 68ers’ Union Foundation was established in 1992, a few years after the
first books on the period were published in Turkey. 1968 has long been
regarded as a significant milestone in the course of the political move-
ments of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey.

1968 is a symbol around the world for political movements of the
1960s and 1970s. It is, indeed, the central year of the surge of the period’s
political struggles, especially in the western part of the world. However,
an analysis of political movements demonstrates that while the year was
definitely distinguished by acts of political dissent such as strikes, boy-
cotts, occupations, and demonstrations, 1968 was neither a starting point
nor a unique moment of political elevation in Turkey. A student move-
ment emerged in 1960 as a part of the coalition in support of the coup
d’état of May 27. Between 1960 and 1963, students gradually gained au-
tonomy from the bureaucratic elites and engaged in social protests

within universities. The years between 1964 and 1967 witnessed rising

For a number of examples, see Memet Kara, Ordulu Emin’in “Kurtulus Tarihi,” (Istanbul:
fletisim Yayinlari, 2015); Fiisun Ozbilgen, ed. Devrimciler Olmez: Sinan Kazim Oziidogru
Kitabi (Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari, 2015); ibrahim Kiireken, “Parcasi, Tanigi, Mahkimu,
Siirgiinii Oldum,” (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlar, 2016); Sirin Cemgil, Sinanca: Sirin Cemgil
Sinan Cemgil’i Anlatiyor, ed. Taylan Cemgil (Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari, 2016); Faik Mu-
zaffer Amag, Merhaba Kér Kadi: Mahir Cayan’in Avukatinin Anilar1 (Istanbul: Ayrinti
Yayinlari, 2017); Ahmet Tuncer Siimer, Adsiz Kahramanlar: Giilay Uniivar (Ozdes) Kitabi
(Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari, 2018); Mustafa Korkmaz, Ha Bu Nasul Dev-Geng’tur Usagum?
(Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari, 2018); Nuran Alptekin Kepenek, Bizum Cihan: Cihan Alptekin
Kitab! (Istanbul: Ayrinti Yayinlari, 2018); ilbay Kahraman, ed. Cepheden Anilar: Orhan
Savasci’'nin THKP-C Anilari (Istanbul: Ayrinti Yayinlari, 2018); and Tugrul Eryilmaz, 68’li
ve Gazeteci, inter. Asu Maro (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2018).
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student activism that was based on socialism and anti-imperialism.”3 For
instance, student politicization against the American Sixth Fleet started
to emerge in 1967, along with the foundation of the DISK as a substantial
trigger of the worker movement. It was also an important year in terms
of politicization. Moreover, while political dynamism was existent in 1968
in the form of university occupations and boycotts and the protest of the
American Sixth Fleet in Dolmabahce,’* the upsurge of the leftist mass
movement and the most significant acts of protest were actualized in
1969 and 1970. Therefore, historically speaking, 1968 does not come to the
fore as a unique temporal milestone, vis-a-vis 1967 and 1969. 1968 was
selected as an exclusive year, as a myth borrowed from the West, yet even
as a myth, it has bestowed a shared identity on left-wing activists of the
period. After all, myths, which selectively recount, overstate, or lessen the
past, provide social meaning as well as belonging to a larger group,’> as
“popular myths, give people their identity."76

The invention of 1968 as a year to be commemorated proceeded along
with the popularization and commodification of the decade. Since the
second half of the 1980s, iconic images of the 1960s and 1970s have been
excavated from history, making the era a mythical period of resistance
and solidarity. In the meantime, prominent student leaders became
mythical characters rather than actual political figures. Especially the
myth of Gezmis is strongly connected to the public memory of the period
in Turkey. His iconic parka has become the symbol of 1968 in Turkey, as
exemplified by the exhibition of “The Fortieth Anniversary of 1968: Ar-
chaeological Dig into a Wind of Change,” held in 2008 and 2009, in which
the parka was displayed. In this regard, Gezmis’s parka can be compared
to Alberto Korda’s iconic photograph of Che Guevara, which is not only “a

vibrant symbol and galvanizing figure for contemporary antisystemic
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movements,” but also a commercialized element for mass consumption.””
In this case, the nostalgia and mythologization hanging over the period
have become systemic engines within international capitalism that con-
vert past objects and figures into commodities.

Not only certain objects and persons but also the year 1968 itself has
become an objectified and mythologized commodity. Memory progresses
by designating certain “figures of memory,”’8 such as Gezmis’s parka or
the year 1968, and inventing means of repetition in the form of ritualized
commemorations.

3.1.3.2 The Attraction of Official History: 1971 as a Historiographic
Milestone

At the core of the historical and recollective narrative of the 1960s and
1970s lies the date 0of 1968 as a common date of remembrance - a histori-
cal milestone shaping the story about the leftist movements of the 1960s
and 1970s in Turkey. Yet 1968 is not the only historically-accepted turning
point in terms of the political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Tur-
key. The military coups of 1960, 1971, and 1980 also have exceptional posi-
tions in public memory and in written history. This dissertation specifi-
cally analyzes the effects of the military coups of 1971 and 1980 on
historiography and public memory by focusing on the 1960s and 1970s
and afterward. However, it skips the impact of the military intervention
of 1960 because a comparative analysis of the 1950s and 1960s is outside
the boundaries of the study. Even so, the coup d’état of May 27, 1960, was
indeed a historical break eliciting a political, socioeconomic, and cultural
transformation in Turkey, one that is acknowledged not only in this dis-
sertation but also in a number of testimonies.

The earliest year with which any of the analyzed works on leftist po-
litical movements of the 1960s and 1970s began was 1960 - that is, the date
of the coup d’état of May 27. Several studies and memoirs indicate that

the heightened student political consciousness on the eve of the May 27

Jeff A. Larson and Omar Lizardo, “Generations, [dentities, and the Collective Memory of
Che Guevara,” Sociological Forum 22, no. 4 (December 2007): 426.
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military intervention was a turning point for subsequent student activ-
ism. According to Miifit Ozdes, a student activist of the 1960s, the student
protests that led to May 27 paved the way for organized political activism
composed of socially-respected university students after 1960.7° Corre-
spondingly, O. Saffet Arolat, a journalist in the 1960s, states that the po-
tentialities created by the new Constitution of 1961 issued after May 27 set
the ground for the emergence of an independent student movement.80

Whereas a considerable number of authors set the starting point of
“1968 of Turkey” as 1960 or 1961, namely the dates of the most recent coup
d’état and the subsequent constitution, most acknowledge a change in
the nature of student activism in the second half of the 1960s, reflecting
the formation of student organizations independent of former ones and
of official state ideology. For most memoirists and researchers on the pe-
riod, it is evident that the publication of the socialist periodical YON start-
ing in 1961 and the foundation and the relative parliamentary success of
the socialist TIP (in 1961 and 1965, respectively) were principal mile-
stones in the formation of an independent socialist movement in Tur-
key.81 For Cetin Uygur, a leader of a student union in the 1960s, the disen-
gagement of the left from the military and Kemalism took place around
1963 by virtue of the organization of the TiP and subsequent proliferation
of socialist thought.82 Clearly, Uygur places more importance on the dis-
engagement from Kemalism than on the coup d’état of 1960 with respect
to the course of student activism.

In addition, many works date the emergence of an independent stu-
dent movement to 1968, when the first impressive student actions took
place. While journalist Siikran Soner states the emergence of an orga-
nized student movement in Turkey was capitalized on the eve of the May

27 coup d’état, she argues that the '68 generation emerged during the

“Miifit Ozdes,” in Feyizoglu, Firtinal Yillarin Genglik Liderleri Konusuyor (Istanbul: Ozan
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campus occupations 0f 1968.83 Correspondingly, Dogu Peringek, a student
leader of the 1960s, defines mass university activism in June 1968 as the
departure point for the socialist youth movement in Turkey.84

Ozdes expresses that the foundation of the FKF in the universities a
few years before 1968 created a qualitative change in student politiciza-
tion towards ideological independence and intellectual development.8>
Similarly, Cubukcu cites earlier examples of student protests putting the
start date of “1968 of Turkey” in the early 1960s when in 1964 at iU stu-
dents placed a black wreath at the entrance of the campus to protest the
professors’ relations with political rulers, when in 1966 ITU students pro-
tested Prime Minister Siilleyman Demirel, and when in the same year
Kurdish youth in Ankara demonstrated against state corruption unveiled
after the Varto earthquake.?¢ As exemplified, several authors and wit-
nesses of the period designate 1964-1966 as the start of the rising politi-
cization of the 1960s and 1970s. These dates not only symbolize the begin-
ning of political actions that would add up to the heightened
politicization of the time but also identify the historical point at which
student politicization broke loose from the mainstream political parties
and ideologies in the country.

In terms of historicizing the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, establishing
an end point is an easier project than defining the starting one. In many
testimonies and sociological analyses, witnesses and analysts agree on
when 1968 in Turkey ended or deteriorated, namely with the military in-
tervention of 1971. According to Kemal Bingo6llii, a student of the Faculty
of Law (Hukuk Fakiiltesi) at [U in the 1960s, March 12, 1971, signified a tre-
mendous change in terms of police and government reaction to student
activists.8” Ruhi Kog, the general secretary of the FKF between 1968 and

Soner, Bizim 68’liler, 14-15, 64.

“Dogu Peringek,” in Feyizoglu, Firtinali Yillarin Genglik Liderleri Konuguyor, 12.
“Miifit Ozdes,” in ibid., 129.

Cubukcu, Bizim '68, 45-47.

Kemal Bingolli, in Mater, Sokak Giizeldir, 37.
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1970, ends the period with the issuing of the general amnesty in 1974, after
the coup d’état of 1971.88

As discussed in the previous chapter, the military intervention of
March 12,1971, is historiographically characterized as a beginning or end-
ing point, which has affected studies on political activism in the 1960s and
1970s. The suggestion that 1971 is a strained rather than an actual bound-
ary does not underestimate the importance of the military intervention
for the political and socioeconomic atmosphere of the 1970s. It is clear
and undeniable that the military intervention of 1971 disrupted the soci-
opolitical course of the 1960s by capturing and convicting student activ-
ists, on one hand, and oppressing the worker movement, on the other.
The pressure placed on political activities, the execution of student lead-
ers Gezmis, Inan, and Aslan, and the subsequent criminalization of leftist
movements and leftists’ cultural production created an indisputable
wind of change, sweeping away many characteristics of the 1960s. How-
ever, to accept March 12 as an inevitable, unrivaled epoch-making point
obscures the continuities between the 1960s and 1970s and establishes a
moral demarcation, attested to in many studies and testimonies that sep-
arates the pacifism of the 1960s from the violence of the 1970s almost
overnight.

Accordingly, many witnesses and activists of the period remember
the era after March 12, 1971, as a period that deserves to be approached
with either reckoning or judgment. For instance, Kazmir Pamir, an activ-
ist of the period, criticizes the shift from the innocent activism of the
1960s to the violence of the 1970s.8° According to Muharrem Kilig, a for-
mer member of the TIP, progressive movements of the 1960s fell into the
trap of violence after the military intervention of 1971, obstructed their
own intellectual development, and spurned their own legacy. It was the
beginning of the end of the movement of progressive youth. On the con-
trary, Yalciner, a youth activist of the period, asserts that the arming of

leftist movements in the early years of the 1970s was indispensable and a

Ruhi Kog, in ibid., 54.
“Kazmir Pamir,” in Feyizoglu, Firtinali Yillarin Genglik Liderleri Konusuyor, 49, 51.

111



90
91
92
93

94

U. CEREN UNLU

natural result of the growth of political activism in the face of state op-
pression and rightist attacks.??

However, separating the 1960s from the 1970s by the sharp action of
the military pushes the analysts to reshape memories of the earlier dec-
ade according to the existence of a military intervention, shrouding the
sociopolitical continuities between the decades. For instance, establish-
ing March 12 as a historical fracture obscures the fact that the arming of
leftist student organizations started before the military coup,®® which
Giin Zileli calls “the rupture” of the 1969-1970 period.?? It was not entirely
the coup d’état of March 12 that triggered the arming of left-wing activists
in Turkey:.

In addition, there was continuity not only in terms of political organ-
ization but also artistic production®? and intellectual development in the
1960s and the 1970s, which are wrongly assumed to have retrogressed in
the presence of armed struggle. In one rare testimony emphasizing the
continuity, Soner remarks that March 12 was not an impasse on the path
of 1960s’ activists who continued their journey. Although the military in-
tervention of 1971 suppressed the political upheaval of the 1960s and neg-
atively affected the activists both individually and politically, the activists
of the 1960s managed to stand up again and influence the political atmos-
phere of the 1970s. The generation of 1968 was an indispensable precur-
sor for the generation of 1978.94

To sum up, a considerable number of studies on the political move-
ments of the 1960s in Turkey hold up 1968 as a climax and end their story
in 1971. However, according to Riza Tura, history-making in Turkey has
orphaned the 1970s by inequitably thrusting the 1960s, especially 1968,

into the limelight. He argues that the emergence of 1968 as a historical

Cubukcu, Bizim '68, 97-99.

Feyizoglu, Sinan: Nurhak Daglari’'ndan Sonsuzluga (Istanbul: Ozan Yayincilik, 2000), 249.
Gun Zileli, Yarilma (1954-1972) (Istanbul: Ozan Yayincilik, 2000), 283.

For further information see Aysan, Afise Cikmak, 1963-1980: Solun Gérsel Sertiveni (Istan-
bul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2013).

Soner, Bizim 68’liler, 200-201.
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landmark took place in the 1980s, when, what he calls, a postmodern his-
tory-writing and culture industry was popularized and commodified, el-
evating the date by softening its political edges. Similarly, according to
Fredric Jameson, while contemplating the possibility of a persistent anti-
systemic critique in an age of global capitalism, the ideological closure of
neoliberalism has rendered the anti-systemic elements of the 1960s con-
trollable.?> This dissertation asserts in the previous chapter that the offi-
cial historical narrative issued after the military coup of 1980 shaped the
history and public memory of the 1960s and 1970s by sponsoring a story
of terror in the 1970s. In this way, the phenomenon of 1968 in the world
and in Turkey has been treated as an innocent and thus praiseworthy stu-
dent movement quite unlike the backslidden 1970s. The result is a posi-
tive mythologizing 0f 1968, on one hand, and a stigmatization of the 1970s
as an era of deviance and radicalization, on the other. This is despite the
fact that the year 1968 was not regarded as significant in the history of
Turkey’s left before the second half of the 1980s.9¢ This trend is compati-
ble with the aforementioned issue of highlighting or commercializing
1968 along with its political subjects. As discussed, memories become
stronger when the narrative is supported by the government or institu-
tions of political power.?” Memories are also stronger when they are in
harmony with the dominant narrative supported by the conceptual
framework of the neoliberal system. While former leftist activists and
current 68ers in Turkey distance themselves from the political and his-
torical narratives of the junta of 1980 and the global system of neoliberal-
ism, they remember more clearly when their memories correspond to of-
ficial narratives being shaped by present political concerns and current
boundaries of thinking.

Consequently, accounts of the 1960s and 1970s since the second half of
the 1980s, have started to be dominated by the testimonies of people who

had the privilege of being 68ers.?® Hence, the criminalization of the 1970s

Jameson, “The Politics of Utopia,” 35-36.

Riza Tura, “’68 ile '71 Arasina Sikisan Zaman: “70’li Yillar,” Defter 37 (1999): 36-37.
Traverso, Gecmisi Kullanma Kilavuzu, 44.

Tura, “68 ile '71 Arasina Sikisan Zaman,” 37.
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relative to the 1960s in public memory went hand in hand with the sub-
ordination of certain subjects of the period, especially workers, vis-a-vis
student activists and intellectuals, who were privileged memory-build-
ers.

However, the proper periodization of historical eras that is more than
mere political manipulation can only be conducted by operating “a com-
plex process of conceptualizing categories, which are posited as homog-
enous and retroactively validated by the designation of a period divide.”°
Commonly accepted temporal breakpoints might become incongruous or
cease to be explanatory, when certain conceptual categories are dis-
cerned from the archives that present continuities between the 1960s and
1970s, such as the rise of cultural production and communication, as dis-
cussed in chapter 4, and the shifting and broadening understanding and
practices of education, as addressed in chapter 5.

According to Michel de Certeau, periodization is necessary for history
to be intelligible; however; periodization, as well as the writing of history
are interpretations, a restructuring that “promotes a selection between
what can be understood and what must be forgotten in order to obtain the
representation of a present intelligibility.”190 Having elaborated on what
has been remembered, this chapter now explores what has been selec-
tively forgotten in the public memory of left-wing movements of the
1960s and 1970s.

3.1.4 Forgetting an Era: The 1960s and 1970s through Myopic
Lenses

According to Friedrich Nietzsche, when the past disturbs the present mo-
ment by evoking the ghosts and obstructing happiness, forgetting acts as
a cure that can guarantee present happiness. People rationalize their re-
lationships with the past by selectively remembering past events and “ac-

tive[ly] forgetting” what would be painful, confusing, or disturbing for the

Davis, Periodization and Sovereignty, 3.
Michel de Certeau, The Writing of History, trans. Tom Conley (New York: Columbia Uni-
versity Press, 1988), 4.
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present self.191 A “social autobiography” is a process of selection in which
certain elements are actively picked or discarded, remembered or forgot-
ten, in order to create a preferred social identity. “That is, [societies as
well as individual actors] transform their past in a communicative way
that serves the purpose of constructing a desirable or at least tolerable
self-consciousness (collective management of identity).”192 This section
argues that the construction of the recollection of the 1960s and 1970s has
thrust certain elements of the period aside in an active and continuous
process of remembering and forgetting. The progression of remem-
brance and forgetting parallels the conditions of the present with the pro-
vision that “what is discordant or does not ‘fit in’ with the tenor of the
present must be eminently forgettable.”193 Therefore, the general misun-
derstanding that defines forgetting as the direct opposite of memory
should be set aside. For,; as Sigmund Freud warned, memory and forget-

ting are unbreakably linked to each other.104

We must first of all keep in mind the fact that memory is no way
the opposite of forgetting... Memory itself is necessarily a selec-
tion. Certain characteristics of the event will be retained, while

others are immediately or progressively set aside or forgotten.10>

Concordantly, public memory of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey has fol-
lowed a similar direction of constructing an active memory in which sub-
jects and topics are selected, reselected, and unselected contemporarily.
The aforementioned popular topics and arguments of the period are

acknowledged in many testimonies and studies of the decade. However,

Petar Ramadanovic elaborates on Friedrich Nietzsche’s concept of “active forgetting” in
“From Haunting to Trauma: Nietzsche's Active Forgetting and Blanchot's Writing of the
Disaster,” Postmodern Culture 11, no. 2 (January 2001) doi:10.1353/pmc.2001.0005.
Schmidt, “Memory and Remembrance,” 197.

David Gross, Lost Time: On Remembering and Forgetting in Late Modern Culture (Am-
herst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2000), 141.

Sigmund Freud elaborated in Huyssen, “Present Pasts: Media, Politics, Amnesia,” 27.
Freud quoted in Todorov Tzvetan, “The Uses and Abuses of Memory,” in What Happens
to History: The Renewal of Ethics in Contemporary Thought, ed. Howard Marchitello
(New York: Routledge, 2001), 12.
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an in-depth study of primary sources from the era suggests that many
elements of the decade have been neglected or forgotten in the present.
The gap between the past and the present acts as a vortex, discursively
vacuuming selected moments from memory. The discursive gap between
history and memory is ceaselessly restructured by present concerns, fog-
ging up the inherent potentialities of the past according to the needs of

the present. Steven Knapp indicates that

the locus of authority is always in the present; we use, for promot-
ing and reinforcing ethical and political dispositions, only those
elements of the past that correspond to our sense of what pres-

ently compels us.106

Problematizing the gap between present and past, between testimonies
and archives might help to clear the fog of present concerns over memo-
ries and to detect past facts and possibilities that have been subdued or

forgotten.

3.1.4.1 The Fog of Memory [: The Forgotten Existence of Activist
Workers and Women

A survey of the archives shows that one historical element selected to be
forgotten was the significant role of workers as in the political activism
of the 1960s and 1970s. Proletarian activists of the period and their polit-
ical actions are either shrouded by or subordinated to the student move-
ment in the recollective literature. Workers have been denied their sub-
jectivity as political activists, demonstrators, and intellectual
contributors to the 1960s and 1970s.

By and large, public memory tends to remove workers from places
where they were, forgetting or jettisoning from periods in which they
took part. Nevertheless, while the existence of active workers in leftist
movement has been blurred or sidelined in memory, it has not been en-

tirely forgotten. As Ertugrul Kiirkcii remembers, the period of the 1960s

Steven Knapp, “Collective Memory and the Actual Past,” Representations 26, “Special Is-
sue: Memory and Counter-Memory” (Spring 1989): 131.
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and 1970s witnessed the emergence of a worker movement that was un-
precedented in magnitude.10”

One of the few exceptions in the inventory of popularly-remembered
events depicting the workers is the portrayal of the great worker march
of June 15-16, 1970.108 Several accounts and analyses of the period give this
demonstration its due and acknowledge the magnitude of the worker
movement.1%? However, in many, the story of workers is still subordi-
nated to that of students. In many memoirs of former students of the pe-
riod, June 15-16 is perceived as an igniter of change within student move-
ment, a turning point when students became estranged from the army.
This trivializes its meaning for the event’s actors, namely the workers. Yet
as Cubukcu argues, the significance of the period’s student movement
lied in its efforts to establish a relationship with these other movements;
it was this potential relationship that rendered the student movement a
threat in the eyes of the government.110 Public memory has stripped this
potential by overemphasizing the presence of leftist students in the po-
litical movements of the 1960s and 1970s, eclipsing the political meeting
of students and workers in the period.

Apart from workers, the stories of activist and organized women of
the 1960s and 1970s are also sidelined in the testimonies on the period.
Nevertheless, in the early 2000s and 2010s, a number of biographies, au-
tobiographies, and historical studies were published that were narrated
by or that focused on worker and women activists. Ayse Yazicioglu com-
piled interviews with leftist women of the period in her book that gives
voice to “the women of 68."111 Nadire Mater’s Sokak Gtizeldir concerns the
memories of female activists.112 Journalist Aysel Sagir takes a snapshot of

the history of leftist movements of the 1970s in Turkey through the lenses

Kiirket, in Mater, Sokak Giizeldir, 205.

Calislar, 68: Bagkaldirinin Yedi Rengi, 21-24; Kiirk¢iioglu, “Anayasa icin El Ele, Onu
Tanmimayan Hergele!”” in Cobanli, Mahir, Deniz, Ibo, 251-256.

Zileli, Yarilma, 393.

Cubukcu, Bizim ’68, 55.

Ayse Yazicio8lu, ed., 68’in Kadinlari (Istanbul: Dogan Kitap, 2010).

Mater, Sokak Giizeldir.
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of incarcerated leftist women of the period.113 Muazzez Pervan’s archival
study analyzes a vein of the organized struggle of women in the second
half of the 1970s.114 Moreover, a number of memoirs of left-wing workers
and peasant activists of the period have also been published.11> The next
chapter emphasizes the involvement of women and workers in the polit-
ical movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey.

The archival study presented in the next chapter suggests that one of
the most salient characteristics of the period is a plethora of publications.
Every trade union and political organization published a weekly or
monthly periodical or press bulletin. Workers, students, activists, and
politicians from these unions and organizations wrote for these periodi-
cals and press bulletins. Although most memoirs and present text on the
period acknowledge the ample amount of publication in these decades,
memories are often diminished with regard to the various contributors
to these publications. Many accounts of the 1960s and 1970s disregard the
contribution of workers to the decades’ political and cultural arguments,

a point that is revisited in chapter 4 in detail.

3.1.4.2 The Fog of Memory II: The Forgotten Possibility of Sociopoliti-
cal Encounters

The frequently encountered worker, intellectual, student, and peasant
collaboration in the 1960s and 1970s has become a blurred memory in the
present, while the centrality of the working class is a distant dream. How-
ever, Ross’s observation applies also to Turkey: “[f]or many militants at
that time, the experience of [the 1960s and 1970s] meant not losing sight
of the problem of direct communication with the exploited and their his-
tory, and the continuing effort to construct new means of comprehension
(and thus of struggles) between different groups.”11® The student activ-

ists of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey were more than eager to establish

Aysel Sagir, Bizi Giinege Cikardilar (Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayinlari, 2015).

Pervan, [lerici Kadinlar Dernegi.

Hikmet Algiil, Sofér Idris: Anilar (Istanbul: Yar Yayinlari, 2004); Hamdi Dogan (Hamdos),
“Tiirkiye Isci Partisi’ne Astk Oldum” (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 2014).

Ross, May ‘68 and Its Afterlives, 114.
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revolutionary relationships with workers and peasants, an eagerness not
usually mentioned in their memoirs.

Many scholars argue that the emergence of 1968 as a year of com-
memoration not only created a distorted history, as Tura argued above,
but also urged the emergence of a depoliticized version of the period. As
Ross suggests in May ‘68 and Its Afterlives, “|b]y asserting a teleology of
the present, the official story erases those memories of past alternatives
that sought or envisioned other outcomes than the one that came to past,”
which contributes not only to “active forgetting” but also to the “depolit-
icization” of the events.11” The “active forgetting” of the worker move-
ment of the period and the corresponding foregrounding of the youth
movement in constructed memories of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey
might be interpreted as an effort to cleave political activism of the era
from class politics and to overemphasize the transitory character of the
decade’s political upsurge, which questionably came to an end in the mo-
ment when the activists were no longer young. Therefore, the youthful
character of the era is highlighted, the stories of students and universities
are narrated, and iconic images are spotlighted in public memory of the
1960s and 1970s. On other hand, historical elements of the period, such as
workers’ contribution to the explosion in communicative and educa-
tional practices and the forging of relationships among workers, peas-
ants, students, and intellectuals have become unimaginable or “unthink-
able,” a term introduced in the previous chapter.

