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ABSTRACT

THE POPULISM OF THE VILLAGE INSTITUTES:
A CONTRADICTORY EXPRESSION OF KEMALIST POPULISM

Aytemur, Nuran
Ph.D., Department of Political Science and Public Administration

Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Mehmet Okyayuz

March 2007, 217 pages

This thesis analyzes the populism of the Village Institutes by comparing it with
Kemalist populism. In this context it is worth to say that throughout the thesis
populism is defined as government by the people and discussed in relation to
democracy. In order to do so — as a first step - the democratic structure and
function(ing) of the Village Institutes are discussed with reference to their
fundamental principles, organizational structure, and educational program.
Secondly, the contradictory conceptualization of the “people” and the separation
between the “intellectual” and the “people” is tried to be analyzed with reference
to the writings of Ismail Hakki Tonguc (who is called as the architect of the
Village Institutes), the memoirs of the graduates of the Village Institutes, and in-
depth interviews made with their graduates. The question hereby is to what extent
this understanding of populism involve in itself what can be called the
“paradoxical elitism” of the populist ideology, which arises out of the tensive
relation between “‘social-egalitarian” and “administrative-institutional” aspects of

populism. It is claimed that despite the similarities with Kemalist populism, the

v



Village Institutes shifted the emphasis from the “administrative-institutional” to
the “social-egalitarian” aspect of populism and surpassed the boundaries of
Kemalist populism by implementing democratic principles like “equality” and
“self-government”, and encouraging participation and by attempting to create a

new kind of intellectual through “education within work”.

Keywords: The Village Institutes, Populism, Elitism, Kemalist Populism,

Democracy.
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KEMALIST HALKCILIGIN CELISKiLi BiR IFADESI OLARAK
KOY ENSTITULERI HALKCILIGI

Aytemur, Nuran
Doktora, Siyaset Bilimi ve Kamu Yo6netimi Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog¢. Dr. Mehmet Okyayuz

Mart 2007, 217 sayfa

Bu tez, Koy Enstitileri halk¢ihigini Kemalist halk¢ilikla karsilastirarak
incelemektedir. Bu baglamda, halkcilik, halkin kendi kendini yonetmesi olarak
tanimlanmakta ve demokrasiyle iliskilendirilerek ele alinmaktadir. Bunun i¢in de
oncelikle Koy Enstitiileri’'ndeki demokratik yap1 ve isleyis, Enstitiilerin
isleyisindeki temel ilkeler, orgiitsel yap1 ve Enstitillerde uygulanan oOgretim
programi  iizerinden tartigslmaktadir.  Ikinci  olarak, celiskili  “halk”
kavramsallastirmas1 ve ‘“halk/aydin™ ikiligi, Koy Enstitiileri’nin mimar1 olarak
nitelendirilen Ismail Hakki Tongu¢’un yazilarma, Koy Enstitiisi mezunlarinin
anilarina ve onlarla yapilan derinlemesine miilakatlara referansla ¢oéziimlenmeye
calisilmaktadir. Burada temel soru, bu halk¢ilik anlayisinin  halk¢iligin
“toplumsal-esitlik¢i” ve “yOnetsel-kurumsal” boyutlart arasindaki gerilimli
iligkiden dogan “paradoksal elitizm”i ne dl¢iide i¢inde barindirdigidir. Kemalist
halk¢ilikla benzerliklerine ragmen, Koy Enstitiilleri’nin “esitlik” ve “kendi
kendini yonetme” gibi demokratik ilkeleri uygulamaya koyup katilimi tegvik
ettigi ve “is icinde egitim” anlayisiyla yeni bir aydin tipi yaratmaya calisarak

vurguyu halkeiligin  “yonetsel-kurumsal” boyutundan “toplumsal esitlik¢i”
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boyutuna kaydirdigi ve bu anlamda Kemalist halkc¢iligin sinirlarinin 6tesine

gectigi iddia edilmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Koy Enstitiileri, Halkcilik, Elitizm, Kemalist Halkgilik,

Demokrasi.
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CHAPTER I

GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND THE FRAMEWORK OF THE
DISSERTATION

1.1. General Introduction

The Village Institutes (VIs) were one of the most efficacious social phenomena in
the history of the Turkish Republic. Despite the fact that they were in essence
educational institutions, they had social, economic, political and cultural impacts
on the structure of the Turkish society, and politics. Their far-reaching influence
—even on the Turkish literature by producing a “village literature”- is one of the
reasons for studying this subject. Indeed, despite being a short living experience,
the VIs have continued to be a controversial issue and a significant subject for
social scientists. They have been studied mostly in the discipline of pedagogics
because of their alternative understanding of education which is still thought to be
a solution to the problems of existing educational system. However, this forms
just one dimension of the VIs, which, being a multi-dimensional phenomenon,
provide a fertile ground for various disciplines. Thus, the training and the
educational program in the VIs are included in this study mainly because of its
role in —and/or contribution to - the aim of creating a new kind of intellectual in a
“democratic” atmosphere (who, at the same time, would be the ideal citizen of a

democratic society).

The subject of the study is to evaluate the VIs within the context of populism,
halk¢ilik, and to find out whether — and if the answer is “yes” - to what extent
they overcome the inner contradiction of populism between the social-egalitarian
and administrative-institutional aspects the reflections of which can be found in

the “paradoxical elitism” of populist ideology. In this respect, the study



concentrates on the educational program, organizational structure and functioning
of the VIs which are thought to contribute to the creation of a “democratic”
atmosphere in the VIs. Indeed, the VIs themselves were thought and claimed to
be organized — by the architect of the project, ismail Hakki Tonguc, and his
associates -as a “model” for a future democratic society which is characterized by
“government by the people”. This is the point where a relationship — but a
paradoxical one - between democracy and populism is formulated, and which
makes the VIs Project an attractive subject for political scientists. Thus, the study
aims to contribute to the academic literature on the VIs by making a critical
analysis of this relationship in the case of the VIs from the political science
perspective, concentrating mainly on the separation between the intellectuals (or
the elite) and the people, which has been placed at the center of the debate on

populism and democracy, and still remains a problematic issue.

There is a remarkable literature on the VIs, but they consist mainly of memoirs of
the graduates of the VIs. Moreover, the VIs have been a controversial subject
being discussed in various journals, periodicals, conferences. However, they are
mostly debated within the context of village question and the educational
problem which are still thought to be major problems in Turkey. This is not
surprising since the VIs were established by the Republican government to solve
these problems. But this should not lead one to overlook other dimensions of the
VIs since, being a multi-dimensional phenomenon, they went beyond the
expectations of the regime. To reduce the roles and the aims of the VIs merely
into the village question and educational problem will be to do injustice to them.
Therefore, differing from existing studies which usually concentrate on the two
dimensions of the Vs, this study calls attention to one of the most important -but

usually neglected- aspects of the VIs: generating a new type of an intellectual.

There is no consensus on the reasons behind the establishment of the VIs. In fact,
the reasons behind their establishment are much more complex including

pedagogical, economic and political ones. Being educational institutions, the VIs



aimed to train village teachers and spread education especially to the countryside.
However, as it is generally argued, their functions cannot be limited to the
pedagogical one. Some writers put the emphasis on economic causes — to
increase agricultural production, develop industrialization, and create a national
market economy - while others emphasize political reasons like contribution to
the creation of a nation and national culture, to instill the ideology of the new
regime, and to gain support to the regime. Those focusing on political causes pay
attention to the continuity and similarity between the People’s Houses and the
Vs especially in the sense that they form a part of the project of creating a
nation. Some writers view both the People’s Houses and the VIs as an
embodiment of Kemalist populism in general, and peasantism in particular which
is considered as one of the most important components of populism of the single

party period.

The present study aims to examine the VIs in relation to the Kemalist
understanding of populism. The concept of populism is used to refer to
“halk¢ilik”, which was a central element of the ideological discourse of the
Young Republic. Throughout the study, the term is sometimes used
interchangeably with peasantism, which forms one of the components of
populism. The peasantist discourse influenced Turkish intellectuals and the ruling
circles in the 1930s. Especially starting from 1937, the peasantist discourse
reached its peak through the debate on the land reform and the VIs. Peasantism,
Karadmerlioglu argues, was not a discourse or movement separate from,
“parallel”, or “opposed to”, Kemalism. The peasantist discourse was articulated
to Kemalism in various forms at different times, serving the latter which aimed to
save the 1930s’ and 1940’s Turkey from the destructive effects of class

differentiation, urbanization and industrialization (Karadémerlioglu, 2001b: 296).

As it has been already mentioned, peasantism is a component of populist
ideology in general and Kemalist populism in particular. However, defining

populism mainly as “government by the people”, the study will focus rather on



the paradoxical elitism of populist ideologies which is a result of the
contradiction between “administrative-institutional” which refers to the
relationship between “rulers” and “the ruled” with special emphasis on the former
as the main actors of inegalitarian power relations, and “social-egalitarian” aspect
of populism which concentrates on the “ruled” side of this relationship. This
contradiction between the two aspects of populism which is crystallized in the
paradoxical elitism of populist ideologies can be clearly observed also in
Kemalist populism. In the Turkish case, despite the use of Rousseau’s concepts of
“will of the nation” and “national sovereignty”, populism, as being one of the Six
Arrows, as Tungay argues (1999: 212), did not develop as an “egalitarian” and
“libertarian” principle, being limited to -or transformed into- nationalism through
the replacement of the concept of the people with that of the nation. Indeed,
Kemalist conception of populism had an ambivalent character and the social-
egalitarian aspect of populism had been emphasized starting from the War of
Independence until the foundation of the Republic, and more precisely, of the one
party regime. Later on, the emphasis shifted rather on its administrative-

institutional aspect.

In this study, the experiment of the VIs will also be examined and evaluated as an
embodiment of this inner contradiction between the administrative-institutional
and the social-egalitarian aspects of populism; i.e. the contradiction between the
ruler and the ruled, which can be evaluated as the motor of this experiment
subsequently conceived as “destructive”. Although the foundation of the VIs can
be considered as an embodiment of Kemalist populism, this should not
necessarily lead one to conclude that the populism of the VIs' is a mere reflection
or expression of Kemalist populism. In fact, as Engin Tongu¢ argues, Kemalism
was the major point of reference in Turkish political life in a period during which
there was no other “effective political current” and the success of any attempt

was in a way based on its positive reference to Kemalism (Tongug, E. 1970: 208).

! Here, “the populism of the VIs” is used to refer both to Tongu¢’s understanding of populism and
that of the graduates since the graduates generally seem to adopt and internalize Tongug’s
understanding of populism.



However, as it will be shown in the following chapters, despite retaining the
“progressive” aspects of Kemalism, the VIs surpassed the boundaries of
Kemalism to a certain extent. Here, a question arises: in what sense the VIs
contradicted with the expectations of the regime and went beyond them. In
differentiating Kemalist populism and the populism of the VIs another question
to be answered is whether and to what extent the objectives of the founders (or
architects) of the VIs —especially Ismail Hakki Tongug- and that of the ruling
class contradicted with each other. In trying to answer this question, the present

study will focus on the “democratic” structure and functioning of the Vls.

In the present study the question of to what extent the VIs can be evaluated as a
“radical” and “oppositional” movement will be asked and investigated. Other
questions aimed to be answered throughout the study are as follows: in what
senses the expected objectives of the official political authorities and the results
of this experience contradict and the latter surpass the former? To what extent
this conflict between the “objectives” and the “outcomes” arise from the
difference between Kemalist populism, which puts an emphasis on the
administrative-institutional aspect, and populism of the VIs which focuses rather
on the social-egalitarian aspect with more democratic notions? Did the VIs make
a contribution to the evolution and/or enrichment of this understanding of
populism shifting the emphasis on the “egalitarian” aspect rather than the
administrative-institutional one? Or to put it differently, can we consider the
experience of VIs as a “challenge” to the “elitism” of Kemalist populism? What
kind of a relationship can be established between populism and democracy? To
what extent the structure and functioning of the VIs can be labelled as
“democratic”? What type of intellectual were aimed to be generated by the VIs?
And did they overcome the separation between intellectuals and the people by

creating a new kind of an intellectual?

To answer these questions, after giving a general picture of the economic,

political and social conditions of Turkey at the end of the 1930s and at the



beginning of the 1940s, examining Kemalist populism with its theoretical roots,
the VIs -their predecessors, i.e. People’s Houses; the reasons behind their
establishment; their basic features; their closure, and their continuing impact will
be analyzed. In dealing with the question of to what extent the VIs deviate from
and challenge the Kemalist conception of the people and populism, the study will
involve interviews with graduates, and a general overview of the realistic village
literature —in terms of the reflection of village and the VIs. The main concepts
used in this study are populism, peasantism, elitism, democracy, intellectual, and

the people.

At this point, it is necessary to mention the limitations of the study. As it has been
already stated at the beginning, the concept of populism is used to refer to
different forms and practices in different historical contexts. It has been one of
the dominant ideological elements within various political discourses from
rightist to leftists ones. This results in a proliferation in the use of “populism”
making it an ambiguous and elusive term. This study does not aim to overcome
this ambiguity by giving a comprehensive and all-inclusive —comprising all
ideologies and movements given this name- definition of the term. On the
contrary, the objective is to focus on what all these different conceptualizations of
populism share in common: a sort of elitism which arises out of an essential
duality, i.e. the inner contradiction the administrative-institutional and the social-
egalitarian aspects of populism. This necessarily leads us to examine populism of
the VIs mainly in relation to “democracy”. However, since our main objective is
an examination of populism rather than democracy, the latter will be considered
as a secondary subject. In other words, the notion of democracy will be used as a
means to explain and question the populist discourse of the VIs. It is for this very
reason that a discussion about democracy will not be included. Here, democracy
is used in its simplest terms to mean “government by the people”. I prefer to use
this general and common sense of the term “populism” which was, at the same
time, the official use of the term during the period in question. (Even Ismail

Hakki Tongug, the architect of the VIs, himself used the concept of democracy in



the same way.) Therefore, for the sake of the manageability of this study, there is
no need to examine different practices and theories of populism in detail. But,

references to them will be made whenever it is thought necessary.

Both Kemalist populism and populism of the VIs will be examined in terms of,
first, the separation between the intellectual and the people; second, a
contradictory conceptualization of the latter by the former; and third, public
participation. This division between the three aspects of populism is a
methodological one to make a comparative analysis of Kemalist populism and

populism of the VIs.

After examining Kemalist populism in terms of these three aspects, in the second
chapter, which is an informative one, I will delineate an overall picture of the
economic, political and social conditions of Turkey, in which the VIs came into
existence, towards the end of the 1930s and at the beginning of the 1940s.
Despite not drawing a clear line of demarcation between the social, political, and
economic causes, a methodological division between them will be made. Rather
than including an overall analysis of the historical conjuncture dominating the
Turkish social formation throughout the 1930s and 1940s, for the purpose of the
study, the focus will be especially on the agricultural policy of the government
and the conditions of the peasantry, first, to pay attention to the fact that Kemalist
populism was not effectively put into practice in the form of social and economic
policies; and second, to display and explain the reasons for the continuing interest
in village and peasants which gave rise to the foundation of the VIs. Then, the
VIs -their predecessors, i.e. People’s Houses, the reasons behind their
establishment and their basic features will be included. This chapter involves only
a general information about the VIs, excluding detailed information about the
laws, rules, regulations, functioning, programs, courses, etc in the VIs. At the end

of this chapter, Tongu¢’s peasantism will be explained in general terms.



For these reasons, this study is rather intended to be a partial and incomplete
contribution to the analysis of populism and the VIs in general. Moreover, it was
designed to analyze the populist discourse of the graduates of the VIs, and it did
not include other aspects of the VIs like its organizational structure, laws, rules,

regulations, functioning, programs, courses, etc in detail.

In chapter four, the “democratic” organization, structure, and functioning of the
VIs will be examined with reference to the basic principles of organization; the
principle of self-government; the principle of self-sufficiency; education within
work and production-oriented education. They are discussed with special
reference to Tongug’s ideas and directives which constituted the ground for the
functioning of the VIs. It deserves mention that Tongu¢ was very sensitive and

fastidious about whether the principles and directives were truly carried out.

Starting with a brief discussion concerning the conceptualization of the
“intellectual” with a special emphasis on Gramsci who contributed much to this
issue; the fifth chapter is placed to investigate the paradoxical elitism of the
populist ideology in the case of the VIs with reference to Tongug’s writings and

the interviews made with the graduates of the Vls.

The method of analysis of this study is a literature survey on the history of
populism in Turkey and a comparative analysis of Kemalist populism and
populism of the VIs depending on the primary sources and documents on
Kemalist populism and the VIs. Since the main object of the study is not a
comprehensive historical analysis of Kemalist populism, it is examined with
reference to both primary — Mustafa Kemal’s texts and speeches and the party
documents- and secondary sources. But in examining populism of the VIs, which
forms the main subject of the study, the primary sources —interviews with the
graduates of the VIs, their published letters, books and articles, and memoirs- and

documents —laws and regulations about the VIs- will be particularly overviewed.



A special emphasis is put on Tongug’s ideas (and writings) since Tongug was the

leading figure of the VIs project.

In order to examine the populism of the VlIs, interviews with graduates of the VIs
have been made. Since they were in-depth interviews, the number of the
interviewees was limited to ten. Several criteria were used in choosing them. First
of all, they were tried to be chosen according to the Village Institute from which
they had graduated in order to reflect and evaluate various experiences in
different VIs. Their date of graduation was another criterion to compare the
functioning of the VIs during their initial years and that of what is called the
period of collapse started in 1946 with the resignation of Hasan Ali Yiicel, the
Minister of Education, and Ismail Hakki Tongug, the Director of Primary
Education and to see the changes in the functioning of the VIs. Moreover, the
interviewees were tried to be chosen from among the most eminent ones, e.g.
well-known writers. One of the crucial points hereby is the question whether or
not and to what extent these persons themselves do represent a somehow “elitist”
position. Another criterion used when selecting the interviewees was their gender.
The reason for using this criterion was to answer the question of whether there
was a gender discrimination between girls and boys in the VIs, and whether they

had different experiences due to their gender.

When it comes to the questions asked to the graduates, they were divided into
two groups. The first group includes questions about their understanding of “the
people”; their approach to the village question; and their relations with peasants -
both of the villages they came from and of those nearby the VIs -during their
training in the VIs and their teaching service after graduation. The second set of
questions were prepared to find out the functioning of the VIs through the
experiences of the graduates and to see whether it was democratic or not. Thus,
questions about principles —egalitarianism, self-government, participation,
initiative, etc.- reading and discussion hours, discipline, relationship between

students and teachers were asked. Questions about the problems the students had



been faced with in the VIs and “education within work™ (is icinde egitim) were
also included. The latter is important especially to understand what kind of an

intellectual was aimed to be generated in the VIs.

Although the questions have been formulated carefully, prepared in two groups
and enumerated accordingly, the conditions and preference of the interviewees
mostly determined the course of the interviews. That is to say, some of the
interviewees have preferred to get questions at first and then to talk without
interruption, while others wanted me to ask questions respectively. Therefore,
since I have adopted the method of in-depth interview, each interview determined
its own course. Moreover, depending upon their teaching service, a few
interviewees were exempted from some questions. For example, a few were not
asked about their relationship with peasants after graduation since they had not
worked in the villages as village teachers. An interesting point to be emphasized
is that before starting interviews, a few interviewees asked my origin, and was
pleased when they learnt that my parents are of village origin. This is something
that seemed to earn me sympathy in the eyes of the graduates. And a question
remains to be answered whether they treat me in the same way if my parents were

not of village origin.

Having talked about the problem, limitations, and method of the study, now it is

proper to provide a theoretical framework of the study.

L.2. Theoretical Framework: The Paradoxical Relationship Between
Populism and Democracy

Many scholars agree that populism is an ambiguous and elusive concept. The
ambiguity of the concept is linked to the indeterminacy of the phenomenon to
which it has been attached. That is to say, it has been applied to define various
ideologies and political movements with different social bases and orientations.

¢

While populism sometimes appeared in the form of “socialist”, “anti-statist” and

10



“radical” movements formed by urban intellectuals giving reference to peasantry
under the conditions of agricultural and industrial backwardness, in Latin
America it arose in the form of an “urban reformist movement” taking both
working class and middle class as its basis. While it sometimes constituted a part
of a discourse of an “anti-statist” movement, at other times, it became an agent of
sustaining “state’s legitimacy”. In other words, in different historical contexts, it
is possible to observe different populist theories and practices (Karadmerlioglu,
2001a: 272). All these prevent us from constructing an all-inclusive and
consistent definition of populism which would embrace all ideologies and

movements called “populist”.

The vagueness of the concept partly results from the key term “people”. “The
people”, as Laclau (1979: 165) argues, is the “common element” which
“constitutes the analogical basis of all possible uses of the term” with different
meanings. It is, however, a concept “without a defined theoretical status”. The
term has already been etimologically derived from the Latin word populus,
meaning people. It means government by the people as a whole. It is in this sense
that populism is contrasted with elitism which argues for government by a
privileged few. Indeed, contrasting populism with elitism is a common attitude
among scholars. This point will be elaborated upon in the following pages.
Before that, it is necessary to briefly talk about the contradictory usages of the

term.

Erdogan pays attention to the ‘“contingent” side of the “ways in which the
subjectivity, the ‘people’, is constructed and imagined”. That is to say, this
construction depends on the “ideological complex in which it is reworked”. This
leads to various constructions or imaginations of the people as “conservative” or
“revolutionary”, “racist and warrior” or “patriot and peaceful” (Erdogan, 1992:
41). There is another uncertainty about “whom the people are”. In her
examination of the current political uses of the notion of “people” in English,

Canovan finds out three different senses in which the term is commonly used:

11



“the people as nation”; “the people as underdogs”; and, “people as everyman”
(Canovan, 1984: 315). These three senses, she argues, correspond to three most
familiar modern political outlooks (Canovan, 1984: 314). However, it is not
possible to confine either of them to any one political group (Canovan, 1984:

3

320). First of all, “people” refers to a “whole political community” or “nation”.
This unifying or integrative rhetoric is “conservative”. In its second sense, “the
people as underdogs,” the term is used to refer to a particular section of the
community, the “less privileged majority” (Canovan, 1984: 315), the “ordinary
people” who are “not rich or rightly educated” (Canovan, 1984: 324). Here, the
people, i.e. the lower classes, are contrasted with some kind of “upper class” or
“elite”. This “anti-elitist” rhetoric, Canovan argues, is “left-wing” (Canovan,
1984: 318). In the third use, “people” —without any article- refers to individual
human beings in aggregate, anyone and everyone (Canovan, 1984: 315). This
rhetoric had affinities with liberalism (Canovan, 1984: 317). It is this very elastic
character of the term -with fluctuating meanings- which, for Canovan, explains
the conceptualization of the people as “weak” and “strong” in “radical”, i.e. left-
wing, populist rhetoric. While on the one hand, the people are the “underdogs,
poor inoffensive creatures, constantly oppressed”, they are the “mighty army of
humanity against which no oppressor can stand”, on the other (Canovan, 1984:
322). What all these mean is that there exist different and contradictory senses of
the “people”. Even the distinction between a certain ‘us’ and a ‘them’” does not

help us overcome the ambiguity of the concept of the “people” (Arditi, 2003: 9).

The loose definition of the concept of “the people” so as to include different
social groups also prevents us from overcoming this ambiguity. The term was
sometimes used to refer to the peasants, while at other times it referred different
social groups, the peasants being only one of them. In both uses, the term

represents an ‘‘undifferentiated totality” with its disregard of differentiation

% This “them” is nothing else but an “enemy.” As Laclau states, “[t]here is no populism without
discursive construction of an enemy (Laclau, 2003: 6). It is because “none will fail to interpellate
to some extent the ‘people’ against an enemy, through the construction of a social frontier” that
“no political movement will be entirely exempt from populism.” (Laclau, 2003: 12)
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among those social groups. This can be clearly observed in Kemalist populism
which rejected class differentiation in Turkey with its emphasis on unity and
solidarity. It is this very rejection of the existence of different classes and
conceptualization of the people as an undifferentiated totality which was equated

to “nation” that a close relation between populism and nationalism was formed.

Having paid attention to the contradictory usages of the term “people”, now it is
appropriate to turn back to its etimological origin, the Latin word populus
meaning government by the people as a whole, which provides the ground for
formulating a relationship between populism and democracy. Once populism is
defined as government by the people as a whole, elitism appears to be its opposite
with its argument for a government by a privileged few who are considered to be
“qualified to rule” standing above the masses. In this sense it may be possible to
conceptualize populism as a sort of “anti-elitism”. Dividing the society into
“rulers” and “the ruled”, and believing in the inevitability of elite rule’ elitism,
indeed, argues against the notion of popular sovereignty, whereas, being defined
as necessarily “anti-elitist”, populism is considered as “the inevitable antidote to

elitist democracy”.

According to Bell, it is “optimism” or “pessimism” about people’s (political)
ability which differentiates populism from elitism. Actually, this optimism or
pessimism about people’s competence is, indeed, not peculiar to populism or
elitism but shared by everyone as an “intuitive part of how one looks at the
world” (Bell, 1992: viii).) He defines populism as “optimism about people’s
ability to make decisions about their lives” and “pessimism about an elite’s
ability to make decisions for the people affected”. Elitism, on the other hand, is
used to refer to “optimism about the decision-making ability of one or more

elites, acting on behalf of other people” together with “pessimism about the

3 For Vilfredo Pareto, the basis for elite rule is the “superiority of the elite” in terms of the
psychological and personal attributes proper for government, while it is “organisational skill”
rather than moral or intellectual superiority for Gaetano Mosca. (Faulks, 1999: 40)
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people’s ability to make decisions affecting themselves” (Bell, 1992: 3). Bell
stresses that the argument between populism and elitism is a “disagreement”
about people’s ability to handle their affairs rather than a “form of class conflict”.
That is to say, being a member of an elite does not prevent one from being a
“populist” (Bell, 1992:5). Another point to be emphasized is that it is possible to
find a kind of pessimism about “people’s political ability” among elites of the
political spectrum from the right to the left. According to Bell, pessimism about
“what newly enfranchised electorates would do with their power once attained”
seemed to be part of being a “well-educated”, “well-regarded” person —i.e., “part

of elite status itself” (Bell, 1992: viii).

It is this widely-accepted definition of populism as “anti-elitism” that enables us
to formulate a relationship between populism and democracy. Therefore, it is
used here especially to critically examine this relationship in the case of the VlIs.
However, I have some reservations about conceptualization of populism simply
as “anti-elitism”. The most important one is about the denial of class analysis in
examining the social structure. Dividing the society between “powerless” masses
and “powerful” elites, and considering this separation as the main contradiction in
the social structure, populism disregards class differentiation and class conflict,
and fails in fully explaining the complexity of the social structure (Yalman, 1985:
20, 65). This makes populism a poor analytical tool for understanding social

reality. Therefore, rather than defining populism as “anti-elitism™* by simply

* As Yalman rightly argues, the definition of populism as “anti-elitism” negates the “class
analysis” necessary to understand the complexity of social structure (Yalman, 1985: 65). That is
to say, so long as populism highlights the separation between “the people” and “the elite” as the
main contradiction in the social structure, it disregards class differentiation (Yalman, 1985: 20),
leading to an analysis of different class formations on a common ground. Thus, “anti-elitism”
becomes a common denominator for different populist movements. Another criticism directed by
Yalman is related to the leading role played by “charismatic leaders” in populist movements. It is
because of this very “determining” role that the leaders form a different category of “elite”. From
such a perspective, the political struggles in the society are reduced into a “power struggle
between different elites”. Furthermore, the political/social movements are characterized by the
“progressive” or “conservative” quality of the elites (Yalman, 1985: 39). However, it is the
definition of populism as anti-elitism which enables us to grasp and focus on the relationship
between populism and democracy. Therefore, it is used here but baring in mind the flaws of this
conceptualization. It should also be remembered that, in this study, populism is used to mean
halkg¢ilik, differing from the one criticized by Yalman.
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drawing a sharp line between them, this study calls attention to the hidden
connection between populism and elitism, i.e. the “paradoxical elitism” of
populist ideologies. Here the term “elitism” is used in a limited sense to refer to
the inner contradiction between the social-egalitarian and administrative-
institutional aspects of populism. This point will be made clear especially after a
critical examination of the relationship between populism and democracy in
terms of the contradictory conceptualization of the term “the people”, the

question of political participation and representation.