However, as Jirgen Habermas puts it, “despite everything, history
does not stand still."118 Nor does memory. Memory is in a never-ending
flux, an everlasting evolution that is “open to the dialectic of remember-
ing and forgetting, unconscious of its successive deformations, vulnera-
ble to manipulation and appropriation, susceptible to being long
dormant and periodically revived.”11° Therefore, researchers should keep

their eyes open to detect moments of memory that are contemporarily

Ibid,, 3, 6.

Habermas, “Concerning the Public Use of History,” 43.

Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de Mémoire,” Representations 26,
“Special Issue: Memory and Counter-Memory” (Spring 1989): 8.
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deformed, politically manipulated, and selectively resuscitated or buried,
by chasing the discursive gaps between the past and the present, or as
Trouillot puts it, between “what happened” and “that which is said to
have happened.”

Richard Terdiman, analyzing the course of memory in the nineteenth
century, notes two main maladies: “too little memory, and too much.”120
The memory formed around the 1960s and 1970s has suffered from both,
experiencing both a “commemoration mania”1?! comprised of nostalgic,
critical, disparaging, and celebratory accounts of the period in memoirs,
television shows, books, newspaper articles, and exhibitions, as well as a
selective forgetting, in which certain aspects of the period are actively
forgotten.

Such a period of about which there is a clear adherence to memories
but the meaning of which is a never-ending disagreement must be ana-
lyzed from a vantage point that incorporates both history and memory.
David Gross, in Lost Time: On Remembering and Forgetting in Late Modern

Culture, argues that

in order to move beyond the mere urge to preserve and on to
something like a real critique, the eclipsed truths of the past would
have to be counterposed to the untruths of the present in such a
way as to give what has been discarded real contestatory power.
Should this happen, the remembrance of what once had been (...)
might be able to produce, by means of contrasts or comparisons,
enough leverage to call many of the givens of the present into

question.122

This section has utilized the “contestatory power” of memory by detail-
ing the course of selective remembrance and forgetting. The analysis re-

vealed that the existence of an extensive worker movement in the 1960s

Terdiman, Present Past, 14.

Jeremy Varon, Michael S. Foley, and John McMillian, “Time is an Ocean: The Past and
Future of the Sixties,” The Sixties 1, no. 1 (2008): 2.

Gross, Lost Time, 150.
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and 1970s has been largely neglected, and both the past and present sub-
jectivity of the workers has been denied by memoirists. Moreover, both
the works of memory and sociological studies on the era have overlooked
the fact that there was a political effort to form a connection among stu-
dents, workers, peasants, and intellectuals which resulted in presently-
unimaginable encounters. This potential, which this dissertation traces
in the following chapters, made the period unique. The next section in-
troduces the conceptual tool of utopia which is used to excavate the
events of the past, ascertain the concerns of the present, and problema-

tize the gap between the two.

§ 3.2 The Historiographical Tool of Utopia: Towards a Critical

123
124
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History of the Leftist Movements of the 1960s and 1970s

... we act only under the fascination of the impossible: Which
is to say that a society incapable of generating — and of ded-
icating itself to - a utopia is threatened with sclerosis and

collapse.1?3

- E. M. Cioran, History and Utopia

[t was the year 1516, when Thomas More demarcated the shadowy bound-
aries of King Utopus’ island, Utopia, and invented the concept of “uto-
pia.”124 Since its invention, the concept has retained its semantic haziness
and blurry existence. Colloquially, utopia designates a dream that is im-
possible to realize or a locality, a “nowhere,” that is impossible to reach.
In More’s coinage, “the word means what is nowhere; it is the island

which is nowhere, the place which exists in no real place.”2> Generally,

E. M. Cioran, History and Utopia (London: Quartet Books, 1996), 81.

More, Utopia.

Paul Ricoeur, “Introductory Lecture,” in Lectures on Ideology and Utopia, ed. George H.
Taylor (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986), 15.
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utopia, as Ruth Levitas suggests, is “the expression of the desire for a bet-
ter way of being.”126 [t is an expression comprising “an element of fantasy,
of dreaming or at least of yearning, for a better life and better world.”127
Utopia is about “how we would live and what kind of a world we would
live in if we could do just that.”128

Despite the fog around its meaning and existence, utopia is a concept
employed in the social sciences. Rather than conceiving of it as a pleasant
daydream or a fanciful game, scholars perceive utopia as a societal pro-
ject and a rational future plan presented as an alternative to the existing
social construct.’?? [t should be acknowledged that utopia is not only a
literary genre but also a comprehensive perception of the possibilities of
social and individual transformation.13? Utopia is neither an impossible
dream, nor “a river with no water."131 Well beyond the static impossibility
of a dream that is without home and out of time, utopia indicates move-
ment and change that is either tangential to or that pierces the course of
history. Bryan Turner, writing on Karl Mannheim’s understanding of ide-
ology and utopia, suggests that for Mannheim, “Utopia is the will for
change; as such, Utopian thought is the major force of historical

change.”132 Different from a coercive and inflexible draft for the perfect

Ruth Levitas, The Concept of Utopia (Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1990), 8.

M. L. Finley, “Utopianism Ancient and Modern,” in The Critical Spirit: Essays in Honor of
Herbert Marcuse, eds. Kurt H. Wolff and Barrington Moore, Jr. (Boston: Beacon Press,
1967), 3.

Levitas, The Concept of Utopia, 1.

Faruk Oztiirk, “Cumhuriyet ve Utopya,” in Modern Tiirkiye'de Siyasi Diisiince 3: Modern-
lesme ve Baticilik, eds. Tanil Bora and Murat Giiltekingil (Istanbul: iletisim Yaynlars,
2002), 488.

Krishan Kumar, Modern Zamanlarda Utopya ve Karsiiitopya, trans. Ali Galip (Istanbul:
Kalkedon, 2006), 46.
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order, utopia and utopianism “may be better conceptualized as a move-
ment of hope.”133

However, this “movement” or “will for change” has certain disad-
vantages as a social science concept. Mannheim, in his influential Ideol-
ogy and Utopia: An Introduction to the Sociology of Knowledge, draws at-
tention to the fact that the concept is prone to individual perceptions and
subjective prejudgments. Researchers should watch their steps, as “we
are confronted here with the application of a concept involving values
and standards.”134

The very attempt to determine the meaning of the concept ‘utopia’
shows to what extent every definition in historical thinking de-
pends necessarily upon one’s perspective, i.e. it contains within
itself the whole system of thought representing the position of the
thinker in question and especially the political evaluations which
lie behind this system of thought. The very way in which a concept
is defined and the nuance in which it is employed already embody
to a certain degree a prejudgment concerning the outcome of the
chain of ideas built upon it.135

Utopia as a hazy trail has a propensity for theoretical aberrations, histor-
ical distortions, and subjective molding. To obviate this theory-distorting
propensity, utopia should be perceived as an instrumental concept based
on concrete social and historical conditions lest the relationship between
utopia and reality be arbitrary or illusory. The concept of utopia, like
those of all other human-made concepts, needs to be taken as a tool with
which to shape research, not as an end.13¢ Concomitantly, this disserta-

tion does not pursue the finding, naming, applauding, or booing of uto-

Valérie Fournier, “Utopianism and the Cultivation of Possibilities: Grassroot Movements
of Hope,” in Utopia and Organization, ed. Martin Parker (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing,
2002),192.

Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, 176.

Ibid., 177.

Levitas, The Concept of Utopia, 2.
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pias. In this dissertation, utopia is employed as a conceptual tool de-
signed to understand the possibilities, propensities, and conditions of a
social and historical context. After all, utopia has its roots in the concrete,

in the crises of today.

3.2.1 The Realm of Possibility: Utopia and Reality

Glenn Negley and ]. Max Patrick, in their extensive anthology of literary
utopias published in 1952, state that there was a pause in the production
of utopias due to decades-long global strife that did not come to a close

with the end of the world wars.

[t is true that the past thirty-five years have not provided an ideal
climate for speculation about ideal societies. Amid the ruins of
protracted world conflict are to be found the remains of that ivory
tower from which the future looked bright, and men, while small,
from that perspective threw shadows of lengthening stature. Con-
temporary utopists stand forlornly or angrily in the midst of the
devastation, contemplating the wisdom of converting the rem-
nants of that shining tower into an underground shelter. Fear ra-
ther than hope is in the atmosphere, or, if not actual fear, at least
lack of confidence in the progress of the future. Constructive uto-
pian speculation cannot but be inhibited by the weight of such a
prevailing atmosphere, and the paucity of speculative construc-
tions of the ideal social organization in the contemporary period

is quite understandable.137

Given that this dissertation expands the definition of utopia from a liter-
ary genre to the social expansion of possibilities, it is fundamental to the-
oretically and empirically verify or disprove the assertion that “an ideal
climate” or “a prevailing atmosphere,” as Negley and Patrick put it, deter-
mines the emergence or absence of utopias. Arguing on behalf of this as-

sertion, this section traces the social conditions that make the production

Glenn Negley and ]. Max Patrick, The Quest for Utopia: An Anthology of Imaginary Socie-
ties (New York: Henry Schuman, 1952), 582.
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of utopias possible. Maurice Blanchot asks, why does this possibility that
has in any case been enthralled with its impossibility exist?13® Why do
utopias, literary or social, exist in one period and disappear in another?
In Fredric Jameson’s words, “it is certainly of the greatest interest for us
today to understand why Utopias have flourished in one period and dried
up in another.”13°

According to Jameson, the social circumstances of utopists, namely
the legal, industrial, institutional, quotidian, and psychological constitu-
ents of the historical instant, furnishes them with the necessary ingredi-
ents of utopia, with “grist for the Utopian mill and substances out of
which the Utopian construction can be fashioned.”4? Utopias are not im-
aginable, unless productive “conditions of possibility” call “these peculiar
fantasies” into being,14! pulling them from the impossibility intrinsic to
reality.

In other words, More’s pun combining “eutopos” (good place) and
“outopos” (no place) has gone beyond its original intent. The perfect, un-
attainable island has for a long time been placed on real, and thus imper-
fect, territory. According to M. L. Finley and many other scholars, utopia
is a social and cultural construct, “grow[ing] out of the society to which
[it is] a response.”142 The hope inherent in utopia “is intrinsically critical
of the reality in which it is rooted.”143 Accordingly, Levitas, in her book

The Concept of Utopia, suggests that

utopia is a social construct which arises not from a ‘natural’ im-
pulse subject to social mediation, but as a socially constructed re-

sponse to an equally socially constructed gap between the needs

Maurice Blanchot, The Unavowable Community, trans. Pierre Joris (Barrytown: Station
Hill Press, 1988), 2.

Jameson, Archaeologies of the Future: The Desire Called Utopia and Other Science Fictions
(London: Verso Books, 2005), xiv.

Ibid., 14.

Ibid., 11.

Finley, “Utopianism Ancient and Modern,” 6.

Zygmunt Bauman, Socialism: The Active Utopia (New York: Holmes & Meier Publishers,
1976), 15.
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and wants generated by a particular society and the satisfactions
available to and distributed by it. All aspects of the scarcity gap are
social constructs, including the propensity to imagine it away by

some means or other.144

Therefore, utopia is not a static, close-ended entity but a vision, an idea,
a dream, or an action that springs from the visionary’s, ideologue’s,
dreamer’s, or activist’'s present society. If one defines utopia as a desire
for and belief in a better world, one should acknowledge that the eco-
nomic, social, political, and cultural environment of the utopists’ time
provides the ground for utopianism to sprout. The location where the
utopist takes to his feet, “takes his stand,” and possibly takes action “must
inevitably be the present.”14>

Congruently, Ernst Bloch, in his sizable study, The Principle of Hope,
exquisitely traces utopian impulses throughout history, identifying them
as “Real-Possible” rather than a socially-disconnected “Empty-Possible.”
For him, the possibility inherent in utopias is not only a part of the reality
out of which they emerge but also an extension that supplements con-
crete reality with “the future possibilities of being different and better.”146
To put it differently, utopias burgeon from the real ground of society, fer-
tilizing the earth in return with viable possibilities - or, as Bloch calls
them, “a Not-Yet-Being of an expectable kind.” Thus, the boundaries of re-
ality are widened and completed.#” Every present has a wisp of a better
future in it. “Concrete utopia stands on the horizon of every reality.”148 In
Paul Ricoeur’s words, “the field of the possible” opens “beyond that of the
actual; [utopia] is a field, therefore, for alternative ways of living.”14%

Hence, “concrete utopias” are ideally an indispensable part of the re-

ality that gives birth to them. Theodor W. Adorno argues in his incisive

Levitas, The Concept of Utopia, 181-182.

Francis Golffing and Barbara Golffing, “An Essay on Utopian Possibility,” in Utopia, ed.
George Kateb (New York: Atherton Press, 1971), 34.

Bloch, The Principle of Hope, Volume One, 144.

Ibid., 144.

Ibid., 223.
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conversation on theory and practice with Max Horkheimer that effective
human thought should embrace “the other” the unimaginable, for
thought will wither into feebleness in a world, where utopias are un-
wanted or eluded, leaving the thinking chain of the human minds shack-
led.150 Similarly, Zygmunt Bauman expresses that the human world with-
out a constellation of possibilities would remain incomplete, even

inviable. To quote Bauman,

the life-world in which human life activity takes place embraces
the class of possibilities. Without them it would certainly be in-
complete as a human world; in fact, it would not be a human world
any more. It is only reasonable to postulate that this life-world,
complete with the class of possibilities, should be taken as the ap-
propriate frame of reference in which to inscribe analytically, to
classify and understand human life activity... Utopia in particular,
and the category of possibility in general, seem to reflect correctly

this description of human modality.1>1

After defining the utopian zone as an enriching suburb that extends the
boundaries of the real city or as a “real-possible” bubble within the sea of
the social reality, the next task is to theoretically identify the characteris-
tics of the social conditions that generate utopias. The thirty-five-year pe-
riod before Negley and Patrick published their anthology was barren
with respect to literary utopias. On the other hand, the period after al-
most a decade was imbued with sociopolitical and cultural ones.

Bloch asserts that times of imminent or present change and renewal
pave the way for the emergence of social or political projects that push
the frontiers of reality,1°2 in contrast with times of inaction or destruc-
tion, “which have almost lost the feeling for the Novum.”153 Utopias are

born when the winds of change blow.

Theodor W. Adorno and Max Horkheimer, Towards a New Manifesto (London: Verso
Books, 2011), 12.

Bauman, Socialism, 35.

Bloch, The Principle of Hope, Volume One, 119.

Ibid., 288.
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The air of such historical springs is buzzing with plans which are
seeking to be realized, and with thoughts in the stage of incuba-
tion. Prospective acts are never more frequent or more common
than they are here, the anticipatory element in them is never more
content-laden, the feeling for what is coming closer never more
irresistible. All times of change are thus filled with Not-Yet-Con-

scious, even overfilled.15%

Jameson concurs, stating that the possibility for the emergence of a po-
tential possibility called utopia surfaces only through “spatial and social
differentiation.” The ebullient dynamics of social change dominating
“transitional periods” tend to procreate gaps in which utopian thinking is
incubated.1>> Adorno and Horkheimer take the concept of social change,
abundant with possibilities, a step further and interpret it as a “revolu-
tionary situation.” For them, the existence of the prospect of revolution is
concomitant with other prospects and potentialities.156

Probing further, it is pertinent that the element of future inherent
within the idea of change sets the stage for the appearance of utopias as
a phantasmal embodiment of future potentialities. Herein, Bloch draws a
clear line between Marxism and utopianism, asserting that Marxism as a
future-laden ideology is essentially concerned with what is to come ra-
ther than what is past, relating the present from the clutches of “Become-
ness” and theoretically and practically releasing the future possibilities.
Hence, by identifying the defects of the present “Becomeness” and striv-
ing to change it for a better present, “Marxism... rescued the rational core
of utopia and made it concrete.”157 However, repeating the core argument
of this subsection, the prospects of utopia stem from the realities of the
present. Or, to invert this statement, the present is loaded “with the hori-
zon within it, which is the horizon of the future.” Utopian prospects thus

envisage a better present just as ardently as a better future, an objective

Ibid., 119.

Jameson, Archaeologies of the Future, 15.

Adorno and Horkheimer, Towards a New Manifesto, 39.
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which links them to the ideology of Marxism.158 Therefore, quoting from
the Communist Manifesto, “in bourgeois society, [...], the past dominates
the present; in communist society, the present dominates the past.”15?

In discussions with his colleague on the relation between theory and
practice concerning political action, Adorno defines the sociopolitical
conditions of the times when the discussion was taking place as “worse
than ever,” and subsides into pessimism by enunciating his view “revolu-
tionary situation” inhibits the prospects of a better world, a better soci-
ety: “The horror is that for the first time we live in a world in which we
can no longer imagine a better one.”1®® More than half a century later,
Traverso mentions a similar deadlock in the social imagination, what he
calls an “eclipse of utopias.” It is argued in the previous chapter that the
socioeconomic system of neoliberalism has ideologically advertised itself
as the only viable system and codified its alternative as catastrophe or
totalitarianism. In such a system, in which dreams and actions of solidar-
ity are replaced with those of individualism, consumerism, and competi-
tion, the utopias of the twentieth century have melted away.16! This dis-
sertation asserts that the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, as well as in the
world, were times of rapid social change, rising critique of the present,
increasing future projections, and heightening revolutionary activism
that filled the decades with social possibilities or, in other words, utopias.
However, as elaborated upon in previous pages, these utopic moments
are mostly invisible given our present lenses manufactured by the ideo-

logical closure of neoliberalism.

3.2.2 Problematizing the Gap between the Archives and Testimo-
nies

Following from the argument above, utopianism, by nature, has an imma-

nent element of non-congruity with the present situation, namely

Ibid., 283.

Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels, The Communist Manifesto, trans. Samuel Moore (New
York: Pocket Books, 1964), 84.

Adorno and Horkheimer, Towards a New Manifesto, 39.

Traverso, Left-Wing Melancholia, 5-9.

129



162
163
164
165
166

167

U. CEREN UNLU

through the existing order,162 as seen in its relation to Marxism. This non-
congruity might be captured through “the fact that such a state of mind
in experience, in thought, and in practice, is oriented towards objects
which do not exist in the actual situation.”163 The foremost feature of uto-
pianism is its “reflexivity” - that is, the ability to reflect the conjectural
atmosphere and depict what is present by manifesting what is not pre-
sent and what is aspired. For Ricoeur, the concept of “nowhere,” inherent
in utopia, nourishes this feature by creating a distant niche with many
possibilities. “Perhaps a fundamental structure of the reflexivity ... is the
ability to conceive of an empty place from which to look at ourselves.”164
Utopias disprove the claim that history is a finished whole, by pointing to
and filling empty spaces in historical time. Against the ideological closure
of the existing order,16> utopias present places of nowhere, in which the
keys for present and future transformation are hidden. The critical reflex-
ivity of utopia is inherent in the fact that what it presents is a “no-where”
that stems from, reveals the potentialities in, and transforms a “now-

here.”166 According to Zygmunt Bauman,

utopias relativise the present. One cannot be critical about some-
thing that is believed to be an absolute. By exposing the partiality
of current reality, by scanning the field of the possible in which the
real occupies merely a tiny plot, utopias pave the way for a critical
attitude and a critical activity which alone can transform the pre-
sent predicament of a man. The presence of utopia, the ability to
think of alternative solutions to the festering problems of the pre-
sent, may be seen therefore as a necessary condition of historical
change.167

Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, 173.

Ibid.

Ricoeur, “Introductory Lecture,” 15.

Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia, 173.

Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, What is Philosophy? (New York: Columbia University
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Utopias open spaces of possibilities in which criticism finds a fruitful
arena. Corresponding to the critical attitude that utopias bring, utopian-
ism not only a detects lacks in present reality but also proposes an alter-
native project that envisions and moves towards transgressing and trans-
forming the existent order. This element of contextual criticism “brings
the important Utopia back from Nowhere to reality."1¢8 Therefore, the
space that utopia occupies in human historical time and geography de-
serves to be subjected to historical analysis. The work of the historian of
utopias is to scrutinize “how, in what specific manner, the realities of a
certain present, its modes of thought, belief, and imagination are trans-
lated in or by utopias, how utopias participate in the present while en-
deavoring to go beyond it."16? All in all, utopia is at once a witness, evi-
dence, and rejoinder to present social reality.

Utopia is an enclave, providing the present - and the past inherent in
it - with a possible future. However, the utopian focus is on and in the
present, which recalls the analysis of Walter Benjamin that the time of
history is always “filled by the presence of the now."170 Clarifying the fact
that utopias are specific to the “now-here” of a certain period, what was
viable in the present of the past might not be seen as a “real-possible” in
the present of today, which is to say that the past’s utopias laden with the
reality of the past might today be unrealistic, impossible, “unthinkable”
fantasies. To put it differently, “every age allows to arise (in differently
located social groups) those ideas and values in which are contained in
condensed form the unrealized and the unfulfilled tendencies which rep-
resent the needs of each age.”171 All utopias and all waves of utopianism
are beings of their period which correlate to the social, historical, politi-
cal, and economic background of the epoch.

Following this assertion, this dissertation employs utopia as a con-

ceptual tool for historiography that equips researchers with the means

Finley, “Utopianism Ancient and Modern,” 5.

Bronislaw Baczko, Utopian Lights: The Evolution of the Idea of Social Progress (New York:
Paragon House, 1989), 5.
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to detect the empty spaces between the past and the present, thus, be-
tween the historical process of the 1960s and 1970s and the story about
that process. Utopia is a device that operates in discursive gaps, looking
for moments of expanded possibility in the past that are regarded as un-
imaginable in the present. Thus, the historiographical tool of utopia is
utilized as a “destructive character” to “make room” within the official
historical discourse, which was administered after 1980 through the mil-
itary and the neoliberal transition and contains most of public memory
on the period, and to create a critical historical narrative.

In “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” Walter Benjamin advocates
a broken history as intervention, “a unique experience with the past.”172
Benjamin breaks down the illusion of continuation, the illusion of
smoothly passing time. His historical materialism is a revolutionary
stance that pursues a moment of finishing, of a revolt, of a glint within
and against the progressive storm of modernity and history.1’3 The
breaking up of historical time provides the analytical means to criticize
and demolish hegemonic narratives. The past is not an arena of objective
transference and continuous fluidity but an endless field of destruction-
construction-reconstruction, with empty spaces of possibilities and with
present concerns in mind. Under Benjamin’s guidance, this dissertation
engages in a critique of history by identifying certain fault lines dividing
the present and the past.

Up until this section, this dissertation has operated mainly in the ex-
tended realm of the present, questioning the historiography and public
memory that has been framed since the 1980s concerning the leftist po-
liticization of the 1960s and 1970s. The following two chapters turn to-
wards the past to examine the 1960s and 1970s through archival excava-
tion. This subchapter is an interlude between the two, connecting them

via the historiographical tool of utopia. By breaking historical time into

Benjamin, “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” 262.

Michael Lowy, “Introduction: Romanticism, Messianism and Marxism in Walter Benja-
min’s Philosophy of History,” in Fire Alarm: Reading Walter Benjamin’s ‘On the Concept
of History,’ trans. Chris Turner (London: Verso Books, 2005), 11.
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the past and the present, the concept of utopia is employed in this disser-
tation to problematize the gap between historical process and its story.
The intent is not a truth test but a search for and questioning of the empty
spaces that are filled with political concerns in the present and utopic
moments in the past. The historiographical concept of utopia presents
the researcher with a tool to show that some historical moments, which
are regarded as impossible or simply forgotten when seen through the
lenses of the present, were in the basket of possibilities of past periods.
As elaborated above, utopias encapsulate “a will for change.” The disap-
pearance of past utopias from present narratives indicates that the pos-
sibility or intention of change has disappeared from the contemporary
“social imagination” or “conceptual apparatus.” Recalling utopias from
the past through a problematized excavation of historical process and its
narration has the potential to demolish the discursive boundaries of con-
temporary historical narratives and hopefully broaden the range possi-
bilities in the present. The concept is a tool both for an archeology of past
events and for a critique of the present narrative. This allows the re-
searcher to criticize and decipher dominant historical narratives and
pursue critical ones. This task requires utmost caution not to fall into the
trap of glorifying history or being prejudiced on its behalf. As with testi-
monies, using archives as a starting point for a critical history should also
be problematized.

The following two chapters are a historical reading of the heightened
politicization of the 1960s and 1970s, specifically the increasing practices
of communication and education. Most of the archival documents in this
dissertation have been excavated from the nongovernmental social his-
tory institutions the IISH and the TUSTAV, as well as from newspapers.
Yet while archives are significant caches of historical information, they
also reflect the inequalities of the past and the present. Meltem Ahiska
remarks in her article on the politics of Turkish archives that archives do

not present the researcher with a direct path leading to historical truth
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but are rather usually “sites of destruction, falsification, and corrup-
tion.”174 To use archives critically, one should locate those sites that have
been established in the past and present.

The practice of power manipulates the writing of history, renders
some historical elements narrate-able, and actively frames “moments of
silences.” It is a process that actively and effectively operates in the pre-
sent. Correspondingly, archives acquire meaning in the present political
framework. Documents are destroyed, selected, eliminated, and forged
and access to them is institutionally controlled with the intent of harness-
ing the historical truth. In this respect, “archives are not only the con-
cerns of historians who are interested in recovering the past, but also of
political rulers who aim to frame the past for present purposes.”175

Moreover, the past also has political dominance over the archives. The
narrated period itself had its own inequalities and silenced moments.
The experiencers of events existed in a particular historical juncture be-
fore the historians that narrated the event. Therefore, the past has al-
ready codified certain “moments of silences,” long before historians that
arrived at the scene did so in the present time.17¢ For instance, as is dis-
cussed in chapter 4, while workers, peasants, and women were engaged
in the communication and education boom of the 1960s and 1970s in Tur-
key, contemporaneous inequalities with respect to class, gender, and ge-
ography operated to the extent that the cultural production of these so-
cial segments was less than that of their bourgeois, urban, male
counterparts. Correspondingly, past inequalities of sociocultural produc-
tion have combined with present inequalities of historiographical con-
struction to frame uneven historical narratives. Historical studies on the
political developments of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey mostly neglect
the aforementioned historical elements, and biographical and autobio-

graphical accounts largely focus on urban contexts, male revolutionaries,

Meltem Ahiska, “Occidentalism and Registers of Truth: The Politics of Archives in Tur-
key,” New Perspectives on Turkey 34 (2006): 9.
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and political organizations. Forgotten elements become neglected histor-
ical topics “because historical traces are inherently uneven, sources are
not created equal.”1’7 Therefore, historiographical dominance is backed
by an “archival power” that determines which historical events, people,
and organizations are worth studying and from which vantage points.178
If sources are themselves unequal, how can the space that past trends or
events occupy in the historical narrative be equal?

The socioeconomic and political conjuncture of the present, the exer-
cise of power that dominates the writing of history, and the inequalities
of the past that reverberate into the present render some past elements
“unthinkable,” imaginable, and unmentionable - and thus silent. These
power relations make certain that “moments of silences” are intrinsic to

the historical narrative; silences are an indispensable part of history.

Silences are inherent in history because any single event enters
history with some of its constituting parts missing. Something is
always left out while something else is recorded... Thus whatever
becomes fact does so with its own inborn absences, specific to its
production. In other words, the very mechanisms that make any
historical recording possible also ensure that historical facts are

not created equal...17?

Nevertheless, this narrative inequality has a cure. It is possible to over-
come it through a critical methodology, through devising a “turn toward
hitherto neglected sources (e.g., diaries, images, bodies) and [an] empha-
sis on unused facts (e.g., facts of gender, race, and class, facts of the life
cycle, facts of resistance).”180 The remedy for “archival power” is in the
archives. Archives, which are subject to political concerns, may be biased
or misleading. Still, most of the archival documents excavated for this dis-

sertation have not been compiled and controlled by the government but
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Ibid., 49.
Ibid.

135



181

182

183

U. CEREN UNLU

by nongovernmental institutions. The IISH, as an institution that em-
braces the duty of “saving the archives and libraries of persecuted people
and organizations,” conducted the specific task of “provid[ing] a safe ha-
ven for the documents of Turkish parties, trade unions and individuals”
in the late 1980s.181 Documents saved from the destructive force of the
coup of September 12 are now open to researchers in Amsterdam. Simi-
larly, the TUSTAV, as an institution founded by leftist political figures of
the United Communist Party of Turkey (Tirkiye Birlesik Komiinist
Partisi), set outin 1992 to find, collect, and compile documents of political
parties, such as the TIP and the Communist Party of Turkey (Tiirkiye
Komiinist Partisi, or TKP), trade unions, leftist political organizations,
and relevant periodicals.182 The archival documents of critical nongov-
ernmental institutions are not immune from present political concerns
or past inequalities but they have the potential to deviate from the hege-
monic discursive design. Therefore, while problematizing archival docu-
ments on one hand, one must also acknowledge their propensity to lead
to a critical historical reading that could defy the official historical narra-
tive, on the other.

In destroying the documents of leftist subjects, the military interven-
tion of 1980 created a rupture in Turkish history not only of a political and
socioeconomic kind but also of an archival one. This dissertation hunts
after this historical break, deciphering and questioning it. In her analysis
of the “cleaning” of archival institutions that coincides with a larger dis-
ruption between the past and the present, Ahiska suggests that “history
is discontinuous and full of ruptures and holes, as it were.”183 The [ISH
and the TUSTAV attempt to fill these holes with archival materials of past
revolutionaries. This dissertation excavates neglected memories and his-
torical elements from the archives, thanks to the efforts of the IISH and

the TUSTAV, which allowed its analyses to be based on archival findings

“A Detailed History of the IISH,” International Institute of Social History, accessed March
4, 2017, https://iisg.amsterdam/en/about/history/detailed-history-iish.
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and testimonies. In so doing, it questions these “ruptures and holes” in
history by criticizing official historical narratives and problematizing
public memory and archives. Given such a critical approach, the docu-
ments of political organizations, trade unions, political parties, and revo-
lutionary people (such as periodicals, bulletins, posters, brochures, and
records of graffiti and forums, and biographies and autobiographies)
pave the way for a new historical paradigm that not only unearths ne-
glected and forgotten historical elements but also makes the power rela-
tions behind the framing of history visible.

This subchapter has presented utopia as a theoretical tool for a cri-
tique of historiography and memory. Utilizing this tool, the dissertation
delves into the recent reception of utopian spaces of the 1960s and 1970s
concerning leftist social movements as well as clashes in the findings
from archives vis-a-vis testimonies. In other words, the historical analy-
sis of the period’s utopianism is accompanied by a contemporary analysis
of the reception of leftist movements of the 1960s and 1970s, which chal-
lenges the official history of the period. Instrumentally, analyzing the his-
toricity of utopias compels the researcher to handle the lost apprehen-
sion of an almost forgotten age or the neglected elements of that age.184
This dissertation argues that certain social elements, or utopian mo-
ments, of the period, such as (1) the elevated possibility of social commu-
nication and cultural production, or a “communication boom,” (2) the
emergence of alternative methods and a broad concept of education, or
an “education boom,” and (3) unimaginable encounters of different seg-
ments of society through the explosion of ideas and profusion of revolu-
tionary practices have been forgotten in the recollective accumulation of

the years since the 1980s.

184 Michéle Riot-Sarcey, “Giris,” in Utopyalar Sézliigii, eds. Michele Riot-Sarcey, Thomas Bou-
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§ 3.3 Conclusion

185

186

187

Problematizing the gap between testimonies and archives, this chapter
first conducted a critical analysis of public memory surrounding the left-
ist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey by unpacking shared
and discordant narratives in several testimonies. Second, the chapter in-
troduced the historiographically-useful concept of utopia as a tool to ex-
cavate the past and criticize the present. Keeping the arguments in the
previous chapter in mind, this chapter presented the tool of utopia as a
remedy for the “ideological closure” and narrative dominance codified af-
ter the coup d’état of September 12, 1980, in Turkey.

The previous chapter argued that the military coup of 1980 was the
ultimate end of leftist politicization of the 1960s and 1970s along with the
utopic moments that had emerged with it, such as the explosions in com-
munication and education. However, a narrative is never entirely closed
or immobilized, no social order is without exit. The concept of utopia
shows that the past was full of retrospectively-unimaginable possibili-
ties; the hegemonic narrative of the present is just one of the historical
paths that was possible. Thus, the future may still be open to what is “un-
thinkable” today. Although ideological hegemony was generated via po-
litical oppression and socioeconomic transformation, the dominant nar-
rative and hegemonic order in Turkey has oft been shaken since 1980, as
exemplified by the Spring Demonstrations of 1989,185 the strike and
march of mining workers in Zonguldak in 1990-1991,18 and the long
struggle of unionized tobacco workers in 2009-2010.187 Another major

disturbance in the force, a tremor in the state-sponsored hegemonic order

For more information, see Aziz Celik, “Bahar Eylemleri, 1989,” in Tiirkiye Sendikacilik An-
siklopedisi, vol. 1, ed. Oya Baydar, 103-104 (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Ekonomik ve Toplumsal Ta-
rih Vakfi, 1998).
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138



188

189

190

UTOPIA AND HISTORY IN TURKEY, 1960-1980

since 1980, occurred in 2013. It not only alarmed the present order but
evoked memories from the past.

In the last days of May 2013, people from different socioeconomic
backgrounds in Turkey filled the streets of the metropolitan Istanbul in
protest against a municipal urban transformation project whereby Gezi
Park in the center of the city was to be demolished to build a shopping
mall as well as against the increasing police violence inflicted upon those
who demonstrated against the project. Mass protests ignited by the de-
sire to protect a public park soon turned into an antiauthoritarian and
anti-neoliberal uprising and spread to eighty of eighty-one cities in Tur-
key according to the report of the Ministry of Internal Affairs.188 Alain
Badiou, in his commentary on the 2013 mass protests in Turkey, discusses
the uprising’s potential to have created a “possibility for a new type of
organized politics, a politics that is durable, that merges the force of the
people with the sharing of political ideas, and that thereby becomes ca-
pable of changing the overall situation of the country in question.”18°

The “possibility” Badiou observed in the Gezi Protests was new and
about the future. But for many protestors and observers, the same possi-
bility was also reminiscent of a recent past. Protests in Turkey opened
the way for memories of recent history. Not long after the beginning of
the insurgence in May 2013, public memory made an appearance as abun-
dant newspaper and periodical articles and social media statements
compared the summer of 2013 in Turkey with the 1960s. For instance, the
beginning of the protests on May 27, 2013, evoked the fifty-three-year-old
memory of another May 27, which resulted in a historical weighing of the
recent insurgence with the coup d’état of 1960.1°° Not only the military

coup but also the subsequent constitution came to the fore as a moment

“Gezi Parki Olaylar1 Raporu,” Tiirkiye Insan Haklar1 Kurumu, last modified October 30,
2014, http://www.tihk.gov.tr /Portals/0/h/54b3df46416dd.pdf, 41.

Alain Badiou, “On the Uprising in Turkey and Beyond,” last modified June 19, 2013,
http://cengizerdem.wordpress.com/2013/06/19/alain-badiou-on-the-uprising-in-tur-
key-and-beyond/.

Altug Yalgintas, “Nice 27 Mayislara!” Bianet, last modified July 5, 2013,
https://m.bianet.org/bianet/insan-haklari/148233-nice-27-mayislara.
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of remembrance in 2013. Protestors, most of whom used Twitter as a
means of communication, used the hashtag of #OccupyGeziManifestosu
to state their demands from the government. While most of the demands
were invented for and related to the future, such as ending the destruc-
tion of nature in Turkey, repealing compulsory military service, and en-
suring the freedom of expression, one was anchored in the past: “Instead
of making a new constitution, the Constitution of 1961 must be modern-
ized."191

Moreover, public interpretation of the 2013 protests cut across na-
tional boundaries and found another terminus in the 1968 protests in Eu-
rope. Numerous social media remarks, along with articles, newspaper
columns, and interviews, emphasized similarities between the move-
ments in 2013 and 1968. On the internet, pictures from 2013 and 1968 por-
traying similar government oppression, police brutality, barricades, use
of tear gas, and the role of the press were shared.1%? For Tariq Ali, the
character of the movement was closer to Paris and Prague in 1968 than to
the more recent Arab Spring.193 Taner Ak¢am stated that Gezi Protests
signified a belated 1968 for Turkey that carried the possibility of a cul-
tural revolution, the lack of which was, for him, the main shortcoming of
the Turkish 1968.1%4 On the contrary, for Baris Yildirim, the 2013 riots were

not reminiscent of “the Western 1968,” but of the Turkish one. He drew a

“Yeni anayasa yerine 1961 Anayasasi modernize edilsin,” A. Murat Eren, ed., “Protests in
Turkey: The Timeline and What People on the Street Want,” Subjektif, last modified June
4, 2013, http://subjektif.org/2013/06/gezi-parki-protestolari-zaman-cizelgesi-ve-
sokagin-istekleri/.

For one example, see “Gezi '13 ve Paris '68 Arasindaki 20 Benzerlik,” Demokrat Haber,
last modified November 23, 2013, https://www.demokrathaber.org/tarih/gezi-13-ve-
paris-68-arasindaki-20-benzerlik-h25185.html.

Zeynep Bilgehan, “Interview with Tariq Ali: Flames of Resistance and Hope in Turkey,’
Counterpunch, last modified June 18, 2013, https://www.counter-
punch.org/2013/06/18 /flames-of-resistance-and-hope-in-turkey/.

Taner Akcam, “Gezi Parki Olaylari, Tiirkiye’'nin 1968’idir;” T24: Bagimsiz Internet Gazetesi,
last modified July 29, 2013, https://t24.com.tr /haber/68in-sonu-ve-gezi-etkileri,235520.
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direct link from worker movement of June 15-16, 1970, to the Gezi.1% The
movement and protestors in 2013 were regarded as “romantic,” “collec-
tively indignant,” and “heterogeneous” as those in 1968.196

As Kristin Ross argues, contemplating on the Paris Commune and the
2000s, “there are moments when a particular event or struggle enters viv-
idly into the figurability of the present.”197 Within the scope of this dis-
sertation, it is significant that the summer of 2013 that awakened memo-
ries of the 1960s, made the Constitution of 1961 “figurable” in the present,
and highlighted 1968 as a pillar of memory. For many protestors and ob-
servers, Gezi evoked 1968. The most remarkable similarity between the
two is the phenomenon of heightened politicization accompanied by in-
creasing communication.

Since June 2013, many academic, journalistic, and literary remarks
have been made on the movement’s causes, spontaneity, socioeconomic
bases, and spirit, among which there is one in common: the movement
was communicative. The uprising in the summer of 2013 galvanized an

unrestrained desire for speech concretized in the form of discussions,

Baris Yildirim, Sanki Devrim: Bir Devrim Gezi’sinden Notlar (Ankara: Notabene Yayinlari,
2014), 78-80.

For further comparison of 1968 and 2013 protests, see Engin Sustam, “Miisterekligin
Mikropolitik Dili ve Yeni Ozgiirliik Alanlari,” in Bizim Bir Haziramimiz: Haziran Ayak-
lanmasi Uzerine Notlar, eds. Engin Abat, Erdem Buldurug, and Firat Korkmaz, 37-68 (Is-
tanbul: Patika Kitap, 2014); Sinan T. Giilhan, “Teshisin Tedhisinden Cikis: Gezi Eylemleri
Uzerine Sosyolojik Bir Arastirma icin Oneriler;” in Gezi ve Sosyoloji: Nesneyle Yiizlesmek,
Nesneyi Kurmak, eds. Vefa Saygin Ogiitle and Emrah Géker, 17-79 (Istanbul: Ayrint1 Yayin-
lari, 2014); Vehbi Bayhan, “Yeni Toplumsal Hareketler ve Gezi Parki Direnisi,” Birey ve
Toplum 4, no. 7 (Spring 2014): 23-57; Ayse Hiir, “Siyasi ve Kiiltiirel Bir Karnaval: ‘Paris
May1s 1968,” Radikal, last modified June 9, 2013,
http://www.radikal.com.tr /yazarlar/ayse-hur/siyasi-ve-kulturel-bir-karnaval-paris-
mayis-1968-1136873/; Yannis Kronos, “20 Similarities between Gezi Park '13 and Paris ‘68
Riots,” Buzzfeed, last modified November 21, 2013, https://www.buzzfeed.com/ioannis-
kronos/20-similarities-between-geziparki3-and-paris68-r-gu4s.

Ross, Communal Luxury, 15.
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graffiti, tweets, posters, art pieces, slogans, songs, articles, blogs, web-
sites, videos, books, and a television station.18 On one hand, these new
forms of communication appeared necessary in the face of censorship by
the mainstream media. The protesters coined the term “penguin media,”
a satirical term invented after a popular news channel broadcast a docu-
mentary on penguins even as mass protests were taking place in the
country.1? In the face of a “penguin media,” protesters devised their own
means of free, intensive, and direct communication: tweets in lieu of tel-
evision news, graffiti in lieu of advertisements, art in the streets rather
than in private venues. Furthermore, given the slogans, songs, and pro-
lific discussions taking place in the newly-founded neighborhood forums,
the Gezi Protests created their own communicative practices apart from
and in opposition to the mainstream media. On the other hand, mass po-
litical action made the meeting of different segments of the population
and a limited liberation of suppressed voices possible. It was not only a
sonorous but also a multidirectional experience of communication,
which encompassed people from cities and small towns, heterosexuals
and LGBTI+, white-collar workers and the unemployed, students and fac-
tory workers, those with the means of communication in their hands and
those who, until then, were without it.200 People from different socioeco-
nomic backgrounds came together during and via the protests, and those
who had not had a say in mainstream news, art circles, and politics
claimed their agency through the sonorous collectivity. Hence, communi-
cation exploded in a way reminding most activists and analysts of the
1960s. Suppressed by the state through police intervention, the occupa-

For examples see Mehmet Deniz Boliikbasi, ed., 31 Mayis 2013: Devrim Taksim’de Géz
Kirpti (Istanbul: Kaldirag¢ Yayinevi), 2013.

Emre Tansu Keten, “Radikal Bir Medya Elestirisi Olarak Gezi Isyani” in Bizim Bir
Haziranimiz, eds. Abat, Buldurug, and Korkmaz, 332.

Baris Coban, “Gezi Komiinii Deneyimi: Yasayan Utopya ya da Komiinist idea,” in ibid.,
107-108.
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tion of Gezi Park ended at the end of the summer. Demonstrations con-
tinued until September 2013.291 However, the possibilities the Gezi Pro-
tests released, have entirely ended, indicating not only a termination of
activism but also a fading from memory. Moreover, the social and political
practices that were realized during the protests are perceived through
present lenses as bygone and unimaginable historical elements that have
come to a definite end and cannot resurface in the future. Maybe or
maybe not. Still, the emergence of quakes in the dominant system is an
indication that the hegemonic socioeconomic and political order is open
to change. The future is laden with possibility.

Pondering on utopia, time, and history, Huyssen states that just like
utopia, “[h]istory as a narrative of emancipation and liberation always
points to some future, the Blochian not-yet.”202 Thus, history, when com-
plemented with the concept of utopia, indicates a “not-yet” in the future
as well as a space of possibility in the past and the present. This chapter,
first introduced testimonies and analysis on the leftist politicization of
the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey not only to understand the past but to de-
tect present concerns that have shaped its remembrance. Second, the
concept of utopia is elaborated upon as a tool for the critique of histori-
ography and a theoretical lens with which to examine the history of the
1960s and 1970s. Ultimately, this dissertation searches for empty spaces
that are occupied by utopias and their critical-transformative energy -
empty spaces in the historiography in which its criticism will flourish. In
other words, by finding the empty spaces and fault lines of the historical
time of the period as written with a contemporary voice, this dissertation
not only constitutes a historical analysis of the decade but forms a critical
approach to the present age.

[t is acknowledged that, on one hand, personal narratives play a cru-
cial role in keeping the public memory of the political movements of the

1960s and 1970s alive in a society that has been educated with official ac-

“Gezi Parki Olaylar1 Raporu,” 7, 94.
Huyssen, “Memories of Utopia,” in Twilight Memories: Marking Time in a Culture of Am-
nesia (New York: Routledge, 1995), 87.

143



U. CEREN UNLU

counts of history. Nevertheless, on the other, the alternative history cre-
ated through these shared narratives has weaknesses and prejudices.
Above all, a selectively collectivized or mythologized account of history
“serves to flatten the complexity, the nuance, the performative contradic-
tions of human history; it presents instead a simplistic and often uni-vo-
cal story.”203 The employment of the concept of utopia and a problema-
tized approach towards testimonies helps to uncover present attitudes
that shroud the complexity of history and memory and to recreate a
multi-vocal story. An archival analysis of the 1960s and 1970s, which is
also problematized for its inherent weaknesses and inequalities, allows
researchers to detect not only the neglected actors of history - such as
workers, peasants, and women - and relationships among different seg-
ments of society that are presently unimaginable but also conceptual
continuities transcending the politically established milestone of the 1971
coup d’état. This dissertation now proceeds to delve into one line of ar-
chival findings that has made this possible - that is, the communication
boom of the 1960s and 1970s.

203 Bell, “Mythscapes,” 75.
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The Communication Boom of the 1960s and 1970s: The
Utopia of Direct Communication

We had two occupations: Reading and fighting.!

- Haydar ilker, Sokak Giizeldir

There is an unstoppable desire to speak and write. Even dur-
ing the days of strife, Taksim has already been decorated
with words and images. Now, there is an open platform for
free speech in every corner, the burnt police car has become
a stage, police barricades a wish tree. Paper, cardboard,
cloth for banners, and paint occupy top rows in the require-
ments list of the plaza. There has hence appeared a new lan-

guage, plural, complex, and ideologically opponent.?

- Ezgi Bakcay, “Orantisiz Hayal Giicti”

I I istorian Zafer Toprak, in his “judgment” of 1968 “or Elegy to the '68

Generation,” asserts that “Turkish intellectuals and youth never

1 “iki isimiz var, bir okumak bir kavga etmek,” Haydar Ilker, “Tas yagmuru altinda mitingi
yapamadik. Yine de bizi Trabzon’dan atamadilar,” in Mater, Sokak Giizeldir, 101.
2 Ezgi Bakcay, “Orantisiz Hayal Giicii,” Express 136 (June-July 2013): 48.
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read as much as they did in [the 1960s].”3 Toprak’s assessment of the
1960s as an “age of enlightenment”# in Turkish history is proven right by
the plethora of publications produced in the 1960s, from periodicals to
officially registered books to illegally distributed brochures. This chapter
scrutinizes this abundance of publication in parallel with an increased
tendency to read and write, especially in the radical media that started in
the 1960s and continued into the 1970s. It was the emergence of a differ-
ent path of communication with multifarious tools that challenged the
hierarchy of the mainstream way of transmitting knowledge and ideas; it
opposed and slalomed around the media in power while mimicking its
tools of communication. It is asserted that the boom in radical and alter-
native forms of communication in the world as well as in Turkey was part
of a “communicative praxis”> that not only shaped but was shaped by the
historical and cultural context. Furthermore, this “communicative
praxis,” which stemmed from revolutionary praxis, was contagious and
organizationally decentered to some extent, incorporated different seg-
ments of the population, and bent but maintained the socioeconomically
drawn boundaries among classes, geographies, and sexes. Although hier-
archies were mostly maintained on behalf of traditional writers, book-
readers, and discourse-developers, the result was still a wider public
sphere of reading, writing, and speaking.

A statistical, birds-eye analysis reveals a countrywide increase in the
number of readers throughout the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey. According
to the statistical data of the TUIK, the number of public libraries in Turkey
increased from 78 in 1950 to 327 in 1970 to 517 in 1980. The rise in the num-
ber of library buildings and facilities was accompanied by an increase in
the number of people that filled and used them. While there were 808,087

“Tirk aydini ve gencligi, caglar boyu bu donemlerde oldugu kadar hi¢bir zaman oku-
muyor,” Zafer Toprak, “1968'i Yargilamak ya da 68 Kusagina Mersiye,” Cogito 14 (Spring
1998): 158.

“Aydinlanma ¢agy,” ibid., 158.

Markus S. Schulz, “Collective Action across Borders: Opportunity Structures, Network
Capacities, and Communicative Praxis in the Age of Advanced Globalization,” Sociologi-
cal Perspectives 41, no. 3 (1998): 591.
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library users in 1950, that number rose to 2,323,384 by 1964, 5,583,918 by
1974, and 8,944,172 by 1980. The rate of change in the number of library
users was -1.7% from 1959 to 1960, indicating a slight decrease. But a dra-
matic increase of 43.4% occurred between 1968 and 1969. The numbers
of books in the libraries rose concordantly, which can be interpreted as a
concomitant rise in the number of writers and of written materials being
published. The number of books in public libraries was 987,207 in 1952,
1,668,639 in 1962, and 4,201,606 in 1977.% In the meantime, the number of
published books in Turkey increased from 3,080 in 1956 to 5,745 in 1964
to 6,099 in 1966.7 Concordantly, Kemal Karpat states that while the aver-
age number of published books amounted to 2,600 between 1936 and
1950, the number rose to over 4,100 by 1960.8 Supporting this data, the
number of printing houses in Istanbul rose from 399 in 1959 to 556 in
1963-1964.° In 1973, the number of printing houses in Turkey was 1651.10
The year 1962 witnessed the publishing of 1,653 newspapers and period-
icals, 11 while 2,256 periodicals and newspapers were being printed in
Turkey in 1978.12

Although there are no specific statistics on the number of readers
during the period, the aforementioned statistical data give the gist of the
picture - that is, a significant rise in reading and writing during the 1960s

and 1970s. This chapter interprets this rise through a thorough analysis

Istatistik Géstergeler - Statistical Indicators, 1923-2011 (Ankara: Tiirkiye Istatistik Ku-
rumu, 2012), 87.

Alpay Kabacali, Baslangicindan Giintimiize Tiirkiye’de Matbaa, Basin ve Yayin (Istanbul:
Literatiir Yayinlari, 2000), 227, 236.