As it is argued above, the definition of populism as “anti-elitism” implies
formulation of a relationship between populism and democracy. Indeed,
constructing a kind of relationship between populism and democracy is not a new
theoretical attempt. In the late 1960s, Peter Worsley, for example, paid attention
to this relationship. What is lacking in those theoretical approaches is that while
emphasizing different aspects of populism including this relationship, they
generally neglect the essential contradiction mentioned above. (But this
negligence does not necessarily mean, or lead one to conclude, that these
approaches have no important use in this study.) The present study will focus
especially on the relationship between populism and democracy, putting the
emphasis on what I shall call an “immanent contradiction” of populism, i.e. the
“paradoxical elitism” of populist ideologies. Once populism is defined mainly as
“government by the people”, a kind of an interior relationship between populism
and democracy seems to be established. But the immanent contradiction of
populism mentioned above poses danger to this relationship because of the
tension which arises between the ‘“social-egalitarian™ aspect emphasizing the base
and the “administrative-institutional” aspect putting the emphasis on the rulers.
This tension is explicitly seen in representative democracy, which, in Hayward’s
words (1996: 27), “has to live with the countervailing forces of elitism and
populism”. What all these mean is that the relationship between populism and

democracy is a “paradoxical” and “ambiguous” one. This ambiguity can be
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overcome once populism is defined as an “articulated element (moment) of an

ideological complex”5 (Erdogan, 1992: 3).

Once this is extended to the relationship between populism and democracy, we
can say that it depends on the specific ideological complex to which it is
articulated. That is to say, depending on the ideology to which it is articulated,
populism gains “democratic” or “undemocratic” character. Considering populism
basically in its relation to democracy, I differentiate my approach to populism
from others’. The need for such a differentiation, in a way, arises from the
peculiarities of populism (especially Kemalist populism) in Turkey which will be
given in the following part of the study. Here, the main issues to be dealt with are
determined as the separation between the intellectuals and the people, a
contradictory definition of the latter by the former —that is, viewing the people to
be “educated”, “enlightened”, while “exalting” them- and political participation
of the people advancing such principles as “self-government”, “popular
sovereignty”. The immanent contradiction of populism arises at this point. That is
to say, on the one hand, the intellectuals “exalt” the people with their values,
traditions, etc in such a way that they generally form “the source” of the nation.
Populism, as Wiles argues, is indeed based on the major assumption that “virtue
resides in the simple people ... and in their collective traditions” (Wiles, 1969:
166). On the other hand, the same people are seen as to be “trained”,
“enlightened”. It is exactly the latter consideration of the people that “entails” the
“help” of intellectuals. Since the people are thought of lacking the qualities of
mind and character or knowledge to be attained through education, there arises a
need for a group of individuals which decide and act “on behalf of” and “for
them”. In other words, the masses were seen as “not fit to govern for
themselves”, creating the need for the leadership “to govern the masses”. It is this

essentail duality which generates tension that were never resolved.

3 Defining populism in such a way, one can easily explain why “its problematic meaning radically
diversifies in each historical case” (Erdogan, 1992: 39), and why it is articulated to ideologies
from rightist to leftist ones.
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Here, Lavrov’s arguments6 can be mentioned to clarify the separation between
the “people” and the “intellectuals”. Lavrov pays attention to the “unfolding
dialectics between the critically-thinking individuals and the masses”, or between
the “scientific vanguard” and the “backward masses” throughout history. It was
only the former, “cultivated minority”, the “critically-thinking individuals”, who
were able “to grasp the knowledge of historical progress” and “it was their duty
to transfer this knowledge somehow to the masses” (Karadmerlioglu, 1996: 135).
Here, it should be emphasized that in giving such a role to the intellectuals,
Lavrov did not suggest that they should also “reorganize” society. On the
contrary, their role is limited to teaching the many and spreading critical thought
among the masses (Pomper, 1972: 106). Lavrov thought that “the peasants
themselves had to undergo a process of education” (Karadmerlioglu, 1996: 143).
However, they were not the only ones being in need of education. The
revolutionaries were to educate themselves as well because of “the necessity of a
long period of preparation for the education of the masses for social revolution”
(Karadmerlioglu, 1996: 134). Another point to be emphasized concerning the task
of the intellectuals is its “ethical” side. That is to say, the intelligentsia owed a
debt to the masses since they had gained the leisure and material comforts
necessary for higher intellectual and moral development at the expense of terrible
sufferings of exploited men and women, and they had to “repay” this debt to the

people (Pomper, 1972: 102; Walicki, 1979: 237).

Here, what is at issue is voluntarism, a significant characteristic of populism,

which underlines “the role of intellectuals and leaders in transforming society”.

® Karadmerlioglu warns us that Lavrov’s ideas do not reflect all the variants of the populist
movement or the populist ideas, and so his “elitist” perspective was not the general trend among
the populists (Karadmerlioglu, 1996: 135). Similarly, Walicki argues that once R. Pipes’s
definition of populism as “a theory advocating the hegemony of the masses over the educated
elite” is accepted, it will not be possible to call the followers of Lavrov “populists” (Walicki,
1969: 63-64). In contrast to Lavrov’s writings in which anything “exalting the masses” or the
“primitive” can hardly be found, his colleague Mikhailovsky considered the “primitive man”
superior in many respects, such as having “direct and complete control over his own labor and
means of production” (Karadmerlioglu, 1996: 135). For the present author, however, populism
should not be thought in opposition to elitism and merely as its inevitable antidote since the
former has elitist connotations.
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As a matter of fact, the emphasis on human will and voluntarism, as
Karaomerlioglu states, is a common characteristic of most of the populist
movements of the late 19th century, particularly that of Russian populism. The
populists gave considerable significance to the role of intellectuals and leaders in
transforming society. Here, there is a strong belief that “there was nothing that
the power of human agency could not achieve”. Karadmerlioglu draws a kind of
similarity between this mentality and “faith in transforming the Turkish society
with educational leadership”, arguing that, in the presence of structural
backwardness and objective restrictions, the expectations from the VlIs, as in
Stakhanovism, were “high in terms of human factors such as discipline and

commitment” (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 60).

Leaving the question of similarity7 between Stakhanovism and the faith in
transforming the Turkish society with educational leadership unanswered for the
moment, here, the emphasis will be put rather on the thought or the belief that the
transformation and development of the society would be achieved with the help —
and in the vanguard - of a certain group, i.e. the “intellectuals,” the “enlightened”
section of the society, the rest — the “people” - being rather the objects of this
transformation since they were thought to be in need of training to be able to
change society. That is to say, they should have been taught what to want and
have to do. The lack of trust in the “people” and the need for the leadership
and/or guidance of the intellectuals were claimed to be the result of
uneducatedness® of the people. Therefore, it was rather the “educated,”
“enlightened” group who would display the willpower in the name of the
“people” -a phrase which recalls the question of representation- and mobilize that
of the rest by the common rhetoric of “appeal to the people”. This brings up

arguments about the democratic notion of political participation.

7 This similarity will be questioned in the following chapter.

8 . i1qe . . .
Here, the term “uneducatedness” is preferred to “illiteracy” since it means more than knowing
how to read and write.
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1.2.1. The Question of Political Participation

Political participation is a notion common to both populism and democracy.
Worsley pays attention to the “participatory” aspect of populism —an element in
political action which is an “intrinsic part of the democratic process” (Worsley,
1969: 246). He suggests a definition of populism which, “without eliminating
‘pseudo-participation’”, could involve “genuine and effective popular
participation” (Worsley, 1969: 245). This is a definition of populism which refers
to popular participation in general besides “‘direct’ relationships between people
and leadership”. Here the relationship between populism and democracy is
formulated. That is to say, popular participationg, or in Worsley’s terms “the
conception and the praxis of the involvement of people in the governing of their
own lives” —“however ineffective the achievement”- is involved in the concept of
“the supremacy of the will of the people” (Worsley, 1969: 246). It is for this
reason that Worsley considers “populism as ‘direct’ participation” as a
“dimension” of the democratic and socialist traditions. But he does not formulate
a necessary relation between populism and democracy. On the contrary, “the
populist ‘dimension’”, he argues, “is neither democratic nor anti-democratic”,
being an aspect of a various political cultures and structures. But populism, for

him, is certainly “compatible” with democracy. (Worsley, 1969: 247)

As a matter of fact, there is not a smooth relationship between populism and
democracy. Arditi pays attention to the “ambiguous and often tense relation of
interiority [populism] maintains with the practice of democracy”, arguing that

populism can grow as a “fellow traveller of democratic reform movements” and

? Though populism is not based on “false consciousness” or “manipulation” of the popular masses
by the populist leader, “it does not involve the autonomous and organized participation of the
popular masses into the political practice” (Erdogan, 1992: 43). Despite advocating the political
participation of the “people,” even Ecevitcilik, which was a specific form of populism in Turkey,
does not construct the “people” as “the autonomous agent of the political practice”. The people
are thought to “be saved and emancipated by the leader/intellectuals” (Erdogan, 1992: 95). While
comparing populists with Rousseau, Arditi (2003: 9) also pays attention to the same point arguing
that despite, similar to Rousseau, being distrustful of representation considering themselves as
“the actual voice of the people,” populists, unlike him, “distrust initiatives that empower citizens
and that encourage their autonomous initiatives”.
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put democracy in danger.' This depicts the “paradoxical status” of the
relationship between populism and democratic politics (Arditi, 2003: 18-19).
Canovan (1999: 2) tries to illuminate this paradoxical relationship arguing that
the sources of populism lie in the “tensions at the heart of democracy” rather than
the social context that gives rise to the grievances of any particular movement.
Her suggestion is that democracy has two faces, namely “redemptive” and
“pragmatic”“. Between these “opposed” but “interdependent” faces there lies a
“gap in which populism is liable to appear” (Canovan, 1999: 9). Hence, a
“conception of populism that retains a relation of interiority with democratic
politics”. In Canovan’s terms, populism is a “shadow” that follows democracy

continually, rather than being its “other”. (Arditi, 2003: 16)

Following Canovan, Arditi (2003: 15) argues that populism “disrupts” democracy
by bringing back “the disruptive ‘noise’ of the people”, exerting “pressures on the
presuppositions of representative democracy”, and warping them “through the
mobilization of the people to bypass institutional constraints”. He mentions

critics citing the dangers which populism poses for democracy as follows:

The cult of personality can transform leaders into quasi-messianic
figures for whom accountability is not a relevant issue and the
populist disregard for institutional checks and balances can
encourage rule by decree and all sorts of authoritarian behaviour
while maintaining a democratic fagade. In addition, the distinction
between good common people and corrupt elites can become an
alibi for using strong-arm tactics against political adversaries, and
the continual invocation of the unity of the people - as right-wing
populists show us continually - can be used as a means to conjure
pluralism and toleration. (Arditi, 2003: 16-17)

91t is because of this “double bind” that Arditi (2003: 19) views people like Canovan, but also
Worsley and Hayward, as “right” in proposing that “any inquiry about populism is at the same
time an inquiry about democratic politics”.

' At the heart of the “redemptive” face of democracy there lies the notion of “popular power”
meaning that “the people are the only source of legitimate authority, and salvation is promised as
and when they take charge of their own lives”. From the “pragmatic” point of view, on the other
hand, democracy means simply a “form of government”, and so “institutions”. In the former, on
the contrary, there exists a “strong anti-institutional impulse”, a “romantic impulse to directness,
spontaneity and the overcoming of alienation”. (Canovan, 1999: 10)
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Actually, the tension which, for Canovan, arises between the “two faces of
democracy”, is embedded within populism itself. That is to say, what is called the
paradoxical elitism of populism is a common characteristic of all kinds of
populisms that Canovan mentions. And it is this very characteristic that forms a
“threat” or poses danger to the “progressive” aspects of populism, like

egalitarianism, self-government, etc.

Hayward also establishes a kind of “interior” but smooth rather than paradoxical
relationship between populism and democracy arguing that “populism lays claim
not merely to being democratic but to embodying the most authentic version of
democracy” (Hayward, 1996: 10). Believing in the necessity of placing this claim
in theoretical and historical perspective, he mentions the direct and representative
forms of democratic government which have a “common derivation from public
opinion”, but differentiating from each other whether this can be “mediated” or
“unmediated”. The first conception of democracy which had appeared in the
classical city state republics such as Athens, was revived in the seventeenth
century. But its greatest exponent was Rousseau in The Social Contract (1762),
with his conception of popular sovereignty expressed through the general will,
which could not be represented. In contrast to Rousseau who denied
representation - and so separation between the “ruler” and the “ruled”-
Robespierre and the Jacobins applied this to the whole of France by “confiding
all power to a representative assembly”, or adopting “government by assembly”.
Hence, “the explicit advocacy of the superiority of indirect democracy”, in which
government affairs were confided by the “passive mass citizenry” to an “elite of
active citizens” in the late eighteenth century12 (Hayward, 1996: 11). The most
famous representative of this idea in the first half of the twentieth century is
Schumpeter. Believing in the inevitability of elite rule which is thought to be
necessitated by the “supposed” irrationality, apathy and ignorance of the masses,

Schumpeter considers democracy a “method of selecting elites”. This is an

"2 Hayward (1996: 11) mentions Abbé Sieyés as the leading exponent of this view. Sieyés
preferred a representative system of government not only because it is “applicable” to large states
but also it would “allow the more capable and committed few to rule on behalf of the many, who
lacked the leisure and knowledge to govern directly”.
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“impoverished” view of democracy (democratic elitism) which, with its very
reliance upon elites, discourages public participation. Here, the question of

representation comes to the agenda.

1.2.2. The Question of Representation

The question of political participation necessarily brings up a discussion about
representation. Here, the notion of the “people” also arises as a key term.
Equating populism with politics, Laclau calls attention to the inevitability of the

constitution of the “people” in the terrain of the relations of representation:

As far as we have politics we are going to have social division. A
corollary of this social division is that a section within the
community will present itself as the expression and representation
of the community as a whole. This chasm is ineradicable as far as
we have a political society. This means that the “people” can only
be constituted in the terrain of the relations of representation.
(Laclau, 2003: 13)

Arditi also argues that the concept of the people involves in itself an ‘acting for
others’ which assumes the existence of two levels, namely that of being
represented and of those acting for them as representatives. Another assumption
here is the existence of a ‘“gap” between these two levels -a gap which
distinguishes “representation” from “self-government” (Arditi, 2003: 8). This
gap, Arditi continues, is considered to be “bridged” first, with the assumption of
“the presumed immediacy of the link between the people and the leader, in which
case there is no absence but only a joint presence without representation”, and
second, with the claim that “the trusted leader is a vehicle for the expression of
the popular will, which dissolves the gap between the represented and the
representatives in favour of the latter by fiat of tacit authorization”. According to
Arditi, here exists an “alleged double and simultaneous full presence, of the
people and of those who act for them.” In fact, for Arditi, the populists, like

Rousseau, are arguing against the concept of representation as a “corruption of
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the general will” and consider themselves more as “the actual voice of the
people” than as representatives (Arditi, 2003: 9). Even populists’ claim on
legitimacy is grounded on the assertion that “they speak for the people”; “they
claim to represent the democratic sovereign” (Canovan, 1999: 4). Viewing
themselves as “true democrats”, populists claim that they voice popular
complaints, opinions, and interests (of the ‘“silent majority”’) systematically
ignored by governments, mainstream parties and the media. Many of them favour
“direct democracy” —“political decision making by referendum and popular
initiative” (Canovan, 1999: 2). However, as Arditi (2003: 8) argues, populists’
claim to be “the actual voice of the people”, or “to speak in the name of the

people” expresses often more a “desire” than a “reality”.

This explains the general populist opposition to liberal democracy. Here, it is apt
to recall Russian revolutionary populists’ (especially of the 1870s) distrust toward
liberal democracy which for them meant nothing but ‘“atomization of
individuals™"®, “the decline of solidaristic feelings”, and a “passive participation
in bourgeois politics”. Most of the Russian populists, Karadmerlioglu (1996: 138)

says, viewed liberal democracy, which is based on parliamentary politics, as “the

13
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Populists compare “fragmentary”’-“one-sided” personalities in complex societies where
“individuals are fitted to an advanced and complex division of labour” and “estranged from each
other” with “many-faceted”, “integral” personalities in simple societies, and argue for a “complete
man” who is “free of any burden of alienation” (MacRae, 1969: 159-160). (This argument was
raised also by Turkish populists.) It is, indeed, MacRae argues, common to all populists for whom
populism is “about personality in a moral sense”: “Populism claims that the individual should be a
complete man. Complete men, living ideally in independent agrarian virtue, would agree with one
another. Their insights would be sound, healthy, bound to appropriate pieties. Their judgements
would be free but would coincide. Their society would be essentially consensual and uniform.
The paradigmatic man of populism is free of any burden of alienation... Because he is perfect he
is free ... but because he is perfect this freedom is realized in uniformity and identity of character
with his fellows.” (MacRae, 1969: 160). Here, as MacRae argues, “moral uniformity” is
emphasized at the expense of freedom (MacRae, 1969: 162). This is, in a way, supported by the
equation of the sum of “individual will[s]”, each of which is a “righteous” one, to the “general
will” of the community (MacRae, 1969: 160). It also deserves mention that populism does not
aim at “complete equality among peasants” despite its “sympathy” for the poverty-stricken ones
and its opposition to social and economic inequality produced by the institutions it dislikes. In her
analysis of populism in modern Britain, Canovan pays attention to its stress on “the ordinariness
of ‘ordinary people’ ” and on their “similarities” with an assumption that they all share much the
same views, which are “conformistic rather than pluralistic, traditional rather than trendy”. For
Canovan, this assumption resembles that of neo-Kantian philosophers like Rawls and Habermas
who assume “the unanimity of all rational men” (Canovan, 1984: 326).
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direct outcome of the development of capitalism”- a “stage that could be
bypassed”- and so as something to be avoided with a fear that it would lead to the
dissolution of the traditional solidarity of the village community and introduce
“inequality” and “class war” to the countryside (Worsley, 1969: 222). This very
distrust and suspicion (of liberal democracy) is also a reason for populists’
dismissal of the “political revolution,” meaning for them a bourgeois revolution,
and for their support of the “social revolution,” with a “deep economic
transformation of existing relations”. It should be emphasized that despite their
strong opposition to capitalism and liberal democracy, not all Russian populists
can be characterized as “economic romanticist”.'"* That is to say, some of them,
including Lavrov, believed in the necessity of industrialization for Russia but
argued for an alternative, “non-capitalist” model (Karadmerlioglu, 1996: 138).
(Nor North American populism which was not opposed to capitalism called for a
return to any pre-capitalist economy.) Indeed, especially small capitalists are
acceptable to populism except “left-wing” one, Narodniki being the most
prominent example (Wiles, 1969: 169). For the Russian populists, what would
enable a special path to industrialization avoiding the horrors of capitalistic
industrialization was the traditional peasant institutions — the obschina and the

mir - (Stewart, 1969: 186, 192)."

' This reminds us Lenin’s conception of populism as “a protest against capitalism from the point
of view of the small immediate producers who, being ruined by capitalist development, saw in it
only a regression but, at the same time, demanded the abolition of the older, feudal form of
exploitation” (Walicki, 1969: 65).

15 Here, “populism” of Herzen, in which “populist socialism” was rooted, deserves special
attention. He is called “the father of populism” in the sense that he argued for a “direct transition
to socialism through the peasant commune”. However, Walicki argues, it is not possible to call
him a full-fledged populist because of his image of capitalism as an epoch of “final stabilization”
and “equilibrium” and of the “social advance of the masses” rather than a stage of “permanent
crisis” and increasing poverty and misery of the masses. His view - and criticism - of capitalism
differs from that of populists and far from reflecting the “standpoint of the small producer”
(Walicki, 1969: 68-69).
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Similarly, Turkish populists were not characterized by their opposition to
industrialization'®. As Karaomerlioglu argues, the distinctive characteristic of
populism —and peasantism- in Turkey is opposition to “urbanization” rather than
to industrialization. The opposition and/or hostility to city — which, for
peasantists, represented “cosmopolitism”, ‘“class struggle”, “economic crises”,
“strikes”, etc. (Karaomerlioglu, 2001b: 289) - and urbanization generally ended
in the glorification of the peasants and the village life. They delienated a
“utopian” village life and economy. The peasants were viewed as “pure”,
“generous”, “wise”, and “open to change” (Karadmerlioglu, 2001b: 287). The
peasantists also aimed to remove the distinction between the city and the village,

and to prevent the exploitation of the latter by the former.

The contradiction between city and country and the exploitation of the latter by
the former is, indeed, an important part of peasantist discourse. While city is
pictured as an “alien and hostile force” exploiting peasants and so characterized
by “consumption”, “luxury” and “sinfulness”, country is regarded as “exploited”,
“poor”, and “in debt”. Here, as Minogue points out, the contrast is made
especially in “moral” terms (Minogue, 1969: 202). However, this is not always
made in compliance with the original contrast between the urban and the rural.
Minogue gives “the moral abstraction of exploiters and exploited” as an example.
This abstraction, according to her, “destroys” the original contrast since not only
the country but also the city include exploited classes. This leads populism “to
become assimilated to” socialist ideology. The American populists, for example,
claim to stand not only for the “impoverished” peasants but also for the

“exploited” workers although they failed to make a “real alliance” with labour

% In the developed capitalist countries, Karadmerlioglu says, peasantism arose as a ‘“direct
reaction to urbanization and industrialization” at the end of nineteenth century. Thus, the
peasantist current in these countries were characterized by their “reactionary” aspect and the past
to turn back to (Karadmerlioglu, 2001b: 284). In the underdeveloped parts of the world, on the
other hand, peasantism came on the scene for different reasons. While it saw in the peasantry “the
basic force” of certain revolutionary movements in some countries, in others it was considered an
“antidote” to the left-wing movements having “socialist” leanings. In the latter, peasantism
sometimes became a “component” of agriculture-based modernization movement. When it comes
to peasantism in Turkey, it is possible to find both “reactionary” and “progressive” aspects in it
(Karaémerlioglu, 2001b: 285).

25



organizations. Here, Minogue states, “the [populist] ideology becomes a
distorting guide to the character of the movement” (Minogue, 1969: 203). It was
not only American populists who became aware of the need for alliance.
Similarly, MacRae says, the Russian populists understood that such an alliance
was necessary to realize their ends. But they viewed the urban industrial worker
as “subordinate to the virtues of the soil, of the yeoman and the peasant”. The
latter were “the veridical personalities, and spontaneous, simple, and good. From
them all others should learn; on them all others should be modelled.” (MacRae,

1969: 161)

The urban-rural contrast, Minogue argues, is not only made in “moral” terms, but
also involves “processes”. The city represents the process of industrialization and
capitalism, which “dehumanizes” man, while the country is thought to preserve
“the old humane values” which will prevent man from “corruption”. Minogue
adds another point, a “historical” one, to the urban-rural contrast that “the
countryside has largely been dumb throughout its history”. This is, indeed, one of
the reasons for “plagiarist” character of populist ideology “making do with scraps
of doctrine and images largely acquired from other, better established attitudes”
(Minogue, 1969: 202). The result is glorification or exaltation of the ‘virtues’ of

the country as opposed to the ‘vices’ or ‘evils’ of the city (Stewart, 1969: 192).

In addition to urbanization, industrialization was also criticized by Turkish
populists, both being considered the causes of Great Depression of 1929
(Karadmerlioglu, 1999: 73; 2001c: 171). There was a consensus on the need for
the development of national industry but this, for populists and/or peasantists,
should have been achieved without experiencing a Western way of
industrialization. For peasantists, industry should have been created in the
villages and serve the welfare of the peasants (Karaomerlioglu, 1998b: 61),
binding peasants to the land and preventing dissolution of the traditional relations
of production (Karaémerlioglu, 1999: 74; 2001c: 172). Actually, in contrast to
Russian and North American “traditional” populisms, the Third World populists
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eagerly desire and welcome industrialization though they were aware that they
will remain agrarian societies for the visible future (Worsley, 1969: 235). As
Wiles points out, even one of the great legacies — Mahatma Gandhi- of the “anti-
industrial philosophy” of Russian populism in the Third World had no support in
his country (Wiles, 1969: 172). Minogue argues that populism is a “movement”
of those who recognizes that they belong to “the poor periphery of an industrial
system”, and so it might be a “reaction to industrialism”. However, it is a
»17

“reaction by those whose profoundest impulse may often be to industrialize

(Minogue, 1969: 209-210).

For Minogue, it is this very ambivalence on which “the intellectual emptiness™ of
populist movements lays (Minogue, 1969: 210). The populist ideology is
“moralistic”’, “emotional” and “anti-intellectual”, and ‘“non-specific in its
program”. MacRae also pays attention to the same point viewing populism as a
“special”’, “romantic primitivism” which 1is necessarily ‘“anti-intellectual”
(MacRae, 1969: 162). Similarly, Wiles defines populism as “moralistic” and
“anti-intellectual”. The exception is Narodnichestvo which was the only “all-
intellectual movement” (Wiles, 1969: 174). (However, as Wiles rightly states,
this does not mean that intellectuals are excluded from an ordinary populist
movement (Wiles, 1969: 175).) According to Wiles, accepting the major premise
of populism that “virtue resides in the simple people, who are the overwhelming
majority, and in their collective traditions” (Wiles, 1969: 166), the Narodniki,
who were an “elite”, tacitly declared their own “worthlessness” (Wiles, 1969:
174-175). Populist intellectuals form this “self-denying” ideology of vicarious
intellectual populism when they are “quite isolated from the masses” (Wiles,

1969: 167), and failed to form a mass movement'®. However, Wiles argues, this

17 . . . . “ . » g

Similarly, Stewart views populist movements as a “response to crises of development” — first, a
response to “the decision to industrialize and how”, and second, “the current or anticipated
consequences of industrialization” (Stewart, 1969: 185).

'8 Following Walicki, populism can be defined as an ideology formulated by an intelligentsia
(Walicki, 1969: 67). It is not only the concept Narod (people) but also “the myth” about the
concept of the peasant commune which were “produced” in the minds of the Russian
intelligentsia in accordance with their needs and interests. That is to say, rather than a reflection of
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vicarious populism which “expresses the actual sentiments of the people” is
“much more noble and left-wing than ordinary populism” which involves “more
nationalism, capitalism and general prejudice” in itself. Although both of them
theoretically rest upon the “goodness of the people”, Narodnichestvo differs from
ordinary populism with its emphasis on the “people” rather than on “goodness”
(Wiles, 1969: 175-176). Here, what is called “the Janus quality”" of populist
movements also deserves mention. Stewart uses this metaphor to pay attention to

“the synthesis of traditionalism and modernism” in populist ideology (Stewart,

reality, both were created by this urban intelligentsia. Depending upon these assumptions and
inspired by Lavrov’s works, Karadmerlioglu (1996: 133) defines populism mainly as “a theory
reflecting the necessities and interests of the intelligentsia”. Peter Worsley pays attention to the
same point arguing that Russian populism was “outstandingly a movement of intellectuals, who
‘idolized’ the people (particularly the peasantry), and their institutions (particularly the mir), and
were prepared to sacrifice their lives and their freedom in the cause of the people. But Russian
populism was pre-eminently an ideology about the peasantry, not one created by them, nor one
rooted in the peasantry. It preached learning from, being guided by, the people, when everything
in it was created by a segment of the urban intelligentsia.” This is not, however, common to all
kinds of populism. Worsley mentions North American populism which, in contrast to Russian
populism, was a “mass popular movement of the farmers” the “ideologists” of which were a
“local” intelligentsia -rather than a national or cosmopolitan one- being “drawn from the farming
community itself” (Worsley, 1969: 221).

' The Janus character — especially the “reactionary” face of populism — is, according to Lenin,
one of the major points of difference between Russian “enlighteners” and “populists”. Before
explaining this difference, it is necessary to mention the characteristic features which Lenin
attributed to Russian “enlighteners” of the sixties. These are: “violent hostility to serfdom and all
its economic, social and legal products”; “ardent advocacy of education, liberty, Europeanization
of Russia generally”’; and “defence of the interests of the masses, chiefly of the peasants”. These
features, for Lenin, formed the essence of “the heritage of the sixties” which had nothing to do
with populism. Following Koz’min, Walicki argues that this opposition which Lenin drew
between “enlighteners” and “populists” is not an absolute one (Walicki, 1969: 70). Here, what
Lenin tried to stress is the former’s strong opposition to “those ancient institutions which the
populists have taken under their protection”. The “enlighteners”, for Lenin, were “the ideologists
of radical bourgeois democracy, fighting against the remnants of feudalism, with confidence in
capitalist progress” but overlooking its inherent — and painful - contradictions (Walicki, 1969:
71), whereas the populists, being aware of those negative aspects of capitalist progress made a
“big step forward” compared with the former. That is to say, although both currents of thought
advocated the interests of “the people”, populism differs from the “heritage” in terms of being a
combination of “anti-feudal bourgeois democratism” and a “petty-bourgeois conservative reaction
against bourgeois progress”. It is at this point that the “reactionary” face of populism came to the
scene. Regarding capitalist progress with distrust and turning one face to the past, the populists
adopted “economic romanticism” and made a step backward in comparison with the
“enlighteners”. Walicki warns us of Lenin’s use of the term “reactionary” which was used merely
to describe “the error of theoreticians who take models for their theories from obsolete forms of
society” (Walicki, 1969: 72). He also points out how a “reactionary” viewpoint could sometimes
turn into a “vantage point” in the case of Russian populists who, thanks to the “reactionary”
character of their ideals, could realize the contradictory and negative aspects of capitalist progress
which were overlooked by the “enlighteners” (Walicki, 1969: 73).
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1969: 191). Populism contradictorily has both a “modernist” aspect and an “anti-
modernist, traditional” aspect (Hayward, 1996: 20). Arising as “responses to
development ‘crises’” in societies undergoing modernization — a process which
was thought to be controlled so as to prevent its “disruptive” effects in the West,
populist movements tries to make a synthesis between the traditional values (of
the traditional culture) and the need for modernization (Stewart, 1969: 186-187,
192). On the one hand, viewing the country as a reserve of cultural traits and the
“people” as an “essence” of the nation, while on the other, as in need of “being
modernized”, populist ideology carries in itself this very dichotomy between
traditionalism and modernism. But, it should be remembered that populist
ideology is very selective when it chooses which elements of the “traditional”

culture will be preserved.