Kemal Karpat, Tiirk Siyasi Tarihi: Siyasal Sistemin Evrimi (Istanbul: Timas Yayinlari,
2011), 145.

Tiirkiye’de Gazeteler, Dergiler ve Basimevleri (Ankara: Turizm ve Tanitma Bakanlig1 Arsiv
Miudirligu, 1964), 17.

Kabacaly, Baslangicindan Gtiniimiize Tiirkiye’de Matbaa, Basin ve Yayin, 244.

Ibid., 15.

Statistical Indicators, 84-85
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of thirty-two periodicals,!3 all leftist in orientation, along with several
newspaper reports from Milliyet, as well as brochures, bulletins, leaflets,
posters of trade unions and student organizations, graffiti, and speeches
and debates from the archives of the IISH and the TUSTAV. The main ar-
gument is that there was a parallel between heightened politicization and
the quantitative rise in publication, between the flourishing of political
organizations and the boom in communication. This was a common
theme for leftist organizations in the 1960s and 1970s. Therefore, the
chapter focuses solely on leftist publications and speeches, disregarding
rightist and mainstream ones.

This chapter analyzes the period through written and spoken materi-
als and follows the steps of the communication boom. The analysis pur-
sues historical moments that have been veiled by the fog of official his-
tory or simply forgotten, such as the existence of proletarian writers,
peasant readers, and female activists, as well as of their relationships
with intellectuals and students. This is not a test of the success and failure
of events to survive in memory; nor does the dissertation in any way seek
to compare past occurrences with current recollections. Eleni Varikas, in
an article on 1968, “measure[s] the distance that separates us from [1968],
not as a relation of cause and effect, but as a relation of our present to the
unrealized promises and aspirations it released.”1* Most interpretations
of the period have been limited to what it has left behind, which blurs the
past in favor of the survived elements. To discover unfulfilled, unaccom-
plished historical possibilities!> which were present in the 1960s and
1970s, historical time should be broken up to unveil the possibilities and
potentialities inherent in it. Benjamin argues for history as an interven-

tion that breaks the illusion of continuity.1® The breaking up of historical

For many of these periodicals, complete sets of issues were used for this dissertation.
However, for some periodicals, only a subset of issues were available, and for a few, only
one.

Eleni Varikas, “The Utopian Surplus,” Thesis Eleven 68 (2002): 104.

Ibid., 102.

Benjamin, “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” 262.
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time provides the analytical foundation to criticize and demolish hege-
monic narratives and discover the empty spaces of possibility, liberating
the history from the restrictive perspective of cause and effect. To unravel
the “other memory”17 of the 1960s and 1970s, history should be handled
as “at all times a break, to be interrogated only here, only politically.”18
Ultimately, remembering is political. This chapter, as well as the next one,
analyze “what happened” in the 1960s and 1970s without focusing on
“that which is said to have happened” which is scrutinized in the previous
chapter. This dissertation scrutinizes not only both the historical process
and narrative but also the relation between them. The relation between
the sociohistorical process and the narratives on it is also historical; the
gap between the two is filled with political intents. This chapter exhibits
one of the contents of the historical gap, an empty space of the 1960s and
1970s, namely the communication boom.

On the route of discovering niches in the past that are pregnant with
possibilities, Paul Ricoeur recommends the voyager employ the concept
of “nowhere,” inherent in utopia, because this concept provides one with
a blank canvas on which voyagers can see themselves.1° By utilizing a
concept of utopia that reflects present aspirations and past possibilities,
one can take off the blurry “lens of ‘success,” which privileges those
which have survived and conceals unfulfilled historical possibilities.20
Only in this manner can one perceive today’s utopia as yesterday’s possi-
bility. The utopia is not an impossible nowhere that does not belong to
the historical cosmos but a possibility blocked by the power of estab-
lished societies.?! The hegemony of the present can disguise once-likely
utopias, casting them as unlikely, absurd, or dead. As asserted in previous
pages, the present establishment and official historiography render the
possibilities of the past as unimaginable and even forgotten. This chapter,

thereby, analyzes one of the Blochian moments of expanded possibility in

Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 129.

Révoltes Logiques collective cited ibid.

Ricoeur, “Introductory Lecture,” 15.

Varikas, “The Utopian Surplus,” 102.

Herbert Marcuse, An Essay on Liberation (Boston: Beacon Press, 1969).
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the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, namely the desire for a direct, centerless,
egalitarian communication as a historical possibility, buried within the
gap between the past and the present and manifest in written materials
and speeches.

To put it simply, the purpose of this chapter is to analyze the “water-
shed events”?2 of the 1960s and 1970s, specifically in Turkey, through an
analysis of written and spoken words. Thus, the historical time of the dec-
ade is fractured,?3 at a point where the profusion of words in the forms of
periodicals, brochures, bulletins, leaflets, posters, graffiti, and speeches
appeared as a heightened historical phenomenon. Herein, Jameson
warns the historian that utilizing “cultural production” as a criterion of
periodization involves an analytical trap, which tends to lure the re-
searcher into a diagnostic fallacy, namely a “kind of analogical parallelism
in which the poetic production of Wallace Stevens is somehow ‘the same’
as the political practice of Che Guevara.”?* This chapter does not glorify
the communication boom but exposes it as a historical possibility that
not only characterized the period but continued from the 1960s to 1970s,
breaking the current perception of discontinuity between the two dec-
ades. Keeping Jameson’s warning in mind, this chapter focuses on a the-
matic fragment, scrutinizing the explosion of communication in the 1960s
and 1970s in Turkey as a heightened historical possibility via taking a

magnifying glass to problematized archival materials.

Immanuel Wallerstein and Sharon Zukin, “1968, Revolution in the World-System: Theses
and Queries,” Theory and Society 18, no. 4 (July 1989): 2.

Benjamin, “Theses on the Philosophy of History,” 262.

Jameson, “Periodizing the 60s,” Social Text 9, no. 10, “The 60’s without Apology” (Spring-
Summer 1984): 179.
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§ 4.1 The Possibility of Free Expression in the 1960s and
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26

1970s: The Aspiration to Liberate the Speech

May '68 has shown that without project, without conjura-
tion, in the suddenness of a happy meeting, like a feast that
breached the admitted and expected social norms, explosive
communication could affirm itself (affirm itself beyond the
usual forms of affirmation) as the opening that gave permis-
sion to everyone, without distinction of class, age, sex or cul-
ture, to mix with the first comer as if with an already loved

being, precisely because he was the unknown-familiar.?>

- Maurice Blanchot, The Unavowable Community

In September 1964, at the University of California, Berkeley, the university
administration banned political activity on campus and forbade students
from advocating for political causes by way of propaganda tables, bulle-
tins and leaflets, and fundraising. Frustrated by the deprivation of their
civil and political liberties, students engaged in a spontaneous sit-in on
October 1 and publicly discussed the importance of freedom of speech
and political action in democratic societies and public universities for al-
most thirty hours without interruption. One student activist present at
the protest later claimed that it was the first time they had witnessed and
taken part in a democratic public discussion on the US soil. The conse-
quent Free Speech Movement continued its political activities and discus-
sions during the academic year of 1964-1965 and evolved into a far-reach-
ing student movement.?® The political activism of the movement
marched hand in hand with intellectual life; sit-ins, campus occupations,

class boycotts, and protests found their voice in impassioned debates,

Blanchot, The Unavowable Community, 29-30.
Ronald Fraser, 1968: Isyanci Bir Ogrenci Kusagi, trans. Kudret Emiroglu (Istanbul: Belge
Yayinlari, 2008), 99-101.
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news bulletins, brochures, and slogans - in reading, writing, and discus-
sion.?” The ongoing communication was intense, direct, and multidirec-
tional.

The profusion of speech, as in the case of Berkeley of 1964, did not
occur merely within the confines of campuses but also on factory floors.
The 1960s witnessed a matching, heightened free speech in factories. For
instance, factories in France had a role in the countrywide labor strike
tide of the late 1960s. According to Xavier Vigna, as cited by Donald M.
Reid, the occupations of factories in France, which were often self-initi-
ated by local factory workers, corresponded with free speech among ac-
tion committees and direct democracy against authoritarian workplaces.
It was a time when a considerable number of workers in France started
to discuss and exchange ideas, not only about factories, strikes, working
conditions, and manual labor but also about issues commonly thought to
be irrelevant to workers, such as art.?8 As one striking worker in a French

o

factory put it, “the hours and hours of discussion’ ... [were] ‘the soul’ of
workers’ organization.’2?

This increasing tendency observed in Berkeley in the 1960s and in
French factories where strikes were taking place in the same decade - to
communicate and discuss one’s thoughts and to preserve one’s right to
think and express them - reflect a common trans-geographical feature of
the era. “The international capitalism was reproducing its opposition
again in international scale,”30 a situation that corresponded to a consid-
erably internationalized communication boom - “explosive communica-
tion,”31 as Maurice Blanchot puts it. In many localities throughout the

world, widespread and well-organized demonstrations by students and

Ibid., 102.

Xavier Vigna, cited in Donald M. Reid, “Well-Behaved Workers Seldom Make History: Re-
viewing Insubordination in French Factories during the Long 1968,” South Central Re-
view 29, no. 1-2 (Spring & Summer 2012): 79.

Reid, “Well-Behaved Workers Seldom Make History,” 72.

Ertugrul Kiirket, “Hala Bir '68 Kusag1’ Var m1?” Cogito 14 (Spring 1998): 162.

Blanchot, The Unavowable Community, 29.
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workers were accompanied by radical committees in which political, eth-
ical, and artistic discussions took place. Moreover, media counter-institu-
tions such as radio stations and periodicals sought to “break the infor-
mation monopoly of the establishment.”32

In One Dimensional Man, Herbert Marcuse argues that in advanced in-
dustrial societies, commodities of housing, subsistence, and clothing, the
news and entertainment industries, and mass media tools bring about
certain attitudes and habits and a concomitant artificial consciousness as
a side effect. These bind the consumer to the producer and thus to the
system as a whole. The popularization and massification of these tech-
nical tools banalize the inherent propaganda element and convert indoc-
trination into lifestyle, thereby resisting systemic change and opposition
on the basis of the system’s alleged functional superiority.33 Thereby, a
“one-dimensional” pattern of thinking and behavior is created through
which ideas that surpass established boundaries of thought and action
are either eradicated or assimilated within the system.34

The ideas of Marcuse were celebrated among activists, especially
youth, throughout the world in the 1960s and 1970s. His books and arti-
cles were published and republished throughout the era wherever stu-
dent movements arose. On one hand, politicized youth affected Marcuse,
as materialized in the increasing publication and discussion of his work.

) o«

As with similar works, his books’ “(re)publication occurred often with
the student movements rather than before.”3> On the other hand, Mar-
cuse affected politicized youth. Activists reading Marcuse’s works or lis-
tening to his lectures became convinced that the existing system con-

verted and reduced everything to commodities through the stereotyping

Marcuse, “The Movement in a New Era of Repression: An Assessment,” Berkeley Journal
of Sociology 16 (1971-1972): 12.

Marcuse, One Dimensional Man (London: Abacus, 1974), 24.

Ibid.

Ben Mercer, “The Paperback Revolution: Mass-circulation Books and the Cultural Ori-
gins of 1968 in Western Europe,” Journal of the History of Ideas 72, no. 4 (October 2011):
627.
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mechanisms of consumption and mass media.3® Marcuse’s ideas fueled
the activists’ opposition to and mistrust of the hegemonic tools of con-
sumption and communication, giving it a theoretical basis on which new
strategies of action could be created.

Marcuse proceeded to assert that advanced industrial societies with
these economic and technical instruments have the ability and will to
limit, if not totally eradicate, qualitative change and systemic opposi-
tion.3” Therefore, new tools of communication and protest have to be de-
veloped not only to liberate the discussion, criticism, and communication
but also to open the floodgates of systemic change and comprehensive
revolution.

Congruently, the works of the Atelier Populaire (Popular Workshop)
in Paris reflected a concordant mistrust and criticism of the hegemonic
media instruments of the ruling elite. During the Paris protests of 1968, a
group of faculty members and students of the Ecole des Beaux-Arts
(School of Fine Arts) occupied the printing studios and began spending
their nights producing silk-screen posters with political content which
implicated power and its established values. The posters of the Atelier
Populaire, which was “a factory of revolutionary gesture,”3® formed a sig-
nificant part of the Paris uprising in 1968, which conveyed not only the
protestors’ complaints but also their opposing worldviews and ideas of
an alternative future. The students in the Atelier endeavored “to rea-
waken the power of writing on public walls as something immediate and
instrumental.”3° The posters produced during the night were seen on the
streets where demonstrations took place in the morning as well as on the
walls of occupied university campuses and factories whose workers were
on strike. In the mission statement of the group, it was declared that the

posters by the Atelier Populaire

Fraser, 1968: Isyanci Bir Ogrenci Kusagi, 156.

Marcuse, One Dimensional Man, 13.

Geoff Eley, Forging Democracy: The History of the Left in Europe, 1850-2000 (Oxford: Ox-
ford University Press, 2002), 347.

Adam Gopnik and Kirk Varnedoe cited in Victoria H. F. Scott, “May 1968 and the Question
of the Image,” Rutgers Art Review 24 (2008): 94.
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are weapons in the service of the struggle... an inseparable part
of it. Their rightful place is in the centers of conflict, that is to
say, in the streets and on the walls of the factories.*?

e

PRESSE

NE PAS
AVALER

Figure 4.1 “Press: Do not Swallow.” SOURCE: Scott (2010).

Most of the posters of the group exhibit criticism of power and its tools
of governance, specifically tools of communication that they asserted led
to false consciousness and normalization. Silk-screen posters depicted
the press as a toxic medicine not to be swallowed and radio broadcasting

Mark Sinclair, “May 1968: A Graphic Uprising: Q&A with May 68 Curator, Johan Kugel-
berg” Creative Review, last modified April 29, 2008, https://www.creativere-
view.co.uk/may-1968-a-graphic-uprising/.
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nothing but lies (see figures 4.1 and 4.2).#! According to Johan Kugelberg,
the curator of the exhibition “May 68: Street Posters from the Paris Re-
bellion” organized forty years after the event, “the media belonged to de
Gaulle’s government - this was the means of communication that the stu-
dents and the strikers had that they could rest assured was untainted and
undoctored.”#? In their questioning of the mass media, the Atelier set off
on a journey of creating its own free, egalitarian means of communica-
tion, just as many students, intellectuals, and workers of the period all
over the world strove to do.

| ATTENTION
|Ia h_adin ment,

Figure 4.2 “Attention: The Radio Lies.” SOURCE: Scott (2010).

According to Arthur Marwick, one of the primary characteristics of the
1960s was “the formation of new subcultures and movements, generally

From the catalogue of posters in Victoria H. F. Scott, “Silk-Screens and Television
Screens: Maoism and the Posters of May and June 1968 in Paris” (PhD Dissertation, Bing-
hamton University-SUNY, 2010), 359, 398.
Sinclair, “May 1968: A Graphic Uprising.”
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critical of, or in opposition to, one or more aspects of established soci-
ety.”43 Activists of the decade not only distrusted elected parliaments and
agents but also disregarded the mainstream media by “behaving in pas-
sionate and unruly ways and looking for agency and meaning beyond the
confines of the ‘system’”4* Within this framework, the protestors of the
1960s began to use and design alternative forms of communication, to
criticize the established, teach the untaught, propagandize the move-
ment, and create a liberated environment for discussion. To oppose the
mass media, which was not only biased and censored but also character-
istically “anti-mediatory and intransitive” - that is, “fabricat[ing] non-
communication” based on its denial of “a reciprocal space of a speech and
aresponse”#> - the activists of the 1960s contrived new forms of commu-
nication that were to be reciprocal, instrumental, and civic. Jean
Baudrillard, analyzing the role of the media in the social movements of
May 1968, opines that

the real revolutionary media during May were the walls and their
speech, the silk-screen posters and the hand-painted notices, the
street where speech began and was exchanged - everything that
was an immediate inscription, given and returned, spoken and an-
swered, mobile in the same space and time, reciprocal and antag-
onistic. The street is, in this sense, the alternative and subversive
form of the mass media, since it isn’t, like the latter, an objectified
support for answerless messages, a transmission system at a dis-
tance. It is the frayed space of the symbolic exchange of speech -
ephemeral, mortal: A speech that is not reflected on the Platonic

screen of the media.*6

Marwick, The Sixties, 17-19.

Eley, Forging Democracy, 343-344-.

Jean Baudrillard, For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign, trans. Charles Levin.
(St. Louis: Telos Press, 1981), 169.

Ibid., 176-177.
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Figure 4.3 “Free Information.” SOURCE: Scott (2010).

Therefore, while the mainstream media assured the compulsory silence
of the audience, revolutionary forms of communication that sprouted
and became widespread in the 1960s, such as graffiti and hand-made bro-
chures, brought communication to people on the ground, turning people
once silenced by the media into reporters and enabling mass discussion.
As a result, the ruling elite’s monopoly on communication instruments
and on thinking was being shattered by the new newspapers, journals,
bulletins, posters, and discussions of students, intellectuals, and workers
whose target was to liberate information and pave the way for systemic
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criticism (see figure 4.3).4” These new communication networks, respon-
sible for the spread of ideas and movements, were first experienced on a
mass scale in the 1960s.48

The alternative networks of communication in the 1960s and 1970s,
though they antagonized the mass media, were partly based on the utili-
zation of the media’s own instruments. Like the Atelier Populaire’s occu-
pation of the printing studios of a hegemonic institution, the university,
the protestors in student and worker movements seized or imitated the
instruments of the mass media, such as printing and broadcasting. How-
ever, these tools were employed to create an opposing impact. While the
mass media used them to suppress alternative possibilities, the protes-
tors of the 1960s utilized these tools to deconstruct hegemonic discourse
and convey the possibility of alternatives. In Luisa Passerini’s words,
“I[t]he direct conflict of the [student] movement with the dominant sys-
tem of communication and with the most important means of mass com-
munication - press and television - did not stop 1968 from making differ-
ent uses of them ‘from the inside, by deconstructing their dominant
logic.”4? As Michel de Certeau states with respect to the events of May
1968 in Paris, protestors created their language by reversing or reorder-

ing the normal meaning of symbols.

Instead of expressing what an entire nation knew, the [new
speech] was aimed at opening perspectives that, until then, had
been forbidden. It was a way out of a heretofore ineffable malaise
and of a “repressed voice.”>0

Therefore, the language formed during the protests and among the pro-
testors not only expressed “what a society does not state,” but also ver-

balized “what it tacitly admits to be impossible.”>1 Terms, concepts, and

Scott, “Silk-Screens and Television Screens,” 307.

Toprak, “1968’i Yargilamak ya da 68 Kusagina Mersiye:” 159.

Luisa Passerini, “Utopia’ and Desire,” Thesis Eleven 68 (2002): 22.

de Certeau, The Capture of Speech and Other Political Writings, ed. Luce Giard, trans. Tom
Conley (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), 7-8.

Ibid., 8.
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modes of action that were normally confined to the realm of the impos-
sible were pulled out of the pit of the utopic and rendered speakable, de-
batable, and arguably applicable.

Moreover, as discussed above, the newly-created means of radical
communication moved beyond the boundaries of common media tools
and created new channels of communication: silk-screen posters, graffi-
tied slogans on walls, organized or spontaneous public discussions,
demonstrations, propaganda tables, and photocopied bulletins and bro-
chures. These were crafted not only in universities but also in factories.
As Geoff Eley remarks, “[s]tudents made universities into sites of eu-
phoric experimentation, dismantling hierarchies, democratizing admin-
istrative process, redesigning curricula.”>2 In a similar vein, a considera-
ble number of workers of the decade turned factories into sites of elated
experimentation with respect to speech, publication, and art, shattering
workplace hierarchies, democratizing factory administrations, and refor-
matting work schedules, at least for the duration of strikes or occupa-
tions.

Subsequently, in the 1960s and continuing into the 1970s, university
campuses in many parts of the world were heated by long discussions,
factory workshops abounded with cultural activities, and streets were
adorned with handmade posters suggesting the possibility of a more lib-
erated and less hierarchical communication generated by a wider public
sphere of reading, writing, discussion, and movement. Students occupied
their campuses and workers their factories; workers organized round ta-
bles and intellectuals dived into political discussions on the means to
raise proletarian awareness. Within this framework, the glue that held
people together in the movement and the hammer that demolished the
walls among students, intellectuals, and workers was the “similarity of
mental and emotional attitudes, forms of struggle, and collective prac-
tices (sit-ins, teach-ins, consciousness-raising groups, marches within

the factories, occupations of public and private spaces)” that they

Eley, Forging Democracy, 347.
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shared.>® What emerged in the 1960s and 1970s also in Turkey was a com-
mon - using the word tentatively - culture of communication sparked by
heightened politicization. This culture was created by people “who spoke
in their own name.”>* Therefore, in the 1960s and 1970s, the “politiciza-
tion,” shared by different socioeconomic groups, induced and was in-
duced by “[t]he generalized unveiling of public opinion.”s>

In conclusion, the increasing politicization of students, workers, and
intellectuals in the 1960s and 1970s in most of the world accelerated po-
litical movement and speech in every respect, which in turn triggered a
communication boom - a historical possibility currently invisible. What
emerged in the 1960s and often continued in the 1970s on campuses, in
factories, and on the streets was “a new system, characterized by decen-
tralization, interactivity, the reshuffling of hierarchies and genres and the
fragmentation of audiences.”>¢ Students of the 1960s and 1970s, as exem-
plified by the participants in the Atelier Populaire, founded “popular uni-
versities” based on a public conference system that eliminated classical
professor-student relationships as well as on study and discussion
groups that offered nonhierarchical learning techniques.>” The workers
of the 1960s and 1970s, as exemplified by striking French workers,
founded self-managed factories based on egalitarian working relations
and participatory democracy, which were temporary but influential ex-
periments. The members of these campus and in factory communities
were connected by unorthodox means of affiliation - that is, a political
movement. An “outbreak of repressed vital energies,” embodied in a mul-

»n o«

tidirectional and egalitarian “communicative praxis,” “gave birth to an

original form of collective behavior causing social, political, and cultural
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change.”58 With the introduction of the possibility of a liberated, nonhi-
erarchical type of communication, the evolution of a new type of commu-
nity in the political havens of classrooms and factories started. In the

words of Passerini, in her article on utopia and 1968,

the element of a “reinvented human community” is a central fea-
ture of 1968. It is in the field of community and communication
that the ‘utopian’ inspiration of 1968 can be found in its clearest

form.>°

This chapter proceeds to evaluate Turkey’s experience of the communi-
cation boom in the 1960s and 1970s by delving into the diversifying, pro-
liferating forms of communication on university campuses of Turkey in
search for utopian possibilities of free speech that have not evaded the

nets of “active forgetting.”

4.1.1  The Possibility of Free Communication in the 1960s and 1970s
in Turkey: Liberated Speech on University Campuses

University campuses in Turkey in the 1960s and 1970s, as in many other
countries, were among the most prominent centers of politicization of
the period. As discussed above, politicization elicited an extensive com-
munication boom that challenged the mainstream media and the classi-
cal notion of the right to speak.

As remarked in the previous chapter, in terms of political mobility,
one can draw a line between pre-1960 student movements and those of
the later 1960s. Yet from a legal point of view, it is safe to assert that the
1960s in Turkey started with the enactment of the Constitution of 1961,
which guaranteed the freedom of expression with several legal measures.
The twentieth article of the constitution guaranteed the freedom of

thought, while articles nineteen to twenty-nine comprehensively assured

Gianni Statera, Death of a Utopia: The Development and Decline of Student Movement in
Europe (New York: Oxford University Press, 1975), v.
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the freedom of religion, art and science, the press, publication, communi-
cation, congregation, demonstration, and association.®® Hence, the Con-
stitution of 1961 and its supporting statutes set the legal basis for the free-
dom of expression in Turkey:.

From a statutory point of view, one result of this legal development
was a considerable drop in the number of lawsuits against the press.
While the annual average of press cases had been as high as sixty be-
tween 1950 and 1960, it was reduced to thirty-four from 1961 to 1974.61 The
legal climate of relative freedom created a vibrant publishing environ-
ment, although the legal situation cannot be counted as the sole reason
for the publication boom.

Parallel with the rest of the world, a communication boom character-
ized the sociopolitical and intellectual atmosphere of Turkey in the 1960s
and 1970s. Every political party, union, association, political organization,
and student union had their own periodicals, bulletins, and brochures.
Orhan Kologlu claims that it was periodicals that guided and shaped the
radicalism of students and workers in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey.5?
Every discussion, demonstration, occupation, strike, or sit-in was an op-
portunity to further discuss, criticize, or publish, as was the case for uni-
versity occupations and boycotts in June 1968. It was a double-sided pro-
cess in which sociopolitical rights and liberties triggered the
communication boom and vice versa. In other words, the freedom of ex-
pression and rise in publication was both a cause and result of height-
ened politicization. Within the political movement, new types of struggle
emerged that, in turn, regenerated the political movement. In her book
about the Paris Commune of 1871, Kristin Ross identifies the revolution-
ary clubs and reunions around Paris that generated the idea of a com-

mune before the commune through the heated discussions of citizens

Article 20, “1961 Anayasas),” Tiirkiye Buyiik Millet Meclisi, accessed May 1, 2016,
http://www.tbmm.gov.tr/anayasa/anayasa61.htm.
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from various socioeconomic backgrounds as the “buzzing hives” of the
period.®3 The political atmosphere of the last years of the 1860s triggered
cooperation and association among the clubs and a proliferation of
speech, by which the seeds of the Commune were planted.®* Borrowing
from Ross, political organizations and the forums and publications
wherein they seized their right to speech, can be characterized as the
“buzzing hives” of Turkey in the 1960s and 1970s.