Having explained the paradoxical relationship between populism and democracy,
its embodiment in the case of the VIs can be presented in the third chapter. This
will be done by giving a portrayal of both populism developed in the VIs and of
the “democratic structure and functioning” of the VIs. However, before that it is
necessary to give the socio-economic and political conditions of the country

which gave rise to the foundation of the VlIs.
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CHAPTER II
KEMALIST POPULISM
I1.1. The Historical Roots of Kemalist Populism

The concept of populism appeared in the Turkish populist thought in the Second
Constitutional Period. The Russian Narodnichestvo movement had an impact on
the emergence and development of populist ideology in Turkey.20 The Young
Turks were indirectly influenced by this movement via the Bulgarian and
Armenian revolutionary movements and the migrant Turks from Russia who later
joined the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) (Berkes, 1975: 231-2; Tekeli
and Saylan, 1978: 57; Toprak, 1984: 69). Having been influenced by the Russian
Narondnichestvo movement and its extension in the Balkans, the Ottoman
populists gathered around the societies Tiirk Ocag: (Turkish Hearts) and Milli
Talim ve Terbiye Cemiyeti, and the periodicals Tiirk Yurdu and Halka Dogru
(Toprak, 1984: 69). During the Second Constitutional Period, Toprak argues, the
term “nation” was used interchangeably with that of the “people”. In Tiirk Yurdu,

one of the publications of the Turkicist movement, for example, it was argued

20 Scholars talk about three sources of populism, namely Narodnism, French Revolution, and
Solidarism. However, they differ from each other in terms of grounding populism in Turkey on
one of these sources. Ahmet Makal summarizes them as follows: the first one explains populism
with “Narodnik” impacts. Tekeli and Saylan’s approach is mentioned as the representative of this
approach. The second one is that of Dumont which emphasizes the impact of the “solidarist”
approach. For the third and the last one the main source is the French Revolution with its equation
of “the nation” and “the people.” Tungay’s interpretation of populism is given as an example of
this approach. Criticizing approaches which try to explain populism in Turkey mainly through one
of these sources, Makal argues that it is improper to ground the source of populist ideology
merely upon a single source although there were periods during which one of them had been
dominant. What is at issue, on the contrary, is the manifestation of populism as a combination of
different factors, and this, for Makal (1999: 56-57), is one of the reasons explaining why populist
ideology in Turkey could never theoretically form a coherent whole. Rather than grounding the
source of populist ideology merely on a single source, the present author adopts the widely-
accepted argument which periodically grounded the populist ideology in Turkey, first, on
Narodnichestvo, and then solidarism (or French solidarist thought).
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that it was the people’s sentiments, views and creeds that formed the nation.
Therefore, it was necessary to go to the people and understand them to advance
the nation (Toprak, 1984: 70). In another publication of the Turkicist circle Halka
Dogru*', Yusuf Akgura stated that the Turkish intellectual had to turn towards the
people, “integrate with them”, and “educate them by going down to the level of

the people” (Toprak, 1984: 71).

The principle of “going to the people” had its reflections also on the literary
circles like Geng Kalemler and Yeni Felsefe Mecmuasi, according to which the
first condition of “going to the people” was the use of a simple language that
could be understood by the common people (Toprak, 1984: 74). However, as
Tekeli and Saylan argue, the initial steps taken by these literary circles should not
be merely interpreted as a “New Language” movement since it carried in itself a
considerable “populist” content (Tekeli and Saylan, 1978: 59). Indeed, Berkes
argues, this movement (art dil akumi) constituted an important part of the populist
movement. Since the populist movement or ideas arose interest mostly of writers,
it is not surprising that the first difficulty they met with in “going to the people”
was the question of language (Berkes, 1975: 233). For these writers, the gap
between the people and the administrators could not be overcome only through
parliamentary means like enacting a Constitution and forming an Assembly. It
was also necessary to simplify the language, i.e. to use people’s language (Tekeli
and Saylan, 1978: 59). In addition to the simplification of language, ‘“National
Literature” (Milli Edebiyat), which aimed to portray the daily life of the
Anatolian people in the forms of popular literature was also put on the agenda

(Toprak, 1984: 75).

During World War I, the Narodnik impact disappeared and populism gained a

new dimension, a solidarist outlook, under the influence of French sociology.

! In the first issue (April 1913) of Halka Dogru included articles of many famous writers like
Halide Edip, Yusuf Akcura, Ahmet Agaoglu, Tevfik Nurettin, Celal Sahir, Hiiseyinzade Alj,
Hamdullah Suphi, Akil Muhtar, Abdiilfeyyaz Tevfik, Ali Canip, Ali Ulvi, Galip Bahtiyar, Kazim
Nami, Kopriilizade Mehmed Fuat, Ziya Gokalp, Mehmed Emin, Mehmet Ali Tevfik, Memduh
Sevket, all of whom were introduced as permanent authors of the periodical (Toprak, 1984: 70).
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Here, the defeat in the Balkan War in 1912 played an important role, leading to a
transformation of the ideology of the CUP from “Pan-Ottoman, Islamist and
decentralist” one to a “Turkicist, Westernist and centralist” one. Then, populism
relatively lost its “collectivist” nature, gaining a “Turkicist” dimension in
Gokalp’s synthesis. Here, Gokalp became the most famous figure with his
conception of populism with a solidarist-corporatist outlook as an extension of
French sociology (Tekeli and Saylan, 1978: 59). However, before examining his

understanding of populism, it is necessary to mention briefly what solidarism is.

Toprak defines solidarism as a “pacifist”, “reconciliatory” ideology which
searchs for a “middle way” between liberalism and socialism but by protecting or
respecting free enterprise and private ownership; offers state intervention in
economy; puts the social regulations on its agenda, adopting “organizational
solidarity” based on “agreement” and devoid of contradiction; and argues for
“secularized education”. In other words, it is an “evolutionist thought” which
takes for granted the prevailing social structure and tries to remove social
inequities through “parliamentarian” way. Denying the social change, solidarism
does not go into the source of social inequalities; rather, it aims to relieve them by
adopting the principle of “social justice”, and replacement of the concept of class
conflict with the principles of “cooperation” and “solidarity”. The solidarist
thought was introduced to Turkish political life by Ziya Gokalp and other
Unionists like Tekin Alp, Necmettin Sadik (Sadak), M. Zekeriya (Sertel), Yusuf
Kemal (Tengirsenk) (Toprak, 1977: 95). Here, Gokalp arises as the most
important figure since the populism of the Second Constitutional Period was
considered as a product of Gokalp’s sociology who was deeply influenced by

French solidarism® (Toprak, 1977: 92).

?2 This leads some scholars to the conclusion that the populist thought in Turkey developed under
the impact of French solidarism. Mardin (1992), for example, views the Western solidarism as the
source of populist thought in Turkey.
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Gokalp was an influential figure being both a “theoretician” and “ideologue”. He
was, at the same time, an activist and his ideology was developed in parallel with
the practices of the CUP. It was also the case for his understanding of populism.
Populism of that period, Tekeli and Saylan argue, developed in two dimensions.
The first one was broader popular participation in politics (Tekeli and Saylan,
1978: 61). The second one was related to “the prescribed social order”. Gokalp
removed “the class aspect” of populism, reducing it to “Turkism” and
“pationalism” on the basis of Durkheimian “social solidarism” (Tekeli and
Saylan, 1978: 62). It was through this reduction —and also definition of the nation
as a “totality” without conflicting interests- that the creation of a “national
economy” and a “national bourgeoisie” became an aspiration of the society as a
whole. However, Tekeli and Saylan argue that towards the end of the first half of
the 1920s, as a result of the economic policies which created social unrest,
Gokalp’s populism gained a new dimension, “equality” —of races, nations, men
and women, and classes. (This also means a shift from a “nationalist content” to
an “internationalist” one with a slogan of fraternity of the nations.) Allowing only
“natural” inequalities, Gokalp’s populism aimed at an “egalitarian society” where
class differences would disappear through “etatism”. Thus, populism and etatism
became “complementary” to each other, forming an “ideological totality”. This,
Tekeli and Saylan argue, did not influence the Republican ideology for which
etatism, despite being adopted as a principle and implemented in the 1930s, could
never become an instrument to realize populism since it did not comply with the

class structure of the country (Tekeli and Saylan, 1978: 62-64).

Giving briefly evolution of Gokalp’s populism, now it is proper to examine the
Gokalpian understanding of the concepts of “the people” and “the elite”. The
Gokalpian understanding of the concepts of “people” and “populism” had
determined the Kemalist conception of populism to a large extent. For Gokalp,
“people” refers to groups apart from educated elites. The people is defined as

“classless”, “united” and “complementary” groups without conflicting interests.

This solidaristic view which carried the traits of Durkheim, who thinks of society
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in terms of “harmony” rather than conflict, had impact on the Republican
intellectuals, shaping the imagination of society in populist thought. Gokalp’s
conception of the people was advocated by the leaders of the regime during the
1920s. Aiming to distinguish themselves from both the liberal-individualist and
the socialist-collectivist formulations, the leading cadres conceived people as an
“authentic carrier of nationality” rather than as a “social” or “class” subject

(Karadmerlioglu, 2001a: 274-275).

However, Gokalp’s conceptions of “the people” and “the elite” differ from that of
the Unionists and to a certain extent Kemalists. Gokalp does not consider the
people and their culture as “passive”, and as an manipulable raw material. The
people, for him, were both “the source” and “the end” (not “rhetorically” but
“sincerely”’).There is nothing like “herding the people” in his theory (Parla, 2001:
136; Tekeli and Saylan, 1978: 60). He did not consider the people as a “mass”
with “irrational psychological motives” as it was the case in Le Bon (Parla, 2001:
136). Nor he “idealized” and/or romanticized the people and their culture, which
would not be “imitated” without criticism (Parla, 2001: 137). (This differentiates
Gokalp’s populism from Narodnism.) The elite differs from the people only in
terms of higher education and training (Gokalp, 2003). It is for this reason that
Gokalp’s concept of elite denies “substitutionism” (Parla, 2001: 136). In fact, it is
this very “reversal” of the emphasis on the concepts of the people and the elite
that differentiates Gokalp’s “solidarist corporatism” from the “elitist-
substitutionist and paternalist” one” (Parla, 2001: 137-8). Far from being neither
“totalitarian” nor ‘“‘authoritarian”, Gokalp’s corporatism carries “pluralist
elements” in itself. It is not “elitist” in the strict sense of the word (Parla- 2001:

133-4).

In Gokalpian sense, the separation between intellectuals and the people is not
based on class. For him, “the people” include all social classes accepting equality
before the law. The distinction would disappear when the few go to the people

(Tekeli and Saylan, 1978: 60). Parla argues that differing from well-known elite
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theorists like Mosca and Michels who used the term “elite” mainly as a “political
and organizational category”, and Pareto who used it as a “psychological
category”, Gokalp did not place the concept of elite within his social-political
theory, but rather used it as an “intermediary category” in his “nationalist populist
theory” both “to explain and criticize the historical duality between the people
and the administration”and “to search a way for the national-cultural revival of
Turkey that would remove this duality” (Parla, 2001: 134). When Gokalp used
the concept in its “negative” sense, he preferred the term “havas”, while “giizide”
(the “few”) corresponds to its “positive” sense, referring to “the national elites”
whose only point of departure from the people is their higher training (in positive
sciences) (Parla, 2001: 136). Criticizing the relationship between the people and
the elites, Gokalp put the blame on the Ottoman elites who despised the people as
“avam” (common people) and “hevam”, and their belongings as “crude” and
“inferior”. Neglecting “national culture”, but embracing ‘“the corrupt eastern
civilization”, the Ottoman elites, for Gokalp, were the party at fault, deserving to
be labelled as a “public enemy” (Parla, 2001: 137-138). The “few”, on the other
hand, arises as a group that should “go to the people” to get (national popular)
“culture” (hars) —since “the people is the live museum of national culture”- and
to convey “civilization” (medeniyet) which is in fact “Western civilization” to
them (Gokalp, 2003: 79-85). Gokalp uses the term “culture” to refer to something
“national”, and that of “civilization” to mean “international” one. In other words,
“culture” is national, whereas “civilization” is international. Accordingly, there
are two things in the West: “civilization” is common to all nations of the West,
whereas “culture” is specific to each Western nation (Berkes, 1975: 240).23 This

is one of the differences between Gokalp and the Kemalists. The latter, as Oran

Pt through this understanding that Gokalp surpasses the dominant view (since the period of
Tanzimat) of considering the West as an “abstract whole”. This is expected to be followed by an
interest in “national economies”, the conflicts between them and their reflection to the Turkish
economy. However, Berkes argues, Gokalp’s opposition to the West was directed only towards
their “culture”. For example, while criticisizing the advocates of Tanzimat (Tanzimatcilar), he
blamed them only for bringing Western culture neglecting its “economic” outcomes. That is to
say, supposing that “national economies are the reflections of national ‘cultures’”, Gokalp
overlooks the significant impact of Western economy starting during the Tanzimat (Berkes, 1975:
240-1).
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states, reject(s) Gokalp’s distinction between “culture” and “civilization” which
was formulated to reconcile the West and Islam during the period of Young
Turks, which was a “period of transition”, of a “dualist ideal circle”. Having
decided to follow Western path, and to remove the considerable influence of
religious ideology, the Kemalists opposed to the separation between “culture”
and “civilization” (Oran, 1988: 138). However, in doing this, Oran argues,
Mustafa Kemal seems to contradict with his (ideas of) rejection of “imitation”. In
his opening speech at Education Congress on July 16, 1921 Mustafa Kemal
recalled for a “culture” congruent with “national character” and national history,
and “completely far from the effects of all foreign ideas, the West and the East”.

3

Again in his another speech, he argued that rather than “imitating” the West,
those things considered to be “good” and “congruent with our structure” were to
be “adopted” within the framework of “world civilization”. Taking as a point of

3

reference the “world civilization” or “modern civilization” which was in fact
nothing else but “the Western civilization” and arguing that it was based on
science which was “universal”’, Mustafa Kemal rhetorically overcome the
contradiction between the equalization of “culture” and “civilization” and

bringing Western civilization to the country (Oran, 1988: 139).

Tekeli and Saylan mention three important aspects®* of the populist ideology of
the Second Constitutional Period and that of Gokalp. The first —political- one is
related to the public participation. The second one, cultural aspect, is related to
the question of “how to preserve people’s values and aspirations” or
“characteristics peculiar to the Turkish people” within the process of social
change without hindering social development. The third and the last issue is “the
social order” or “the structural characteristics of social system”, i.e. the question

of social classes. These three aspects will shed light on the debate on populism

** As parallel with Tekeli and Saylan, Toprak (1977: 95-96) mentions three dimensions of
populism of the Second Constitutional Period, namely political, economic, and social one. The
first one, “political populism”, means political independence and nation-state building, and
political rights and freedoms. The “economic” aspect refers to state intervention in economy, and
argues for “state capitalism” instead of “liberal” one. The “social” aspect aims to replace class
struggle with solidarity among occupational groups based on the social division of labour.
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during the Republican period since they served as a basis for different

interpretations of populism (Tekeli and Saylan, 1978: 64-65).

IL.2. Kemalist Populism

In this study, Kemalist populism will be examined through making a periodical
classification. The first period includes the War of Independence and the
foundation of the Republic. The second one, on the other hand, corresponds to the
single party period. Populism had different functions with different meanings
during these periods. However, this does not mean that there was a sharp line
between these different usages of populism. On the contrary, as it will be
mentioned below, populism is considered to be composed of two fundamental
aspects, namely administrative-institutional and social-egalitarian, and there was

a shift between them depending on the historical context.

11.2.1. Evolution of Populism (from 1920s to 1930s)

Populism acquired different functions in the emergence and the foundation of the
Turkish Republic. It came close to its literal meaning of “for the people, by the
people” during the War of Independence. The proposal dated 24 April 1920 gives
some hints for Mustafa Kemal’s understanding of populism during the 1920s
(Koker, 1990: 139). But even before presenting his “Program of Populism”
(Halk¢ilik Programi) to the Assembly, on 12 July 1920, Mustafa Kemal declared
“populism” and “People’s Government” that is, “to surrender the administration
to the people”, as principles, thanks to which the difficulties in internal

administration would be removed (Atatiirk, 1945: 87).25 After discussing

2 “[H]angi prensibi koyabilecegimizi diisiinmekle mesgul olalim. Zannederim bugiinkii

mevcudiyetimizin mahiyeti asliyesi, milletin temayiilati umumiyesini 1sbat etmistir, o da
Halkciliktir ve Halk Hiikiimetidir. Hiikiimetlerin halkin eline ge¢mesidir... Idareyi halka teslim
etmeye c¢alisgalim. O zaman biitiin miigkilatin bertaraf olacagina bendeniz kaniim. Ben bununla
sahsan istigal etmekteyim. Yakin zamanda bu noktai nazarimi ifade eden miitaleatimi Heyeti
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“Program of Populism” under the label of “Tegkilat-1 Esasiye Kanunu Layihas1”
Enciimen-i Mahsus adopted “occupational representation” (in the fourth article)
as the most perfect way of principle of “people[’s] actually and individually
guiding their own destiny” (Koker, 1990: 140). Here, populism gained a meaning
similar to direct democracy and was with reference to the category of class.*®
Mustafa Kemal, on the other hand, did not include this principle, i.e. occupational
representation in his program (Koker, 1990: 143). The Program of Populism that
Mustafa Kemal presented to the Assembly on 13 September 1920, on the other
hand, was approved on 20 January 1921, and became the first Constitution (Arar,
1963: 11). “To render the people the true owner of administration and

3

sovereignty”, to sustain “welfare of the people” were some of the important
points included in this program. The sixth article” states that “sovereignty
belongs without reservation and conditions to the nation; the system of
administration rests on the principle that the people personally and effectively

direct its own destinies” (quoted in Kazancigil, 1981: 52).

Tekeli and Saylan (1978: 66-67) interpret Mustafa Kemal’s bringing of Program

of Populism to the Assembly as something “tactical”®®. They argue that during

Aliyenize arzedecegim” (Atatiirk, 1945: 87). According to Arar (1963: 10), this speech displays
that before presenting his proposal, Atatiirk tried to convert it into a Constitutional draft, and
waited for presenting it to the Assembly at the right time.

% na speech quoted by Selek, Ismail Suphi Soysalli paid attention to the bad and difficult
conditions of Turkish peasants, like gendarme, never ending wars, and taxes. He stated that there
were attempts during the period of Constitutional monarchy, when the expressions of “Towards
the People” had been heard from time to time. But, he continued, the “upper class” had failed in
considering, listening and understanding people’s needs (Selek, 1968: 488).

27 “Hakimiyet bilakaydii-sart milletindir. Usulii idare halkin mukadderatin1 bizzat ve bilfiil idare
etmesi esasina miisteniddir” (quoted in Koker, 1990: 140).

2 Oran (1988: 72) states that being a “tactician” was one of the most important characteristics of
Mustafa Kemal’s personality. While trying to grasp the true meanings and reasons of what he
said, Oran argues, one should bear in mind this point. In Nutuk, Mustafa Kemal personally
explains this characteristic. He asserted that in order to attain objectives, it was necessary to
proceed by stages without revealing his own intensions in its entirety. That is to say, for the sake
of success, it was both “practical” and “safe” to implement each stage “in good time”. Oran
mentions Mustafa Kemal’s speeches about sultanate, caliphet. During the War World I, for
example, he brought up these issues repeatedly since at that time the first thing to do was to save
the motherland and secure independence.
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the War of Independence, when the struggle for power was accelerated and when
there was an increasing need for Soviet help, the concept of populism became the
most important thing within the political agenda, and acquired new connotations
which were mainly “tactical”. Despite the fact that Mustafa Kemal tried “to base
his movement upon the people” starting from the War of Independence, he did
not propose a populist program until some other establishments brought
“populist” programs to the Assembly. Therefore, it is possible to argue that the
Populist Program which Mustafa Kemal proposed to the Assembly on 13
September 1920 (and which was accepted as “Teskilat-1 Esasiye Kanunu
Layihas1”) was put forward tactically to “dissolve” the opponents’ front within

the Assembly.

As Tekeli and Saylan (1978: 66) argue, during the War of Independence, the
populist ideology would have the function of uniting the representatives of
different social classes in GNA, namely the notables, bureaucrats, religious men,
and the peasants, and the large numbers of people involved in the war. Oran
(1988: 110) also pays attention to the same point arguing that populism, together
with the concept of “popular sovereignty”, was used in order to form a “ground
of legitimacy” for the “nationalist movement”’ during the War of Independence.
That is to say, taking “anti-bureaucratic, populist measures” like not to increase
the number of the permanent staff within government offices and election of
bureaucrats rather than appointment, the reaction of notables within the Assembly
was tried to be diminished. Thus, populism functioned as calming the notables
against the elites. Similarly, Kazancigil (1981: 51) argues that Mustafa Kemal
used populism “as a major ideological instrument in forging the alliance of the
state elites and the civil elites” (the local notables referred as ayan, aga, esraf). In

his populist program of 13 September 1920, “he presented populism as a way of

%% These two concepts together provided the basis for the nationalist movement that started with
the War of Independence, and developed into a struggle for building a nation-state (Oran, 1988:
110).
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overcoming the gap between bureaucracy, which was “the dominant class” in

Turkey, and people.

This unsurprisingly led to a debate on a “system of representative election”
during the discussion about the Program. The Special Commission examining the
Constitution Draft had changed the draft in accordance with the system of
“representative election”. The general tendency of the deputies, Selek states, had
been that, “from Tanzimat, ‘civil servants’, as a new class, had brought trouble to
the country and the people.” The way of getting rid of this trouble would be “to

leave the election of bureaucrats to the people”30

so that once the people were not
pleased with the bureaucrats they had elected, they would have a right to replace
them with new and better ones. Despite their multiplicity in the Assembly, the
bureaucrats did not display significant reaction to such criticisms (Selek, 1968:
489). Here, Mahmut Esat Bozkurt who was against the accession of the
bureaucrats into the Assembly can be mentioned. He defined bureaucrats as the
ones who formed “the preeminent bourgeois stratum” and “accept to sponge on
the country”, and argued that the aim of “keeping the country alive” required
their nonadmission to the Assembly (Selek, 1968: 490). For the deputies’ who
argued for the system of “occupational representation” and based their ideas on
populism, the preceding assemblies founded in this country had been composed

of a “class of elites”. An authentic “people’s government” (halk idaresi), on the

other hand, needed “to bring32 the people to the Assembly”.

3% For Selek (1968: 489), the idea of causing the people to elect bureacracts was “erroneously”
inspired by the Russian Revolution since in Russia bureaucrats were elected by the Soviets.

' Selek (1968: 491) gives various examples from the speeches of deputies defending the
“occupational representation”. According to one, for example, “country” meant “economy,” and
was represented by working people, like ironworker, farmer rather than politicians. Another
deputy said that “We should completely grant (!) this right, that is occupational representation, to
the working poors of the nation”. (Here, again, “granting the right” to the people was at issue.)
While, on the one hand, there were such speeches, on the other it was pointed out that there was
neither capitalist nor prolerarian in the country.

2 It is ironical that while arguing for “people’s government” on the one hand, the deputies Selek

mentioned were talking about “to bring the people to the Assembly”, which was probably
considered not capable of doing this by itself on the other. (Selek, 1968: 490)
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On 13 August 1923, in his opening speech of the Second Term of the Fourth
Annual Meeting Mustafa Kemal announced that the first assembly declared that
“the nation had seized its own destiny”, and “laid a foundation of a strong
people’s government” (Atatiirk, 1945: 304; Caglar, 1968: 116). Behind all
successes, he continued, there had laid “the foundation of new Turkey”, its
fundamental principle being “people’s state” in contrast to previous ones which
were “monarchy” (Atatiirk, 1945: 309; Caglar, 1968: 121). In Medeni Bilgiler,
classifying states according to how sovereignty is used —namely, monarchy,
oligarchy, and democracy, Atatiirk declared democracy as the most preferable
form of state since “sovereignty is belonged to the people, to the majority of the

people” (quoted in Mumcu, 1986: 12).

One of the most significant thing here is that Atatiirk used “populism” and
“democracy” as replaceable terms. Parallel to this, calling attention to the use of
expressions™ like “people’s government” some scholars conclude that Mustafa
Kemal used these terms to refer to “republic”. According to Arar (1963: 11-12),
for example, Atatiirk used the expressions of ‘“people’s government” and
“populism” in place of the term “Republic” because of conjunctural necessities.
However, Arar stresses, Atatiirk did not only use “populism” to “conceal his true
aim or object”, i.e. in order not to use the term of “Republic”. He used it, at the
same time, to refer to “new social and economic order”. Similarly, Bianchi (1984:
100) states that, Atatiirk first used the term “populism” during the War of
Independence in place of the term of Republic “in order to express support for

popular sovereignty without offending his more conservative supporters”.

3 Frey (1965: 336) argues that although Mustafa Kemal rarely used the word “democracy” in his
speeches in the early and mid-twenties, he frequenly used the related concepts, like popular
sovereignty, representative government, freedom, etc. Despite its more frequent use in 1930,
around the time of the formation of the Liberal Party, after its demise and in changing world
conjuncture, he again abandoned it to keep Turkey’s neutral position in a well-foreseen conflict
between the Western democracies and the dictatorships.

41



Populism, in this period, was equated with nationalism and anti-imperialism®* or

used as a “shorthand term embracing all of the goals of the liberation movement”.

Together with Republicanism, populism is the most important “ideological

35
element”

that determines the role of democracy within Kemalism. Therefore, it
is not surprising that in dealing with Kemalist populism, one should relate it to
the debates on democracy and/or republic(anism). It can even be argued that the
political aspect which is related to public participation®® corresponds to the
principle of republicanism. That is to say, the political aspect of populism is
expressed through the notion of popular sovereignty, which was considered
within the principle of republicanism. During the first stage including the War of
Independence and the first years of the Republic populism which was formulated
through expressions like “sovereignty unrestrictedly and unconditionally belongs

to the nation”, and “making people sovereign over their own fate” (or “people

actually and individually guiding their own destiny” — the first article of the

34 The National Liberation Movement was identified with the rejection of communism, which had
been materialized in the Soviet Union as Bolshevism, and with the adoption of an “anti-
imperalist” stand. It is also possible to find traces of an “anti-capitalistic” stand in speeches of
Mustafa Kemal and a few influential members of the revolutionary elite, like Ismail Suphi
(Soysallioglu) and Hasan Basri (Cantay), during the period of National Struggle. In his speech to
the GNA on 1 December 1921, Mustafa Kemal stated that “We are a people who are convinced of
the necessity of conducting our national struggle against an imperialism which wanted to destroy
all of us, our entire national existence and against a capitalism which aimed to swallow us all”
(Kili, 1969: 94-95). Another example of Mustafa Kemal’s anti-imperialistic and anti-capitalistic
discourse can be found in his opening speech of the First Assembly, at the Second Session, in
1921: “When we think in terms of social doctrines, we are a working people, a poor people,
striving to save our lives and independence. Let us know ourselves. We have to work to live and
to achieve our freedom. Therefore, all of us have rights. (...) But we acquire such rights only
through working. In our society there is no place or rights for a person who wants to lie down and
does not want to work. (...) Populism is a social doctrine which aims to base its social order on
occupations. (...) To protect this right and to keep our independence secure, all of us pursue a
doctrine which justifies nationwide struggle against imperialism that wants to destroy us and
against capitalism that wants to devour us.” (quoted in Ilgaz, 1998: 19). Kili asserts that after
winning the War of Independence the revolutionary elite generally abandoned this “anti-
capitalistic” stand (Kili, 1969: 95). However, as many scholars argue, anti-capitalism did not
characterize Mustafa Kemal’s standing since it was the capitalist path of development to be
followed (Ahmad, 1981; Oran, 1988; Tekeli and Saylan, 1978; Timur, 2001).

33 The “ideological” character of populism will be clarified under the subheading of populism and
nationalism.

3% 1t is in this sense -of “people’s participation in political life and administration”- that populism
is considered as a “‘democratic principle.” (Koker, 1990: 137)
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constitution) was dealt with the concepts of “direct democracy” and

“representative democracy” (Koker, 1990: 138).

According to Frey, for Mustafa Kemal the first object was to place certain basic
reforms, while “democracy” was a “secondary” and “contingent” one. However,
Frey argues, there was a “sincere and growing Kemalist commitment to
democratic development” as one of the main objects for Turkish society. He
mentions several examples of “the originally implicit and subsequently explicit
Kemalist adherence to democratic values”. One of them is the First GNA itself,
“the first government in the East created by the people and acting for the people.”
It was a “broadly based body acting according to very democratic procedures,
almost to the point of utility, and pursuant to a self-enacted constitution” which
stated that “sovereignty belonged to the nation”, and declared the Assembly as
the national representative of a “people actually and individually guiding their
own destiny” (Frey, 1965: 335-7). Like Frey, Mumcu also argues for Atatiirk’s
commitment to democracy (democratic and republican form of state) with
reference to Medeni Bilgiler. Republic, for Atatiirk, is “the best form of state” to
realize national sovereignty. It is “the complete and most prominent form” of
democracy. According to Mumcu, this means the identification of “national
sovereignty” with “democracy”. Despite using the term “democracy” only a few
times, he sometimes called it “populism”. His model, according to Mumcu, was a
“democratic republic” where “sovereignty belongs to the nation”, and people
have equal rights to elect rulers. Here, equality before the law, and/or having
equal rights to elect and to be elected gains importance, and the Turkish Grand
National Assembly (TGNA), members of which are elected through general and
equal vote, becomes the unique organ where national sovereignty was “reflected”

(Mumcu, 1986: 27-32).

However, there were speeches that nullify Frey’s and Mumcu’s arguments (of

Atatiirk’s commitment to democracy). On 1 December 1921, when questioned on
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the form of government, Mustafa Kemal paid attention to the uniqueness®’ of

Turkish government:

They ask whether this government is a democratic government or
a socialist one, or they ask which one of the governments you have
read in books so far. Gentlemen, our government is not a
democratic government. And actually, it is not like any of the
forms of government that can be found in books, due to the
condition of ‘Islamiye.” But it is the only government that realizes
national sovereignty, national will (quoted in Ilgaz, 1998: 12).

In December 1922, on the other hand, Mustafa Kemal said:

We should not forget that our form of government is not bolshevik
system. Because we can neither be bolshevik nor communist,
neither one nor the other. Because we are nationalistic and
respectful of our religion. The form of our political regime is a
democratic government and in our language this is uttered as a
“people’s government” (quoted in Ilgaz, 1998: 12).

In another speech, Atatiirk said that there was no ground for Bolshevism in
Turkey since our religion, customs, and social organization do not allow its
association with “us”. He continued arguing that ‘“there was neither big
capitalists, nor artizans and millions of workers in Turkey.” Moreover, there was
no “land question” in our country. And, lastly, “our religious principles” were not
proper to the acceptance of Bolshevism” (Arar, 1963: 20). Again in another

speech38 on 14 August 1920, Mustafa Kemal pointed out the difference between

37 For Frey (1965: 336, 35n), here, Mustafa Kemal was speaking for tactical advantage,

defending the structure of the government of the First Assembly from those who likened it to the
Bolsheviks or who demanded to know why it did not resemble the more typical arrangements of
Western democracies.

38 “[Bliz tilkemizin ve ulusumuzun varligini ve bagimsizligim kurtarmak icin karar verdigimiz
zaman kendi goriislerimize uyuyor, kendi giiciimiize dayanmiyorduk. Hicbir kimseden ders
almadik. Hic kimsenin aldatici sozlerine kanarak ise girismedik. Bizim goriislerimiz, bizim
inanlarimiz herkesge bilinmektedir ki Bolsevik ilkeleri degildir. Bolsevik ilkelerini ulusumuza
benimsetmek icin de simdiye kadar hi¢ diisiinmedik. Higbir davramigta bulunmadik. Bizim
inancimiza gore, ulusumuzun yasayip yiikselmesi, ancak kendi icine sindirebilecegi, benimseyip
hazmedebilmek imkanin1 bulacagi ilkelere baglidir ... Iyice incelenirse goriiliir ki bizim ilkemiz —
ki halk¢iliktir- biitiin giictin, egemenligin, yonetimin, dogrudan dogruya halka verilmesi, halkin
elinde bulundurulmasidir. Bu, hi¢ kuskusuz diinyanin en giicli ilkesidir. Boyle bir ilke,
Bolseviklerinkiyle ilk bakista zitlasmayabilir ... Su var ki Bolgevizm ulus i¢inde gadre ugramis bir
sinif halki g6z oniinde tutar. Bizim ulusumuzsa biitiiniiyle gadre ugramig ve zulim ¢ekmistir. Bu
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their ideas and Bolshevism. He defined their principle as populism, that is, to
render all the power, sovereignty, and administration directly to the people. Such
a principle, he argued, might seem, at first glance, not to be opposed to that of
Bolsheviks. However, in reality, Bolshevism cared about only a certain class of
the people which were “treated unjustly” within the nation. In the Turkish case,
on the contrary, the ones who were “treated unjustly” and “oppressed” were the
nation as a whole rather than a certain part of it (Atatiirk, 1945: 97-98; Caglar,
1968: 81-82).

What is seen in Mustafa Kemal’s populist discourse is that despite stressing terms
like “national sovereignty”, “people’s government”, etc the emphasis he put was
on “administrative-institutional” aspect of populism rather than “social-
egalitarian” one. The former mainly carries “elitist” tones, which are already
involved in populist discourse. This can be explicitly seen in Mustafa Kemal’s
speech at the Konya Turkish Heart (Tiirk Ocagi) on 20 March 1923. Here, he
criticized intellectuals arguing that when they had failed in convincing the
masses, they exerted pressure on the people, and this was, for him, the principal
reason for destruction of the country. To solve this problem, he continued,
intellectuals should have “approached to the people and joined with them”. In this
speech, Mustafa Kemal argued that in order to “drag the people to our aim,” there

should be a “natural harmony” between the “mentality and object” of the class of

intellectuals and that of the people. In other words, “the ideals that the class of

bakimdan ulusumuz insanlig1 kurtarmaya yonelen giiclerce korunmay: hak etmis durumdadir ...
[Y]urdumuzun ve ulusumuzun kurtulusu icin iilkedeki uluscu diizeni korumamiz gerekmektedir.
Her kafadan bir ses ¢ikarsa, her diigiince bir baska sonuca varirsa, iilke i¢inde tiirlii tiirlii akimlar
tireyip tiirli tiirlii durumlar ortaya c¢ikar. Halbuki biz, her yandan, icten ve distan, hele disarinin
etkisiyle icerden, sayisiz saldirilar ve kigkirtmalarla kars1 karsiyayiz. Bu durumda, bize diisen sey,
giiriiltiilye bogmadan birligi korumaktir” (Atatiirk, 1945: 97-98; Caglar, 1968: 81-82).

39 For Prof. Gotthard J aschke, Atatiirk’s speeches that seemed to be “sympathetic to communism”
can be explained with his “diplomatic competence” to divert Russians; to make the communist
propaganda in Turkey ineffective; and to get relief needed for the struggle given against the
Westerners (Arar, 1963: 19). It was thought that being adherent of populism would secure the
support of the Soviet Union, which had aided Turkey during the War of Independence (Tekeli and
Saylan, 1978: 66).
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intellectuals would instill to the people should be taken from the people’s soul

and conscience” (Koker, 1990: 144; Oran, 1988: 140-1).

According to Tekeli and Saylan (1978: 76), the separation of Turkish society into
“intellectuals” and “the people” does not contradict with the assumption of
classless society since this separation was made according to “education variable”
rather than economic one. Behind this separation, for Tekeli and Saylan, there
laid Kemalists’ objective of assigning a certain role—that of bringing Western
civilization to the people- and, parallel to this, giving certain “privileges” to
intellectuals. To bring Western civilization to the people requires, to a large
extent extent, “being in power”, but since the leadership of the War of
Independence had already been in power, the question for them was rather “to
hold onto power”. And this, for them, requires “to be sensitive” to the ideals
“taken from the people’s soul and conscience” while bringing Western
civilization to the people so that they would take the lead in developing society
without breaking off from it. However, as it will be mentioned below, they would
always give precedence to the principles and the reforms®, especially when the

latter were thought to be threatened or endangered.In his speech®' on 28

40 Having been the product of the Civilian Schools of the late 19th century, the Western-oriented
intellectuals who fulfilled various reforms under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal and appointed
to key positions in the government believed that the problems Turkey tackled with could be
solved only “by copying the customs and the educational, political and legal institutions of the
West”, overlooking the fact that they emerged from distinct cultural patterns and values. Far from
helping in solving the problems of Turkey, importing Western legal systems and institutions
caused serious difficulties (Basgdz and Wilson, 1968: 50).

41 . P - 9 o o

[Blir ulus yalniz kendi giiciine dayanarak varligin1 ve bagimsizligini saglayamazsa, sunun
bunun oyuncagi olmaktan kurtulamaz ... Bu nedenledir ki kuruluslarimizda ulusal giiciin etkin,
ulusal istemin egemen olmasi ilke olarak benimsenmistir ... Kurulusumuzda ise kdyden ve
mahalleden, buralarin halkindan, demek ki bireyden (fertten) basliyoruz. Bireyler diisiiniir
olmadik¢a, topluluklar1 istenen yonlere, sunun bunun aklina gore iyi veya kotii yonlere
siriiklemek kolay olur. Bu siiriiklenisten kendini kurtarabilmek igin her bireyin yurt ve ulus
kaderi ile ilgilenmesi gerekir. Asagidan yukariya, temelden ¢atiya dogru yiikselen boyle bir
kurulus, kuskusuz, saglam olur. Su var ki, her isin baslangicinda, asagidan yukariya olmasi
istenirse de yukardan asagiya dogru olmasindan kaginilamaz. Biitiin isler boyle asagidan
yukariya, temelden ¢atiya dogru olusup gelisselerdi biitiin insanlik amaclarinin hepsine kavugmus
olurdu. Boyle gergeklesmelerin olanaklari bugiine dek tam kavramiyle bulunamadig: i¢in girisken
kimseler, uluslara yonelmesi gereken yolu gostermekten kendilerini alamiyorlar. Boylelikle ilkin
yukardan agagiya bir olusma basliyor. Biz tilkemiz i¢indeki gezilerimizde yukaridan asagiya boy
atip gelismis ulusal kuruluslarin 6z baslangica, bireye kadar indigini ve oradan bir daha yukariya
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December 1919 with the notables of Ankara, Atatiirk’s support for the idea of
“revolution from above™** was explicitly seen. In this speech, Atatiirk underlined
that in order not “to be tool of others”, the nation should “sustain its existence and
independence relying only on its own power”. It is for this reason that to render
“national power active”, and “national will sovereign” in institutions was adopted
as a “principle”. Here the starting point was “individual”. Unless individuals were
“thinkers”, it would be so easy to “drag the communities into either good or bad
direction” according to one’s inclination. To prevent this, “each individual should
concern with the fate of national homeland and nation”. Such an establishment
“rising from the bottom to the top” would certainly be “strong” and more
preferable. However, Atatiirk goes on, at the beginning, the contrary -was
“unavoidable”. That is to say, founding would be unavoidably from the top to the
bottom despite the opposite was preferable. Since the “possibilities” of the latter
could not be provided until then, the “daring persons are unable to stop
themselves from showing the way nations have to direct towards.” Hence, at first,

“formation from the top to the bottom” (Caglar, 1968: 17-18).

As Oran (1988: 141) rightly stresses, the criterion for the future work was “the
model which elites had in their mind” rather than “demands coming from (to be
more exact, not coming) unconscious masses”. This can be explicitly seen in
Mustafa Kemal’s words. He stated that in decisions to be taken, they would “take
into consideration the inclinations of the people”, and not conflict with these
inclinations. But, once principles were in question, they would sacrifice

themselves rather than those principles (Atay, 1969: 363).

dogru gercek olusmaya basladigini sevinerek gordiik. Yine de tam olgunluga kavustugunu ileri
siiremeyiz. Bu olugmanin, bu gelismenin yurt ve ulus Ol¢giisiinde istenen diizeye ulasmast i¢in
elimizden gelen ¢abay1 harcamayi bir ulus ve yurt 6devi biliyoruz.” (Caglar, 1968: 17-18).

2 As Oran quotes from Ziégler, Wetter introduced the term “revolution from above” to refer to

make revolution or revolutionary changes through the medium of the “revolutionary” state rather
than of “amorphous and unconscious masses” (Oran, 1988: 65).
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Another example to Mustafa Kemal’s belief in the need for “revolution from
above,” and his elitism is from Karlsbad memoirs.* Here, he argued that once he
got hold of power, he might make the revolution needed in social life through a
“coup” all of a sudden. He continued that after having a higher education for a
long time, and expending years to gain independence, he would not “descend to
the level of uneducated”. He would do the contrary so that they would resemble

him (Afetinan, 1983: 27).

As Tekeli and Saylan state, the concept of populism acquired different meaning
and function as a result of the changing balance of internal and external power
after the War of Independence and during the foundation of the Republic. Since
there was no need for the wide support of the people, and of the Soviet Union,
anymore as it had been needed during the time of the War of Independence, there
was a change in Kemalist understanding of populism (Tekeli and Saylan, 1978:
71-72). In fact, this change was nothing but shift in emphasis on the two aspects
of populism. It can be argued that once there was an increasing need for support
of the people, the emphasis was shifted onto the social-egalitarian aspect, while
during the time of establishment the administrative-institutional aspect took

precedence at the expense of the former.
IL.2.2. Populism During the Single Party Period
Having been used in place of the term of “Republic”, meaning national-popular

sovereignty, and coming close to its literal meaning of “for the people, by the

people” during the first period, populism was expressed through the formula of

# « Benim elime biiyiik salahiyet ve kudret gecerse ben sosyal yasammmizda istenilen devrimi bir
anda bir “coup” ile uygulayabilecegimi saniyorum... Neden ben bu kadar yillik bir yiiksek
Ogrenim gordiikten, uygar yasam ve toplumu inceledikten ve 6zgiirliigii elde etmek icin hayati ve
yillar1 harcadiktan sonra neden cahiller derecesine ineyim? Onlar1 kendi dereceme ¢ikaririm. Ben
onlar gibi degil, onlar benim gibi olsunlar” (Afetinan, 1983: 27).
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“for the people, despite the people” within the second stage (1930s).** Especially
after the foundation of the Republic, rather than its “political” and/or
“democratic” aspect, ‘“cultural” and “social” (socio-economic) aspects of
populism took precedence with an emphasis on “solidarity”, “absence® of classes
and/or class conflict”, “nation and national unity”, etc. Dumont also pays
attention to the same point. After mentioning two usages of populism as a
“synonym for democracy”, with its classic formula of “government by the people
and for the people”, and as a “militant intellectual activity aimed at leading the
people on the road to progress” (or to refer to “various movements mobilizing the
intelligentsia for the service of the economic, cultural and social progress of the
masses,” the most widely known example being that of the Russian narodniki), he
talks of a much more specific meaning, “a Turkish version of solidarist ideas”,
with a vision of a Turkish nation constituted of “solidary, closely interdependent
occupational groups” rather than classes (Dumont, 1984: 31). It can be explicitly
seen in Atatiirk’s —and other Republican leaders- speeches and declarations that
there was no “clearly delimited social classes” in Turkish society which “was not
yet sufficiently developed”. And this character of Turkish society, it was thought,
“should be taken to avoid class conflicts and to implant solidarity among the

different categories of the population” so as to make them “feel like members of

* The political aspect of populism during this period was again expressed within the principle of
republicanism through the concept of national sovereignty. However, after the experiences of
TCF and SCF which aroused a “fear of retrogression of reforms and an idea of “protecting the
regime against any kind of danger”, populism was formulated so as “not to allow a pluralist
political regime”. As Koker states, protecting or preserving national unity, wholeness and
independence, and sustaining security was the most urgent thing rather than democratic character
of the nation-state (Koker, 1990: 159). Here, Koker rightly asks the question of whether the
defense of the idea of national sovereignty, on the one hand, and the idea that destructive dangers
against the political regime, in which the nation is the sovereign, may arise within the nation
itself, on the other, created a contradiction between the principle of populism and republicanism.
He replies the question saying that the contradiction between the idea of “for the people despite
the people” and republicanism was tried to be coped with by defining populism through
Rousseausque concepts like “national will” and “national sovereignty”. Koker described this as
“weakening” of political aspect of populism, while giving weight to its “cultural” and “economic”
aspects. (Koker, 1990: 145-149)

4 Rejection of the existence of social classes is indeed one of the fundamental characteristics of
contemporary Third World populism. For the irrelevance of the concept of class struggle in
populism which is generally “conciliatory” and rarely “revolutionary” see Worsley (1969: 229).
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one great family”. This conception of populism, Dumont argues, was a “response
to the Marxist concept of class struggle”. That is to say, the solidarist ideas was
adopted “to fight communism and the Bolshevik conception of class struggle”
(Dumont, 1984: 33). Akural also pays attention to Atatiirk’s use of populism
against domestic communists who claimed for the existence of class struggle in
Turkey. At the RPP Congress in Izmir on 27 January 1931 he seems to answer
the communist argument for the inevitability of class struggle: “Our party is an
institution which is aiming to serve the rights of each class in an equal manner,
without harming any one of them. Our actions have proven this” (Akural, 1984:

138).

Denying the existence of class in Turkey,” and being aware of the need for
“national solidarity”, Atatiirk called his party the “People’s Party” which would
be based on the principle of populism and was thought to equally represent “the
interests of all classes” (Akural, 1984: 138). The word “people” in the name of
the Party was used to refer to the whole nation rather than to a social class. In

Mustafa Kemal’s words (December 1922), the Turkish nation

does not possess various social classes that will pursue interests
that are very different from one another and that will accordingly
struggle with each other. The existing social classes are necessary
and indispensable to one another. Therefore, the People’s Party
may well engage in securing the rights and well-being of all social
classes. (quoted in Erdogan, 1992: 54)

The assumption that society was composed not of social classes but of individuals
who belonged to various occupational groups, such as businessmen, government
officials, farmers, and craftsmen, mutually dependent on each other and having

no conflicting economic interests was ended up with the denial of the multi-party

46 “Preparations to forestall any class struggle, when the class structure of the society was denied,
can be attributed either to apprehension that conditions generating class struggle existed in the
society, or to the fact that the anticipated future economic development would lead to such a
struggle.” (Karpat, 1959: 53)
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system, which, in fact, was resulted from divergent and/or specific economic
interests in society to be defended in separate political parties, there was no need
for the multi-party system. The RPP was “the synthesis” and ‘“the sole
representative of all these groups”, which were collectively defined as “the
people”, and aimed to give to all these groups “the possibility of active
participation in creating general and genuine prosperity for the whole nation”
(Karpat, 1959: 51-52). Mahmut Esat Bozkurt emphasizes this characteristic of the
RPP as follows:

No party in the civilized world has ever represented the whole
nation as completely and as sincerely as the RPP. Other parties
defend the interests of various social classes and strata. For our
part, we do not recognize the existence of these classes and strata.
For us, all are united. There are no gentlemen, no masters, no
slaves. There is but one whole set and this set is the Turkish nation
(quoted in Dumont, 1984: 33).

This was explicitly seen in Mustafa Kemal’s speech at Balikesir on 7 February
1923, too. He paid attention to the inclusive character of the People’s Party, and
displayed a negative attitude towards political parties. Denying the existence of
different classes in the country, he declared that the People’s Party included not
only a part, but the nation as a whole (Koker, 1990: 146). Here, he used populism
in a “solidarist” sense, meaning that in a “classless society” like Turkey “social
development should be through a solidary division of labour which would benefit
everyone” (Kazancigil, 1981: 51). For Tekeli and Saylan (1978: 72-74), the most
interesting point in this speech is that Mustafa Kemal rested his understanding of
populism upon the assumption of absence’’ of class differentiation in Turkish

society. Denying the existence of class contradictions in Turkish society, Mustafa

7 Similarly, Peker (1931: 11) states that the welfare of the country would be obtained at the
absence of “domination of class mentality”. The way of ensuring interests within a country was
not that of class formation which caused an “unfair, greedy, and fanatic class struggle” which led
to constant dispute among citizens. This dispute, Peker goes on, destructs “nationalist ideas”, and
“the national unity” which has a vital importance in the maintenance and protection of the state.
Rather, the Party believed in the realization of both individual and group interests within the
framework of the general interests of the state and the country. Peker concludes that they denied
and replaced the idea of class formation.

51



Kemal “identified” populism with “nationalism”, removing its “anti-bureaucratic
character” and approaching Union and Progress’ initial understanding of
populism. Giving reference to the same speech where Mustafa Kemal denied
existence of classes in Turkey and argued for the inclusion of the whole nation in
the People’s Party, Elicin pays attention to the identification of the concepts of
“the people” and “the nation”. This identification was followed by thinking of the
nation as “people’s state” or “people’s government”, and the idea of peculiarity
of the single-party regime which was considered to be a natural outcome of being
a classless society (Eli¢in, 1970: 234). Similarly, Shaw and Shaw call attention to
the close connection between Kemalist populism, which was a “corollary to
Republicanism”, that “government was of the people” —an idea manifested in
accepting all the citizens of the Republic equal regardless of class, rank, religion,
or occupation-(Shaw and Shaw, 1978: 378) and Turkish nationalism which
served for the unification of the Turkish people around common goals, and for
the prevention of class struggle and ideological divisiveness that might have
resulted in a period of rapid change, by creating a “feeling of national solidarity”

(Shaw and Shaw, 1978: 376).

Bianchi also pays attention to this more specific usage of populism (solidarity),
that is, “populism more specifically as a description of the sociological bases of
the new nation-state”. He points out the similarity between Atatiirk’s early
descriptions of the national community and its sources of solidarity, and those of

Ziya Gokalp®®. At first characterizing the new Turkey as “a society united in

48 Gokalp’s solidaristic populism had determined the Kemalist conception of populism to a large
extent. His solidaristic view which carried the traits of Durkheim, who thinks of society in terms
of “harmony” rather than conflict, had impact on the Republican intellectuals, shaping the
imagination of society in populist thought. Gokalp’s conception of “the people” as “classless”,
“united” and “complementary” groups without conflicting interests was advocated by the leaders
of the regime during the 1920s (Karadmerlioglu, 2001a: 274-275). However, as it was mentioned
in the previous part of the study, Gokalp’s conceptualization of “the people” and “the elite” differ
from that of Kemalists in terms of not being “elitist” -and/or “substitutionist”- in the strict sense
of the word. Another difference between the two arises from Gokalp’s understanding of “etatism
coming from solidarism”, which according to Berkes, “resembles an Middle Age etatism based on
lonca socialism”. He recalls a return to the “lonca tradition” but by “modernizing” it through the
idea of “occupational representation” taken from Durkheim’s solidarism. For Berkes, this, i.e. his
approach to the question of economic development, is the point where “the inadequacy of
Gokalp’s romanticism” can be clearly observed (Berkes, 1975: 248). However, it should be
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terms of race, religion and culture, filled with feelings of mutual respect and
sacrifice, and having a common fate and interest”, he talked of “solidarity based
on common cultural identity”, while by 1923, he, like Gokalp in his later
writings, spoke of “solidarity based on the functional interdependence of different
social and economic groups”. In the latter use, according to Bianchi, being
removed from its meaning of “popular sovereignty” and “cultural solidarity”,
populism came to be “identified with the effort to encourage economic
development and preserve social peace by maintaining equilibrium among the
producing classes” (Bianchi, 1984: 100-101). The present author, on the contrary,
does not agree with Bianchi because despite its meaning had been seemingly
changing in time, populism continued to preserve its meaning of ‘“popular
sovereignty”. What is at issue here is rather a shift in the emphasis from the

political aspect to “cultural” and ““socio-economic” ones.

In 1931, before the principle of populism was constitutionalized, Atatiirk

mentioned the principle of the Party as the one rejecting the notion of class:

One of our basic principles is to consider the people of the Turkish
Republic not as composed of separate classes but as a community
divided among various occupations with regard to the division of
labour for individual and social life. Farmers, craftsmen, labourer
and workers, free professionals, industrialists, merchants and civil
servants are the main working groups comprising Turkish society.
The labour of each of these is indispensable to the life and well-
being of the others and society in general. The goal at which our
party aims with this principle is to obtain social order and
solidarity instead of class conflict and to establish harmony among
interests so that they will not injure one another. Interests will be
balanced according to their degree of capability, knowledge and
contribution. (Bianchi, 1984: 102).

reminded that the principle of “occupational representation” had many supporters during the
preparation of the first Constitution, and adopted by Enciimen-i Mahsus, but encountered Mustafa
Kemal’s opposition.
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For Bianchi, despite not indicating “any explixit hierarchical ordering of
occupations”, this description of populism differed significantly from Atatiirk’s
previous affirmation of “social egalitarianism”. Rather, it recalled “Ottoman
statecraft’s traditional concern with increasing economic prosperity by
maintaining a ‘weighted balance’ between unequal functional categories”. To this
understanding of populism, Bianchi argues, accompanied a “shift toward etatist
economic policy”. Thus, he concludes, this conception of populism served as
ideological justification for “state corporatism” during the 1930s (Bianchi, 1984:

102-103), especially

under the leadership of Recep Peker... Under Peker’s chairmanship
the People’s Party and the state were eventually merged into a
single authoritarian apparatus that was to serve both as the
supreme arbiter in social relations and as the chief organizer of
economic enterprises. The People’s Party soon invoked the
concept of populism to describe itself as “the synthesis of the
people” and as the sole authoritative interpreter of the national
interest. Populists were described as “those who do not accept
privileges for any family, class, group or individual”. The
representation of such specific interests through alternative,
nonparty, or nonbureaucratic channels was regarded as
unnecessary and as encouraging the acquisition of illegitimate
privilege (Bianchi, 1984: 103-104).

Similarly, Parla defines Atatiirk’s understanding of populism as a “corporatist”49

one which denied the existence of conflicting class interestsso, and rather claimed
that there existed unity of interests among occupational groups which were

represented together and in harmony under the roof of single—party.51 It was not a

* While comparing 1970’s populism with 1930’s Kemalist populism, Yegen (2001: 69) defines
the latter as a “corporatist populism” which considered the nation as a “source of sovereignty”
and formed of a community lack of interest conflict.

0 parla (1991: 42) states that despite sometimes being declared as “classless”, the society, in fact,
was seen as being composed of classes, but deprived of class conflict.

3! The party model that definition of “corporatist society-people” requires is the single-party that
will harmoniously represent the interests of all. From the beginning, Atatiirk decided to found —
and the conditions of the country also necessitated- a “single-party” which would include all
classes. That is to say, Turkey would sustain internal peace and political stability in a single party
regime, which would be welcomed by the West with its “anti-liberal” and “anti-socialist”, but
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“socialist, narodnicist, middle-class, middle-peasant populism” as some claimed.
It did not claim to “defend oppressed people, poor sections”. On the contrary, one
of its chief aims was to create a national bourgeoisie, millionaires (Parla, 1991:
42). This understanding of populism neither involve elements related to “being
democratic”, nor “socialist elements” (Parla, 1991: 247). Kemalist populism
means “to be anti-liberal” and “anti-socialist”; it is “solidarist corporatism”.
Claiming to replace “liberal rationality” with “solidarist theory”, Kemalist
populism aimed to create an “organic”, “unique” people-nation (Parla, 1991:

326).

1935 Program of the RPP preserved the previously formulated principle of
“halk¢ilik” declaring that

we consider the individuals who accept an absolute equality before
the law, and who recognize no privileges for any individual,
family, class or community, to be of the people and for the people
(populist). It is one of our main principles to consider the people of
the Turkish Republic, not as composed of different classes, but as
a community divided into various professions according to the
requirements of the division of labour for the individual and social
life of the Turkish people. The farmers, handicraftsmen, labourers
and workmen, people exercising free professions, industrialists,
merchants, and public servants are the main groups of work
constituting the Turkish community. The functioning of each of
these groups is essential to the life and happiness of the others and
of the community. The aims of our party, with this principle, are to
secure social order and solidarity instead of class conflict, and to
establish harmony of interests. The benefits are to be proportionate
to the aptitude to the amount of work (Ahmad, 1977: 4).

The general foundations of 1931 and 1935 Program of the RPP were the same to

a large extent.’> A significant difference is restriction of individual and social

“corporatist capitalist” character, being an “ideological and geopolitical buffer” against the Soviet
Revolution (Parla, 1991: 219-220).