While student dissent in Turkey did not start in 1968, a point noted in
the previous chapter, 1968 still represents an important year for student
uprising. In June 1968, students who were demanding their own involve-
ment in university decision-making processes, the betterment of educa-
tional facilities, and the liberation of intellectual environments occupied
almost all the faculties in Istanbul and Ankara. The complaints that
surged at the universities were against a “defective system and obsolete
education;” educational reform was demanded.®> The wave of occupa-
tions commenced in Ankara and quickly spreading to Istanbul. At iU, the
student uprising started with a boycott of exams in the Faculty of Law
and led to the occupation of nearly every faculty at the university.6¢ The
first faculty occupations and boycotts spread to other faculties and col-
leges. By June 19, 1968, four faculties in Ankara, seventeen faculties and
vocational colleges in Istanbul, and all faculties of ITU were occupied by
students; classes and exams were boycotted in twelve faculties and col-
leges in Ankara, Istanbul, Izmir, Erzurum, and Eskisehir without an ac-
companying occupation.t’

The result was an environment of debate bedecked by a plethora of
declarations, leaflets, posters, and books. Trade unions, political organi-
zations, and student associations began to discuss the social and political

environment at universities along with the political and academic elite.
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Leftist political organizations and associations supported university ac-
tivists by issuing declarations.®® Union leaders started to issue state-
ments about the boycotts at the universities.5® The TOS published a no-
tice stating the necessity of radical change to the educational system
which would enable the equality of opportunity in education.”?

Triggered by their political action, university students engaged in a
vivid environment of discussion and production, in which numerous fer-
vent discussions and declarations were accompanied by an increasing
publication of periodicals and books. At iU, in June 1968, politically active
students from various faculties formed an interfaculty occupation com-
mittee, which, after heated debate, created a draft of reforms to be sub-
mitted to the university senate. They demanded that university regula-
tions be altered to remove the distinction between associate professors
and professors, to maintain the autonomy of research assistants, to give
students the right to vote in university decision-making process includ-
ing the election of the president, to organize public conferences to create
a lively relationship between the people and the university, to increase
the number of grants, dormitories, and book allowances to create equal
opportunity, to nationalize private schools, and to abolish antidemocratic
disciplinary regulations.”! The draft was presented to the university sen-
ate (liniversite senatosu); moreover, the senate agreed to listen to the stu-
dents who had penned the reforms in faculty commissions.”2

To make the reform draft known to the public, the occupying students
at IU published a forty-eight page book opposing existing social condi-
tions at the universities, targeting the university law in effect.”3 In an at-

mosphere, where reading was becoming more and more popular, it was

“Dev Gii¢ Ogrencileri Destekliyor,” “Demokratik Devrim Dernegi Ogrencileri
Desteklemeye Cagiriyor,” Tiirk Solu 31 (June 18, 1968): 2.
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expected that students would join the ranks of writers.”# The book was
prepared by the occupation committees of the university based on prob-
lems and suggestions declared in all faculties. Educational reforms in the
book ranged from school fees to the examination system, from the open-
ing of corridors to students to the salaries of cleaning personnel.’> After
being published, students managed to have the book published serially
in the popular newspaper Milliyet, which makes clear that the students
had achieved an unprecedented opportunity to speak and contribute to
public opinion.

Thus, applying de Certeau’s words to the Turkish context, they “began
to speak. It seemed as if it were for the first time. From everywhere
emerged the treasures, either aslumber or tacit, or forever unspoken ex-
periences.”’® Similar to Berkeley in 1964, students of Turkish universities
in June 1968 engaged in collective and concurrent sit-ins, occupations,
boycotts, and protests that translated into a lively atmosphere of trans-
local debate, inter-class action, and literary and nonliterary intellectual
production. The wave of politicization that was spontaneously created by
occupations and boycotts led to nonhierarchical and egalitarian methods
of self-governance within student organizations.””

The student movement in 1968 in Turkey was productive, generating
numerous debates and publications, as aforementioned. In a “poetic dec-
laration” from 1U’s Faculty of Pharmacy (Eczacilik Fakiiltesi) issued to
communicate their determination to continue the boycott, students used
verse to declare: “Brothers and sisters, we are university students, chil-
dren of the commons / From the homeland’s four corners / On a path to

return to our people, to work only for them / They denied us books and
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jobs despite our zeal to work and earn... / No! [ am right and powerful,
and can see the present to foresee the future / I will claim my rights and
wrench them away from Demirel if he continues his unrighteous sei-
zure.”’8 The university students of 1968 in Turkey expressed their socio-
political views through books, articles, and proclamations, and also
turned to other uses of language such as graffiti, slogans, and poetry. The
movement went hand in hand with speechmaking and writing; like the
movement in the West, the movement of the period in Turkey was both
“the cobblestone and the poem.””° In 1968, “[p]oetry was an everyday af-
fair,"80 for both Western political activists and their Turkish counterparts.

On June 17, 1968, after occupying of the faculty building, the students
of AU’s Faculty of Law removed almost all the lecterns from the building,
“until the lecterns find their true lecturers” (see figure 4.4)81 All in all,
boycotts and occupations as techniques of political activism gave birth to
an effusive, dynamic public sphere comprised of discussion, communica-
tion, and literary or nonliterary production. These took place not only
within political councils and organizations but also outside them. The
youth of the universities protested against society’s privileged
speechmakers and claimed their “capture of speech,’8? de Certeau’s term
for the French protests of 1968. By way of refusal and by building barri-
cades of lecterns, they claimed possession of the university like their
French counterparts claimed the possession of the streets by building

barricades of cobblestones.

“Kardeslerimiz bizler Universite dgrencileri halk cocuklar1 / Her birimiz bir késesinden
geldik vatanin / Gene halkimiza dénmek yalniz ona ¢alismak azmiyle geldik / Kitap ver-
mediler, ¢alisip kazanalim dedik is vermediler... / Hayir! Giiclilyiim, hakliyim,
gorliyorum ben yarini bugiinden; / Ben hakkimi istiyorum, vermese de alacagim Demi-
rel’den,” “Siirli Bildiri,” Tiirk Solu 32 (June 25, 1968): 2.
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Figure 4.4  Lecterns in front of the Faculty of Law of AU. souRrcE: Milli-
yet (18 June 1968).

Approximately one month before the “capture” of the lecterns at AU, on
May 20, 1968, the prominent French philosopher, literary critique, novel-
ist, and playwright Jean-Paul Sartre conducted an interview with student
leader Daniel Cohn-Bendit.83 The roles reversed as socially- and intellec-
tually-proven speechmakers made room for newcomers. It was an

ephemeral but intense slice of time in which “professors [were] reduced

“Jean-Paul Sartre Interviews Daniel Cohn-Bendit,” Verso, last modified May 16, 2018,
https://www.versobooks.com/blogs/3819-jean-paul-sartre-interviews-daniel-cohn-
bendit.
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to listening to students”8* and students questioned the monopoly author-
ities had over speech.

Borrowing de Certeau’s words, the students of AU in June 1968 “dis-
enchanted a social organization by revealing the fragility in the space
where force was supposed to reign, and by making possible a power at
the very site where the feeling of powerlessness held sway.”8> The reign-
ing position of professors as lecture-givers was shattered by students
who were disenchanted by the heretofore unquestioned intellectual su-
periority of the university. They liberated the lecterns and claimed their
own right to speak, from which new and unexpected “places of speech”8¢
sprang.

The result was a productive environment of communication that was
determined “to question authority when authority was questionable,’8”
also in Turkey. Between 1968 and 1970, some students at ODTU in Ankara
decided to defy the dominant media by creating their own. In addition to
adopting written and verbal forms of communication such as periodicals,
bulletins, and brochures, the students of the Faculty of Architecture
(Mimarlik Fakiiltesi) started to fabricate posters with newly discovered
techniques. The posters of ODTU Revolutionary Atelier of Posters (ODTU
Devrimci Afis Atolyesi) were cooperatively, spontaneously, and mostly
anonymously produced.?8 By adopting and transforming poster design as
an instrument of communication, the students of ODTU expanded their
“places of speech” to the walls of the campus and the streets. On one hand,
they took their right to speak by creating alternatives to mass media and
by challenging the monopoly of professional poster design.8? On the
other, their production went beyond the rules of hegemonic media in

terms of both technique and scope.

Bourdieu, Homo Academicus, 183.
Ibid., 7.

Ibid, 8.

Farrell, The Spirit of the Sixties, 170.
Aysan, ‘68 Afiglerli, 9.

Ibid.
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Their silk-screen posters were produced to address current political
causes with a “sense of urgency” and were hung on the walls throughout
the city of Ankara.?® Therefore, the geography of communication for ac-
tivist students went beyond campus boundaries and designated demon-
stration areas, and the students found a new, unmediated, purpose-ori-
ented way of communicating with the city: “the revolution was
intertwined with communication.”! Poster-making as a radical, alterna-
tive form of communication was not limited to the city of Ankara. The
artists of ODTU Revolutionary Atelier organized a Turkey tour, traveling
to ten to fifteen cities to share their new techniques expressing and con-
veying ideas.?? The technique of poster-making was adopted by activists
in many cities of Turkey as a new means of communication, a new form
of struggle.

As a result, students who were cast into the social role of listener of
lectures began to give their own lectures on the sidewalks and street
walls. Voices once sidelined were now shouting collectively, expressing
radical ideas that were sometimes deemed socially impossible. Most of
the posters contained radical expressions such as “Universities Are Our
Battlefields,” “We Will Repel the Reactionaries, Servants of Imperialism,”
“People Will Lead Science,” “We Will Demolish American Imperialism, the
Comprador Bourgeoisie, the Landowner System,” and “We Will Attain So-
cialism.”3 In a memorial to student activist Taylan Ozgiir, killed in 1969
by a member of the security forces, the Atelier brought out a tricolored
poster with the inscription stating “We Will Take down Imperialism” un-
der Taylan Ozgiir’s portrait (see figure 4.5).94 This was the language of the

radical.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid.,14.

“Universiteler de Miicadele Alanimizdir;

» o«

Gericileri Emperyalist Usaklarin1 Kovacagiz,”

“Bilimi Halkin Emrine Verecegiz,” “Amerikan Emperyalizmini Isbirlik¢i Burjuvaziyi Top-

rak Agaligin1 Yikacagiz,
Ibid., 120-121.

Sosyalizme Varacagiz,” ibid., 101-113.
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Figure 4.5 “We Will Take Down Imperialism.” SOURCE: Aysan (2008).

In one of the posters of ODTU Revolutionary Atelier, above a frequently
used image of a young man shouting slogans with his left fist raised, was
written “Democratic University,” expressing the need for educational re-
form (see figure 4.6).°> Concordantly, in another poster, a silk-screened
image of a student group at a public demonstration is depicted as shout-
ing the slogan: “We Will Join the University Administration” (see figure

Ibid., 90.
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4.7).°¢ In his interview by Sartre, Cohn-Bendit expressed that the aim of
the students was “to pursue successfully a ‘parallel education’ which will
be technical and ideological,” and that they had to “launch a university...
on a completely new basis, even if it only lasts a few weeks,” in which de-
mocracy and free speech would prevail.9” This was the case at ODTU.

Figure 4.6 “The Democratic University.” SOURCE: Aysan (2008).

Ibid., 102.
“Jean-Paul Sartre Interviews Daniel Cohn-Bendit.”
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Figure 4.7 “We Will Join the University Administration.” SOURCE:
Aysan (2008).

Like their counterparts in Paris in May 1968, students in Turkey struggled
in the 1960s to democratize the academy and to found “popular universi-
ties” in which inequalities and hierarchies would be toppled and speech
would be liberated. The students of the decade employed the term de-
mocracy in their political expressions but altered and widened its mean-
ing to transcend socially-sufficient political elections and to incorporate
an understanding of egalitarian self-government. Thus, a socially-ac-
cepted symbol was being uttered radically. In this regard, activists of the
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period in Turkey used the symbols of society but modified and radical-
ized their meaning through “communicative praxis.” Aside from democ-
ratizing the university, democratizing speech was a prominent goal that
is further elaborated in the next subchapter.

As exemplified, Turkey in the 1960s witnessed an explosion of free
speech on university campuses. This explosion, as well as the heightening
politicization, faltered in the face of the military intervention of March 12,
1971. The military coup amounted to oppression and imprisonment for
many leftist militants and sympathizers, which only came to an end with
the general amnesty of 1974 when thousands of leftist prisoners were re-
leased.?® The coup d’état of March 12 was indeed harsh and oppressive.
Therefore, as discussed in the previous chapter, many studies and mem-
ories pertaining to the 1960s and 1970s perceive the coup of 1971 as a his-
torical break, creating almost a natural fault line, that definitively sepa-
rates the two decades. However, books, periodicals, brochures, posters,
graffiti, and forums tell a different story.

The table below shows the number of books published in Turkey in
the 1970s. While the number of published books was 6,099 in 1966, it rose
to 6,913 in 1972 (see table 4.1).°° Although the military intervention of 1971
sought to block communication channels, as indicated in chapter 2, there
was a substantial increase in the number of published books after 1971.
However, the table shows a sharp decrease in their number in the final
years of the decade. The end of the 1970s in Turkey was a period of esca-
lating political and ethnic tensions. Along with a governmental and eco-
nomic crisis, there was a wave of political strife and murders.1%° Moreo-
ver, from 1978 to 1980, massacres targeting Alevis and leftists in Central

Anatolia, specifically in Malatya, Sivas, Maras, and Corum, took place.101

Aydin and Taskin, 1960°’tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 257-258.

Kabacaly, Baslangicindan Giiniimiize Tiirkiye’de Matbaa, Basin ve Yayin, 236, 244.

Aydin and Taskin, 1960°’tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 295-301.

For further information on these massacres, see Mehmet Ertan, “Alevism in Politics: Pos-
sibilities and Limits of Alevi Identity Politics” (PhD Dissertation, Bogazi¢i University,
2016), 141-151.
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As violence and oppression increased, the number of books being pub-
lished decreased. In 1980, the number fell to 4,318.192 Moreover, a report
of the Writers’ Trade Union of Turkey (Tiirkiye Yazarlar Sendikasi, or
TYS) suggests that the government was eager to ban books in the second
half of the 1970s. A decree of the Ministry of National Education, dated
October 16, 1975, was sent to all secondary schools in the country listing
prohibited books for students. The list included books by writers such as
Jean-Paul Sartre, Fyodor Dostoyevsky, Charles Dickens, Albert Camus,
Cetin Altan, Fakir Baykurt, Orhan Kemal, Rifat Ilgaz, Yasar Kemal,
Mahmut Makal, Sabahattin Ali, Muzaffer izgii, Aziz Nesin, and Kemal Ta-
hir.193 Therefore, in terms of publishing, the military intervention of 1971
was not a historical break; the coup of 1980 and the process leading up to

it was.

Table 4.1 Number of Published Books in the 1970s.

Year Number of Books
1970 5854
1971 6541
1972 6913
1973 7479
1974 6883
1975 6645
1976 6320
1977 6830
1978 5033
1979 5071
Total

SOURCE  Kabacali (2000), 244.

The political action and correlated heightening in communication contin-
ued throughout the 1970s among students. Especially boycotts and fo-

rums continued to be prominent in the era. For instance, in 1975, the

Statistical Indicators, 84.
“Okullarda Kitap Diismanhgy,’ TOB-DER Tiim Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma
Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik Yayin Organi 10 (January 27, 1976), 6.
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youth branch of the TKP organized a forum at ITU to introduce them-
selves to new students and address university’s problems.1%4 That same
year, students of the Ortakdy Training Institute (Ortakoy Egitim En-
stitiisii) joined an ongoing wave of boycotts by students of teachers’
training colleges protesting a new government policy that obstructed
their right to become teachers.195 In another example, in 1978, students
enrolled in distance education in Izmir, Samsun, Bursa, Diyarbakir, and
other cities started an open-ended boycott until their demands for lan-
guage laboratories, the right to additional final exams, internship oppor-
tunities, and guaranteed teaching positions after their graduation were
fulfilled. They also demanded the reorganization of the outdated, reac-
tionary disciplinary code of the second Nationalist Front government06
and the dismissal of administrators with antidemocratic attitudes. The
boycott was the product of an extensive meeting of twelve institutions of
distance education in 1977 in Ankara and a subsequent forum. After the
discussions, students from various cities concluded that individual ac-
tions could not succeed; success would only be achieved through joint
action.197

Students of Turkey who exercised their right to speech in the 1960s
continued to hold onto it throughout the 1970s. However, the pursuit of
free speech became more difficult in the face of increasing rightist vio-
lence and government oppression. The forum at ITU in 1975 was aborted
by the intervention of rightist students.1® On November 25, 1975, stu-
dents of the Atatlirk Training Institute (Atatiirk Egitim Enstitilisii) started

“Tiirkiye Gengliginden Haberler;” lerici Yurtsever Genglik 1 (November 17, 1975), 2.
“Egitim Enstitiilerinde ve Ogretmen Liselerinde Boykotlar Genisliyor,” TOB-DER Tiim
Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik Yayin Organi 8 (No-
vember 28, 1975), 4.

The rightwing coalition government comprised of the Justice Party (Adalet Partisi, or
AP), National Salvation Party (Milli Selamet Partisi, or MSP), and Nationalist Movement
Party (Milliyetci Hareket Partisi, or MHP), which was in power between July and Decem-
ber 1977, Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History, 275.

“Boykottaki Yay-Kur Ogrencileriyle Omuz Omuza,” Gen¢ Oncti 1 (June 1, 1978): 12-13.
“Tiirkiye Gengliginden Haberler;” lerici Yurtsever Genglik 1 (November 17, 1975): 2.
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a boycott of classes against policies of the first Nationalist Front govern-
ment!% which included establishing an on-campus police station.? Dur-
ing the boycott, there were several assaults by the rightist students.111
Nevertheless, the communication boom continued to blossom.

Figure 4.8  ODTU-MARY, designed by Mehmet Toker, 1975. SOURCE:

Aysan (2013).

In 1974, at ODTU, silk-screened posters again started to burgeon. The re-
appearance of the posters coincided with the organization of an extensive
boycott of classes at the university. The ODTU Resistance Atelier of Post-
ers (ODTU Direnis Afis Atdlyesi) was composed of a posters committee
that designed and mass-produced political posters and adorned them

109 The rightwing coalition government of the AP, MSP, MHP, and Republican Reliance Party
(Cumhuriyetgi Giiven Partisi), which was in power between March 1975 and June 1977,
Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History, 274.

110 “Atatiirk Egitim Enstitiisiinde Boykot,” Ilerici Yurtsever Genclik 3 (December 20, 1975): 2.

111 “Egitim Enstitiileri Fasist Yuvalar Haline Getirilmek Isteniyor,” Sosyalist Genglik 12 (No-
vember 26, 1975): 6.
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with the slogans of the Resistance Committee and the ODTU Student Un-
ion.112 One of the first designs of the atelier combined the logo of ODTU
and a portrait of Karl Marx, which mirrored the political stance of the stu-
dents (see figure 4.8).113

Figure 4.9  “The Democratic University,” designed by Selguk Caner,
1975. SOURCE: Aysan (2013).

112 Aysan, Afise Cikmak, 222-224.
113 Ibid,, 227.
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In another poster,; a bicolor image of a student group demanding a “Dem-
ocratic University” was silk-screened (see figure 4.9).11* The political
ideal of the 1960s to democratize first the university and then society con-
tinued in the 1970s. Correspondingly, popular slogans echoed counter-

” «u

parts from the previous decade: “Independent Turkey,” “University Youth
in Solidarity with Working People,” “Fighting for an Autonomous and
Democratic University,” or “Fascism Cannot Break Our Righteous Re-
sistance.”115> By visualizing their political stances and ideals and spread-
ing their slogans on the walls of the cities, students established a commu-
nicative connection between their campuses and the streets in the 1970s,
as they had done in the 1960s.

To sum up, in this period, students collectively expressed themselves
through publication and speech. However, it was not only students, who
seized speech in the 1960s and 1970s. In addition to the written and spo-
ken production of workers, peasants, and women that is analyzed in the
following sections of this chapter, cultural and ethnic identities were also
expressed in the 1960s and 1970s. Turkey had no counterpart to the civil
rights movement that had occurred in the United States,'1¢ nor did cul-
tural discrimination become a commonly-discussed issue. Still, the
heightened political atmosphere of the period gave cultural identities,
which were mostly unexpressed before then, an opportunity to enter the
public sphere through publication. For instance, there had been periodi-
cals before the 1960s that represented Kurdish identity; but periodicals
such as Dicle-Firat (1962-1963), Deng (1963), Reya Rast, Roja Newe, and
Yeni Akis (1966) indicated both a quantitative increase in publication and

a consistent increase of the interest in the Kurdish or Eastern question.11”

Ibid., 231.

“Bagimsiz Tiirkiye,

» o«

Universite Gengligi Somiiriiciilere Kars: Emekgi Halkin Yanindadir,”
“Ozerk ve Demokratik Universite Yolunda ileri,” “Fasizm Hakl Direnisimizi Kiramiya-
cak,” ibid., 228-232.

For further information on the African-American Civil Rights Movement see William L.
Van Deburg, New Day in Babylon: The Black Power Movement and American Culture, 1965-
1975 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992).

Cengiz Giines, Tirkiye’de Kiirt Ulusal Hareketi: Direnisin Séylemi, trans. Efla-Baris

Yildirim (Ankara: Dipnot Yayinlari, 2013), 103.
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While Kurdish publications experienced a quantitative rise in the
1960s, Alevi publications were taking their first steps. The unexpressed
or repressed religious identity of Alevism gained public visibility first in
the pages of the periodical Cem. In its first issue, dated July 1966, the edi-
torial board stated that the ultimate goal of the periodical was to give a
voice to the Alevi population: “The Cem periodical will be remedy for
grievances suffered by millions of Alevi Turks, who have been ill-treated,
repressed, and denigrated in Turkey of the twentieth century... You will
hear your essence, your word in Cem; you will see yourself.”118 The peri-
odical included articles on Alevism, its historical background, and the so-
cioeconomic and political problems of Alevis, on one hand, and analyses
of current political issues, on the other. After the foundation of the Unity
Party of Turkey (Ttrkiye Birlik Partisi) in September 1966 - the first po-
litical party in Turkey to represent the Alevi identity - the periodical re-
ported about the party in detail.11° As university students seized instru-
ments of communication, Kurds and Alevis captured their voice through
periodicals in the highly-politicized Turkey of the 1960s.

This subchapter has manifested that continuously from the 1960s
through the 1970s, “a new common language” emerged on the walls, in
the newspapers, and during public conferences that was hitherto un-
known. Students struggled to create means of self-governance in occu-
pied faculties, making the decade an immense laboratory of democ-
racy.'?0 It amounted to not only the liberation of “repressed voice” but

also a collective experience of it.

“Cem, yirminci asir Tiirkiye’sinde iivey evlat gibi kenara atilmis, bir yana itilmis, tiirlii
iftiralara ugratilmis milyonlarca Alevi Tiirk’iin derdlerine derman olacaktir... (CEM)de
(6ziini so6ziinii) duyacak, (CEM)de kendini goreceksin,” Cem 1 (July 1966): 1.

“Birlik Partisi Gelisiyor,” Cem 8 (December 15, 1966): 15-19; “Birlik Partisi Hizla Gelisiyor,”
Cem 9 (January 1, 1967): 17-19; “Berkman Konustu,” Cem 10 (January 15, 1967): 16-19;
“B.P!sinde Bir Toplanti,” Cem 11 (February 1, 1967): 17-23,;“B. Partisi Harekete Gegti,” Cem
12 (February 15, 1967): 18-24; “Birlik Partisi Calismalari,” Cem 13 (March 1, 1967): 17; “Birlik
Partisi'nde Firtina,” Cem 14 (April 15, 1967): 12-18; “B.P. Teskilat1 Genisliyor,” Cem 15 (May
15, 1967): 17-19.

Aydin Demirer, ed., Gergekgi Olun, Imkansizi Isteyin: ‘68 Fransa (Istanbul: Metis Yayinlari,
1987), 10.
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Furthermore, again applying de Certeau’s words to the Turkish con-
text, new techniques and understandings of communication went be-
yond those employing them to encompass a wider public as a “symbolic
weapon” that was “the converse of a strongly anchored ideological
power; it threaten[ed] by demystifying the ‘aura’ with which that power
[was] created.”1?! By elucidating the precarious origins of the dominant
power’s monopoly over decision-making, thinking, and speaking, the
“symbolic weapon” of speech affected more people than those who used
it. It was now clear that everyone had the right to think, discuss, write,
and bring about change regardless of their expertise, experience, or au-
thority. Similar to the act of freeing the lecterns from their exploiters and
thereby defying the monopolistic authority of privileged professors, stu-
dents of the period collectively organized and attended open forums of
discussion, challenging the dominant center’s theretofore anticompeti-
tive right to speech.