52 At the third session of RPP’s Biiyiik Kurultay held on 13 May 1935, Peker declared the main
characteristic of the new program as increasing approximation of the state and the RPP, which
had been working together with the state from the beginning, to each other. The fundamental
qualities of the Party, namely republicanism, nationalism, populism, revolutionism, statism, and
secularism had become “qualities of new Turkish state” after the approval of the new program
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3 and that

rights with “the boundary of the existence and authority of the state
the activities of corporate bodies cannot contradict with the public interest. As
Parla states, here, Gokalpist solidarist corporatism was surpassed and there arose
an understanding of a “state ‘granting’ rights to individual” and that of an
“individual having obligations to the state (rather than society)” (Parla, 1991: 33-
34). According to Parla, here, we see the “political-administrative” dimension of
Kemalist statism in addition to its “economic” dimension (Parla, 1991: 42). The
former, Parla argues, was an important aspect of RPP’s corporatism and had an
organic relation with “populism”, playing a significant role since the beginning of
the 1920s. That is to say, “the understanding of unity and integrity of
people/nation —state/party” had been dominant from the beginning (Parla, 1991:
221). Parla considers “one nation/people”, one-state/party”, “sole-chief/father”
(tek-sef/ata) as the “preparatory principle”, lying behind the “organic relations”
between Kemalist populism, nationalism, republicanism, and political-

administrative statism (Parla, 1991: 326).

Parallel to Parla, Kilicbay argues that like Ottomans, the Republic also
“sanctified the state”, while disallowing the formation of an “individual”. He
goes on arguing that the Republic is perceived in the way Ottoman did: on the
one hand, there is a state as an “original possessor of everything”, on the other,
citizens obliged to serve,” i.e., “subjects”. The result of this separation is “state
as a geometric space of communities” rather than that of a “republic as citizens’

corporation”. The Republic makes the contract with “individuals”, not with

(Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Doérdiincti Biiyiik Kurultayr Goriismeleri Tutalgasi, Ankara, Ulus
Basimevi, 1935, p.45).

33 At the conference he gave on 16 October 1931, after enumerating individual and social rights,
like freedom of conscience, of thought, of property, Peker immediately paid attention to the point
that while citizens were using these rights, the protection of state authority, and preventing the
violation of others’ liberties would be observed (Peker, 1931: 12). Again, at the Fourth Congress
of the RPP, Peker stated that the boundaries of the individual interest would be determined by and
be consistent with the public interest (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Dérdiincii Bilyiikk Kurultay:
Goriismeleri Tutalgasi, Ankara, Ulus Basimevi, 1935, p.48).
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communities. Since the formation of an individual was disallowed, “individual
identities” are imprisoned within communities (Kilighay, 1994: 17-18). In the
Ottoman system, Kilicbay argues, the people had never become political actors.
Rather, they remained as a “governed group” in its true sense. This factor,
together with lack of philosophy would lead to coming from of all demands of
“reform” and “change” from above. In order to prepare ground for a “movement”
of reform and “westernization”, Atatiirk attempted for forming “the people”
which was “nonexistent” (Kilichay, 1994: 61-62), by presenting them a “new
alternative identity”. This brings into the agenda the relationship between

populism and nationalism.

I1.2.2.1. Populism and Nationalism

There is a close relationship between the Kemalist understanding of populism and
nationalism. During the foundation of the Republic, these two principles
complemented each other, serving mainly the unification of the Turkish people
around common goals, and the prevention of class struggle both with their
assumption of the “absence of classes and class conflict” and with their emphasis
on “solidarity” and “unity”. It is through this very denial and concealment of
intranational social contradictions and antagonisms™ (along with other
inequalities) under the roof of “nation” and “the people” —which were sometimes

used as “replacable” terms- that both principles played an ideological role.

Being an “expression of transition from the multi-national state to a new political
structure in which a single nation is dominant”, Kemalist nationalism was related
to -at the political level- “the legitimacy” of the state or political power, “political

equality” and “people’s participation in administration”, and to the “idea of

3% “The antagonistic definition of social-political space around the popular pole and the pole of the
dominant sectors was simply absent within the Kemalist discourse. Quite the contrary, the denial
of the existence of social antagonisms and antagonistic social subjectivities constituted a major
tenet of it” (Erdogan, 1992: 63).
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political independence”. By equating™ “nation” with the “state”, and granting
sovereignty to the nation, which is considered as “the most supreme power” in
the society, Kemalism aimed at “presenting a new alternative identity to the
people”, and “placing a new understanding of legitimacy different from the
Ottoman one”. This brings us to the question of “determining national will”, by
means of which the identification between nation and state was established. There
are two ways of doing this: first, adopting “direct democracy”, and second,
representative democracy, in which “national will” is realized through elected
representatives of the nation in the representative institutions (Koker, 1990: 154-

156).

Atatiirk’s declarations concerning the characteristics of a nation-state, Koker
argues, can be evaluated as an “expression of a rule of law” which is based on the
principle of equality before the law. He goes on arguing that the idea of the
absence of social classes expressed in the principle of populism was tried to be
completed with the idea of “political legal equality”. Thus, the existence of a
single political organization (or party- RPP) which would include all the people
and of the sovereignty of TGNA as a “concrete expression of the spiritual
existence of the nation suffices for people’s participation in politics and
administration”. This is how the single-party regime based on the “superiority of
the assembly” was legitimized. That is to say, replacement of the principle of
making people sovereign over their own fate with an abstract concept of nation
was, in fact, the solidification of the latter’s will in the state as “the most supreme
power” in the society, which was actually organized in the TGNA, formed by

RPP, which was under the guidance of the administrative cadre of the party.

5% Without neglecting the “internationalism” of a number of populist movements, Stewart views
populism as a kind of nationalism equating “the nation” and “the people”. “In a populistic phase
of the drive for national independence, great emphasis is laid upon mobilizing ‘the people’ as an
essential part of the struggle... By its orientation towards the people at least in theory, and its
involvement of the people at least in aspirations (activation is more important than participation in
this context), populistic nationalism may be distinguished from other nationalisms chiefly
characterized by economic policy and/or cultural ethos” (Stewart, 1969: 183). Stewart mentions
two types of “populistic nationalism”. In the first type, populism is an important phase in the
struggle for national independence, while the second type characterizes “regimes” rather than
“movements” (Stewart, 1969: 184-185).
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Hence, identification of “nation”, “state”, and “party”’, meaning to “decide and
act in accordance with what is good for the people despite the people” (Koker,

1990: 157-159). It is through this identification that

The Republican [populism] ... had informed (and legitimized) the
mono-party authoritarianism of the early Republic. This official
version was nationalist in terms of its conception of political
community, secularist with regard to origins of political authority,
and etatist in terms of its understanding of “popular welfare”.
Also, official populism had been a means for legitimizing a
Rousseausque kind of claim to representation: the general
(solidary) will of the people had been represented directly by a
solitary elite in a regime d’assemblée that had reflected in reality
less the general will and more the will of the bureaucratic elites
(Sunar, 1990: 749).

Karpat also pays attention to the close relationship between Kemalist principles
of populism and nationalism. Populism, according to him, was “both the result of
nationalism”, which was at the basis of the regime, and a “social-political
justification for it”>®. It involves in itself “the idea of a government based on the
people’s sovereignty”, which was at the basis of the nationalist movement and of
the National Assembly. However, in the absence of almost “any means through
which people could effectively exercise that sovereignty and have a voice in
changing the government”, this remained a ‘“fictitious sovereignty” (Karpat,
1959: 51). That is to say, the obstacles to the political participation (of the people)
were “theoretically removed” (Celik, 2001: 77), whereas the fundamental social

structure was to be kept, and the social, political, and economic developments

%% peker’s speech at the Fourth Congress of the RPP is a good expression of the close relationship
established between Kemalist populism and nationalism. Here, populism appeared almost as a
precondition for national unity: “[S]imf kavgasi, tahakkiim, imtiyaz fikirlerini kokiinden silen bir
zihniyet, bu memleketin zihniyetini tamamlayacaktir. Ancak bizim istedigimiz ve anladigimiz
manada halk¢r olmaktir ki milliyet¢iligi en temiz ve saf bir degere ¢ikarir. Sade milliyetgilik Tiirk
vataninin sinirt icinde, dil birligi, kiiltiir birligi ile mazi hatiralarina ve gelecek zamanin
emellerine baglilikta birlesme yapar. Fakat bu anlayista birlesmis olsa da; i¢inde, sinif, imtiyaz
carpigmalar1 kopmayan yani halk¢i bir duygu ile birlesmemis olan bir ulus yigin1 hak ve serefte
miisavi teklerden kurulmus bir ulusal birlik kiitlesi viicuda getiremez ... Ulus yi§im1 bu saf
duygularla halk¢1 olmalidir ki halk yiginlart ulusgulugun yaptig1 biiyiik kuvvetle birbirini seven
birbirine baglanan biiyiik bir varlik teskil edebilsin” (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Dordiincii Biiyiik
Kurultay1 Goriismeleri Tutalgasi, Ankara, Ulus Basimevi, 1935, p.46).
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would be realized upon the basis of the existing social organization. This meant
an “implicit” approval of the continuation of social differentiation in the same old
pattern, leading Karpat to label the regime “politically revolutionary” and

“socially conservative™’ (Karpat, 1959: 51).

Another important issue concerning the relationship between Kemalist principles
of populism and nationalism is its contradictory character. As Koker argues,
defining nation as a unity in language, culture and ideal stripped of religious
characteristics, and so presenting a “new alternative identity” to the people living
within the Turkish society, the Kemalist principle of nationalism contradicts with
the “cultural” aspect of populism which is defined as the preservation of people’s
values and aspirations and of characteristics peculiar to the Turkish people”
(Koker, 1990: 153) within the process of social change without hindering social

development.

This contradiction is, in fact, closely related to the “instrumentalist” and
“hybrid/ambigious” character of the principle of populism which expresses itself
in the imagination of the relationship between “the people” and “the nation”. The
people, despite being “idealized” or “exalted”, carries ambiguities and
“inauspiciousness”, which would be possible to overcome by an identification of
people with nation, which would be realised through an orientation or direction of
the people towards that ideal —to be a nation- going beyond being the “common
people”. And it is only to the extent that the people is “nationalized” and show
the “will” and “performance” to be a nation that the people is seen as a “value”,
and as an “embryo” of the nation. Once the people is considered as an “embryo”
of the nation, there arises the problem of “ripening”, or “maturing”. To the extent
that the people is not “nationalized”, it is seen as the place of ambiguities and
inauspiciousness. Bora and Canefe (2001: 638-639) call this tension between the
people and the nation within Kemalist nationalism as another expression of

“paradoxical elitism” of populist ideologies, and consider it as a continuation of

7 For Karpat (1959: 51), “[t]his was true in matters of social organization, although in matters of
social custom it was revolutionary.”
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the distinction or separation between the “common people /elite””, taken over

from the Ottoman societal order.

This contradictory conceptualization of the people is also emphasised by
Oztiirkmen (1998). As she stated, while the people is displayed and exalted as the
source of political sovereignty and “new values”, it is defined as an “uneducated
mass” to be educated in Kemalists’ discourse. The “ideal of peasantism” is
nothing else than the embodiment of this ambiguous and contradictory definition.
As Karadmerlioglu states, the peasantry is imagined or considered a social group
who forms the “origin” of the Turkish nation, who plays a “determining” role in
the national development: “pure”, “honorable”, “reasonable” and “open for
change”. In other words, villages are considered as places where the national
culture is thought to be “pure” and “completely preserved” (Karadmerlioglu,
2001b: 287, 293-4). However, once stripped of being the carrier of national
identity, the people is seen as inauspicious, as “uneducated masses”’, even as a
“threat” to the modernization project and the social order (Karadmerlioglu,
2001a: 282). They are viewed as that part of the society which should be
transformed through various reforms. In this context, the slogan “the villager is
our master” remains a slogan. As a matter of fact, in many underdeveloped
countries, as Worsley argues, the populist exaltation or glorification of the
peasant and the “communitarian” aspect of village society could not go beyond
being simply a “part of the ideological armoury of rhetoric”, called by Selznick
an “unanalysed abstraction”. It is included in party programs and national
mythology, but has no importance in practice. (It was also the case in Kemalist

populism which did not go beyond the slogan of “the villager is the master of the

o8 Tuncay (1999: 211-17) believes that this distinction between the “common people” and the
“elite” was continued through the practice and ideology of Kemalist laicism. He argues that
despite being “progressive”, laicism and populism conflicted with each other during the first years
of the Republic. According to him, Republican laicism can be seen as one of the most important
factors that incited the alienation of the elite from the common people, whereby he considers this
as a conscious and purposeful action. Kemalist intellectuals put forth their wishes to remain
“distinct from” -and consider themselves “superior to”- the masses in their attitudes towards
religion. For intellectuals who claim to know the truth and be responsible for making the masses
admit those truths —if necessary, by force- laicism became a way of distinguishing themselves
from the people.
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nation”.) However, despite being “unrealized” or “unrealizable myths”, these
“unanalysed abstractions” have ‘“social” significance providing both “major
sources of powerful springs of action” and that of “legitimation, identity and
meaning”. Being essentially “myth”, such kind of populism differs from those
which are directly related to the life of the small rural producer (Worsley, 1969:
234).

All these arguments shed light onto the immanent contradiction of populism. That
is to say, on the one hand, the intellectuals “exalt” the people with their values,
traditions, etc in such a way that they generally form “the source” of the nation.
On the other hand, the same people are seen as to be “trained”, “enlightened”. It
is exactly the latter consideration of the people that “entails” the ‘“help” of
intellectuals. Since the people are thought of lacking the qualities of mind and
character or knowledge to be attained through education, there arises a need for a
group of individuals which decide and act “on behalf of”” and “for them”. In other
words, the masses were seen as ‘“not fit to govern for themselves”, creating the
need for the leadership “to govern the masses”. This brings into the agenda the

role of participation and/or representation.

11.2.2.2. The Role of Participation in Kemalist Populism

Following Ahmad, it is possible to argue that if we accept that the principle of
mass participation is an important element of democracy, we should say that this
principle had been an “inseparable element of Kemalism” being based on the
conditions of the War of Independence. The key words of this ideological
struggle directed against the Sultan were the “people” and the “nation”, which
were depicted in the National Pact. Later, in his Nutuk —the “Speech” read before
the National Assembly in 1927- Atatiirk evaluated populism as a mechanism
which would enable to delegate power, sovereignty and administration directly to

the people (Ahmad, 1999: 163-4). This, as Kili states, requires realization of
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equality especially through a transition from being a “subject” to a “citizen” and
providing the latter with necessary conditions for participation. Grounding the
political regime on national sovereignty, improving opportunity and possibility
of education, altering the Election Law, giving women and men the right to equal
vote, defining the voter age as 18, giving women the right to participation into
election (in 1930 participation in municipality election, in 1934 to general
elections) were important steps of “participation” which is already involved in —
and aimed at by- “populism”. Despite the fact that these attempts prepared the
ground for increasing political participation and for multi-party system
accelerating ‘“‘upward mobility”, the “social” (social-egalitarian) aspect of
populism remained inadequate since there was no sufficient changes and reforms
in economic structure (Kili, 1981: 251-252). Similarly, for Selek (1968: 713), it
was thought that populism would be realized through a certain number of legal
formulas, which were thought to create a society where no privileges given to
anybodysg. The focus was, Selek continues, on the political aspect of populism

rather than economic and social ones®, leading to the neglect of the latter.

Here, following Akural, one must make a distinction between “political rhetoric”
and “political practice”. Quoting from the 1935 Program of the RPP that “We
consider the individuals who accept an absolute equality before the law, and who
recognize no privileges for an individual, family, class or community to be of the

people and for the people (populist)”’, and from Peker’s speech at the Fourth

ok Peker, at the conference on 16 October 1931, mentions the sentence of the Party Program
stating that “We consider the individuals who accept an absolute equality before the law, and who
recognize no privileges for an individual, family, class or community to be of the people and for
the people (populist)”, and then argues that the privileges mentioned were actually non existent,
and the general structure of the country was “not suitable” for such a claim (Peker, 1931: 12).

% Oran (1988: 202-4) also underlines the point that populism is an “ideological means” which has
important socio-economic and socio-political impacts. However, having failed in carrying out
certain tasks in Turkey, its function was limited to being an “instrument of nationalism”. Quoting
from Ergil, Oran mentions two conditions for a populist regime to be “effective” and
“permanent”: first, the living conditions of working people should be improved especially through
income redistribution; and second, they can be organized to defend their rights against the
bourgeoisie. Peron’s success in Argentina during the period of 1946-55 was the result of his
decision to take into consideration these two conditions.
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Congress of the Republic, then Secretary General, that “We do not believe in
regional interests nor in the privilege of feudalism, agalik, of families and of
groups”® Akural raises several objections against these statements. First of all, he
argues that the principle of equality before the law, and the rejection of the
sultanate are not enough to call a political system populist. The second objection
is the continuing socio-economic and political influence of “agalik” throughout
modern Turkish history. Criticizing Jaschke’s assertion that “the peasants were
the real beneficiaries of Atatiirk’s reforms” for having “no factual justification”,
and agreeing with Landau’s claim that most Kemalist reforms were “focused on
the cities, towns and the main provincial centers” neglecting the villages, Akural
argues that despite being theoretically “imbued with egalitarian values™®?,
Kemalist populism “did not in practice seek to reconstruct the economic order”.
“Kemalist reform policies”, he states, “reflected the parochial concerns of the
urbanized intellectuals” rather than “the aspirations of the peasant community”
(Akural, 1984: 136-137). On 1 March 1922, in his opening speech at the GNA,
Atatiirk called the peasants “the real owners and masters of Turkey”, and

announced that his governments economic policies were devoted to “the

realization of this noble goal” (Atatiirk, 1945: 219). However,

in the absence of effective price supports, agricultural goods
remained artificially cheap, and the peasants experienced no
appreciable economic gains throughout the Kemalist era. Primitive
agricultural methods, the lack of roads and transportation facilities,
inefficient marketing, the inelasticity of demand for agricultural
goods, and even agricultural taxation all conspired to favor the
urban consumers. (Akural, 1984: 137)

o1 “Tiirkiye’de smif yoktur, cins yoktur, imtiyaz yoktur ... Mintika menfaati, derebeylik, agalik,
aile, cemaat imtiyaz1 fikirleri yoktur. Tiirkiye’de deger ancak bilgi iistiinliigii, kapasite ve ¢aligma
ile yiikselebilir... [S]inif kavgasi, tahakkiim, imtiyaz zihniyetlerini kokiinden silen bir zihniyet, bu
memleketin zihniyetini tamamlayacaktir” (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Dérdiincti Biiyiik Kurultay:
Goriismeleri Tutalgasi, Ankara, Ulus Basimevi, 1935, p.43).

62 “The Kemalists, like the Young Turks and Ottoman ruling class (askeri) before them, were very
comfortable with the existing elitist institution. As model elitist, they emphasized egalitarianism
in its elitist aspects, but they lacked the social skills and attitudional disposition necessary for the
successful practice of populism.” (Akural, 1984: 138).
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This unsurprisingly resulted in a widespread ignorance of Kemalist reform

policies in the remote regions of Anatolia (Akural, 1984: 137). Pevsner also pays

attention to the same point arguing that

The great percentage of the population (about 80 %) consisted of
peasants and farmers living in the rural parts of the country, in
40,000 villages, quite unlikely to be effected by the reforms, and
unaware of the political/cultural/social/economic benefits of being
citizens of the new Turkish Republic. For this sector of the
population, a great deal had to be done; thus, Mustafa Kemal
Atatiirk felt the need to extend a theoretical (or, rhetorical)
“empoverment” by declaring them to be “the masters of the
country” (1 March 1922) and he tried to pave the way for their
future integration into the political/economic/social/cultural system
of the Turkish Republic (quoted in Ilgaz, 1998: 14-15).

Mango (1968: 56) also defines Kemalist populism as “service to the people,

rather than government by the people”. Despite declaring the peasant as “our

master”, the one(s) who “decided where the interests of the master lay” was “the

ruling elite”. Sunar well expresses the “exclusive” character of Kemalist

populism:

The bureaucratic state was autonomous but segregated from
society. It monopolized political power, but its power was
exclusive rather than inclusive (of social groups). Hence, the
power which the bureaucratic elites exercised stemmed largely
from the organized/centralized apparatuses of the state and the
unorganized/decentralized nature of society. The early republican
state was, therefore, a strong/weak state. It was strong in the sense
that it was the only organized force in the land; it was weak in the
sense that it was deprived of roots in society. Social groups and
their energies instead of being harnessed to the state had been shut
out from it (Sunar, 1990: 747).

What have been meant by “social groups” here was particularly the large peasant

population, who had been “weakly linked to the state” and ‘“excluded from

participation”, being left to depend on “their own traditional devices” (Sunar,

1990: 746). Although the expressions like “the peasant is the master of the

nation”, and “the true owner of the country” had been repeated starting from the
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1920s, as Parla rightly stresses, the RPP’s populism was not oriented towards the
middle- and small-farmer. This was explicitly seen in the agricultural policies of
the government. While, on the one hand, the aim was declared as giving landless
peasants enough land for working and subsistance (through the Land Law), on
the other hand, it was openly announced that the big landowners who were
thought to contribute more to the national development incited. The law
concerning giving land to the farmers was not constitutionalized until 1935. It
was enacted in 1946, but remained “incomplete”. Even this law, the main object
of which was “to prevent proletarianization in agriculture” and the flow of
peasants to the urban areas, was enough in itself to alarm big landowners, who
had a significant place within the class alliance of the RPP. For Parla this was a
“functional hesitancy” of the Kemalist RPP. That is to say, throughout the whole
period, on the one hand, a “rhetoric addressing to small and middle peasants” was
used, on the other, policies which were in favour of big landowners were applied

(Parla, 1991: 235-236).

To sum up, it can be argued that despite the emphasis on expressions like
“national sovereignty” and “people’s participation in administration”, and
important steps —mainly “legal”’- towards their realization such as foundation of
the TGNA, significant changes in the Election Law, Kemalist populism was far
from creating necessary conditions of people’s participation through a radical
change in their socio-economic conditions. Although the emphasis was put on
“the unity and integrity of the people” rejecting separation or division between
social classes or groups through populist discourse, the economic policies carried
out by the Republican regime themselves promoted the class formation. The shift
in emphasis on the different aspects of populism, on the other hand, can be
explained mainly with the changing balance of internal and external power.
Hence, the replacement of the expression “for the people, by the people” during
the first period with that of “for the people, despite the people” within the second
stage (1930s).
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Populism of the Vs, as it will be seen in the following chapters, remained within
the boundaries of Kemalist populism to a certain extent. This is not surprising
when one considers the historical context in which they were founded and which
explains their devotion to Kemalist principles. Therefore, before comparing and
contrasting them, it is appropriate to delineate the social, economic and political

conditions of the country which gave rise to the foundation of the VIs.
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CHAPTER III

THE VILLAGE INSTITUTES

The Village Institutes (VIs) were one of the most efficacious and highly
controversial social phenomena in the history of the Turkish Republic. Despite
the fact that they were in essence educational institutions, they went beyond an
educational undertaking, having social, economic, political and cultural impacts

on the structure of the Turkish society, and politics.

There is no consensus on the reasons for the establishment of the VIs. That is to
say, some writers put the emphasis on economic causes —to increase the
efficiency and productivity of agriculture, to develop industrialization and to
create a national market economy, while others emphasize political reasons —to
instill the ideology of the new regime and to gain support to the new regime. The
latter pay attention to the continuity and similarity between People’s Houses and
the VIs especially in the sense that they were embodiment of peasantist ideology
and a part of the project of creating a nation and a national culture. Rather than
putting the emphasis on either economic or political reasons, this study argues
that the reasons behind their establishment are much more complex including
economic and political ones. Therefore, it is necessary to begin with analyzing

the historical context which gave rise to the Village Institutes experience.

In order to understand the reasons for the foundation of the VIs, it is necessary to
draw a general picture of Turkey in the 1930s, focusing mainly on the social,
economic and political conditions of the country. It is appropriate to start with a
general observation that there was an increasing interest in the village and the
peasant in the 1930s. In fact, the concern for the countryside including both

agricultural development and rural education had been existed in intellectual
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circles, and rhetorically involved in Mustafa Kemal’s speeches during the period
between 1923 and 1930. However, the peasantist discourse could not go beyond
or even reach the discourse of “villager as the real master of the nation” during
that period. The interest in villages and peasants was fundamentally put on the
agenda in the 1930s, and in this, the regime’s object and worry of increasing the
political base in number and thus strengthen it —because the previous attempts of
Kemalist regime to reach the villages, like People’s Houses, were far from
realizing its expectations (Ahmad, 1999: 171)- and the impact of the World
Economic Crisis of 1929 especially on agricultural production -since Turkish
economy means agriculture- played a significant role (Karadmerlioglu, 1998b:

57-58, 63; 2001b: 285-286).

Underlying the interest in the village and the peasant in the 1930s lay the crisis of
the political regime in the beginning of the 1930s, which led the leading cadre to
search for increasing rural support to the regime with the help of “intellectuals™®
(Karaomerlioglu, 2001b: 286). The unexpected mass support given to the new
opposition party, the Free Party (Serbest Firka), and the incident in Menemen
displayed that the reforms had not taken root among the people. That is to say,
the regime failed to win the hearts and minds of the people and that there were
reactionary thoughts and movements supporting the previous regime. Thus, it was
an urgent need to free the minds of the people from the impacts of such
reactionary thoughts and institutions and secure the new regime. Oran argues that
as it was explicitly seen in the Free Party experiment, the westernizing reforms
imposed “from above” at the expense of “the people” — their “inclination” and
“needs”- would cause great reactions especially in the absence of “economic
prosperity” (Oran, 1988: 179). 1920s were advantageous years in terms of
favourable economic conditions, which would legitimize reforms among the

population. In contrast to 1920s, 1930s witnessed a great depression, and the Free

SHowever, as Karaomerlioglu calls our attention, the lack of interest and enthusiasm cannot be
attributed only to the masses, but also to the intellectuals. Therefore, the government had to do
something “to win the heart of” both masses and the elites (Karadmerlioglu, 1998b: 57; 1999: 68-
69).
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Party experiment led to the arousal of people’s reactions who suffered from the
bad impacts of the crisis. For Oran, what the RPP learnt by this experience was
that it was necessary, on the one hand, “to control the notables and the
bourgeoisie” and “take economic measures”’, while on the other hand, to try to
cope with “people’s reaction” through “ideological measures” (Oran, 1988: 179-
180). To do these, the RPP implemented, first, “statism”, and second, “populism”
(Oran, 1988: 180). These two principles aimed to cope with people’s reactions so
as to prevent their transformation into “class consciousness”® (Oran, 1988: 181).
Similarly Karaomerlioglu states that denying “class-based ideologies”,
peasantism argues for a “stable” society in which social differentiation would be
eliminated. It was, on the one hand, thought to serve as a “means” to bar the way
of “potential” mass movements, while on the other hand it tried to form an “anti-
socialist mass base” for nationalism in a country with an agriculture-based
economy. According to Karadmerlioglu, it was through peasantist ideology that
the demands of the peasants who were suffering from the Great Depression were

tried to be met (Karadomerlioglu, 2001b: 285).

These measures taken by the Republican elite accompanied others like
redefinition of the relationship between the Party and the state in the Third RPP
Congress of 1931. From that time onwards, the Party, the state and the
government were integrated. The foundation of People’s Houses as an
embodiment of the project of replacing any autonomous pre-existing intellectual

and political associations, the strengthening of “the Party-state control of non-

o4 Despite its claim to create a “homogeneous society”, the single party regime did not seem to
protect the economic interests of “the lower classes”. By “homogeneous society” the single party
regime actually mean “to prevent the rise of class consciousness among the lower classes. That is
to say, while trying to create a “homogeneous society”, “the elites’ understanding of revolution
from above” does not seem to pursue a political policy in favour of certain classes in a setting
where “the notables were economically dominant”, but “the poor classes” were passive or
ineffective (Oran, 1988: 182). As a matter of fact, the (petty bourgeois) elites’ choice for “free
enterprise” -together with the supression of organization of “poor classes”- resulted in the further
strengthening of dominant classes economically. Especially benefitting from the conditions of the
Second World War, the commercial bourgeoisie and the landowners led the RPP to quit the claim
of “classless society” (Oran, 1988: 183). As it is mentioned before, according to this claim or
“thesis of the official ideology”, in the absence of “conflicting classes”, the single party (RPP)
represented the society as a whole, making the foundation of others unnecessary.
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state institutions” were also outcomes of this mentality (Karadmerlioglu, 1999:
68).% Becoming aware of “the weakness” of its mass base, the RPP government
sought new ways to “reach the people” (Karadmerlioglu, 1999: 68-69). Similar to
the People’s Houses, which were “to carry revolution to the people” (Cecen,
2000: 15), the VIs were partially an outcome of this effort. Therefore, the VIs
were, in a way, the attempt of the Republican regime for “reaching the masses”
and “bringing up generations of revolution” (inkilap nesilleri). They were a “part
of the project of conveying the regime and Turkish nationalism to the villages”
which were thought to be partially nationalist® (Karadmerlioglu, 2001b: 286).
Despite their “romantic” perception of the countryside as the reserve of “pure
cultural traits” or of the national essence, the intelligentsia “viewed the peasants
as the least ‘nationalized’ group of the people”, and believed in “the necessity to
spread the nationalist ideology to the countryside”. Given the fact that “the
national project was more of an urban phenomenon” (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a:
53), and that “Kemalism found its supporters easily” in the towns and cities rather
than in the villages where it “failed to gain the hearts and minds of the peasants”,
the intention of the ruling elite to use the VIs to reach the peasants, who formed
the basis of the Turkish population, and consolidate nationalism can be
understood (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 63-64). Indeed, the need for “Turkifying the
peasants”, and the role of the VIs in this task were emphasized by many writers.
Here, Karaomerlioglu mentions the Kurdish question as the most urgent issue.
That is to say, to ‘Turkify’ the peasants was a vital task especially in the mainly
Kurdish speaking area. To this end, the government attempted for “educational
and economic reform in agriculture”. The land reform attempt of 1937 aimed,

before everything else, to remove “the political influence” of the Kurdish

% Oran (1988: 181) argues that in their attempts for bringing the RPP under state control, the
elites aimed to remove the influence of the notables on the provinces, and dominate the Party,
preventing in a way the relative reflection of the people’s demands to government policy by
means of through the mediation of the notables, and so obstructing channels of communication
between “the elites” and “the masses”.