All in all, in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, a “communicative praxis”
emerged among student activists that affected the wider public during
the period, as “symbolic weapon” challenging the mandate of authorities.
Leftist activists of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey highly believed that
“[o]ut of revolution would emerge a new revolutionary society and cul-
ture.”122 A test of the historical success and the hypothesized causes and
effects could suggest this belief was wrong or even impossible through
the lenses of a historical narrative that has run “to liquidate... erase, or
render obscure the history of” the period in the West,123 as well as in Tur-
key since the 1980s. But it is clear that a perhaps ephemeral but socially-
influential possibility of liberated, nonhierarchical communication ap-
peared in the period around campuses.

Further research reveals that the newly emergent communicative
praxis not only incorporated student activists but also Kurds, Alevis,

women, peasants, and workers. In a period of heightened politicization

de Certeau, The Capture of Speech, 7.

Arif Dirlik, “The Third World in 1968,” in 1968, The World Transformed, eds. Carole Fink,
Philip Gassert and Detlef Junker. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998), 305.
Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 3.
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and widening communication, Kurds and Alevis expressed their identi-
ties in the 1960s and 1970s by means of periodicals. Besides them, women,
workers, and peasants also engaged in practices of reading and writing,
as is elaborated below. However, as Jameson puts it, “the conquest of
speech” does not necessarily indicate the end of socioeconomic inequal-
ity and exploitation. Additionally, “to articulate new demands, in your
own voice, is not necessarily to satisfy them, and to speak is not neces-
sarily to achieve Hegelian recognition from the Other,"124 a phenomenon
exemplified by the cases of Kurds, Alevis, women, and workers - the oth-

ers of the period of free speech and political heightening of the 1960s and
1970s.

§ 4.2 Democratizing Speech: The Possibility of Egalitarian

124
125
126
127

Communication

In the 1960s and 1970s, the communication boom in many parts of the
world was manifest by a rising eagerness to read and write outside of the
mainstream. In May and June 1968, the sale of books in Paris increased by
40%.125 Correspondingly, “the May uprising fired up the press and writ-
ten comment proliferated,”12¢ which engendered an environment for
cheap, mass-circulated written materials. According to Ben Mercer, in his
analysis of the “paperback revolution” of 1968 in Western Europe, the po-
liticization of students in the 1960s “transformed reading practices” of the
period,'?” reinforcing the analysis made in the previous subchapter. The
massification and politicization of universities urged a debate culture
and rejected the superiority of professorial lectures at the same time. Be-
cause “the professorial lecture and the fetishized book inculcated an
ethos of passivity” and a ossification of the social hierarchy between the

teacher and the taught, the intellectual and the unsophisticated, students

Jameson, “Periodizing the 60s,” 184.

Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 3.

Scott, “May 1968 and the Question of the Image,” 87.
Mercer, “The Paperback Revolution,” 614.
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sought to shatter these hierarchies and their institutionalized passivity
by democratizing and producing knowledge through desacralizing the
book and thus the authority of the intellectual.?8 The capture of lecterns
went hand in hand with the proliferation of the book.

This was an ephemeral crisis of hierarchies, specifically at universi-
ties where privileged positions determined by codes of intellectual com-
petence tumbled. Pierre Bourdieu, in his work, Homo Academicus, elabo-
rates on the “crisis” in the French academic world caused by the events
in May 1968, and describes the crisis as the emergence of a collective
identity based on “common political problematic,” which to an extent un-

dermined academic mechanism of status and competence.!2?

Through its proliferation of specifically political events, demon-
strations, assemblies, meetings, etc., where political declarations,
motions, petitions, alliances, manifestos, programmes, etc., are
elaborated and professed publicly and collectively, the crisis leads
to the constitution of a common political problematic, of a space
of formal political attitudes, that is attitudes explicitly formulated
and overtly associated with socially situated agents and groups,

unions, parties, movements, associations, etc.130

Therefore, this “politicization” throughout the 1960s urged people “who

»nm

communed in the ‘spirit of May’” to band together under the umbrella of
political groups and thinking. This “[brought] together people clearly
separated by former criteria,” for instance, in Bourdieu’s account, “lead-
ing academics” with “ordinary professors” and lecturers with stu-
dents.131 As explicated by Geoff Eley, the social movements of the 1960s
opened and identified new spaces of politics,132 one of which was the uni-
versity campus. The opening up of new political fields thus ingenerated

new relationships among formerly distanced social groups, which in turn

Ibid., 615, 629-630.

Bourdieu, Homo Academicus, 187-188.
Ibid., 187.

Ibid., 188.

Eley, Forging Democracy, 363-364.
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elicited the opening up of new communication fields and new intellectual
spaces led by nonintellectuals. In this context, a desire for cultural de-
mocratization emerged that was expressed by the student activists of the
decade as the utopia of a culturally-egalitarian society in which nobody
possessed privileged speech or cultural production and everybody had
the right and means to express themselves. University campuses, where
the students took possession of the lecterns and “captured the speech,”
were the environments for these experiments.

Did the cultural democratization project succeeded in incorporating
all segments of society and creating “books for all”133 and speech for all?
Much research indicates that outside the political niches of university
campuses and occupied factory floors, few changes realized by the cul-

tural democratization project could be encountered.

Just as the mass university devalued the aura of the professor, the
paperback market undermined the intellectual elite... [Yet] if by
democratization, advocates of mass culture believed paperbacks
opened a path to those who did not read or to workers excluded
from high culture, they were wrong. West German surveys indi-
cated that a bare 3% of paperbacks were sold to workers, while
French commentators glumly noted that non-readers remained a

majority.134

However, neither the project of cultural democratization nor the commu-
nication boom was an illusion, as exemplified by the statistics on Turkish
publishing and library usage. The possibility of various segments of the
population such as students and workers coming into contact with each
other brought about a shared mentality that was transformed into shared
forms of political action and methods of communication. Therefore, alt-
hough the hierarchies of the system remained intact and unopposed, for

the socioeconomically, politically, and intellectually unprivileged, such as

Mercer, “The Paperback Revolution,” 629.
Ibid., 623-624.
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women or workers, the period was characterized by increasing politici-
zation and the subsequent formation of new social bonds and communi-
cative networks. This subchapter analyzes examples of the democratiza-
tion of speech and its failures in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, not only
in universities and student organizations but also in the pages of work-

ers’ periodicals and in the words of women.

4.2.1  The Democratization of Communication in Politicized Spaces
in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey

In one of his articles published in the periodical Tiirk Solu, Mehmet M.
Mimoglu!3> asserted that the time when only a lucky minority with the
means to learn a foreign language could reach Marxist literature had
passed; the new, young generation in Turkey was reading Marxist books
recently translated into Turkish.13¢ Indeed, like in Paris, the period “wit-
nessed a number of attempts to create small publishers whose books
were socialist in content, cost, and mode of production, an ongoing re-
buke to the commodification of books.”137 In an atmosphere of “relative
freedom” rendered by the Constitution of 1961 and of rising social move-
ments accelerated by international receptiveness, political activists ac-
quired the need to base their movement on an intellectual foundation;
hence, the number of translated books rose in the 1960s.138 Moreover, not
only the 1960s but also the 1970s witnessed a general rise in the quantity
of written production in every genre, not only in the field of Marxist lit-

erature.

According to an interview conducted by Ozgiin Dinger, Mihri Belli, one of the leading
figures of the leftist politics in Turkey, used the pseudonym Mehmet M. Mimoglu for his
book reviews in the periodical. Ozgiin Dinger, “Tiirk Solu Dergisi (1967-70) ve Milli Dem-
okratik Devrim Stratejisi” (M.A. Thesis, Ankara University, 2006), 88-89.

Mehmet M. Mimoglu, “Fransa’da Sinif Miicadeleleri, 1848-1850’ ya da Okumanin Geregi,”
Tiirk Solu 1 (November 17, 1967): 7.

Mercer, “The Paperback Revolution,” 634.

Erkal Unal, “Invited Sojourners: A Survey of the Translations into Turkish of Non-Fiction
Left Books between 1960 and 1971” (M.A. Thesis, Bogazic¢i University, 2006), 35-37.
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This chapter scrutinizes a number of periodicals, bulletins, declara-
tions, and posters as well as conferences and forums from several locali-
ties in Turkey to trace the period’s experience of communication and to
unravel the limits of possibility that transcended current social memory.
The written materials from the 1960s and 1970s that are surveyed range
from periodicals published in metropolises of Istanbul, Ankara, and Izmir
to journals issued in the smaller cities of Adana, Bursa, Eskisehir, Malatya,
Rize, Tunceli, and Zonguldak, from party bulletins to the declarations of
trade unions and student organizations. The diversity of geographies
from which these written materials emerged makes it apparent that the
privileged monopoly of prominent publishers from developed cities over
publishing was contested, even if only temporally. In other words, the
centers of literary and nonliterary production became more dispersed to
some extent; for a period sometime in the 1960s and 1970s, publication in
Turkey became decentralized around the country - or, picking the word
carefully, multicentric.

Owing first to the dispersion of writing production, second to the di-
versification of the forms of the materials produced, and third to the urge
to speak in one’s own name, the right to produce and the potential of lit-
erary and nonliterary materials became dispersed. Regardless of their
social boundaries, everybody desired to speak, which was possible in the
1960s and 1970s. Consequently, this subchapter investigates examples of
assertedly-nonhierarchical forms of communication, tracing the histori-
cal niche in the 1960s and 1970s in which a more egalitarian speechmak-
ing and writing revealed itself as a historical possibility.

The introduction of the semimonthly periodical Ezilenler, issued in
Tunceli, stated that

What you hold in your hands, “Ezilenler,” is not a metropolitan
newspaper with a mass circulation of several hundred thousands.
This is just a tiny, single-sheet periodical, published semi-
monthly... The dominant mass media in Turkey aims to deceive,
narcotize, and allure people... However, nobody blames them for
these crimes... But the authorities will definitely hunt down this

little, single-sheet, semimonthly paper... because they are afraid of
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hearing the truth... We, at our best, will try to tell the truth and
reveal our people’s problems... One day, the oppressed will rise,
unite, consolidate, and stop being oppressed. Their voice will
squelch the oppressors’ like a sublime chorus... This little paper is
a calling from us to our brothers and sisters among the ranks of
peasants, workers, artisans, youth, and to all the oppressed. This

is a call, an utterance from us to our alike.139

The publishers of Ezilenler placed importance on reaching the masses us-
ing their own voice. Concordantly, the weekly Memet: Emekg¢i Halkin Sesi,
published in Izmir, was issued as a newspaper in which the proletariat
could talk in their own names40 against the mass media, which kept si-
lent about injustices against the workers in order not to offend politicians
and bosses.1#! Similarly, Malatya’s semimonthly socialist journal, Halkin
Derdi, took on the responsibility of covering the problems of the local
people of Malatya such as the insufficient number of teachers and doc-
tors, as well as infrastructure problems that were unspoken and disre-
garded in the mass media.l42 Correspondingly, Cay-Is’in Sesi, the periodi-
cal of the Trade Union of Black Sea Tea Industry Workers (Karadeniz Cay
Sanayii Iscileri Sendikasi, or Cay-Is), published in Rize; Isci-Ciftci:
Mesudiye Koyliilerinin Sesi, the journal of Mesudiye peasants, published

in Istanbul; Iscinin Sesi: Haftalik Miistakil Siyasi Isci Gazetesi, a newspaper

“Su anda ilk sayisi elinizde olan ‘Ezilenler’ tiraji yliz binleri asan bir biiyiik kent gazetesi
degil. Kiicliciik, tek yaprakli bir gazete. On bes giinde bir cikacak... Tirkiye'de hakim
basinin halini biliyorsunuz... Halki uyutmak, afyonlamak, aklini basindan almak icin ne
lazimsa o... Ama bunun i¢in o gazeteleri, dergileri ayiplamak kimsenin aklina gelmiyor
bile... Ama bu kiiciik, tek yaprakli, on bes giinliik gazetecigin pesine takilacaklar... Ciinkii
gercekleri sOylemek onlar1 korkutuyor... Biz de elimizden geldigince dogrulari,
halkimizin dertlerini sdylemek icin c¢ikiyoruz... Ezilenler birlesecek, giliclenecek,
ezilmeye bir giin son verecekler. Ezilenlerin sesi, bir ulu koro gibi, ezenlerin sesini
bastiracak... Bu gazetecik bizden koyli kardeslere, isci kardeslere, esnaf kardeslere,
geng kardeslere ve tiim ezilenlere bir seslenmedir. Bizden bize bir sestir;” “Cikarken,”
Ezilenler 1 (December 25, 1968): 1-2.

“Basyazi,” Memet: Emekg¢i Halkin Sesi 1 (May 1, 1965): 1.

“Nicin Susarlar?” Memet: Emekgi Halkin Sesi 4 (May 22, 1965): 1.

“Sehirden Dertler,” Halkin Derdi 4 (November 17, 1966): 2.
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of workers in Zonguldak; and Maden Iscisinin Sesi, the periodical of the
Union of Revolutionary Mine Workers Above and Below Ground (Yeralti
ve Yeriistii Devrimci Maden Is¢ileri Sendikas1), published in Ankara - true
to their names - were published to give voice to workers and peasants
who were hitherto unheard and not given a voice by the mass media. Re-
calling the remarks of Marcuse, these periodicals sought to “break the in-
formation monopoly of the establishment,”143 both socially and spatially.
The privileged centers of publication and the unchallenged right of the
dominant power to speak were contested by the emergence of alternative
and radical forms of written material. People from among the ranks of
the ruled, the marginalized, and the oppressed, who became a part of the
ongoing politicization of the 1960s and 1970s or were in touch with who
were, claimed their own prerogative to speak and “captured” it, defying
their lack of representation in the coverage of the mass media and the
decisions of governing bodies. Their exercising of speech and their liber-
ation of forms of communication outside the scope of the dominant nar-
rative happened, as de Certeau calls for the French 1968, “at the moment
when the basic link between power and representation was coming un-
tied.”1#* For the French case as well as the Turkish one, this occurred
when politicization arose.

In a letter dated September 17, 1968, to the unionist Kemal Stilker, a
number of political activists and unionists expressed their intent to found
a Free Cooperative for Press and Solidarity (Ozgiir Basin ve Yardimlasma
Kooperatifi) for the proletariat. The cooperative would establish publish-
ing facilities to print newspapers, journals, books, brochures, and bulle-

tins that would give voice to the socialist movement.14> Therefore, in an

Marcuse, “The Movement in a New Era of Repression: An Assessment:” 12.
de Certeau, The Capture of Speech, 34.

“Siurli Sorumlu Ozgiir Basin ve Yardimlasma Kooperatifi Ortakligy,” Kemal Siilker Pa-
pers 133, [ISH, September 17, 1968.
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atmosphere of manipulated communication in which systemic opposi-
tion was restricted along with the subjects and objects of the news,146 the
“capture of speech” was not only a desire but also a need.14”

Severing the link between power and communication also meant that
official media tools would no longer act as unrivaled intermediaries link-
ing communities, localities, and opposition groups. The 1960s and 1970s
witnessed the formation of a temporary link between the ruling and the
ruled, one which was formed based on new means of communication. Ac-
cording to an incident reported by Kurtulus: Iscilerin ve Kéyliilerin
Gazetesi, a newspaper of workers and peasants, the gendarmerie, alleg-
edly commanded by the National Intelligence Organization (Milli Isti-
hbarat Teskilati), distributed thirteen-page brochures to many villagers
in Turkey that stated that people in Turkey lived affluently due to the
state’s policies. The peasants should keep agitating, lying students out of
their villages if they wished to continue to live in peace. The article stated
that the distribution of such brochures was increasing as the socialist
movement in Turkey grew.148

On December 20, 1961, a periodical that, for the next seven years,
would affect the national political agenda and orientation of several gen-
erations started to be published: YON.149 From its first issue, YON had
provided - worthy of its name - a direction for leftist political discussion
and a forum where differing opinions met. It had a circulation of thirty
thousand at its peak with a much wider range of intellectual influence.150
In its first issue, a declaration listing the periodical’s principles en route
to changing the system, signed by a vast number of intellectuals, was
promulgated.151 According to Ergun Aydinoglu, the declaration reflected

a petit bourgeois radicalism combined with Kemalist revolutionism that

Marcuse, One Dimensional Man, 13.

de Certeau, The Capture of Speech, 28.

“Ihanet Bildirilerine Kars1 Uyanik Olahm,” Kurtulus: Iscilerin ve Kéyliilerin Gazetesi Spe-
cial Volume (January 1971): 6.

Aydinoglu, Tiirkiye Solu (1960-1980), 73.

Ozdemir, Yon Hareketi, 54.

“Bildiri,” YON 1 (December 20, 1961): 12-13.
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nevertheless heralded the advent of leftist opposition and social move-
ments.152 The declaration had a considerable reaction from various peo-
ple, organizations, and periodicals, which YON covered in its pages. In the
fourth issue, dated January 10, 1962, four responses were published, one
of which was a counter-declaration. The opposing view belonged to the
economist Ahmet Hamdi Basar who defended the prominence of private
entrepreneurship vis-a-vis YON’s statism.153 This echoed what Cohn-
Bendit expressed in his famous interview: it was “essential first of all that
people should express themselves,’154 even their views were dissenting.

In the 1960s and 1970s, political cleavages and subsequent dissent
were performed on the pages of publications. Rival political groups held
their discussions in their respective periodicals. For instance, the clash of
ideas of the youth branches of the TiP and TKP were reflected in their
periodicals Gen¢ Oncii and llerici Yurtsever Genclik. llerici Yurtsever
Genglik, in its sixty-first issue, severely criticized the political philosophy
of the TIP’s youth as “petty bourgeois revolutionism.”155 In response,
Geng Oncii identifies the attitude of the TKP’s youth in a demonstration
at ITU as antidemocratic and opportunistic.156

The 1970s in Turkey especially witnessed “the fragmentation of Marx-
ism into small bodies of doctrine that pronounced excommunication
upon one another;” like Michel Foucault observed for France.157 Splinter
groups had their own periodicals as means of communication and politi-
cal discussion. When the Dev-Geng fragmented, the group led by Mahir
Cayan published the periodical of Aydinlik: Sosyalist Dergi, while the

Aydinoglu, Tiirkiye Solu (1960-1980), 76-77.

“Bildiri,” YON 4 (January 10, 1962): 4.

“Jean-Paul Sartre Interviews Daniel Cohn-Bendit.”

“Kii¢iik Burjuva Devrimciliginin Cékiis Siireci,” Ilerici Yurtsever Genglik 61 (August 2,
1978): 8-9.

“ITU Cadir Eyleminden Kimler Neler Ogrenmis,” Gen¢ Oncti 4 (September 1978): 11.
Michel Foucault, “Between ‘Words’ and ‘Things’ during May '68,” in Remarks on Marx:
Conversations with Duccio Trombadori, trans. R. James Goldstein and James Cascaito
(New York: Semiotext[e], 1991), 141.
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other led by Dogu Peringek published Proleter Devrimci Aydinlik. While
they shared a name, its framing reflected the groups’ opposing ideas.158

Similarly, in 1969, a brochure published in West Germany was mailed
to some leftist writers and started to circulate in Turkey. It was a forty-
nine-page brochure issued by “Warning Publications” (“Uyar1 Yayinlar1”)
asserting that every leftist had to support the TIP against the Maoists.159
Criticizing the brochure’s arguments, the socialist periodical Aydinlik de-
clared that this illegally-published and distributed brochure expressed
fabricated facts and libelous slanders. Reckoning that it had been widely
read, Aydinlik took up the duty of warning and enlightening the misled
people.1®0 Thus, brochures and bulletins became a source of communica-
tion among differing groups in society, bypassing the intermediary role
of the mass media and the government.

Leftist political movements of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey
abounded with a plethora of political organizations that mostly split into
factions with opinions that usually clashed violently in both intellectual
and political arenas. Regardless of the differences and collisions with re-
spect to ideas and practices, the communication boom continued. Instead
of a single organization, ideology, or projection for the future, heightened
communication of the 1960s and 1970s arose around contradictions in
ideology, fervent discussions in forums, and clashes during demonstra-
tions. The ideas excavated and analyzed in this dissertation are not uni-
vocal but multifarious. Ideological disagreement lay at the core of the ex-
plosion in communication in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey.

It was common for political organizations to issue declarations
against the policies of ruling parties and the government, establishing di-
rect communication between the ruler and the ruled. For instance, in
1968, the Revolutionary Club of Art and Culture (Devrimci Kiiltiir Sanat
Kuliibii) in Izmir published a declaration summoning the public to join

the democratic struggle against the political party in power, which had

Aydin and Taskin, 1960’tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 186.

“Bat1 Almanya’da TiP i¢in Bir Brosiir Cikt1,” Milliyet, November 18, 1969, 1, 11.

“Milli Demokratik Devrim ve I¢ Yiizii' Brosiiriine Cevap: Proleter Devrimci Ha-
reketimizin Cizgisi Agiktir,” Aydinlik: Sosyalist Dergi 15 (January 1970): 168-169.
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violated the constitution by having some club members arrested ille-
gally.161 A few days after this declaration, several student organizations
in Ankara put forth a declaration in the periodical Tiirk Solu against gov-
ernment policies that included assaults on legal protests and unjustified
arrests of journalists, intellectuals, and students. The students declared
to actin solidarity with all the people defending national liberty and anti-
imperialism.162

As exemplified, unmediated and direct communication between the
ruled and the ruling and among the oppressed became a possibility in the
1960s and 1970s in Turkey. With the emergence of direct communication
as a possibility, the variety of tools of communication also scaled up:
Books, periodicals, and brochures were supplemented by forums, discus-
sions, and graffiti. Thus, communicative tools that accompanied revolu-
tionary practices diversified.

The whole period abounded with open forums and planned or spon-
taneous discussion sessions, especially at universities among student or-
ganizations. These forums acted as organs of self-governance, bringing
forward a student democracy on which revolutionary values of nonhier-
archical decision-making and free speech were based.1®3 As one of the
declarations of the FKF stated, “Unity in Movement! Tolerance in Discus-
sion!” was an important slogan of their political movement.1¢* For in-
stance, in the second convention of the FKF convened on March 22-24,
1968, two rival groups freely discussed the attitudes of former adminis-
trators and the necessity of street demonstrations. Stark criticisms were
articulated.165 Likewise, in an open forum organized by the ODTU Stu-
dent Union, ODTU students from several political and intellectual organ-

izations discussed the responsibilities of student organizations.16¢

“Izmir’de Gengligin Direnisi,” Tiirk Solu 17 (March 10, 1968): 2.

“Devrimci Orgiitler Fasizme Kars1,” Tiirk Solu 19 (March 26, 1968): 2.

Kiirket, “Hala Bir '68 Kusag1’ Var mi1?” 165.

“Eylemde Birlik! Tartismada Hosgorii!” “FK.F’'nin Bildirisi,” Ttirk Solu 23 (April 23, 1968):
2.

“EK.F. Kurultay1 Yapildy,” Tiirk Solu 20 (April 2, 1968): 2.

“Tim Genglik Kuruluslar1 Emperyalizme Karsi,” Tiirk Solu 8 (January 9, 1968): 2.
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In another open forum organized by the periodical Tiirk Solu, four stu-
dent activists, including Dogu Perincek from the FKF, Bildl Mogol from AU
Student Union, iskender Odabasioglu from ODTU Student Union, and
Tevfik Akoglu from HU Student Union discussed the revolutionary
roadmap, expressing their converging and diverging thoughts about the
youth movement, the coup d’état of 1960, and the social conditions in Tur-
key. During the discussion, Bilal Mogol proclaimed that young student ac-
tivists needed to come together with factory workers and peasants to en-
lighten them about the imperialistic exploitation and feudal
oppression.1¢’7 Broadly speaking, most radical political activists of the
1960s and 1970s in Turkey eventually engaged in journeys to visit workers
and peasants and directly interact with the oppressed people of the coun-
try and enlighten them. This recalls what Ross states for the events in

May 1968 in France.

For many militants at that time, the experience of May meant not
losing sight of the problem of direct communication with the ex-
ploited and their history, and the continuing effort to construct
new means of comprehension (and thus of struggles) between dif-

ferent groups.168

For politically-active students and intellectuals of Turkey in the 1960s and
1970s, the problem was not only one of representing workers and peas-
ants through “journalism and historiography”16® but a mission of estab-
lishing direct forms of communication between students and workers
and the urban and the rural - a mission which originated in early repub-
lican Turkey when “going to the people” (“halka gitmek”) was the official
policy of the state.l’0 In the 1960s and 1970s, “going to the people” and

organizing them became a common goal in leftist circles. “[I]ts utopian

“Ankarali Gengler Devrimci Cizgiyi Saptiyor,” Ttirk Solu 30 (June 11, 1968): 6.

Ross, May ‘68 and Its Afterlives, 114.

Ibid.

For further information on the idea and practice of “going to the people” and the peas-
antism of the state, see Asim Karadmerlioglu, Orada Bir Koy Var Uzakta: Erken Cumhuri-

yet Déneminde Kéycii Séylem (Istanbul: {letisim Yayinlari, 2011).
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purpose [... was] that of ‘helping the people seize the word,” as was
striven for in French 1968 and its aftermath.171

As the reigning centers of communication, decision-making, and idea-
production were challenged, the producers as well as the audience be-
came more numerous and diverse. In this framework, the productive and
receptive subjects of communication, namely the readers and the writers,
increased in number and as Passerini states became “fragmented,’17? en-
abling communication to be decentralized, directed-from-below, and in-
teractive. Henceforth, instead of a restricted circle of literature-readers,
letters-writers, and speechmakers, the period of the 1960s and 1970s in
Turkey witnessed the breaking up of this circle and the spread of “com-
municative praxis.”