% During the debate on the bill about the foundation of the VIs, a deputy of Bingél, Feridun Fikri,
stated that the Village Teachers should have especially cope with and “improve” the “language”
of the peasants, and worked “to reinforce the sentiment of nationality”, and “to ensure unity and
cooperation” (Gologlu, 1974: 70).
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notables and tribal chiefs in the East, and to establish “the hegemony of the

nation-state” (Karadmerlioglu, 1998b: 58).

In the light of these considerations, it is possible to relate the foundation of the
VIs to the peasantist ideology which had popularity among some significant
figures of the time, including the architect of the VIs, Tongug. Peasantism as an
“ideological and practical discourse” was explicitly seen in the publications and
activities of the People’s Houses; in the experience of the VIs, and in the debate
on land reform (Karadmerlioglu, 2001b).%” Before going into the details of the
reasons for the foundation of the VIs, it will be useful to open a paranthesis and
briefly mention the People’s Houses as an embodiment of the principle of

populism in general, and peasantism in particular.

The People’s Houses were established by the RPP in 1932 as adult training
centers. At the end of the period between 1932-1950, the number of the People’s
Houses reached 478, and that of the People’s Rooms —opened in 1939- 4322. At
the opening of the People’s Houses on February 19, 1932, believing in the
superiority of the “power of thought” to the “power of weapons”, Mustafa Kemal
stated the aim of the People’s Houses as “educating the people”, and
transforming them into a “mass” (Titengil, 1999: 207-208). They were,
according to Peker (1974: 11), agents of “organizing the nation” as a “conscious”
mass committed to an ideal (dated 19 February 1932). As it can be explicitly

understood from Peker’s words, the People’s Houses were one of the agents of

67 According to Karaomerlioglu, the existence of the peasantist discourse during the single-party
period displayed the “ambiguous” and “eclectic” character of the state policies considering the
vital questions the country had been faced with. The great fear of the social and political
consequences of urbanization and industrialization refrained the government from initiating
consistent policies toward economic development. That is to say, on the one hand, the ruling
circles aspired to industrialization. On the other hand, they feared its consequences. While, on the
one hand, they argued for the necessity of transformation of the rural structure, they glorified and
tried to preserve the traditional fabric of the countryside on the other. Even the debate on the land
reform, Karadmerlioglu states, aimed at, before all else, a “return to the idealized Ottoman land
tenure system” rather than rural transformation. Therefore, he concludes, the reasons for the
failure in the application of any kind of radical policy toward industrialization or rural
transformation should be sought not only in the structural limitations but also in the ambiguous
and eclectic character of the state ideology (Karadmerlioglu, 1999: 85-86; 2001b: 297).
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nation formation, a process which, for him, required training and/or educating the
people (Peker, 1974: 10-11). But this would be a nation without classes (Peker,
1974: 6). This is where Kemalist principle of populism came into the scene. With
their aim of adult training which would make them equal and conscious citizens
by providing at the same time their political, cultural and moral development so

that they form a nation without classes and class contradictions.

Considered as an embodiment of peasantist ideology, the People’s Houses were
expected to bridge the widening gap between “intellectuals” and “ordinary
people”, and between peasants and city dwellers (Karadmerlioglu, 1999: 70). As
Resit Galip (1974: 27) states in his speech at the opening ceremony of the
People’s Houses, “peasantism of the People’s Houses” would be aimed to
increase the relationship between peasants and city dwellers, and between
peasants and intellectuals. Peasantism itself had been one of the nine fields®® of
activity or clubs in the People’s Houses. It had an important place among others
since “the village” was one of the main concerns underlying the establishment of
People’s Houses (Cetin, 1999: 227). The members of the Branch of Peasantism
(Koyciiliik Kolu) were charged with the duties of working for “the social,
sanitary, and aesthetic development of villages”, and for strengthening ‘“the
feelings of attachment and solidarity” between the peasant and the city dweller
(Igdemir, 1974: 125). These would be achieved either through inviting peasants,
especially those settled near the town, to general performances (Halkevi genel
miisamereleri) of the People’s Houses, or through participation of the members of

the People’s Houses into various festivals which would be held in the Villages.69

% The others were Language and Literature club; History and Museum club; Fine Arts club;
Theatre club; Sports club; Social Help club; Public Courses club; Library and Publication club.

% 1t should be remembered that the members of the Branch of Peasantism worked for peasants not
only in the villages but also in the cities. Their activities included speeches giving practical
information about daily life of the peasant; representations on village life; petition days and the
days of writing letters for illiterate peasants; medical treatment of peasants by doctors and dentists
during village visits; placement of successful students of the villages into schools; mobile
libraries; collecting local folksongs and searching for folkloric culture; organizingland feast and
planting trees; informing peasants about various subjects by intellectuals and experts in various
fields; organizing peasant nights on market days; publishing booklets and books for peasants
many of which were provided free of charge; sports events like wrestling, javelin, horse race, etc.
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It is, according to Cetin, in these ways that “the integration between the peasant
and the city dweller” would contribute to the village development. As it was
stated in the regulations, in doing these activities, the People’s Houses would not

“be a burden to peasants” during their visit to the villages (Cetin, 1999: 227).

According to Cecen, the People’s Houses were considered to be an answer to the
need for a new formation or organization which would bridge the gap between
the people and the intellectuals and “cause to unite” them, and would “train and

direct the people within the direction of principles of revolution””"

in compliance
with the principle of populism which aimed at a new type of administration, i.e.,
“people’s government”, and the administrators would “come from among the
people” (Cecen, 2000: 77). The latter was an objective of Kemalist principle of
populism, but it could not happen “spontaneously”, requiring foundation of a
“new organization” (Cecen, 2000: 78). This is where the People’s Houses came

into the scene with their “social” function which Cecen summarizes in the phrase

of “educating and training the people”.

In explaining this function, Cegen pays attention to the political aspect of
populism, i.e. popular sovereignty. He argues that until popular sovereignty was
achieved, the People’s Houses would “educate” and “train” the people so that
they would become capable of being sovereign (Cecen, 1974: 190). This, Cecen
continues, cannot be left to its own course since the people could neither “train”
nor “rule” themselves. They are rather in need of being directed to the “true”
path. Training the people means making them free from “mystical legends”,
“darkness of ignorance”, and from viewing each other as an enemy; and to
“prepare them to the realities of the life” which means nothing but progress

towards the level of contemporary civilization (Cegen, 1974: 191). (In fact, this is

during village visits; showing films about health, agriculture, etc. during village visits (Cetin,
1999: 226-227).

" According to Cegen, the low level of literacy created difficulty for the people in
“understanding” the reforms (Cecen, 2000: 77). That is to say, the inadequacy of “popular
education” (halk egitimi) and of an “educational system” prevented the “full” reflection of
Kemalist revolutions to the people “at the right time” (Cegen, 2000: 81).
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the point where elitism immanent to populism can be observed. As it can be
clearly seen in the arguments mentioned above, the people are considered to be
ignorant, unrealistic, unaware of the realities of the life, needing to be educated,

trained, directed and governed until they become qualified to govern themselves.)

However, neither the People’s Houses nor the People’s Rooms established in
1939 “to control the villages from within” realized their object of transforming
the countryside because of material impediments to reach widely-dispersed small
villages, and the “mentality” that prevailed in the People’s Houses impeding the
closure of the gap between intellectuals and the peasants. The latter involved “the
bureaucratic nature” of their activities which “stifled” any local initiative, and
viewed peasants as “objects of social engineering” (Karadmerlioglu, 1999: 71-

72).

Despite having been principally designed to fill the gap between the educated
elite at the top of Turkish society and the large uneducated masses below, through
an intensive education program”, the People’s Houses “became and remained
centers for bureaucrats and those who already had an education”. From the very
beginning, all government officials were told to support the Houses.”' With the
declaration of the People’s Houses as ‘“non-political organizations” by
governmental decree, they were allowed to participate in the activities of the
People’s Houses, and did so remarkably, while the majority of uneducated people
did not take part in these activities, “refusing to accept the Houses as their

activity centers” (Basgdz and Wilson, 1968: 157).

Kirby also pays attention to the fact that, failed to become “people’s centres”,
they served rather as “cultural centres” in the cities (Kirby, 1961: 70), focusing
mainly on “raising the cultural level of the people” (Karadmerlioglu, 1999: 70).

Just at the opening ceremony of the People’s Houses, Resit Galip (1974: 21)

! The village instructors and the teachers graduated from the VIs in the 1940s formed the staff of
the People’s Rooms in the villages (Cetin, 1999: 228).

75



stated that they would be “schools of national culture”. Being cultural
institutions, they aimed to bring to light national merits which were thought to
exist in the villages (Bayraktar, 1999). The People’s Houses were, in igdemir’s
words, “hearths of culture” where people were trained or educated in “the hearths
of culture and people’s training”. Despite being tied to the RPP, they were not

“political institutions” (Igdemir, 1974: 119-120).

Arguing that the programs of the People’s Houses were not particularly political
in nature, Basgdz and Wilson pay attention to the lack or absence of a “strong
indoctrination policy” in the Houses despite the special care “taken to prohibit
activities which opposed the nationalistic and secularistic principles of the State”
(Basgdz and Wilson, 1968: 153). As against to criticism directed to the People’s
Houses by the Democratic Party which “charged the People’s Houses with being
centers of RPP propaganda72 and sympathy”, and viewing the Directors as “little
more than Republican trainees for the Grand National Assembly”, Basgtz and
Wilson argue that despite the close relationship between the People’s Houses and
the RPP, it would be wrong to charge them with being “centers for RPP
propaganda” especially after 1940 since they were mainly interested or engaged

in “cultural” activities (Basg6z and Wilson, 1968: 157-158).

Contrarily, Oran argues that the People’s Houses were “to systematically
propagate the new ideological approach of the single party” (Oran, 1988: 180).
For him, this was the very reason for the failure of the People’s Houses in
bridging the gap between the elites and the masses. That is to say, rather than
providing intercommunication between them, the Houses functioned as
conveying the instructions of the government to the masses (Oran, 1988: 181).

Tiitengil pays attention to the same failure of the Houses. He considers the

> In his speech at the first anniversary of the People’s Houses, ismet inonii (1974: 43-44), the
Prime Minister, stated that the People’s Houses were centres where the people were regularly told
and informed about the principles of the RPP and their implementations, including the “newest”
and safest” information about home policy and economy. From time to time, according to inénii,
they would be a place where the government would “give an account of its political
performances”.
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practices and publications of the Branch of Peasantism (Koyciiliik Kollart) that
he calls “Peasantism of the People’s Houses” as a “new phase” in intellectuals’
approach to the village questions. However, Tiitengil argues, “despite all its good
faith”, this “adviser” peasantism, “looking at the village from outside” remained
“picnics” of intellectuals (Tiitengil, 1999: 208). Parallel with Oran, Cetin (1999)
states that despite the claim that the People’s Houses would remain outside the
politics, in reality they worked as a branch of the RPP. They were in close contact
with the RPP, having been established, controlled and financed by it. The
administrative boards and directors of People’s Houses were, at the same time,
members of the Party (Basgdz and Wilson, 1968: 153). This can be seen, among
others, in regulations prepared by the General Administrative Board of the RPP
(Umumi Idare Heyeti). In these regulations, concerning the Branch of
Peasantism, it was stated that the party programs, their propagation and
ingraining formed the basis for all the workings of the People’s Houses (Cetin,

1999).

Basgoz and Wilson pay attention to the failure of the People’s Houses in the area
of “village aid” which involved activities like “rehabilitating villages, providing
medical and other needed services and helping the peasants to transact their
necessary business in the towns” (Basgoz and Wilson, 1968: 154). Such
activities, Basgdz and Wilson argue, “were only sporadically carried out, failing
to realize the “populistic” objectives cited in the principles of the RPP. Being
unable to “control the operations of the economic system”, and to help peasants
in selling their products at real value against the townsmen who tried to buy them
as cheaply as possible, the activities and service of the members of the People’s
Houses was limited mainly to help peasants in dealing with bureaucratic
inefficiency and red tape. Being “purely philanthropic in character with its major
emphasis on social welfare”, the village aid program of the People’s Houses
failed in a country where the majority of the population lived in poor conditions
in small, impoverished villages cultivating an exhausted soil with primitive farm

techniques (Basgdz and Wilson, 1968: 156). The program displayed that
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improvement in the living standard of the peasants necessitated a larger reform
program including mobilization of national resources (Basgoz and Wilson, 1968:
157). The VIs was a further step in the realization of this object. As it has been
mentioned above, both the People’s Houses and the VIs have been considered
embodiment of Kemalist populism”. However, as it can be seen in the following

part of the study, this was just one of the reasons for the foundation of the VIs.

II1.1. Reasons for the Foundation of the VIs

One of the important reasons for the foundation of the VIs was to accomplish
nationwide primary education. However, this was not an easy task for many
reasons. Oztiirk mentions the dispersed settlement in the country, and states that it
was impossible to employ teachers’ in all the villages because the Republic had
been faced with many problems other than training the teachers. Thus, it was
necessary in a short time to accomplish nationwide primary education; to achieve
“village development”; “to propogate the principles of the Republic and Atatiirk’s
revolutions to the people and the villages”; to provide the villages with teachers
(Oztiirk, 1980: 87); and to equip those teachers with necessary “knowledge” and
“skills” so that they could endure the difficult conditions of the village life

(Oztiirk, 1980: 88).

73 According to Cegen, both the People’s Houses and the VIs led to “awakening of the peasants”
by carrying “service” and “education” to the people. However, they differed in terms of their
“historical functions”. The People’s Houses, for Cecen, had various functions, aiming to gather all
stratums of the society (workers, peasants, city dwellers, etc) under the roof of Atatiirkist
principles and “national merits”’, and to mobilize them for progress towards the level of
contemporary civilization, while the main function of the VIs was widespread education of the
people (Cecen, 1974: 189). Tiitengil also views the People’s Houses and the VIs realization of the
principle of populism, as an attempt of the RPP to reach both “the people” and “the village”
(Tiitengil, 1999: 207-208), while paying attention to the difference between the two in terms of
their impact on intellectuals’ approach to the “village”.

™ The total salary to be paid to the one hundred thousand teachers that were needed both in
villages and the cities was equal to the quarter of budget (Oztiirk, 1980: 87).
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The concern for —and discussions on- education in general, and rural education in
particular goes back to the early years of the Republic. The subject was generally
handled together with the question of village development in particular. Rural
education,” for peasantists, was a means, among others, of improving the quality
of village life (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 53), and national development in general.
However, during the first years of the Republic, there was no effective solutions
to the problems facing the educational system in general and rural education in
particular. Having been “inadequately financed and staffed”, and ‘“heavily
burdened with routine administrative duties and the day-to-day crises”, the
Ministry of Education became ineffective in this sense.’® Even the Educational
Congresses convened by the Ministry took decisions on secondary and technical
matters rather than primary ones. In the 1930s, however, the government focused
more on the problem of rural education. In this, both internal and external factors
—the Great Depression- played an important role. Here, the crisis in the
educational system, among others, had an important place. In a country where the
majority of population was uneducated, and which suffered from the lack of an
effective general education organization and insufficient number of schools and
teachers it was an urgent need to handle the problem of education seriously and

take necessary measures mobilizing available resources.

During his Ministry of Education (1932-1933), Resit Galip, a well-known
peasantist, “made the Ministry a part of the dynamic resurgence of populism as
applied to village development”. He formed Village Affairs Commission,
involving representatives from the Ministries of Agriculture and Health, “to
elaborate theories for village rehabilitation within the context of the education
program” (Basgdz and Wilson, 1968: 137-138). The report issued by this
Commission was a forerunner of the VIs Project. However, Resit Galip’s short-

term office did not allow him to do much. The educational initiative was

73 For initial attempts for agricultural education, see Baggoz and Wilson (1968: 182-189).

7 However, Mustafa Necati’s experiment with Zincidere Village Teachers’ School from 1925 to
1928 (Basgoz and Wilson, 1968: 58) should be mentioned here.
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accelerated especially with the appointment of Tongug, a famous peasantist
intellectual, as General Director for Elementary Education in 1935 by Saffet
Arikan, who was appointed as Minister of Education in 1934 (Basgdz and

Wilson, 1968: 138-140).

On June 6, 1937 The Law for Village Instructors (Koy Egitmenleri Kanunu) was
enacted. The candidates would attend the six-month courses for training. Village
Instructors were chosen from among the literate village youth who had completed
their military service and engaged in agricultural works (Cetin, 1999: 228-229).
The aim of this project was summarized as disseminating the principles of
Republican regime to the villages; making the peasant conscious of being a
citizen of the Republican regime; making use of the instructors during the
military mobilization; to provide the village children Primary School education;
and, pioneering the transition to scientific agriculture in the village in cooperation

with the Ministry of Agriculture (Cetin, 1999: 229).

In the preamble of bill of the foundation of the VIs presented to the Presidency of
TGNA on March 19, 1940 it was stated that the project of training village
instructors had favourable results, and it had to be continued. However, this
project had to be completed with the training of village teachers since it would be
wrong to consider the instructors as teachers and expecting to the same tasks
from them as it is expected from teachers. It was stated that until then village
teachers had been trained in the Teachers’ Training Schools, which had been
established in accordance more with the needs of cities and towns. It was for this
reason that they had failed in adapting themselves to the village conditions. They
even did not want to go to (and work in) the villages. Therefore, it was necessary
to educate village children according to the needs of villages; that is, by taking
into account both the health, economic and natural conditions of villages, and the
works peasants performed and the technique they used in doing these works
(Gologlu, 1974: 67), and send them to the villages. Learning about the problems

of agricultural production and receiving practical training, these teachers of the
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future would be prepared to tackle with the problems and cope with the hardships
of village life (Demirtas, 1993: 31).

In the lack of time and money needed to bring up teachers, a search for new and
practical methods resulted in foundation of the VIs which were expected to be
productive establishments with less burden on the state. The Law No.3803 was
passed by unanimous vote (278 votes) on 17th April 1940. 148 members of the
parliament including Celal Bayar,”” Adnan Menderes and Fuat Kopriili who
founded subsequently DP and closed the VIs when they came to power did not

participate in voting (Sahhiiseyinoglu, 2005: 9).

Basgoz defines the object of the VIs as the development of the Turkish village by
educators themselves (Basgoz, 1995: 218). They were an attempt for changing

the natural conditions and social structure through education’® (Basgoz, 1995:

771t is interesting enough that when he visited Village Teacher Training School in izmir-
Kizil¢ullu on 19th August 1938, during his Prime Ministry, Celal Bayar wrote in journal that the
educational system adopted to train teachers and instructors would lead to positive outcomes
(Sahhiiseyinoglu, 2005: 9).

78 Eskicumali mentions four basic theories explaining the relations between education and social
change. First of all, social reconstructivist (Counts) and modernist (Inkeles, Schultz, Harbison and
Myers) theories view education as “autonomous” or “relatively autonomous” factor which can
bring or lead to social change. Social reconstructivist perspective arose in USA in the 1930s
during which the American society experienced social and economic crisis. According to this
theory, education and/or school would play a significant role in solving the problems the society
had been faced with. Education was considered as the primary means of social change. Parallel to
social reconstructivist perspective, modernist theories viewed education as the most important
means of economic and social development and modernization. Especially in Third World
countries, it was seen as the primary means of nation building and national development.
Moreover, education was considered as a means of creating a new type of citizenship necessary
for a democratic society with a belief that democracy was always in contradiction with illiteracy.
Furthermore, the spread of education was thought to increase social and economic equality in
parallel with the increase in economic development accelerated by education. The conflict
theories, formulated by Marxist scholars like Young, Althusser, Bowles and Gintis, on the other
hand, do not attribute any autonomous role to education in the process of social change. On the
contrary, education is seen to be determined by social, economic and political power structures
and relations. Being an ideological state apparatus, it serves reproduction of the capitalist system.
The third approach represented by Neo-Marxist scholars like Apple, Willis, Giroux also views
education as serving the interests of the dominant class(es). However, different from the second
approach, this perspective considers education relatively autonomous having a potential to bring
about social change. Rather than being unilateral and corresponding, the relation between the
educational system and soci-economic and political structure is considered as a complicated and
dynamic one. Thus, the schools are no longer seen merely as spheres of economic and cultural
reproduction, but as fields of contradiction and conflict, and it is the latter which gives education a
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221). Far from being “classical educational institutions”, the VIs were expected
to completely change the “backward” village society. Equipping the school and
the teacher with technical opportunities, capital and real property, the state
charged them with the duty of making “radical changes” in the villages. They
would be “hearths of development” (kalkinma ocaklart) (Basgdz, 1995: 229).
According to Evren, the VIs were established to provide all the villages with
schools through “more practical and efficient ways”, and to achieve a complete
national development. Hence, the unity between “education” and “production” in
the VIs. The “one being educated” would, at the same time, be a “producer”. “It
is through this unity between education and production that the necessary social
and economic changes in the social structure can be made” (Evren, 1992: 35).
Therefore, the VIs should be considered as a ‘“center of development and
progress” which “mobilized” not only labour force needed for ‘“social and
economic development”, but also means of production (Gedikoglu, 1971: 241).
The VIs were expected to be an answer to the need for increasing agricultural
production to supply food for a big army since the world conjuncture and
technical developments at the end of the First World War required that the
country had to be “strengthened” in terms of “economy” and “defense” and one
way of doing this was to spread “national education” (Oztiirk, 1980: 87).
Therefore, in congruence with the interests of the large landowners, the VIs were

expected “to educate peasants and to make them better producers” (Timur, 2001:

liberatory character as opposed to oppressive one. The last perspective, represented by John
Dewey, argues for both “potentialities” and “limitations” of education to bring about social
change. According to Dewey, education can play only a secondary role in social transformation.
That is to say, it can induce social change only in conjunction with social, economic and political
transformation. Despite being only one of the institutions which can bring about social change,
the school, for Dewey, teaches the students new values conflicting with the existing ones and
encourages innovations and creativity which are all necessary for the establishment of new social
order. According to Eskicumali, Turkey’s case, i.e. the foundation of modern Turkish Republic
and the role of education in this process provides a good example of this view. The changes in the
educational system were made in parallel with social, economic and political transformation.
Education was expected to play a central role in the process of nation-state building; in the
establishment of a new regime; in training a new citizen —modern, rational, lay person- in
accordance with the necessities and values of this new society, and the qualified labour force
required by economy (Eskicumali, 2003: 15-23). Thus, “(...) the schools became the corner stones
of Kemalist policy, social and cultural transformation during the period between 1923-1946”
(Eskicumali, 2003: 23).

82



210-211). This was already stated in the preamble of bill about the foundation of
the VIs presented by the Prime Ministry to the Presidency of TGNA on 19 March
1940. The Village Teachers were considered as “the first condition” and “the
chief instrument” of realizing this object (Gologlu, 1974: 66). Especially in
conditions of poverty, the VIs, through its principle of “education based on work”
(ise dayali egitim), aimed to make both the student, the teacher, and the school
“producer”, and to become a ‘“way of building an independent national
economy”. They were expected not only to to be “self-sufficient” but also to
contribute to the state budget in some region in the long run (Eyuboglu, 1967:

95).

Basgoz argues that changes through education took long time without creating
big shakes. It is for this very reason that the notables and aghas in the RPP did not
consider this attempt as a threat. In fact, “the ideology of education” had never
been thought of “dangerous” in the history of Republic (Basgoz, 1995: 224).
Similar to Basgoz, Engin Tonguc states that for “the progressive enlightened
wing”79 in the RPP who wanted to do something “to reinforce the regime” and
“stand it on a firm ground”, changes in the field of education probably seemed to
be “the easiest leap” in that historical context. According to them, it would be
easier to convince “the conservative and reactionary forces” in the government of
making changes in the field of education rather than in the infrastructure.
Moreover, they were well-informed in the field of education rather than
economics. However, Tonguc states, the fundamental reason was the strong
opposition of the conservative and reactionary forces which discouraged the

progressive wing of the RPP from its attempt to make changes in the

" Engin Tongug pays attention to the contradiction between the VIs in terms of their fundamental
principles and objectives and the economic and political structure. According to him, this can be
explained with reference to “internal” and “external” conditions which “temporarily strengthened
a progressive wing of the government” with which the founders of the VIs cooperated (Tongug,
E.: 1970: 262). Similarly, Akg¢ay labels the VIs as “citadels of progressivism” founded by a few
progressive educators who turned the contradiction within the dominant classes to their
advantage. They were, in Akcay’s words, “progressive islets” in the “sea of conservatism”
(Akgay, 1980: 73).
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infrastructure.’® As a matter of fact, it took a decade for the conservative and
reactionary wing of the RPP to understand that works on education, especially
those of Tongug, would “cause damage to its economic interests” at last, wheras
they immediately reacted against the land reform, which was a kind of

infrastructural change, from the beginning (Tongug, E. 1970: 119).

In fact, the idea of transforming society by means of education is a significant
characteristic of the peasantist ideology. Peasantists viewed education as the most
important factor in transforming the rural structure since, according to them, the
main reason of the economic and social backwardness in villages was lack of
education (Karadmerlioglu, 2001b: 294). They put an emphasis on “the struggle
against the hardships of nature” and “the ignorance of the peasants” at the
expense of social relations and social structure (Karaémerlioglu, 1999: 80). In
fact, their object was to “overcome the backwardness of the peasant”, which was
thought to be a result of “being helpless against nature” rather than that of social
relations. (Karaomerlioglu, 2001b: 289-290). This reminds us another important
feature of the peasantist discourse: the emphasis on “voluntarism”, meaning
expecting too much from human will (Karadmerlioglu, 2001b: 294).%!
Karadmerlioglu draws parallelism between the “work ethic and discipline”

characterizing the VIs, and that of Turkish “Stakhanovism”. “Stakhanovism” was

8 Oran explains this rather by the class position of the Turkish intellectual. Considering the
attitude of the Turkish intellectual towards the “infrastructure”, he argues that “the Turkish
intellectual is basically petty bourgeois” and does not have any “reliable” alternative to capitalism
in his/her mind. Morever, “the notables are powerful”’, whereas “the masses are passive”. Thus,
the Turkish intellectual would not tend to bring about infrastructural change. This attitude of the
Turkish intellectual towards the infrastructure was in compliance with the class structure of the
country”, while his/her attitude to “the superstructure” contradicted with “the socio-economic
structure” of the country (Oran, 1988: 64). Like the Ottoman elites, Oran argues, the Turkish
intellectual chose to impose “Westernization” upon the masses. This, together with the “beyond
the class” (simiflariistii) position of the Turkish intellectual, leads Oran to conclude that “the
Turkish intellectual would take decisions about the infrastructure in accordance with the society
(powerful classes or strata)”, while the decisions about “the superstructure” would be taken “in
spite of the society”, making “revolution from above” depending on the socio-economic
conditions of the country and the world conjuncture (Oran, 1988: 65).

8! This can be explicitly seen in the writings of Tongug. This strong belief in the “will” is also

stated by many writers as the most important characteristic of the “idealist” directors, teachers and
students of the VIs (Gedikoglu, 1971: 34).
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a phenomenon owed itself to Stakhanov, a miner breaking production records in
the 1930s’ Soviet Russia. It was “based on an expectation of producing miracles
in productivity from physical labour by relying merely on moral and ideological
campaigns in an era of technological backwardness” (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 59-
60). This was, according to Karadmerlioglu, very similar to the expectations from
the VIs in the sense that “[f]aith in the power of human will, voluntarism, and
work with enthusiasm, devotion, diligence, and passion were perceived as the
panacea to solve the problems of rural Turkey, particularly the problem of low
productivity.” (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 60). Ozsoy criticizes this parallellism
between the VIs and Stakhanovism arguing that Stakhanovism was a kind of
“organization of industrial production” with an “instrumentalist” understanding
of “labour” and “work” while the VIs were educational institutions where
“internal relationship between work, education and social action are established”
(Ozsoy, 2004: 16). Instead, he proposes drawing similarity between the VIs and
Communist Saturdaysgz, unpaid labour voluntarily given in hours appointed for
rest, in terms of the role assigned to “work” in the creation of a “new” type of
person who would consider “work” not only as a “means of living” but also as a

“fundamental need” for life.