Temporarily, during the 1960s and 1970s, via an ever-increasing num-
ber of open forums, discussions, and printed materials, communication
was partly liberated from the manipulative, restrictive centers of govern-
ance, and took an opposing route towards egalitarian and interactive
communication that was characterized by free speech. On one hand,
these little democratic niches of discussion were based on a shared cul-
ture of debate and even contradiction, promoting both the individual’s
right to free speech and the collectivity’s tendency to associate. On the
other hand, the vertical equalization of various segments of the popula-
tion was accompanied by a horizontal balance, such that the geographical
privileges of communication were ephemerally shattered if eventually
maintained.

The result was a temporal experience of cultural democratization in
politicized spaces and the emergence of its possibility at the peripheries,
such as in factories and villages. In June 1968, at ITU, the students of the
Faculty of Architecture (Mimarlik Fakiiltesi) addressed a number of ques-
tions to professors in response to questions asked of them in the final
exams. They asked the professors their definition of professorship, their

reasons for choosing this occupation, which systemic illusions veiled the

Ross, May '68 and Its Afterlives, 115.

e

Passerini, “Utopia’ and Desire,” 22.
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inequality they were attempting to diffuse, their object of change, and the
choice of action. Bora G6zen, a student activist, remarked in Ttirk Solu
that the summer 1968 term at ITU would witness a bilateral examination,
a process in which professors would also be tested. Moreover, students
demanded the answers to their questions in written form.173 James J. Far-
rell’s comment on the Western context also applies to the Turkish one in
the 1960s: “[s]tudents were among the best teachers of the 1960s, not be-
cause they knew all the answers, but because they posed some of the
most important questions of the decade.”'7* From these questions, criti-
cal and revolutionary utopias of the 1960s and 1970s emerged - in this
case, the utopia of direct, egalitarian communication as an ephemerally-
realized historical possibility.

What was experienced in the 1960s and 1970s in most of the world, as
well as in Turkey, was a matter of building new relationships, “a new kind
of collaboration between intellectuals and non-intellectuals,” the student
and the professor, which was almost unimaginable beforehand.1’> This
new collaboration was not confined merely to campuses but also reached
factories and villages. Through the intermediary of leftism, a new bond
was formed between the classroom and the factory. It was a period in
which students, as intellectuals-to-be, and workers, deemed never-to-be,
joined in demonstrations and wrote declarations together. For instance,
protesting the Zonguldak Incidents, in which the gendarmerie opened
fire on and killed two of the one thousand five hundred striking coal
workers in Eregli when the atmosphere became tense,'7¢ two student un-
ions from Ankara signed a joint declaration that they had penned to-
gether with several trade unions.177

In 1975, the Young Vanguard (Gen¢ Oncii), the youth branch of TIP,
founded the Workers’ Cultural Association (Is¢i Kiiltiir Dernegi). It was

an association for collective art and neighborhood solidarity with

Bora Gézen, “ITU’de Genglik Ne Istiyor?” Tiirk Solu 29 (June 4,1968): 6.

Farrell, The Spirit of the Sixties, 137.

Foucault, “Between ‘Words’ and ‘Things’ during May ’68,” 142.

“Zonguldak Olaylarinin Kronolojik Listesi,” Kemal Stlker Papers 199, I1ISH, 1965.
“Isci-Universiteli Ortak Bildirisi,” Sosyal Adalet 13 (April 1965): 48.
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branches in Ankara, Istanbul, Adana, Antakya, Izmir, and Bursa. The as-
sociation sought to disconnect culture and art from imperialism and sim-
ultaneously to build a cultural bridge among various segments of society.
The central theme was not only to educate working youth but also to in-
corporate them into the association. Besides the student members of the
Young Vanguard, the association had active members from art circles in-
cluding author Sevgi Soysal, who passed away just a year after the asso-
ciation was founded, playwright Omer Polat, and caricaturist Nezih Dan-
yal. The Workers’ Cultural Association addressed local problems in their
neighborhood clubs by organizing sports practices for young residents,
offering courses for learning instruments, forming choral groups, per-
forming theater plays, and issuing periodicals. These clubs acted as cul-
tural hubs that connected the campus to the neighborhood, the exhibi-
tion hall to the factory floor. In these neighborhood clubs, students,
workers, and artists came together.178

Beside these moments of interaction in cities, a connection was built
between cities and villages, again through the medium of political organ-
izations. The leftist activism of urban organizations and parties extended
to towns, villages, and rural areas. All leftist political organizations of the
period had the goal of organizing peasants to stimulate a rural revolution.
In the second half of the 1960s, members of the TIP and FKF founded
peasantist associations in rural areas which organized peasants to ad-
dress their problems.17® As the number of leftist organizations increased
in the 1970s, these pilot associations gave way to several leftist ones. Many
university student associations, the Dev-Geng, and organizations based
on armed struggle and guerilla warfare, namely, the THKP-C, the THKO,
and the TKP /ML, visited villages and conducted political activities in ru-
ral areas. A hundred years earlier, as Karl Marx stated, the Paris Com-
mune of 1871, via its new ways of struggle and communication, estab-
lished new relationships between urban Paris and the countryside,

therefore linking the city, the countryside, and the world.180 Like the

“Kiiltiir Sanat Alaninda ‘Isci Kiiltiir’ Okul Olacaktir;” Geng Oncii 2 (July 1978): 36-37.
Aydin and Taskin, 1960°’tan Giintimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 169.
Ross, Communal Luxury, 188.
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Communards of 1871, the revolutionaries of 1960s and 1970s in Turkey
tried to establish links between the city and the countryside. These at-
tempts to “go to the people” created moments of contact through which
students and peasants, city-dwellers and villagers came together. How-
ever, unlike the Commune experience, the political practice of “going to
the people” in Turkey was based on a hierarchical relation in which leftist
urban activists set off for the villages to ideologically enlighten and polit-
ically organize the peasants. Still, attempts at political organization and
ideological transition created an atmosphere of interaction and, thus, an
encounter between geographically and socioeconomically dissimilar seg-
ments of the population. The pursuit to further the political organization
via the propaganda through publications, demonstrations, and journeys
was the primary element of the communication boom.

In the summer of 1967, in Elmal1 district of Antalya, a dispute occurred
between local proprietors and landless peasants over the ownership of a
recently drained lakebed.181 In August 1967, members of several student
associations from AU, ODTU, and iTU went to Elmal in support of the
peasants.182 The resistance of Elmali created a new form of struggle
around which various political subjects came together in villages.183 Stu-
dents continued to visit Elmali in solidarity throughout 1968, an act which
was reported in the newspapers to be serious concern for authorities.184
The period witnessed several similar rural resistance movements and
land occupations which were supported by leftist youth. In January 1969,
when the peasants in the village of Atalan in Torbali, [zmir, occupied the
lands that were unrighteously seized by landowners, students of the FKF
from Izmir and Ankara organized a resistance committee together with

the peasants.185 In July 1969, peasants from Soke, overwhelmed by the

"

“’Elmalr’da Bir Aga I¢in Kéyliiye Baski Yapihyor’” Milliyet, August 16, 1967, 3.

Aydin and Taskin, 1960°’tan Giiniimiize Tiirkiye Tarihi, 170.

Begiim Ozden Firat, “Kéyliiler, Devrimciler, Toprak, isgal: Bitmeyen ‘68’ in 1968: Isyan,
Devrim, Ozgiirliik, ed. Turan, 502.
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hard working conditions under their landowners, started a demonstra-
tion to protest the poor quality of the roads of the village in solidarity
with revolutionary youth.186 That summer, the administrative board of
the FKF accepted engaging in village organization and rural resistance as
“a part of revolutionary struggle.” Thus, the relationship between revolu-
tionary youth and peasants was no longer coincidental but a predeter-
mined decision of the revolutionary organization.!8” Again in 1969, stu-
dents organized a demonstration in the Akhisar district of Manisa in
which student activists came together with nearly five thousand peasants
to protest the tobacco policy of the government.88 Tobacco demonstra-
tions were followed by hazelnut demonstrations in 1970 in Giresun, Bu-
lancak, Ordu, and Fatsa. Demonstrations were mainly organized by the
TiP; however, the Dev-Gen¢ was also active in the organization - visiting
villages and preparing banners.18% A former Dev-Gen¢ member, Fikret Ba-

bus, recounts his experience of the hazelnut demonstrations.

In May 1970 (it must have been the last days of May), we, a group
of friends, were visiting villages in Giresun and Bulancak for the
hazelnut demonstrations. On the day of the Fatsa demonstration,
a village headman, Nazim, a member of the demonstration organ-
ization committee, was taken into custody in order to sabotage the
demonstration. Producers from the village raided the police sta-
tion where Nazim was kept and occupied the highway connecting

Ordu to other cities. Therefore, it was decided that students from

“Hak Verilmez Alinir;” Isci-Koylii: Milli Demokratik Devrim Miicadelesinde Omuz Omuza 3
(August 8,1969): 3.
“kdy calismalarina katilmayi ve kirsal kesimlerle ilgilenmeyi devrimci miicadelenin bir
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Ali Karsilayan, “Sinan K4zim’1 izmir Eylemlerinde Tanidim,” in Ozbilgen, Devrimciler
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Dervis Aydin Akkog, Firtinali Denizin Kiyisinda: Sansal Dikmen Kitabi (Istanbul: Ayrinti
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outside would depart for Trabzon. We went to Trabzon and stayed

at the apartment of a teacher from the T(S.190

Later that summer, hazelnut producers in Trabzon also decided to
demonstrate against the government’s policy on hazelnuts.’® These
demonstrations attracted and brought together political activists from
the cities, students, peasants, and local civil servants, such as teachers.
All leftist political organizations and parties of the 1960s and 1970s tar-
geted rural resistance. “We should organize the peasant youth” was writ-

ten in the pages of Ileri Yurtsever Genglik in 1975

Peasant youth are oppressed by the capitalist order and the tyr-
anny of landowners. They do not know it, because no one has
made them conscious of it. Thus, they have been unable to organ-
ize, unionize. It is the duty of their proletarian and student broth-
ers with class consciousness to deliver consciousness to the peas-

ants.192

Despite these late remarks on the political unconsciousness of the peas-
ants, interaction between cities and the villages in the politicized atmos-
phere of the era had already caused a rise of political consciousness in
rural areas as early as 1970. In 1970, in Corlu, peasants occupied farmland;
in Lileburgaz, the peasants of Oklagh changed the name of the village to

“1970 Yil1 Mayis ayinda (Mayis'in sonlari olsa gerek), bir grup arkadasla findik mitingi
icin Giresun ve Bulancak’ta koyleri geziyorduk. Fatsa mitingi yapilcagi giin, miting
diizenleme komitesi liyesi Muhtar Nazim go6zaltina alinarak miting sabote edildi. Koy-
den gelen iireticiler Nazim’in nezarette tutuldugu karakolu basmis, Ordu’yu diger illere
baglayan karayolunu tutmuslardi. Bunu iizerine disaridan gelen 6grencilerin Trabzon’a
gitmelerine Karar verilmisti. Biz Trabzon’a gidip TOS’lii bir 6gretmenin evinde yattik,”
Ozbilgen, Devrimciler Olmez, 92.

“Giresun, Ordu, Bulancak, Fatsa’da Findik Ureticisi Ikinci Defa Miting Yapiyor; Trab-
zon’da da Direnis Bashyor,” Milliyet, July 8, 1970, 4.

“Koylu gengleri her acidan kasip kavuran, bu geri kalmis kapitalist diizendir, agalar sal-
tanatidir. Ama onlar bunu bilmezler. Ciinkii kendilerine biling gétiiriilmemistir. Bunun
icin 6rgiitlenmeyi, sendikalasmay1 basaramamislardir... Onlara biling gétiirmek de sinif

» o«

bilingli isci, 6grenci kardeslerine diisiiyor,” “Koylii Gencleri Orgiitlemeliyiz,” [lerici

Yurtsever Genglik 2 (December 1, 1975): 5.
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“Landless Village” (“Topraksiz Koy”) to protest the unjust land ownership
system; landless peasants from Polatli headed towards Ankara on their
tractors in protest; hazelnut producers from Unye and Macka joined a
chain of protests and organized demonstrations;193 landless peasants in
Tire organized a mass land demonstration; and hazelnut demonstrations
spread to the villages of Vakfikebir, Trabzon.19%

The Paris Commune of 1871, which was envisioned by the “buzzing
hives” of revolutionary clubs before the event, entailed a new network of
relationships among Communards from various socioeconomic and geo-
graphical backgrounds. Politicization in the Commune paved the way for
new relationships, intersections, encounters, and collaborations that
“took the form of journals, theoretical elaborations, debates, and shared
meals.”1%> The political event coexisted with the communication boom,
and both opened the door for hitherto unimagined relationships, over-
coming supposedly ossified “hierarchies and divisions.”1%¢ Jumping for-
ward to the twentieth century, to the 1960s and 1970s, in Turkey, a direct
communication link was formed between universities, villages, and fac-
tories in which conventionally acknowledged divisions between the ham-
mer, the sickle, and the pen were relatively eased. In this regard, Michel

de Certeau states that

the students can sit in professors’ chairs, that a common language
can assail the division between intellectuals and manual laborers,
or that a collective initiative can respond to the representatives of
an omnipotent system - thus is modified the tacitly “received”
code that separates the possible from the impossible, the licit from
the illicit. The exemplary action “opens a breach,” not because of
its own efficacity, but because it displaces a law that was all the

more powerful in that it had not been brought to mind; it unveils

“Koyluler Traktorlerle Ankara'ya Yiirtiiyecek,” Milliyet, June 5, 1970, 4.
“Topraksiz Koylii Buglin Miting Yapiyor,” Milliyet, June 7, 1970, 4.
Ross, Communal Luxury, 201.

Ibid., 112.
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what was latent and makes it contestable. It is decisive, conta-
gious, and dangerous because it touches this obscure zone that
every system takes for granted and that it cannot justify... The ex-
emplary action changes nothing; it creates possibilities relative to
impossibilities that had until then been admitted but not clarified.
[ see a new and important sociocultural phenomenon in the im-
pact of the expression that demonstrates a disarticulation be-
tween what is said and what is unsaid, that deprives a social prac-
tice of its tacit foundations, that ultimately refers, I believe, to a
displacement of “values” on which an architecture of powers and
exchanges had been constructed and that was still assumed to be
a solid base. From this point of view, symbolic action also opens a

breach in our conception of society.197

To conclude, the period of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey witnessed the
emergence of a “communicative praxis” that accompanied revolutionary
praxis, which reflected the defiance of theretofore silent segments of the
population against their lack of representation in the journalism of the
mass media and historiography of governing bodies. This oppositional
praxis amounted to speech that had been unsaid, deemed impossible, or
inconvenient being verbalized in periodical pages and in open forums.
Therefore, in some political spaces, power’s unrivaled right to write and
speak was shattered, making this right available to a wider public that
included workers and peasants, as well. The direct communication of ge-
ographically remote and socioeconomically disparate people and the
feeling of togetherness was fostered by the fact that “everyone [tastes]
the right of equality within fraternity, thanks to the freedom of speech
which produced great exaltation.”198 However, “fraternity” mostly ex-

cluded a certain segment of the population.

197 de Certeau, The Capture of Speech, 8-9.

«e

198 Passerini, “Utopia’ and Desire,” 23.
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4.2.2 Women and the Movement in the 1960s and 1970s

A few months after the 1960s ended, in August 1970, a group of women in
Paris organized a protest “at the Arc de Triomphe’s Tomb of the Unknown
Soldier, bearing a wreath dedicated to one more unknown than the sol-
dier: His wife.”19° The 1960s witnessed the reemergence of women’s po-
litical activity in pursuit of equal rights and liberation in the West by
women who were tired of being unknown, unseen, and unheard. The re-
appearance of the women’s movement in Western parts of the world fol-
lowed from the revolutionary atmosphere of events in May 1968 as a re-
action to the eagerness of dominant political groups to change society
without changing the power relations between sexes.200 Besides the im-
pact of politicization on the reemergence of the women’s movement, the
decade was revolutionary in terms of everyday life. Daily customs and
practices were transformed, in turn evoking a change and a desire for a

change in gender relations.2%! For instance, in Argentina,

women, especially those of the middle class.., apparently
achieved an autonomy unthinkable a generation before; they went
out alone, returned late, enjoyed greater sexual freedom, used
contraceptives, and more effectively controlled the number of
children they bore. Many of them worked, controlled their own

expenditures, and even, in some cases, lived alone.202

Also, as a result of the relative liberation of daily life in the 1960s, Argen-
tina, along with many countries, especially in North America and Europe,
witnessed a reappearance of feminism that questioned and problema-
tized daily life.203 Women in the context of social movements of the dec-

ade demonstrated in the streets with male counterparts, on one hand;

Dorothy Kaufmann-McCall, “Politics of Difference: The Women's Movement in France
from May 1968 to Mitterrand,” Signs 9, no. 2 (Winter 1983): 282-283.

Ibid.

Maria del Carmen Feijoo, “Women in Argentina during the 1960s,” Latin American Per-
spectives 23, no. 1, “‘Women in Latin America 2” (Winter 1996): 7.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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and demanded their place in society as subjects, bringing political sub-
jectivity to personal space, on the other.204

However, the case in Turkey did not fully conform to this picture. Until
the second half of the 1970s, there was no influential women’s organiza-
tion or movement in Turkey, even though women were involved in the
movement. Furthermore, decision making bodies within leftist political
organizations were predominated by men, just as occupation commit-
tees.205 In Mater’s book of interviews, Julide Aral denotes that among the
period’s social movements, they were not aware of the gender question;
moreover, it would have been considered a bourgeois attitude to bring it
forward.2%¢ According to Biisra Ersanly, they confusedly adopted the tra-
ditional roles of womanhood, trying to be supportive of men.27 Women
tried in the THKP-C case in the beginning of the 1970s abstained from
wearing miniskirts, fancy or ostentatious clothes, and even trousers dur-
ing the trials. Kadriye Deniz Ozen, one of the indictees, recounts that rev-
olutionary women who wore trousers to the courthouse were warned by
female comrades and even had their trousers torn. So, it was not only the
men in these political organizations but also the women themselves who
imposed control over female activists, defining the rules and boundaries
of the revolutionary attitude.?%8 Women revolutionaries paid utmost at-
tention to the values of society.29° Most revolutionary women adopted a
genderless dressing style in order not to damage the political struggle
and be judged by the society.?10 Thus, a somber skirt symbolized compli-
ance with traditional roles in support of revolutionary ones. Further-
more, some issues brought forward in the West were open to questioning

and opposition. For instance, several leftists in Turkey objected to birth

«e

Passerini, “Utopia’ and Desire,” 13.

Zeynep Bespinar, “68’li Kadinlar ve Ataerkiyle Pazarlik Deneyimleri,” in 1968: Isyan,
Devrim, Ozgiirliik, ed. Turan, 480.

Julide Aral, “Biz Ili§kilerimizi Cinsiyetsiz Yasadik,” in Mater, Sokak Glizeldir, 116.

Biisra Ersanli in Yazicioglu, 68’in Kadinlari, 41.

Kadriye Deniz Ozen in Sagir, Bizi Giinese Cikardilar, 83.

Selma Veyisoglu in ibid., 116-117.

Zeynep Bespinar, “68’li Kadinlar ve Ataerkiyle Pazarlik Deneyimleri,” 468.
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control, condemning it as “a manipulation of outside powers on future
generations that targeted to limit Turkey’s production and defense.”?11
Birth control, which was perceived as liberating by women in the West,
was detested by many Turkish leftists as “one of the most terrifying and
effective weapons of New Imperalism.”?12 The issues discovered and dis-
cussed by the Western feminists in the 1960s, such as sexual liberation,
feminist theories, patriarchy, birth control, and the right to abortion,
were unknown to most female activists of the 1960s and 1970s in Tur-
key.213 Indeed, a number of issues, such as birth control and sexual liber-
ation, were denounced.

Yet there was a fervent environment of political activity in universi-
ties which corresponded to those of Europe and the United States, in
which political demonstrations and open forums were accompanied by
film screenings, exhibitions, book clubs, and conferences, which politi-
cally active women attended.?* Although the appearance of a women'’s
movement in the period in Turkey was belated, the political movements
of the 1960s and 1970s enabled women to take to the streets and take part
in the new fields of politics and communication. Politically active women
of the period worked to prepare periodicals and brochures, spent nights
on campus to fabricate silk-screened posters, distributed the organiza-
tions’ and unions’ brochures, joined campus occupations, and took part
in the proletarian organization of factories.215 On July 23, 1968, journalist
and writer Suat Dervis, writing for the periodical Tiirk Solu for which she

was an occasional contributor, called for the mothers of the university

“... diizen ekonomik gerekcelerle gelecek kusaklari da Tiirkiye’nin tiretim ve savunma
glciini sinirlayacak bir sekilde ve disaridan yonetilen Dogum Kontrolii yolu ile planla-

» o«

maya bagvurmaktadir;” “Devrimci Egitim Stiras1” EGE TOS: Tiirkiye Ogretmenler Sendi-
kast [zmir Subesi Yayin Organidir 6 (October 8,1968): 3.

“... Yeni Sémiirgeciligin en korkung ve etkin silahlarindan biri,” Kog, Tiirkiye Ogretmenler
Sendikasi Tarihi, 168.

A. Inci Bespinar, Fatma Arda Sayman, Hatice Yasar, Is1l Ozgentiirk, and Miifide Pekin in
Yazicioglu, 68’in Kadinlari, 21, 65, 101, 125, and 150; ilkay Alptekin Demir in Sagr, Bizi
Giinese Cikardilar, 75.

inci Bespinar in Yazicioglu, 68’in Kadinlari, 17-18.

Ferai Tung in ibid., 77; Ozen in Sagir, Bizi Giinese Cikardilar, 80.
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students to defend their children against state authorities and take part
in the political demonstrations in an effort to expand the struggle.216
However, women in the demonstrations and political organizations were
far fewer than men, and most of the politically active women were urban
and educated.?1”

Moreover, according to female political activists of the period, the
general attitude of males towards the women in the 1960s and 1970s was
far from egalitarian and democratic.?!8 Periodicals of the decade in Tur-
key mostly characterized women not as gendered beings with gender-
specific social rights but as a passive part of society. The prominent
writer and publisher, Muzaffer Erdost, in the article “Islam, Capitalism,
and Women,” elaborates on the status of women under Islam and capital-
ism, offering socialism as the key to the emancipation of women while
disregarding the need for an independent women’s movement. In his ar-
ticle, women are categorized as proletarian and bourgeois, shaped by the
systems of Islam and capitalism.?1® Quite differently, in the periodical
YON, a series of articles named “Love on Earth” (“Yeryiiziinde Ask”) was
published in 1962 which was adapted from the studies of a social anthro-
pology professor at Leeds University. Articles were published on sexual-
ity,220 lovemaking,??! and marriage,??? analyzing the sociological origins
of sexuality and gender and raising the question of equality. In addition
to this series, occasional articles in YON focused on the status of women
and the relations of gender, though they were rarely written by women
themselves.

Whereas some articles about foreign female historical figures, such as
Elizabeth Blackwell, the first female doctor,??3 or Nadezhda Krupskaya,

Suat Dervis, “Analara Cagr,” Ttirk Solu 36 (July 23, 1968): 5.

Isil Giirsoy Uyar in Yazicioglu, 68’in Kadinlari, 135.

inci Bespinar in ibid., 19.

Muzaffer Erdost, “Miisliimanlik, Kapitalizm ve Kadin,” Tiirk Solu 27 (May 21, 1968): 6.
“Yeryiiziinde Ask: Cinsiyet Konusunda Sosyolojik Arastirma,” YON 6 (January 24, 1962):
19-20.

“Yeryiiziinde Ask: Sevisme,” YON 10 (February 21,1962): 18.

“Yeryiiziinde Ask: Evlilik,” YON 11 (February 28, 1962): 18.

“lIk Kadin Doktor: Elizabeth Blackwell,” Sosyal Adalet 19, no. 6 (September 1964): 32-33.
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Vladimir Ilyich Lenin’s wife,?24 could be encountered, the appearance of
women from Turkey was rare. The representation of women in the peri-
odicals was discriminatory. For instance, an article about the life of
Lenin’s “partner and comrade” Krupskaya was published in the periodi-
cal Proleter Devrimci Aydinlik. After listing her writings on female work-
ers, equal social rights, the education of young workers, her career on the
editorial boards of a number of periodicals, and her duties in the party,
the writer states that “Krupskaya'’s priceless service was dictating Lenin’s
life and work” and writing his first biography, emphasizing the status of
a woman as a man’s companion.22>

Leftist women in Turkey began to form their own political associa-
tions, usually in umbrella organizations or parties, in the 1970s.226 Two of
these, the Women's Association of Ankara (Ankara Kadinlar Dernegi, or
AKD) and the Revolutionary Women’s Association of Adana (Adana
Devrimci Kadinlar Dernegi), merged in 1978 to organize women into a
class struggle within the Revolutionary Path (Devrimci Yol, or DEV-YOL)
movement.??’ In 1979, the Socialist Workers’ Party of Turkey (Tiirkiye
Sosyalist Isci Partisi, or TSIP) initiated the foundation of the Democratic
Women'’s Union (Demokratik Kadin Birligi).228

On June 3, 1975, a number of female members of the TKP established
a women’s organization called the Progressivist Women’s Association

(ilerici Kadinlar Dernegi, or iIKD), which had thirty-three branch offices,

G. Obigkin, “Lenin’in Arkadasi ve Kavga Yoldasi: Karis1 Krupskaya,” Proleter Devrimci Ay-
dinlik 4, no. 18 (April 1970): 464-466.