In the light of these considerations, it is possible to argue that the significance of
the Village Institutes goes beyond their pedagogical function. This, according to
Yegen, can be understood when we look at the Law No. 4274 concerning the
organization of Village Schools and Village Institutes. Especially the 10" article
of the Law which described the tasks of the teachers of educating peasants
displays why the Institutes are not evaluated only as an educational institution
and why there has been so much debate on them. This article, Yegen argues, gave
the state the possibility and opportunity of “keeping its eye on the villages”. The

village teachers were expected to inspect and organize the villages in terms of

%2 This mobilization to work initated by the railway workers in Moscow in May 1919 was
followed by participation of intellectuals, students, and young people in constructive works -road,
dam, etc- and harvest work, and directing the young workers into backward regions. This help
was not always given voluntarily, but supported by political propaganda involving “moral
pressure” (Boratav, 1973: 125).
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their economic, cultural, political and social aspects. To complete the picture, it is
also necessary to look at how the duties of the villagers were defined. In the 1"
article of the Law peasants are obliged to help the instructors and teachers and
cooperate with them, and it is stated that disobedience would be punished. In the
25™ article peasants are obliged to work at most 20 days in a year, e.g., in the
construction of the schools and roads (Yegen, 1999: 198-200). As it can be easily
understood from the articles of the Law mentioned above, the Institutes were
devised as the “new agents” of carrying the Republican regime to the provinces.
That is to say, they are the “agents” of the “modernist-westernicist center” for
inspecting and controlling the provinces to “modernize-Westernicize” them. The
construction of a “national culture” forms the most important part of this task or
object. This necessitates both the destruction of the cultural and political
autonomy of the provinces and the replacement of the “closed and autonomous
economies” of the provinces with a national market economy. What the new
regime expected from Anatolian villagers was to make them view themselves as
“citizen members of Turkish nation”, and the Institutes, in fact, did a lot to

achieve this aim (Yegen, 1999: 200-202).

Altunya also argues that the VIs were the result of the single party regime’s
search for an education to “enliven the village and the peasant”, and to make the
latter a “citizen of the Republic” (Altunya, 1998: 45). This can be explicitly seen
in the speech of Zeki Mesut Alsan, a Diyarbakir deputy. According to Alsan, the
primary aim of educational system was to bring up a “good citizen” who knows
the rights and duties of citizenship; serves the country with his/her productive
power; and serves and acts in accordance with “the ideals of the social structure
in which he/she lives” (Gologlu, 1974: 75). In addition to this, education also
aimed at sustaining “harmony” and “equilibrium” in the country. This, for Alsan,
did not mean blocking class mobility. The separation between “city dweller” and
“villager” in education could be acceptable only in terms of “division of labour”.
Being a “populist regime” necessitated to provide the opportunities “also” for

village children to participate in administration (Gologlu, 1974: 76). However,

86



the recruitment of students of the VIs from the villages was not equally
acceptable for all. For example, after 1946 elections, during his visit to
Hasanoglan Higher Village Institute before its closure Kazim Karabekir, the then
Head or President of the TGNA said that “the major danger” posed by the VIs
was training of the students with the separation between “the city” and “the
village”, and between ‘“the rich” and “the poor” since all the students were
recruited from the villages. Against this criticism, Ferit Oguz Bayir, Ministerial
Department Chief (Bakanlik Sube Miidiirii), stated that the VIs aimed to
eliminate “the extreme distinction” between the city and the village. He argued
that it was this very distinction that the students graduated from other Teachers’
Training Schools did not want to go to villages. Thus, it was a kind of necessity
to take all the students from villages, and so “to stir the village” from inside with

those taken out of the village (Makal, 2001: 59).

The VIs, Tiirkoglu argues, was an “educational mobilization” (Tiirkoglu, 1999:
224). Behind the emphasis on education in general, and primary education in
particular, lay the idea -among others- that a “healthy primary education to all the
citizens was a precondition of being welfare state and of democratization”
(Tirkoglu, 1999: 220). The peasantist movement in Turkey by itself would be
expected to play an important role in the establishment of democracy and here
education would have a central place. According to Nusret Kemal Kdymen, a
famous peasantist, for example, the future of the country could be safe only when
“the reforms” were “appropriated to the Turkish peasant” and when the peasant
became a “conscious citizen of democracy” (Cetin, 1999: 218). The VIs are also
thought to make contribution in this sense by causing changes in peasants’
behaviour. According to Tiirkoglu, for example, the graduates of the VIs
influenced peasants by their “democratic behaviour” which made the latter
“conscious” of state’s obligations towards the people, on the one hand, and their
rights and liberties on the other (Tiirkoglu, 1999: 223). In the light of these
arguments, following Altunya, it is reasonable to argue that the peasantist policy

and the policy of rural education pursued during the period between 1935 and
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1946 should not be considered an “educational movement in the strict sense”™.

On the contrary, this educational policy contributed to the formation of a
“democratic culture” via its implementation of modern principles of education.
This accounts for the fact that it was generally the teachers graduated from the
VIs who have led left-wing movements - from 1946 up until now — and took part

in various non-governmental organizations like TOB-DER (Altunya, 1998: 45).

The VIs, for Kirby, undertook the transformation of the Turkish society in
compliance with the objects of the Turkish Revolution. They would realize this
task by contributing to the development of new social values, to the creation of a
national culture, to the specialization of economic life, and to the increase in
economic productivity (Yegen, 1999: 203). Thus, far from being an “expression
of existing relations”, the VIs were founded to be “agents of revolution” (Kirby,
1961: 279). They were a project to achieve economic development (of the
country) through education (Kirby, 1961: 278). More specifically, they were the
central agents of village development (Kirby, 1961: 284). It was, Gedikoglu
(1971: 238) states, through the VIs that the village community would identify

itself; know its rights and obligations, and grasp its own problems. They were

% Engin Tongug states that the VIs system cannot be reduced merely to a “literacy campaign” or
to a “question of village development” (Tongug, E. 1970: 270). It was neither an attempt for
training teachers nor an attempt for school construction in itself (Tongug, E. 1970: 265). It can be
rather summarized as an “education for revolution” in order to “accelerate the revolutionary
process” (Tongug, E.: 1970, 268). in terms of its main objective, the VIs system was a
“revolutionary strategy and tactics” for “rendering the proletariat conscious” and for “accelerating
the revolutionary process” through participation in administration —a possibility enabled by
historical conditions. That is to say, the VIs system aimed to prepare the conditions for revolution
in the infrastructure by turning the working people which would “be rendered conscious” into a
“political power”. The “process” of making the working people conscious would be achieved only
through instillation of “new value judgements” to the society, at the basis of which lay
consideration of “labour” and “work™ as “the highest values” (Tongug, E. 1970: 265). The
adoption of these new value judgements by the society could be realized in only in the absence of
exploitation of labour. It is for this reason that collective organizations based on public ownership
like agricultural fields of the schools, small industrial organizations, cooperatives, etc would be
established. These organizations would not only “operate in workers’ interests” by providing
material support to them and ending their economic dependence on “exploiters”, but also be a
“basis for subsequent progressive leaps”. The foundation and functioning of such organizations
would be enabled by mobilizing labour power in working class’ interests but without any payment
to them. This was “the single way out” and for all subsequent leaps for development in such a
“poor society” (Tongug, E. 1970: 266).
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embodiment of Kemalist principles of populism, nationalism, and revolutionism

in the sense that they had been established “in” and “for” the villages.

As Apaydin states, with the VIs it was aimed “to develop the backward regions”,
and “to prevent potential migration movements” (Diindar, 2001:22). They were
expected to prevent class struggle by attaching peasants to the land and prevent
their migration to the city. This, as Timur argues, was in compliance with “the
ideology of the period”, populism, which was used “to conceal the class struggle”
(Timur, 2001: 210-211). Just during the debate on the bill of the foundation of the
VIs, a deputy of Manisa, Kazim Nami Duru, stated that the VIs had not aimed to
bring the peasants to the city, but to attach them to the land and make them stay
in the village (Gologlu, 1974: 71).

Kirby emphasizes that the functions of the VIs could not be limited to educational
and economic ones, since having had a strong and deep impact on the major —
untouched- part of the Turkish society in line with the longings of Kemalist
Revolution, they became, at the same time, a “social and cultural movement™®*
(Kirby, 1961: 248). Katoglu (1989) also pays attention to the “instrumentalist”
character of the VlIs, defining them as institutions aiming at incorporation of

peasants into the new regime, and in particular, to the attempts for

Westernization.

This objective of the VIs can be seen also in the Koy Okullarint ve Enstitiilerini
Teskilatlandirma Tasarist which calls particular attention to the need for
“awakening the national consciousness of the peasants”; for training the peasants
for different tasks; and for “instilling the values of the new life” into the peasants
by involving them in the various works and activities of the VIs. These should
accompany the dynamic and well-functioning of the schools, turning “the

stagnant village” into a “dynamic” one, the members of which are “merged”. In

% Kirby examines the characteristics of the VIs which make them a “social movement” under four
headings: “development of new social values”; “creation of national culture”; “specialization” and
“professionalization” of economic life; and, “the question of increasing economic productivity in

the country (Kirby, 1961: 248).

89



order to do this, the instructors and the teachers are charged with the duty of
“educating” the villagers, and “merging” their life with the school activities
(Gologlu, 1974: 74-75). It is in this sense that, the starting point of the VIs was, in
Hasan Ali Yiicel’s words, “not to educate the child”, but to make him/her a
“leader” to his/her environment. The teacher would be the instructor, carrier, and
guardian of the Republic and the Revolution in the village (quoted in Gologlu,
1974: 77).

Similarly, Apaydin states that the VIs would bring up teachers, in a sense “local
intellectual leaders”, needed for “the development of the village” (Diindar,
2001:22). That is to say, the major role in the village development would be
given to “the enlightened peasants” coming from that region. A peasantist writer,
Selahattin Kandemir, Tiitengil argues, reduced “village development” into two
points: “to train the peasant”, and “to train the peasantist”. He gave priority to the
second one since it was, according to Demirkan, the peasantist who would
“educate” the peasant. (It is at this point that Lavrov, a Russian populist, assigns
an “ethical responsibility” to populists) (Tiitengil, 1999: 201). In fact, it is in this
very distinction in peasantist discourse that elitism immanent to populism comes
to the scene. That is to say, the people who are considered to be in need of
education will be trained by the ones who become competent enough to cultivate
and enlighten the former. It is for this reason that peasantists like Tongug gave

such an importance to create a new generation of intellectuals.

Tiitengil pays attention to the important roles “peasantism of the VIs” played both
in the field of training and in changing intellectuals’ view to the village. He states
that starting from “the village” and villager in a “realistic” way, “peasantism of
the VIs” tried to create a ‘“new generation of intellectuals”. Since “the
intellectual” did not want to work in the village, the solution was found in
sending the village child there after training him/her (Tiitengil, 1999: 208). As a
result of this educational leap, there arose a “generation of peasant intellectuals”,

removing the need for “intellectuals™ (giizideler) who had to “go to the people” to
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get “cultural training” from the people (Tiitengil, 1999: 210). For Tiitengil, this
was a “positive outcome” of “peasantism of the VIs”. It was just stated by Dr. Ali
Siitha Delilbasi, a deputy of Kiitahya, during the debate on the bill about the
foundation of the VIs that the VIs would be very useful in terms of
“approximating the peasant to the intellectual”, helping, at last, rapid
development of the former (Gologlu, 1974: 71). In fact, this is the point which
leads us to question populism of the VIs in terms of its “elitist” tones. That is to
say, differing from the Kemalist populism which tended to preserve the
separation between the elite and the people, the VIs wanted to eliminate this
separation between the people and the intellectuals. This is one of the
fundamental objectives clearly stated in Tongug¢’s writings. However, this did not
remain a matter of rhetoric, being materialized in the structure and functioning of
the VIs. As Karadmerlioglu argues, the populism of the VIs “exceeded” and
“contradicted” the original expectations of the ruling elite. Despite accepting the
argument that the Village Institute Project was an embodiment of Kemalist
principle of populism as it is clearly seen in their objectives, the present author
does not share the view —of Gedikoglu, for example- that the VIs were “the way
of awakening the people, especially the village community ... within the context
of Kemalism” (Gedikoglu, 1971: 238). They went beyond not only expectations
but also the limitations of Kemalist principles especially when their outcome was
taken into account.® These points will be clarified after examining the populism

of the VIs together with their structure and functioning in detail.

Despite its positive consequences which will be mentioned in the following
chapters, like all other “unilateral efforts for developing the village”, the project
of the VIs to enliven the village only through education could not produce the

expected outcome (Tiitengil, 1999: 209), failing to transform the countryside. The

8 This is claimed to be one of the reasons for the closure of the VIs. For Makal (2001: 8), for
example, the political parties supported by the “selfish ‘intellectuals’” did not want to foster
“awakening of the people”. Rather than stimulating active political participation, they wanted to
perpetuate people’s passiveness reducing participation merely into voting. Similarly, for
Eyuboglu (1967: 94), one of the reasons for the closure of the VIs was that they had found the
“shortcut way of awakening the peasant”.
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reforms carried out and the policies implemented were far from changing the
rural structure. Since the main concern here was the countryside, it is necessary to

draw attention to agricultural policies of the Republican regime.

II1.2. Agricultural policies of the Republican Regime

The Republican regime was founded in a “country of peasants”, the majority of
which was poor (Kurug, 1987: 157). The backwardness of agriculture
underdeveloped village economy and the miserable conditions of the majority of
peasants led the government to search for an effective solution for these
problems. It was generally accepted that unless the conditions of the peasants had
been improved and agriculture had been developed, it would not have been
possible to develop the country (Kurug, 1987: 156). The Kemalists, as Ahmad
also states, were aware of the importance of the countryside for national
development, and appreciated “the peasant’s contribution to the economy”.
According to them, “the driving force for development” would be “the urban
economy” whereas “the fuel” would be provided by “the rural sector”. Thus,
Mustafa Kemal’s famous statement declaring the peasant as “Turkey’s real
master and owner” (or “the real master of the nation”) should be seen more than a
“mere rhetoric”. However, despite a relative improvement in the condition of the
peasantry especially with the removal of the tithe (asar)®®, the countryside did not

experience “structural changes” like land reform (Ahmad, 1981: 153).

8 The abolition of the tithe already existed among the resolutions of the Economic Congress held
in Izmir on April 23, 1923. The landlords played an important role in the adoption of this
resolution. Indeed, the agricultural delegates were sharply criticized (a great deal of criticism) for
“representing the landlords rather than the peasants”. As Baggoz and Wilson quote, Ahmet Hamdi
criticized this during the Congressional debates as follows: “I thought that the peasant class was
very well represented at the Congress. The agrarian delegates who were in the majority were
aware of the distress and poverty of the villagers. However, they gave no thought to the large
number of landless peasants. When the division of the farms of the absentee landlords was
proposed, the so-called agrarian representatives were the first to rebel.” Considered as a whole,
resolutions passed by the Congress recommended a “free enterprise system under state
protection” (Basgéz and Wilson, 1968: 48). Together with the principles of the RPP, the
resolutions of the Congress “marked the disappearance of the radical reform tendencies which had
been expressed within the Populist Program of the war years”. Then, it was the right time to carry
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The tithe was a tax collected from peasants at 10 percent of gross agricultural
product during the harvest season. It formed the biggest part of government
revenues. However, the right to collect this tax was entitled to private tax farmers
-large landowners, merchants, money lenders, and urban notables®’- who
appropriated a large part of the total collections from the producers (Pamuk and
Owen, 1998: 15). Many writers argue that the ones who benefited from the
abolition of the tithe were large land- holders. It was, indeed, “a gift to those large
land-holders holding a title to land, who were informed of government activities
and were aware of their interests” by the Republican government (Aricanli, 1986:
41). It is considered as a kind of concession by the Republican regime to the large
landowners who gave support to the War of Independence. However, Pamuk and
Owen argue, underlying the abolition of the tithe there was also the concern for
alleviating poverty and improving the material condition of the small producers
on whom the tithe placed a large burden. Its abolition, indeed, relieved the tax
burden on the peasants. Pamuk and Owen also pay attention to the ignorance of
the fact that with the abolition of the tithe “tax farming” was also eliminated.
That is to say, “the economically powerful strata of the provinces ... lost an
important and convenient mechanism which had enabled them to appropriate a
large part of the agricultural surplus” (Pamuk and Owen, 1998: 15). (From that
time onwards, the transfer of the agricultural surplus to the urban sector
continued but this time with the help of price mechanism (Pamuk and Owen,
1998: 24).) They argue that in the long run the elimination of both the tithe and
tax farming ‘“helped consolidate small peasant ownership and production in
Turkish agriculture”. It should be mentioned that despite the relative decrease in

the tax burden on the peasants with the abolition of the tithe, the peasants

out reforms directed against institutions like the old Islamic legal system, religious education, the
political structure of the Empire, etc. (Basgoz and Wilson, 1968: 48-49).

%7 The local notables who provided and channeled the resources needed during the War of
Independence constituted “the power base of the Ankara government”. They were the ones who
“had direct access to surplus in the hinterland”. That is to say, “... de facto control of the source of
surplus was in the hands of the notables” who “arranged tax collection and its delivery with the
central government” (Ahmad, 1981: 153).
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continued to suffer from other taxes. In fact, after the abolition of the tithe (and
the animal tax), the government introduced new ones like indirect taxes on the

basic consumer goods bought by the peasants (Pamuk and Owen, 1998: 15).

Coming to the land reform, Timur argues that the abundance of uncultivated
lands and a shortage of population in Anatolia hindered land reform which would
help capitalist development. He relates this to the lack of a powerful big industrial
bourgeoisie who would support land reform in terms of creating an internal
market. The semi-feudal character of agriculture did not disturb much the
commercial bourgeoisie, who were, rather than the industrial one, a strong
candidate tothe government, and in contrast to the latter whose interests were in
conflict with the “semi-feudal landowners”, the former make an alliance with
them (Timur, 2001: 71). Pamuk and Owen also pay attention to the same point
arguing that the availability of land helps explain “why land reform and
redistribution of land did not become an important issue in Turkey during the
inter-war period, except in the southeast where Kurdish tribal leaders controlled
extensive tracts” (Pamuk and Owen, 1998: 24). According to Ahmad, the land
question in Turkey differed from that of many newly-independent Third World
nations. The problem in Turkey was “the shortage of labour”, deteriorated by
“constant warfare” and “the loss of population”, while the latter were faced with
“the shortage of land”. The reason for landlords’ opposition to the re-distribution
of land partly laid here. That is to say, land reform would have led to a
considerable reduction in “the size of the agrarian labour force available to the
landlords” (Ahmad, 1981: 153), meaning higher wages and decreasing land rent
(Ahmad, 1981: 154).

Kuru¢ mentions several reasons for the difficulties facing the government in
realizing land reform. He argues that this was not an easy task for the government
for several reasons. First of all, as Kuru¢ pays attention, land ownership was
observed by the 1924 Constitution and guarded by other laws, both of which were

in favour of landowners but disadvantageous to the landless peasants and the
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small farmers. Moreover, the Republican regime did not want to “frighten” the
big landowners who were one of the coalition partners of the Republican elites. In
fact, it was thought that to give land to the peasants would not harm property of
the big landowners’, and the ones whose land would be distributed to the landless
peasants and the small farmers would be the big landowners who had intended to
use their economic power against the Republican regime in the 1920s. Even the
decision to give land to the poor farmers itself was limited to the eastern part of
the country, and aimed to maintain the security of the regime. Avoiding
frightening (and losing the support of) the big land owners, the regime decided to
alleviate the “incompatibility” between the big land owners and the small
producers mainly through modernization of agriculture —mechanization and the
use of modern techniques, and granted tariff and tax exemptions. But the policies
followed, in fact, were advantageous to the rich farmers rather than to the small
producers. Even the approval of a few legal regulations —like The Law for Farm
Credit Associations (Tarum Kredisi Birlikleri Kanunu) approved in 1924 for the
foundation of the Agricultural Credit Union ([tibari Zirai Birligi)- providing the
legal ground for foundation of some associations® and cooperatives caused no
remarkable change or improvement in their conditions, which became even worse
with the World Economic Crisis of 1929 leading to a sharp decline® in the prices
of agricultural commodities, and thus increasing the burden of the indebted
peasants, who suffered from landlords and usurers from whom they borrowed
money with hig interest rates, and accelerating impoverishment of the small
producers. (this fall in the price of agricultural products resulted also in high
decrease in export income since agricultural goods formed the major part of
Turkey’s export.). For Kurug, the most effective solution during those years

would be government support in agriculture. In the lack of sufficient financial

% The Agricultural Bank (Ziraat Bankast), being the unique institution “to reach the small
farmers” should also be mentioned here, but it could not become an effective organization to
implement agricultural policies of the Republican government (Kurug, 1987: 158).

% Prices of the leading crops, cereals like wheat, decreased more than 60 percent from 1928/29 to

1932/33 and remained almost the same until the end of decade, while that of hazelnuts, raisins,
tobacco, and cotton declined averaging around 50 percent (Pamuk and Owen, 1998: 16).
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power, the government decided to monopolize some products, like tobacco,
which would benefit both state and producers. The ones who were disturbed by
this policy were the merchants, who were worrying about the probable extension

of state intervention in whole areas (Kurug, 1987: 158-164).

The foundation of the support policies in agriculture was laid in 1932, continued
to be developed during the following years, and institutionalized in 1938 with the
foundation of Soil Products Office (Toprak Mahsulleri Ofisi)”* (Kurug, 1987:
165-166). The World Economic Crisis of 1929 made the problems in agriculture
much more explicit, leading the government to be more “realistic” in its approach
to the land question. The main object was openly declared after 1933/34 as
removing “the inequality in the land ownership”, which, as Nasit Hakki Bey -the
deputy of Kiitahya- emphasized, created a decrease in demand, and so low-level
of national income (Kurug, 1987: 167-168), deepening the Crisis. The realization
of this object, i.e. land distribution, for the Republican administration which
“aims to take the republican regime to the village” with both its “economy” and
“administration” (Kurug, 1987: 182) was thought to contribute to the regime’s
stability. That is to say, a village with farmers having their own land would mean
not only a “higher level of purchasing power”, but also a “stable administrative
base” (Kurug, 1987: 171-172). The land to be distributed would not be limited to
public domain but include also, even mainly, large lands which were under
private ownership to the landless peasants and small farmers, who would be “the
owners of the regime in the village”, until when everybody would have “enough

land”. This would lead to an increase in the purchasing power of the village,

2 One of the measures the government took to tackle with the Crisis was the introduction of direct
and indirect support programs in wheat and tobacco. It established an independent agency, Soil
Products Office, through which wheat would be purchased from producers. (This was previously
done through the Agricultural Bank). However, these purchases remained limited, and ineffective
in improving the terms of trade faced by the wheat producers. The government, Pamuk and Owen
argue, probably viewed the lower agricultural prices as an “opportunity to appropriate the
agricultural surplus in order to accelerate the industrialization process in the urban areas” (Pamuk
and Owen, 1998: 22).
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keeping it up with industrial economy”' (Kurug, 1987: 182). In order to do this,
the government would make legal regulations, including the constitutional
changes if necessary. In fact, the latter was compulsory to be able to give land to
the peasants since the land ownership had been fully observed by the 1924
Constitution (Kurug, 1987: 174-175). Therefore, in 1937 “to make a change in
agricultural regime became one of the principles of the Republican government”
(Kurug, 1987: 175). From that time onwards, “the land question” meant “land
distribution”. This time the government was decisive, and this can be seen both in
constitutional change and also in its claim to “continuity” in land distribution
(Kurug, 1987: 176). However, there was no consensus in the RPP about the land
question (Kurug, 1987: 182). There was no change in the “view” and “resistance”
of big landowners’ to the land question (Kurug, 1987: 180), who did not want to
share “the control of the village” with anybody else (Kurug, 1987: 182). The
landowners and their (political) representatives, Kuru¢ states, were ‘“very
sensitive” to the issue of “land ownership”, reducing “the land question” into
their ownership, i.e. to their own interests, and and being reluctant to make

concessions (Kurug, 1987: 158).

Ahmad views “the agrarian question” in Turkey “primarily political in nature”
rather than “economic”, relating its solution to “whom supported the national
movement”, the peasants or the landlords (Ahmad, 1981: 154). (Ahmad explains
the general apathy of the peasantry, which was “more alienated from the state
than from the village notables” (Ahmad, 1981: 155) by the fact that “they held
the state responsible for their oppression”, expecting “succour” from it (Ahmad,
1981: 154). At a critical conjuncture, and in the lack of a “politicised peasantry”

and of a “peasant movement capable of being rallied to the nationalist cause”

! The main motivation behind these attempts of the government was to increase agricultural
production which would subsequently accelerate the process of industrialization through increase
in purchasing power of peasants. As Kurug¢ observes, during the 1930s it was understood that
industrialization necessitated increase in the purchasing power not only of cities, but also of
villages. The government decided to solve the problems of villages in compliance with its
approach to industrialization (Kurug, 1987: 170). The World Economic Crisis of 1929 displayed
how complementary are agriculture and industry (Kurug, 1987: 171). That is to say, the Crisis
displayed the link between agricultural development and industrialization, and the dependence of
the latter on the former.
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(Ahmad, 1981: 155), the Kemalists, being in search of “the support of any class”,
turned to the landlords rather than the peasantry. The former would serve as a
mediator between the Kemalists and the peasantry. That is to say, the Kemalists
would “reach the peasants through the agency of their traditional leaders, the
local notables and the men of religion, the iillema”, who were mostly “the local
landowners”. The latter was only concerned with increasing their holdings as
much as possible, refraining strictly from losing their properties. Thus, the
Kemalists tacitly agreed on “maintain[ing], and even strengthen[ing], the status
quo in the countryside” at the expense of the peasantry’s demands -especially for
land- through the involvement of the landlords as a “powerful element” in the
People’s Party; by an “electoral law which guaranteed the existence of an
effective landlords’ lobby in the Assembly; and by “the inclusion of Article 74 in
the new constitution which virtually closed the door to land reform” (Ahmad,
1981: 156). “All the radical attempts by the state to solve the agricultural
problems of Turkey will conflict with the individualistic principles in the Turkish
Civil Code” (Basgoz and Wilson, 1968: 50). The conditions of the peasantry, on
the other hand, were tried to be improved “through education” with the hope that
“in time general enlightenment would transform the situation in rural Anatolia”

(Ahmad, 1981: 156).

Viewing the “Turkish Revolution” as a “bourgeois revolution” which had to
“dissolve the precapitalist relations in agriculture” and “develop capitalism”,
Timur argues that during the single party period this was tried to be done through
transforming the big landowners into “capitalist farmers” rather than through
“land reform” because of the shortage of population and abundance of
uncultivated land. But there were also attempts for giving land to landless
peasants and small farmers, like Housing Law ([skan Kanunu), which, at the
same time, aimed to resettle the population on the basis of “race”” (Timur, 2001:
145), and “to eliminate the feudal institutions of sheikdom and aghas” (Timur,
2001: 146). However, the Law reserved the rights of big landowners except those

of aghas and sheiks in the Eastern Anatolia. Timur mentions other laws like the
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Elimination of Violation of Real Estate Law (Gayrimenkule Tecaviiziin Define
Dair Kanun) - passed in 1933- guaranteeing the rights of landowners through
civilian authorities and Property Law (Tapu Kanunu) - passed in 1934-
“encourag[ing] occupation of abandoned lands within housing limits as
complementary to the Housing Law. As Timur rightly argues, question of land
reform cannot be solved only through land distribution, requiring other conditions
like means of production, education, credit, etc. Otherwise, lands which have
been distributed would “return” to the big landowners. Timur concludes once

3

considered as a whole, all the measures taken were “in favour of” the big
landowners (Timur, 2001: 147-148). That is to say, despite including a program
of land reform, in practice the agricultural policy of the government served the
interests of the big landowners. Timur relates “the inconsistencies and
contradictions” of the agricultural policy of the government regarding the
capitalization of agriculture to its “class structure”, i.e. “the petty bourgeoisie”
origin of the bureaucracy””. With the slogan of “populism”, Timur argues, the
government aimed “to defend” all the classes. But this was something impossible,
resulting in “contradictory” and “inconsistent” policies, which led to “waste of
resources” while, at the same time, hindering “capital accumulation” to a certain
extent. The government had to protect the interests of not all but certain class or
classes, and until the years of depression, this was the big landowners (Timur,
2001: 149). Indeed, with the attempts for land reform during both the years of
depression and war years the government aimed to secure or consolidate its
“authority” and the class structure of the society. It was, Timur concludes, for this
reason that “the political aspect” of the Housing Law (1934) was much more

preponderant than the “economic” one (Timur, 2001: 150).