“Krupskaya’nin asil paha bicilmez hizmeti, Lenin'in hayatina ve ugrasina 1sik tut-
masindaydy,” ibid.

One early effort was the Progressive Women’s Association of Turkey (Tiirkiye ileri
Kadinlar Dernegi), founded by Bakiye Beria Onger in 1965, which was Kemalist in orien-
tation. The association strove for feminist targets such as political power for women,
equal wages, and daycare centers. The association was closed in 1970. Beria Onger was
also one of the founders and leader of the Progressivist Women’s Association. Birsen
Talay Kesoglu, “1970’lerin En Kitlesel Kadin Orgiitii: ilerici Kadinlar Dernegi,” Kiiltiir ve
Siyasette Feminist Yaklasimlar 12 (October 2010): 64-66.

Ibid., 68.

Ibid., 69.
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thirty-five representational agencies, and nearly fifteen thousand mem-
bers by the time it was closed by the martial command in 1979229 (for a

map of branch offices and representational agencies by March 1979, see
figure 4.10).230
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IKD YUKSELECEK!
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Figure 4.10 “News from the Progressivist Women’s Association: The

'"

IKD will Rise in Every City, Every Village!” sourcE: Kadin-

larin Sesi 44 (March 1979).

As expressed in its first declaration, which explained the necessity of es-
tablishing a women’s political organization, the association was to strug-

gle for women’s rights and against inequality in society. It demanded

229  Pervan, llerici Kadinlar Dernegi, xii and 5.
230 “ilerici Kadinlar Dernegi'nden Haberler: Her ilde Her Kdyde IKD Yiikselecek!” Kadin-
larin Sesi 44 (March 1979): 16.
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equality of opportunity for women in education and employment, the re-
moval of legal clauses that insulted women, and the acceptance of moth-
erhood as a social function. The declaration also invited all women to the
ranks of the organized political opposition, not only against an inegalitar-
ian society but also against imperialism and fascism.231 In a brochure pre-
pared for the May 1 demonstration in 1976, the association encouraged
male workers to attend the May 1 demonstrations with their wives, sis-
ters, and children, and summoned homemakers to attend with their hus-
bands, fathers, brothers, and children. Certain specific demands are
listed, such as equal pay for equal work, daycare centers in every work-
place, playgrounds in every neighborhood, an end to unemployment, so-
cial housing, security of life for children, and socioeconomic equality.?32
While only a few years earlier the demands of politically active women
differed little from those of their male fellows, in 1975 the KD expressed
demands specifically articulated to emancipate women.

Figure 411  The IKD procession at the “No to Antidemocratic Laws of
Oppression” Demonstration in Bursa, February 17, 1979.
SOURCE: Kadinlarin Sesi 44 (March 1979).

“Neden Kadinlar Orgiitii,” Pervan, llerici Kadinlar Dernegi, 20-21.
“llerici Kadinlar Dernegi Haber Ajans1,” Kemal Siilker Papers 501, IISH, April 29, 1976.
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Figure 4.12  “Mothers Give Birth, Fascists Take Life,” from the “Ending
Mothers’ Grief over the Loss of a Child” Demonstration in
Istanbul, February 26, 1977. source: TOB-DER Tiim Ogret-
menler Birlesme ve Dayanisma Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik
Yayin Organi 21 (September 1977).

Moreover, during the second half of the 1970s, the members of the asso-
ciation not marched as a group in mass demonstrations (for an example,
see figure 4.11)233 but they organized their own protests, meetings, and
education sessions. Between February 1976 and March 1979, the IKD, with
female activists from several political organizations such as trade unions,
teachers’ associations, and the Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet
Halk Partisi, or CHP), organized a series of mass demonstrations in An-
kara, Istanbul, Trabzon, Izmir, and Balikesir to “end mothers’ grief over
the loss of a child,” which protested political murders and aggravated vi-
olence in the streets.23* During the campaign, in addition to mass demon-
strations, the IKD put posters reading “Fascism’s Gift to Mothers: Grief
over the Loss of a Child” up on the street walls and distributed brochures

“17 Subat Bursa Mitingi,” Kadinlarin Sesi 44 (March 1979): 5.

Gozde Orhan, “From Motherhood to Activism: A History of Women in Transformation”
(M.A. Thesis, Bogazici University, 2008), 49; “Fasizm Analarin Siperini Asamayacaktir;”
TOB-DER Tiim Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik Yayin
Organi 17-18 (February-March 1977): 3.
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in city centers.235 In the second half of the 1970s, women started to occupy
the streets of the cities as activists, workers, teachers, and mothers pro-
testing against capitalistic exploitation, gender inequality, and political

violence (see figures 4.12 and 4.13)%36

Figure 4.13  “End Grief over the Loss of a Child,” from the “Ending Moth-
ers’ Grief over the Loss of a Child” Demonstration in Istan-
bul, February 26, 1977. souRCE: TOB-DER Tiim Ogretmenler
Birlesme ve Dayanisma Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik Yayin
Organi 21 (September 1977).

The IKD published the periodical Kadinlarin Sesi that, as its name signi-
fied, gave a voice to women. The periodical was issued monthly from 1975
to 1980 and specifically projected women’s problems through a socialist

235  “Fasizmin Analara Hediyesi: Evlat Acis,” Pervan, Ilerici Kadinlar Dernegi, 70.

DN

236 “Fagizm Analarin Siperini Asamayacaktir;” “Kadin Ogretmenler, Esitlik, ilerleme ve Baris
icin Verilen Savasima Katilahm!” TOB-DER Tiim Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma

Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik Yayin Organi 21 (September 1977): 5.
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lens, combining socialist goals with feminist ones, as exemplified in a car-

toon depicting two women on strike (see figure 4.14).237

CALISAA KOSULLARI DCZFLTIL.-
MELEN [SE LBASLAMIYACAGIZ.

rilies
el
!t'!l‘

KADINLARA ESIT ISE ESIT UCRET VE
DAHA iYi CALISMA KOSULLARI SAG-
LANMALIDIR.

Figure 4.14  “We will not Go Back to Work Unless Working Conditions
are Reformed: Women Should be Provided with Equal
Wages and Better Working Conditions.” SOURCE: Kadinlarin
Sesi 2 (September 1975).

Correspondingly, the periodical attempted to build a bridge among intel-
lectuals, workers, city-dwellers, and villagers. All its issues included in-
terviews with and letters from proletarian women highlighting their

poor working conditions?38 or their experiences as trade union members

237  Kadinlarin Sesi 2 (September 1975): 2.
238 “Calisan Kadinlar ve Sendikal Calisma,” Kadinlarin Sesi 2 (September 1975): 2.

21



239

240

241

242

243

244
245

U. CEREN UNLU

and representatives.?3 In the pages of the periodical, one could encoun-
ter stories and analyses from female peasants who were tobacco work-
ers,?40 beet harvesters,?4! bazaar hamals,?4? and carpet weavers.?43 Nev-
ertheless, most writers were still educated and from urban backgrounds.
In addition to the activities of the periodical, the association itself acted
as a social bridge among various segments of society. By July 1976, 30% of
the members of the Istanbul branch of the IKD were industrial workers,
22% were students, 20% were civil servants, 10% were teachers, 10%
were homemakers, and 8% were self-employed women. The IKD
branches in Ankara, Izmir, Bursa, Zonguldak, and Antakya were com-
posed of teachers (25%), students (25%), homemakers (17%), self-em-
ployed women (14%), civil servants (13%), and industrial workers
(6%).244 The IKD was able to organize women from various backgrounds
in these cities not only on account of its mass demonstrations, periodi-
cals, and posters but also its educational seminars and reading-writing
courses which took place in association buildings, trade union buildings,
and factories, which is further analyzed in chapter 4. However, there were
no peasants among the members.24>

In an attempt to meet various segments of society, the IKD joined
forces with other political organizations and trade unions. As exemplified
above, the association co-organized demonstrations with other demo-
cratic associations. Moreover, the members of the women'’s organization
went to impoverished neighborhoods to organize locals through forums,
courses and seminars, which is the subject of the next chapter. In summer

1979, members from the IKD in Sakarya visited the village of Karapiir¢ek

“Sendikal Miicadelede Kadin isci Temsilcileri,” Kadinlarin Sesi 6 (January 1976): 2.
“Titiin Kiran Eller Oy Kullanmasini da Bilir,” Kadinlarin Sesi 21 (April 1977): 3.

“Iste Oyle Zor... Sadece Ekmek Yiyiz. Sisiriyiz Karnimizi Ekmeklen..” Kadinlarin Sesi 26
(September 1977): 2.

“Bir de Hamal Kadinlarimizi Dinleyelim: ‘Zor Is Hamallik Ablam! Insan Muamelesi
Gormeyiz Hi¢,” Kadinlarin Sesi 27 (October 1977): 3.

“Demirci'ye Bagh 18 Kdyde Yol i¢in Direnis Yapildi: ‘Kadinlar Olmasayd: Halimiz Du-
mandy,” Kadinlarin Sesi 56 (March 1980): 11.

Pervan, [lerici Kadinlar Dernegi, 60-61.

Ibid., 61-63.
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and organized a forum about the problems of peasant women.24¢ Fur-
thermore, the IKD members visited factories and striking workers. For
instance, the IKD’s Fatih branch in Istanbul organized a sale in the local
market of Eylip to raise finances for the strikers of the Trade Union of
Mining Workers of Turkey (Tiirkiye Maden iscileri Sendikasi, or Maden-
I5).247 In the same year, the members of the Caycuma branch of the IKD
raised two thousand five hundred Turkish Liras from sales in Kocaeli and
Izmir and shared their earnings with Maden-is workers.248 Meanwhile
the Corum branch organized an exhibition in solidarity with the strik-
ers,?4? and the women of the Balikesir branch prepared a hundred kilo-
grams of jam for them.250 In Ankara, the striking female workers of the
Trade Union of Press Industry Workers of Turkey (Ttrkiye Basin Sanayii
Iscileri Sendikasi, or Basin-is) received support from the IKD.25! Progres-
sivist women from Kayseri visited the workers of the Trade Union of Tire,
Rubber, and Plastics Industry Workers of Turkey (Ttrkiye Lastik, Kauguk
ve Plastik Sanayi Iscileri Sendikasi, or Lastik-Is) who were on strike
alongside their wives to show support for their struggle.2>2 In September
1978, women and children visited the workers of the Genel-is who went
on strike in the Municipality of Kocaeli (see figure 4.15).253 On the thirty-
second day of the strike in the Kavel Cable Factory, iKD members from
the neighborhoods of Istinye and Hisariistii in Istanbul visited the work-
ers and prepared them marinated meatballs and ayran.2>* In Balikesir,
the KD acted in solidarity with striking workers of the Bilcanh Tile-Brick

“llerici Kadin Hareketinden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 48 (July 1979): 11.

“llerici Kadinlar Derneginden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 26 (September 1977): 8.

“llerici Kadinlar Derneginden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 27 (October 1977): 8.
“Corum’da Maden-is’le Dayanisma,” Kadinlarin Sesi 29 (December 1977): 8.

“llerici Kadinlar Derneginden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 30 (January 1978): 8.

“llerici Kadinlar Derneginden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 28 (November 1977): 8.
“Kayseri’de Ar Lastik Grevcileriyle ilerici Kadinlarin Dayanmismasi,” Kadinlarin Sesi 35
(June 1978): 8.

“llerici Kadinlar Derneginden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 38 (September 1978): 8.
“Kadinlar Kavel Grevcileriyle Dayanismada,” Kadinlarin Sesi 44 (March 1979): 17.
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Factory, cooking them lunch and taking care of their families.2>> In sum-
mer 1980, a few months before the coup d’état of September 12, women
from the IKD collaborated with the striking workers of the glass industry
in Mersin, the textile industry in Sefakdy, the metallurgy industry in Is-
tanbul, and a bolt-making factory in Denizli. On July 5, 1980, the KD
brought provisions collected from the people of Balikesir to mining and
textile workers who were on strike.256 In a nutshell, the IKD created a po-
litical space in which women from various segments of society could en-

counter one another.

Figure 4.15  “We Support your Strike.” SOURCE: Kadinlarin Sesi 38 (Sep-
tember 1978).

Besides Kadinlarin Sesi, several periodicals in the second half of the 1970s
started to emphasize feminist issues. The first issue of llerici Yurtsever
Genglik reported on the Congress of the World Federation of Democratic
Women in October 1975 and listed women’s demands in detail: constitu-
tional gender equality, the removal of social obstacles before women, the

“Balikesir’de Grevci Iscilerle Dayanisma,” Kadinlarin Sesi 53 (December 1979): 19.
“llerici Kadin Hareketinden Haberler,” Kadinlarin Sesi 61 (August 1980): 20-21.
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right to education, equal wages, and equality in family.257 Similarly, in the
second half of the 1970s, several issues of the bulletin of a mass teachers’
association addressed the problems of female teachers: not only the lack
of daycare centers for children but also gender inequality in domestic
work. While men had leisure time to rest, read, and improve themselves,
women were left uneducated, overwhelmed by housework, and trapped
in the roles of wife and mother.2°8 Moreover, capitalist society exploited
women as cheap labor. The only way to overcome the labor exploitation
that was concomitant with gender inequality was organized struggle.z>?
Many women activists of the period do not recall any female political
leaders, theorists, or even speechmakers from the 1960s in Turkey, em-
phasizing that women did not generally have a role in the political organ-
izations’ decision-making processes.?®® Women existed in the political
space but were not as visible as the men. Critical of the “freedom of
speech” that surfaced in May 1968 in the West, Bourdieu questions its im-
partiality and exposes the elements of hierarchy, control, violence, and

cruelty hidden within it.

Ideally we should evoke the typical style of the discourse of May, a
populist dramatization of “popular” speech, whose negligent syn-
tax and lax expression mask a formidable rhetorical violence, a
soft, relaxed violence, but enveloping and penetrating, especially
noticeable in the techniques of interpellation and interruption, of
questioning and warning, which allow intervention in and control
over the discussion, in the “knockout” phrases, which blast aside
all analytical subtleties, in the obsessional repetition, destined to
encourage interruption and questioning, etc. We forget in fact that

freedom of speech, which was so much discussed during and after

“Diinya Demokratik Kadinlar Federasyonu Kongresi Toplandy,” ilerici Yurtsever Genglik
1 (November 17, 1975): 3.

“Kadin Ogretmenlerin Sorunlar” TOB-DER Tiim Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma
Dernegi Istanbul Subesi Aylik Yayin Organi 10 (January 27, 1976): 5.

“Toplumda Kadin,” TOB-DER Tiim Ogretmenler Birlesme ve Dayanisma Dernegi Istanbul
Subesi Aylik Yayin Organi 11 (March 4, 1976): 5.

Hiilya Karadeniz and Uyar, in Yazicioglu, 68’in Kadinlari, 109 and 136.
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May 1968, is always freedom from the speech of others, or rather
control of their silence, as was so cruelly demonstrated in those
meetings between students and “workers” where the spokesmen

of the former orchestrated the speech and silence of the latter.”261

Bourdieu’s pessimistic analysis of the discursive inequalities of the
events of May 1968 opens an arena of discussion with respect to the Turk-
ish case: was the liberated speech of the 1960s and 1970s secretly based
on a “rhetorical violence” that contained women in a narrative space of
“resigned silence”? As speechmakers or writers for periodicals, revolu-
tionary women of the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey were indeed not as visi-
ble as men. Therefore, in a way, the utopian moment of direct and egali-
tarian communication was not as valid for women as for men. However,
two points should be emphasized to understand the complexity of the
circumstances. First, although the overrepresentation of males overshad-
owed the agency of women in the political heightening of the 1960s and
early 1970s, women were still a part of the politicized public sphere. Fe-
male members of the organizations and female participants in the
demonstrations shared a common belief in social transformation
through political action, like their male comrades. Second, the second half
of the 1970s witnessed an awakening for a women’s movement manifest
in feminist political organizations and publications that symbolized the
emergence of an extended space for the speech of female revolutionaries.
Yet women from factories and villages, who could not enjoy the privileges
of intellectual and political capital, were still less visible within the revo-
lutionary and “communicative praxis.” While the heightened political at-
mosphere of the 1960s and 1970s provided women with an organizational
and ideological foundation on which a discrete women’s movement could
be built, patriarchal and class hierarchies were barely rattled. The follow-
ing subsection further scrutinizes the communication boom in the 1960s
and 1970s and ponders the question of equality: was any hand entitled to
hold a pen in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey?

Bourdieu, Homo Academicus, 192.
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4.2.3 The Words of the Workers: Hammer, Sickle, and Pen

He who wields a tool should be able to write a book, write it

with passion and talent...26?

- Henri Bellenger, Le Vengeur

It is too bad that we have to go on strike to educate our-

selves.263

- A worker of Rhodiaceta chemical factory, “Well-Behaved
Workers Seldom Make History”

The fight of my class is my own fight; I carry it wherever I go.
For me, this was an art.264

— Idris Algiil, Sofor Idris

In February 1967, the workers of the Rhodiaceta chemical factory in
France went on strike, which would continue until March 1967, against
poor working conditions and recently announced layoffs. In the end, a
settlement was reached between management and workers’ union,
which did not address most of the workers’ demands except for a limited
wage increase. Donald M. Reid, in his article on the topic, narrates that
during the strike, the workers of Rhodiaceta occupied the restaurant and,
more importantly, the library of the factory, which according to company
rules was only open for a half an hour a day, making it nearly impossible
for the workers to visit during a normal work shift. Throughout the

strike, the library remained open twenty-four hours a day pursuant to

Henri Bellenger; in Le Vengeur 10 (8 April 1871): 1-2 cited in Ross, Communal Luxury, 97.
A worker in the Rhodiaceta chemical factory in Besancon, France, cited in Reid, “Well-
Behaved Workers Seldom Make History,” 71.

“Sinifimin kavgasi, benim kavgamdir; benim sahsimda tasiniyor, nereye gidersem oraya.
Bu benim icin bir sanatt1,” in Algiil, Sofér Idris, 109-110.
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workers’ demands, hosting not only readers but also theater players, mu-
sicians, and film directors. The workers organized cultural activities in
the occupied restaurant and library that were attended by other workers,
neighbors, and students.26> Workers who could not find time to read and
engage in cultural activities because of long, “dehumanizing” work hours
found an oasis of culture in their occupied factory and collective action.
[t was not only a labor strike for better and more equitable working ar-
rangements but also a “cultural battle,” epitomized by endless debates
among the workers on collective action, heated discussions after film
screenings, polemical reading groups, and an effort to make a film about
themselves.2%¢ The resultant film, Classe de Lutte, was an attempt by
workers to take hold of the pen and the camera to tell their own stories,
in other words “to challenge the norms about who speaks for whom.”267
This met with the Communist Party’s disapproval as it regarded “cinema
as the concern of filmmakers,” which, in the party’s opinion, categorically
could not include workers.268 Despite the Communist Party’s displeasure
in changing social roles, cultural activities and debates were a genuine
legacy of the February-March 1967 strike in the Rhodiaceta factory, which
was made concrete in the film of the workers by the workers. Hence, it
can be asserted that the 1960s - or the events of May 1968 in French his-
tory — paved the way for the demolishing of the wall between the prole-
tarian hands and art, eased by the collective action of workers and in-
creased communication among various segments of society. All in all, “for
workers to film was to cross a taboo in line with the May maxim that it...
was forbidden to forbid,’26° forbidden to limit workers to the confines of
the factory or their hands and minds to manual labor.

Focusing on almost a century earlier; the philosopher Jacques
Ranciere, in his book The Nights of Labor: The Worker's Dream in Nine-

teenth-Century France, depicts the nights of a number of working class

Reid, “Well-Behaved Workers Seldom Make History,” 69-71.

Ibid., 71.

A Rhodiaceta factory worker in the film group, cited in ibid., 73.

Ibid., 74.

Henri Traforetti, a Rhodiaceta factory worker in the film group, cited in ibid, 73.
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men and women and their after-work practices, which differed from
what common sense would predict. These manual labors from the nine-
teenth-century France, which was shaken by the revolutions of 1830 and
1848, engaged in reading and writing activities after the work, entering
an intellectual sphere into which they had not been given any right to
step. [lluminating “the history of those nights snatched from the normal
round of work and repose,’?7? Ranciere introduces a genealogy of the
working class, in order to destroy “the unjustifiable and inescapable fron-
tier separating those whom the deity destines for thinking from those
whom he destines for shoemaking.”271 While he acknowledges that the
writings, poems, and paintings of these worker-intellectuals did not rep-
resent the overall mentality of the working class of the period, he argues
that these works still undermined “the ancestral hierarchy subordinating
those dedicated to manual labor to those who have been given the privi-
lege of thinking."272

The 1960s, in most of the world, was a period when “workers were
also claiming for their agency,’?73 a difficult task in social orders where
the “proportion of sons of farm workers, industrial workers and office
workers [was] smaller in the population of the ‘powerful, whereas the
proportion of sons of primary teachers, craftsmen and tradesmen and
above all the sons of businessmen is much greater”?’4 Following
Ranciere, this chapter traces the niche in the 1960s and 1970s in which
differences between intellectuals and nonintellectuals became blurred
and the segregation between students and workers abated. In the 1960s
and 1970s, the revolutionary political arena in Turkey witnessed the blos-
soming of worker and peasant readers and writers who wrote columns

in already existing periodicals or published their own.

Jacques Ranciere, The Nights of Labor: The Worker's Dream in Nineteenth-Century
France, trans. John Drury (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1989), viii.

Ibid,, 22.

Ibid., viii.

Eley, Forging Democracy, 347.

Bourdieu, Homo Academicus, 78.
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In the 1960s, leftist political movements throughout the world were
characterized by a “similarity of mental and emotional attitudes, forms of
struggle, and collective practices (sit-ins, teach-ins, consciousness-rais-
ing groups, marches within the factories, occupations of public and pri-
vate spaces),” shared by students, workers, peasants, and intellectuals.27>

ot

The Atelier Populaire, elaborated upon above, stated that “Bourgeois cul-
ture, [...] ‘separates and isolates artists from other workers by according
them a privileged status. We have decided to transform what we are in
society’’?7¢ A shared, transformed culture would make direct links and
collaborations easier. Although from different segments of the population
with dissimilar objects of struggle, they “had in common... that desire to
rebel, ideas about how to do it, a sense of alienation from the established
order, and a profound distaste for authoritarianism in any form.”2?7 Con-
gruently, in the case of Turkey, students, intellectuals, peasants, and
workers with different issues pursued analogous forms of struggle, used
a similar language, and comprised the political movements of the 1960s
and 1970s.

Long before the student movements of the 1960s blossomed in Tur-
key, workers collectively engaged in trade unionism,?78 organized boycott
campaigns and public meetings,?’° and had voice in periodicals and

newspapers.?80 On the last day of 1961, nearly two hundred thousand

e

Passerini, “Utopia’ and Desire,” 12.

Ross, May ’68 and Its Afterlives, 17.

Mark Kurlansky, 1968: The Year that Rocked the World (New York: Random House, 2005),
XVil.

“Gece Postasi Yaz Isleri Miidiirliigii'ne Yeni Bir Sendika Kurulmasi Hakkinda istanbul
icki ve Mesrubat Sanayi Iscileri Sendikas1 Baskani Necmi Aksoylu'nun Mektubu,” Kemal
Siilker Collection, Box no. 19, Envelope no. 1010, The Social History Research Foundation
of Turkey (Tiirkiye Sosyal Tarih Arastirma Vakfi or TUSTAV), August 8, 1955.

“T.C. Istanbul Orfi idare Komutanhgi'nin istanbul Sendikalar Birligi'ne Misir Liman ve
Yakit iscileri Sendikasi'nin Tiirk Gemilerine Kars1 Aldig1 Boykot Kararina Karsi Diizen-
leyecegi Acik Hava Mitingine izin Verilmemesi Hakkinda Yazi,” Kemal Siilker Collection,
Box no. 32, Envelope no. 1673, TUSTAV, October 11, 1961.

“Istanbul Miistakil Is¢ci Sendikalar1 Birligi'nin Grev, Jurnaller Konusuna ve 09.03.1956 ta-
rihli Gece Postasi Gazetesinde Yayinlanmis Yaziya Cevabi,” Kemal Siilker Collection, Box
no. 26, Envelope no. 1366, TUSTAV, March 12, 1956.
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workers gathered in Sarachane demanding legislation of their right to as-
sociation.?®1 Opposite the dais was a huge banner depicting a worker in
his work overalls shouting: “We, too, Have Something to Say!”?82 The
Sarachane Demonstration foretold a period in which workers would
strive to speak their own words (see figure 4.16).283

HAYA -

P H .
s YEVMIYE :
Sy “B50 kurus

Figure 416  “Words” of Workers from the Sarachane Demonstration,
December 31, 1961. SOURCE: Emek ve Adalet Platformu.

The worker movement in Turkey continued in the following years of the
1960s and 1970s, which witnessed an intense political mobility of orga-
nized workers. The number of organized workers in the DISK gives in-
sight into this mass mobility. In 1967, the year that the DISK was founded,
the number of members that paid union dues was estimated to be 17,500,

281 “Isgiler 