2 In underdeveloped countries, what the term “petty bourgeoisie” brings into mind at first is the
concept of “intellectual”. However, since the petty bourgeoisie is “not much differentiated” in this
part of the world, the term “intellectual” includes also “intelligentsia”, “bureaucrats”, etc.
Especially since during the period in concern the intellectuals who were limited in number
generally worked in state service, it is “proper” to use the terms “intellectual” and “bureaucrat”
interchangeably (Oran, 1988: 57).
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II1.3. Tonguc’s Peasantism

Tongug’s peasantism deserves mention since Tongug, who held the position of
General Directorate for Elementary Education during the period between 1935
and 1946, was the most effective name in the VIs system. Being the architect of
the VIs project, and known as one of the famous figures of peasantism —he was
called “peasant Ismail” in his workplace- Ismail Hakki Tongug is worth special
emphasis in this study. Any study about the VIs excluding his ideas will be
incomplete since he was the leading figure in the formulation and foundation of
the VIs experiment. Therefore, in analyzing populism of the VlIs, it is necessary
to examine his ideas especially about the village, the peasant (or the people), and

the intellectual.

Tonguc delineated the village and the peasants before the War of Independence
as follows: The relationship between “the exploitative bureaucrats” and “the
destructive Ottoman intellectuals”, on the one hand, and the peasants, on the
other hand, had become very “repulsive” and “terrible”, leading the former to
lose their credit with the latter. In addition to the misgovernment and injustice,
the disasters like scarcity, drought, flood, and epidemic diseases worsened the
condition of the peasants, leading their estrangement from “state administrators”,
i.e. “the class of masters”, increasing “the gap between the suppressor and the
oppressed” day by day (Tongug, 1961: 82-84).” This “tragic event”, according to
Tongug, arose from “the timidity”, “ineptitude”, egoism, indifference of the

“semi-intellectuals” who governed the Ottoman Empire to ‘“the people”

% Although Ismail Hakki Tongug believed that the Republican regime would change this picture,
the facts of history proved the contrary. This can be explicitly seen in what Yalgin narrates: “Biz
koylii ¢cocuklari, o zaman, genelde kasabalara uzak koylerde olan insanlar, devlet memuru olarak
bir jandarmayi bir de vergi memurunu bilirdik. Onun 6tesinde, yukarda, iste Inonii’niin de adini
duyardik, Reis-i Cumhur. 1940’lh yillarda -ben Develi’nin Toroslar’a yakin bir koyiindenim-
oradaki dag koyleri, kis mevsiminde bir kdy odasinda bir iddiaya girmisler ‘ya In6nii ne yer?’
diye. Yani reis-i cumhur ya, ne yer? Simdi kisiler, askere gidenler var, francala ekmegi taniyorlar,
bir kez onu yer. Ama ekmegin yaninda ne yer? Uzun tarigmalardan sonra suna karar vermisler:
‘Inonii, her giin o beyaz ekmegi siyah pekmeze banar banar yer. Bagka bir sey yemez.” (interview
with Yal¢in, 2006). Contrary to Tongu¢’s expectations, the Republican government failed in
closing the gap between the people and the ruling elite.
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(especially to peasants). Even the Young Turks who had announced the
Constitutional Monarchy could not change this picture because of lacking both
the necessary cadre and “time and opportunity to benefit from the energy and
qualities of the people”. Thus, neither “the wound” nor “the trouble” could be
“diagnosed” during the Constitutional Monarchy (Tongug, 1961: 84). Sheltering
in metropoles or provinces, and trying to ensure their own interests, most of the
intellectuals closed their eyes to the destitution and misery of, and their ears to
“the moanings of the people and the peasants” during that period, making the task
of the “heroes of the Constitutional Monarchy” (Mesrutiyet kahramanlarr)

difficult (Tongug, 1961: 85).

According to Tongug, the Republic would completely change this picture. For
him, the Republic meant, among others, the end of “the separation” between the
intellectuals, on the one hand, and “the people” and “the peasant”, on the other;
elimination of “the oppressor” and “the oppressed”, “the exploitative” and “the
exploited” classes’; involvement of “the people” and “the peasant” within the
state structure; and also the adoption of modern civilization as a whole (Tonguc,
1961: 88). In order to achieve all these in a short time, it was necessary “to find
and subtract new values” from within the social structure, and here the village
provided the main source in which the necessary material was “embedded”. From
then on, it should have been “the nature”, not “the peasant”, to be made use of or

exploited (Tongug, 1961: 89).

o According to Ismail Hakki Tongug, the basic deficiency of the RPP was its “ideology of
‘classless society »

299

, while, for him, the existence of “the oppressor”, “the exploitative”, and “the
oppressed”, “the exploited” classes —the peasant class forming the majority- in Turkey was the
main contradiction which formed one of the major issues he continuously dealt with during his
life (Tongug, E. 1970: 118). “The pseudo progressives (sahte ilericiler) who seemed to adopt
Kemalist principles”, but in fact “defended the interests of conservative-reactionary classes
knowingly or unknowingly”, violated these principles, interpreting them in their own interests.
Engin Tongug gives the example of Atatiirk’s slogan of “classless society” having “no special
privileges” (imtiyazsiz, sinifsiz toplum). For Tongug, this slogan expressed an “aspiration” to a
society characterized by “social justice”; elimination of poverty; and absence of any privileged
individuals or groups and disappearance of class differences. “The so-called intellectuals”, on the
other hand, interpreted it as the lack of classes in Turkish society, contributing to the maintenance
of “class society” (E. Tongug, 1970: 132-133).
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Despite all these attempts to make changes and to develop the country, the village
was still “unknown” to some of “the semi-intellectuals” who could not leave “the
Ottoman mentality” behind since they did not come from —and were trained in-
the village. Being trained in the urban schools, and learning life through the
books, they were unaware of the fertility and resources of the village, and had a
false conception of peasants as “coward”, “exhausted”, “hesitant”, and unable to
endure trouble, which were in fact characteristics Tongug attributed to these
semi-intellectuals (Tongug, 1961: 89). For these “semi-intellectuals”, the peasant
would become a “value” on condition that he/she resembled the former.
However, Tongu¢ states, resemblance of the peasants to these “semi-
intellectuals” in terms of “character”, “working capacity”, and “mentality” would
bring disaster to the country (Tongug, 1961: 92). These “bookish (kitabi)

intellectuals”™

who could not “unchain ... the Routine and the Bureaucracy”,
“concealed the fact” hindering understanding of the village reality, and doing
something to improve the condition in the village. This, according to Tonguc,
was the major role that “semi-intellectuals” had been playing since the Tanzimat
(Tongug, 1961: 90). The peasant, on the other hand, had completely different
“mentality”. He/she believed that unless being able to subsist on, he/she would
remain “ignorant” and “be slave”. According to him/her, a “good person” was the
one who performed work rather than the person who “spoke and wrote without
working”. The peasant considered this as the main reason of “the separation”
between the peasant and “the nonworking literate” (Tongug, 1961: 91). In fact,

giving superiority to “work” rather than abstract knowledge was a characteristic

of peasantist ideology. This is what is called “anti-intellectualism”.

Tonguc states that the Turkish society would easily overcome ‘“barrenness” and

become a “community of creative persons” if the intellectuals (“of the asphalt

% In calling these intellectuals “bookish”, Tongug seems to pay attention especially to their failure
in grasping the village reality. Therefore, this should not be considered as an example to his “anti-
intellectualism”. Tn a letter dated 1945 and published in flkdgretim, Tongug defined intellectual
as one who “continuously” trained and developed himself/herself by reading books and
newspapers, making investigations and experiments, attending courses, etc (Tongug, 1999: 126).
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streets””) were confronted with “the realities of the country” (Tongug, 1961: 62).
“The new generation”, according to Tongug, had to deal with the difficulties of
the country, and search for solutions to these problems. It was not only “the duty”
but also “the right” of the artists to arouse society by “sticking a needle” into the

apathetic human beings (Tongug, 1961: 62).

In one of his letters dated March 1957, Tongug again criticized the intellectuals,
paying attention to the difficulty in explaining to them that the fundamental
problem of the country had been “to educate peasants at all costs”. Far from
contributing to the realization of this “ideal”, some of these intellectuals had
slowed it down by, for example, underestimating the task of teaching how to read
and write, and by “slandering” those who worked for the sake of this ideal.
Tonguc compared these intellectuals to that of Western countries, in which the
peasants were well educated, and concluded that the latter had worked hard and
striven for their “ideals”, while the majority of the intellectuals in Turkey had
chosen not to tackle the problems of the country. In a letter written on April 17,
1959 Tongug defined the deficiency of “the educated” as lacking an ideal for
which they would work (Tongug, 1961: 69). Again in another letter dated June
16, 1960 he viewed “the intellectual who does not contemplate” as a major source
of threat to the democratic regime (Tongug, 1961: 79). The VIs aimed “to create”
a kind of person similar to “the Western intellectual”, who enjoyed living by
fighting difficulties. In order to reach the level of Westerners, Tongug argued, all
the Turkish citizens —townsman and villager- should have gotten primary

education (Tongug, 1961: 64).

Actually, Tongug’s criticism was not only directed to the intellectuals, but also to
the people of the East(ern countries) in general. The latter, he wrote in his letter
dated February 3, 1958, had been “inimical” to the “goodness”, and “prettiness”,
and enjoyed “obscurity”, “poisoning” their life. In another letter written on March
26, 1958 Tongu¢ mentioned inactiveness as another characteristic of the East. In

the atmosphere of the East, he stated, the persons had become ‘“idle”. The
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mosque, medrese (Moslem theological school), tekke (dervish lodge), the school,
and the family together had brought up “dull”, “lethargic”, and “disgusted”
persons (Tongug, 1961: 66). To save the school from “the negative impacts” of
all such authorities and make them a kind of government agency had become an
“ideal” of the nations which wanted to adopt the Western civilization (Tongug,

2001: 213).

The ones aimed at “the enlivenment of the village”, according to Tongug, had to
accept the fact that what was called “the Western civilization”, which had been in
fact the product of positive sciences, brought forth major changes in every sphere
of life not only in Western societies but also in other ones. In order to disseminate
knowledge and introduce innovations to individuals, there arose a need for a new
institution of education, i.e. the primary school. But, since those innovations were
not simultaneously introduced to the city and the village, the latter was began to
be “exploited” by the former, and became ‘“‘stagnant”. The solution was to
“educate the village people according to the requirements of the new
civilization”. This was exactly what Tongu¢ meant by “enlivenment of the
village”. Here, the first thing to do was to bring up “conscious” and “dynamic”
persons who would “join this war”. But, as Tongu¢ repeatedly emphasized,
“enlivenment of the village” did not only mean teaching peasants how to read and
write but also bringing means of “health” and “modern technics”, “modern
culture”, “economic know-how”, etc to the village. It also meant “emanation of
the village source” in which “the essence of national capacity” was preserved
(Tongug, 1961: 102-105). (As it has been argued before, viewing the village and
the peasants as the reserve of “pure cultural traits” or of the national essence is a
characteristic of peasantist ideology.) Being a true peasantist, Tongug believed in
the necessity of “enlivening various values” still living amongst the peasants and
making use of them in a “systematic” way in the course of education (this would
contribute to close the gap between the city and the village). It was for this

reason, i.e. to utilize and disseminate “our genuine culture” and “to reinforce
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national sentiments of students” that folk dance, folk song, etc. were included in

the programs in the village schools and the VIs (Tongug, 1961: 117-118).

What Tongu¢ meant by “the village question” was, in fact, “the enlivenment of
the village from inside’® in a meaningful and conscious way” rather than its
development in a “mechanical” way so that the peasant, like other citizens,
gained and exercised their rights and that nobody could insult and “exploit” them
(Tongug, 1961: 102). This is where Tongug’s populism comes to the fore. In a
society committed itself to “the ideal of people’s government” all citizens should
have gained equal rights so that differences which would undermine social order

would be eliminated (Tongug, 1961: 118).

In his well-known book, Canlandirilacak Koy, Tongug clarifies what he meant by
“the enlivenment of the village” and things to be done to enliven the village. He
begins by asserting that in a country where 80 % of the population lived in the
villages “the major and simplest truth” was that the village had to be the focal
point of all kinds of work. Any organization which was not based on the village
could neither be “efficient” nor “useful”. Nor any “movement” without peasant’s
participation could be “strong”. “A new civilization cannot be created or
perpetuated without the peasant” (Tongug, 1961: 92). The country could not
“enliven” or “become beautiful” unless the enlivenment of the village was
realized. In short, the cities in particular and the country in general depended on
“the village” and “the peasant”. At this point, Tongu¢ enumerates several tasks
for prolongation of life and the elimination of the differences between the city
and the village. First of all, it was necessary to improve conditions of the peasant
so that they could meet the necessaries of life like food, cloth, shelter, and work
tools. Secondly, “the new values” —principles- of the Republic should have been
spread among “the peasant citizens”, and appropriated to them. Third, the legal,

financial, and economic affairs to be done in the village should have been

% Tongug (1999: 11) wrote in a letter dated 22 February 1936 that the ones who would “enter”
and “mobilize” the village” were not “artificial intellectuals” but “elements from the village”
itself.
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“normalized” and become “efficient”, being organized in accordance with the
village structure. Fourth, the peasants should have become “good producers” and
“customer confidence” for national industry, free from “negative viewpoints of
life” (menfi hayat telakkileri) which had been, in fact, a legacy of the past, and
prepared according to “the working conditions of new life”. Unless all these had
been achieved, Tongug¢ argues, nothing would have been changed. All these
together formed the basis for all other tasks, and it was not “right” to educate the
peasants only through “bookish knowledge” (kitabi bilgi) (Tongug, 1961: 93-94).
Unless the peasants had been educated so as to become ‘“conscious”, and “the
new values” had been disseminated among them, “the revolution” could not have
been settled down. All these tasks could be achieved with “lay citizens” who
relied on their “will” and “labour” rather than “fate” and/or “religious beliefs”,
and who were respectful to all “good” ideas wherever it came from. Only then,
Tonguc concluded, it would be possible both to create a “modern and dynamic
nation”, and to generate ‘“the truly enlightened citizens” (hakiki miinevver

vatandaslar).

Tonguc argues that in countries where the peasant population formed the majority
it was necessary to introduce the products of “new civilization” to the villages.
The establishment of this new civilization was heavily based on “cultured” or
“enlightened” person, who would become much more “honourable”, and
“advocate of freedom, tolerance and human rights” by receiving “primary
education” (Tongug, 1961: 60-61). Primary education was “the sole and unique
means” of transferring values like freedom of thought, freedom of expression,
and equal rights which had been the well-known slogans of French Revolution to
daily life (Tongug, 2001: 211). Tongug resembled those who received primary
education (in its simplest sense) to the formerly- blind persons who later began to
see all the beauties or the goodness of the world (Tongug, 1961: 62-63). In one of
the letters he sended to the teachers graduated from the VIs in 1945, Tongug
stated that in a village without any school, despite his/her eyes and ears were

“open”, the peasant could neither “see” nor “hear” what would benefit
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himself/herself. It was for this reason that what he/she —especially if he/she was
the one who just seemed to be a “peasant” or behave as if he/she defended the

peasant- said could not always be accepted as “right” (Tongug, 1999: 107).”

According to Tongug, the “compulsory” and “free” primary education for all the
children above certain age was, at the same time, the most important condition of
“realizing people’s government” (halk idaresi) in a country. Otherwise, “the
destiny of the nation” would be passed into the hands of a person or a group of
persons. But, Tongug stressed, the role of primary education could not be reduced
merely to its being a condition of “people’s government”. It was also “the sole
means of instilling the preliminary knowledge necessary for introducing the true

nature (or essential character) of the society” to the people (Tongug, 2001: 211).

In one of his letters he sent to both graduates of the VIs and Teachers’ Training
Schools published in the periodical flkdg’retimgg, Tongug described villages as
places with “backward living conditions”. He argued that unless these conditions
had been improved, it would not have been possible to make necessary changes
in order to bring happiness into the life of the peasants. It was for this reason that
“the new village school” would be founded and would function as a “school in
broad sense”, extending beyond the walls of classrooms so that it could have an
impact on the village life as a whole (Tongug, 1999: 124). The village school
would be that of “life” and “work™ (Hayat ve Is Okulu) with its “practice garden”,
“workshop”, animals, recreation and sports ground. It would also have a
“producing capacity” as much as a moderate family enterprise, and a
“cooperative” to answer the needs of the school (Tongug, 1961: 119). In this
school, the students would be trained in a way that prepare them for working life

organized according to the village (Tongug, 1961: 119-120). “To enliven the

97 «“Koyiinde hi¢ okul agilmayan koyliiniin gozleri aciktir, fakat o kendisine faydali olam géremez,
kulaklar1 duyar fakat isitemez. Onun i¢in bu durumdaki insanlarin soylediklerinin hepsi her
zaman dogru olarak kabul edilemez. Hele bu koylii asil koylii degil de koylu gibi goriinen veya
koyliiyti koruyucu sahte tavirlari takinan birisi ise.” (Tongug, 1999: 107)

% Tongug answered the letters sent by the teachers graduated from the VIs in this periodical both
to inform them about each other’s work, and to ease his task (Tongug, 1999: 96).
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village” through education meant providing the village with such a school and a
teacher (Tongug, 1961: 120). Tongug added that “the question of education in the
village” should have been treated as a kind of “national affair” above the policy
games (Tongug, 1961: 121) since it was not only an “instrument of
development”, but also that of “enlightenment” and ‘“democratization”
(Kuyumcu, 2003: 33). The VIs, for Tongug, would be the forerunner of a
“democratic society” providing a “model” for it with their functioning in

accordance with democratic principles.
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CHAPTER IV

THE DEMOCRATIC STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONING OF THE
VILLAGE INSTITUTES

It is argued that the Village Institutes played a significant role in settlement and
establishment of democracy.99 In order to examine the relationship between
populism and democracy in the case of the VlIs, the present chapter will focus on
the “democratic” structure and functioning of the VIs. In examining “democratic”
structure and functioning of the VIs, the emphasis will be put especially on the
fundamental principles; the organizational structure and characteristics; and the

educational program of the VIs.

Giving reference to Goethe who stated that “[t]he best government is the one
which teaches people self-administration”, Gedikoglu argues that the functioning
of “democratic order” depends on the foundation and functioning of educational
institutions in accordance with “democratic order”. According to him, this is the
only way of obtaining the necessary means and founding organizations “to stir”
and “mould” society in general, and the peasant in particular (Gedikoglu, 1971:
239). “Democratic education” requires the existence of “democratic conditions”,
which refers to more than “political” and “legal” democracy (Gedikoglu, 1980:
31). Especially in “underdeveloped” countries, “political democracy”, Gedikoglu
argues, is in the service of “bourgeoisie capitalism” and serves as its “means of
exploitation”, perpetuating ‘“‘economic slavery” of the majority of the people

(Gedikoglu, 1980: 32).

% Tt is necessary to bear in mind that such evaluations of the VIs as “democratic” structures and
the claim for their contribution to the establishment of democracy and to the “democratization”
process are made from a retrospective viewpoint, far from reflecting the actual situation in the
country during the period in question, when the term “democracy” was not pronounced yet. This
can be related also to the “leftist” inclinations of the narrators and writers graduated from the VIs.
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The history of the Turkish people, Apaydin argues, had been characterized by a
government opposed to democratic one -a system in which “rulers” and “the
ruled” are close to each other. In the former, “the ruler” had dominated “the
ruled”, and the educational system —madrasah- aimed to train “ever ready”
person or “subject”. The outcome was “easily-deceivable” or manipulable and
“obeying” people who got used to “give” without “demanding”. Being “ignorant”
and “unconscious” and so unaware of his/her own interests, such kind of a
person, Apaydin argues, cannot be a “citizen” of a democratic government.
Because a “citizen” of a democratic government is a “conscious” person who can
differentiate what is right from what is wrong by himself/herself; participate in
cultural and artistic activities; read books, journals and periodicals; keep abreast
of the current events both in the country and around the world, etc. This was,
according to Apaydin, the very education put into practice (Apaydin, 1980: 91),
and the atmosphere created in the VIs. Believing that the “darkness” would be
“overcome” and the persons would become argumentative and critical through
“reading” and “learning”, the students were strongly encouraged to read much but
by “contemplating” and “criticizing”. Moreover, the students were “consciously”
given “responsibility” and participated in administration in order “to develop”
their “personality” (Apaydin, 1980: 92). Similarly, Makal argues that in the VIs
there was a “democratic education” which was put into practice through
everyone’s participation in administration; criticism; discussions on various

issues; and reading beyond textbooks, etc (Makal, 2001: 63).

Gedikoglu, on the other hand, grounds “the democratic education” in the VIs on
their “legal objective” with an emphasis on “equality of opportunity”, and “social
justice” in terms of recruiting village children into schools; organizational
characteristics; and its educational program (Gedikoglu, 1980: 32). Before going
into the details of organizational characteristics and the educational program, it is
necessary to mention the “populist” character of education in the VIs. During the
interview, Tiirkoglu emphasizes that equality of opportunity requires that the

education service should be taken to the individual. To found a school in a city
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and to make it accessible to everyone does not mean equality of opportunity.
Here, Tiirkoglu gives herself as an example saying that if one of the VIs had not
been founded in Antalya, she would not have a chance to go to school. In the lack
of easiness of access it was very difficult to take children, especially the girls, to
another place (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005). (The memoirs of the graduates of
the VIs are full of examples of the difficulties the students had encountered
during their travels.) The VIs were established in regions, each including 3-4
provinces. The students of each Village Institute were recruited from the region
of that Institute. The criteria in determining the educational regions which were
twenty-four in number were their geographical conditions, the life conditions, and
cultural fabric (Ozgen, 1993). Through this regional division, primary schools
were tried to be distributed equally throughout the country, contributing also to
the realization of equality of opportunity. This is, in fact, what differentiates
“populist” understanding of education from “elitist” one. Tiirkoglu criticizes the
prevailing educational system in terms of its “elitist” aspect, which is
materialized in the very existence of private schools and Anatolia High Schools
(Anadolu Liseleri), and compared it with the “populist” understanding of
education in the VIs. By “populist education”, she means that all the population
(or the people) receive the same training. It is only then that the whole talents —
doctors, engineers, and the like- would come to light. Otherwise, the talented
persons would not have a chance and/or opportunity to reveal themselves. Once
all the people received the same training, this would contribute to the “democratic

process” (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005).

All these explain why the VIs are seen by many as an attempt to eliminate or
relieve social inequalities. They were educational institutions where the principle
of equity was materialized to a certain extent at least by increasing equality in
education sphere through positive discrimination in favour of peasants (Ozsoy,
2004: 12). Ozsoy mentions several reasons for considering the VIs movement as
an “egalitarian” practice. First of all, it aimed to turn the peasant, “the subject in

the village,” into a “citizen”. The second characteristic was the lack of hierarchy
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between teachers, students, and directors (administrators) both in educational and
administrative processes. (The administrators and teachers helped and guided
students.) The arrangement of these different positions in an “equalizing” and
“liberatory” manner is very important especially to foster the liberatory aspect of
education rather than the oppressive one which trains individuals in line with the
power relations in the social structure (Ozsoy, 2004: 13). Another indicator of the
egalitarian character of the VIs was their being the first coeducational boarding
schools. However, the number of schoolgirls remained very low since there were

very small amount of village girls who had received primary school education.

The “democratic” structure and functioning of the VIs can be observed especially
in the emphasis on the principles of “egalitarianism”, “responsibility”,
“initiative”, “self-government” - which Lasch (1995: 7) calls as ‘“democratic
habits”- and “will”. These principles were put into practice through “reading and
discussion hours” which aimed at developing self-expression, through the
meetings arranged at the weekends where everybody including directors and
teachers was criticized by all, through “discipline which is not based on coercion
and violence”, through a relationship between students and teachers based on
“work” and “duty”, through absence of a strict hierarchy (or hierarchical

relationship between students and teachers and instructors)'®

which is closely
related to the fact that everybody worked in the Institutes, and so each one had
the right to say a word about almost everything regarding the Institutes. All these
points will be elaborated upon under several subheadings throughout this chapter.
Since the focus of this study is the paradoxical relationship between populism and
democracy in the case of the Vs, it is better to start with the principle of self-

government.

1% In his memoirs, Apaydimn (1983: 114) gives us examples of “egalitarian” and “nonhierarchical”
relationship in the Institutes while portraying the director’s room which is furnished with table,
chair, etc. manufactured in the Institutes. Another example is given by Akcay. In the classrooms
of the VIs, there was no teacher’s desk placed hierarchically. On the contrary, he/she had a table
and chair, around which the students gathered (Akgay, 1980: 74). This can be related to the fact
that, as Akcay states, the teacher was “among them”, but in a position to “direct” and “teach” the
students. He/she taught the students the work to be done, and later performed it together with
them (Akgay, 1980: 73).
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IV.1. The Principle of Self-government

In a letter'" sent to all the directors of the VIs on December 1944, Tongug looked
over the main principles of functioning in the VIs. The first and most important
principle for the purpose of this study was “self-government”. Tongug stated that
they aimed to carry the principle of “self-government”, which was one of the
basic principles of the State, into the VIs and tried to administer them in
accordance with this principle. “The solitary means” of realizing this principle,
according to Tongug, was “division of labour” together with the right to put
forward his/her ideas about works he/she participate in; well-treatment to others;
and “not to interfere in each other’s affairs”. He continued saying that they did
not want to create a kind of directors, assistant directors, head of instructor
(egitimbast), or teachers who would behave as if they were “god”. Nor they
wanted to “knowingly” involve the persons who “beat”, “oppressed”, and were
inclined to “manage” others by “insulting” or “terrifying” them (Tongug, 1999:
90-91). Again in another letter sent to all the directors of the VIs on December
13, 1943 Tongug put an emphasis on the same point. He stated that in some Vls,
the directors were of the opinion that they could manage the VIs by shouldering
all the works by themselves. However, he continued, this method was of no use
since the works in and functioning of the VIs necessitated a different method, that
is, sharing obligations and responsibilities among the members of the VIs. The
VIs, he concluded, should have become organizations managed “collectively” by
all their members who would stand as protector to the VIs, rather than ones the
functioning of which would depend on a “single person” (Tongug, 1999: 68-69).
Again in another letter he sent to all the directors of the VIs on August 8, 1941
Tonguc criticized some directors for undertaking all the works despite the

existence of others like assistant directors, teachers, students on duty, etc.

1ot Tongug used both formal and informal ways in communicating with directors and teachers of
the VIs. He regularly sent letters to them about the functioning, rules and regulations of the VIs.
Moreover, he explained how to manage the VIs and to tackle with the problems faced with by
circulars he sent to the VIs. It can be explicitly seen in continuing letters Tongug sent to directors
and teachers of the VIs that he always followed up whether those rules, regulations and principles
were put into practice.
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According to him, this kind of an administration caused all members to become
“puppets” acting “unconsciously”, and “without using their mind” or questioning.
Tongug told the directors to free the VIs from the control of a “single authority”
which caused “terror” in the shortest time by giving all the members their “true”

roles and responsibilities (Tongug, 1999: 41-42).

Similarly, in another letter dated December 4, 1944 sent to all the directors of the
VIs Tongug stated that since the main object was to train the students in
accordance with the principle of “self-government”, all the teachers should have
tried to eliminate “personal” and “arbitrary” form of management. To realize this
objective, Tongu¢ forbade teachers, or instructors to employ students for their
personal works and also for “forced labour”; “beating” and “insulting” students,
etc. (Tongug, 1999: 77-78). In a letter sent to all the directors of the VIs on
December 13, 1943 Tongu¢ mentioned several problems in the VIs like “beating”
and “threatening students with a bad mark”. He severely criticized the directors
for not preventing such incidents, and told them that once the conditions had not
been improved, they would have been “compelled to” take “very harsh measures”
about the offenders (Tongug, 1999: 66). Again in a letter dated February 25,
1941, Tongug warned'* an Assistant Director of a VI that he did not have a right
to “insult” anybody in the VI “as a person representing that institution”.
“Enlightened and cultured persons”, Tongug stated, did not behave in this manner
(Tongug, 1999: 35). In another letter he sent to Emin Soysal, the Director of
Kizilgullu Village Teachers’ Training School on November 11, 1938, Tongug
sharply criticized Soysal for his bad treatment to other members of the school
arguing that the way of creating a “new” kind of a person could not be “insult” or

“abuse” (Tongug, 1999: 24).

In one of the circulars which was sent to all the VIs and ordered to be read three

times (three days) in front of all the members of the VIs including teachers,

102 . . .. . . . .. . .
“Sahis kim olursa olsun miiessese icinde o miiesseseyi temsil eden bir insan sifat1 ile kimseye

hakaret edemezsin.” (Tongug, 1999: 35)
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students, cooks, night-watchman, etc. Tongu¢ forbade teachers “to lift his/her
hand against any student”, “to say bad things”, “to curse”, and “to beat”.'” Once
he/she had done this, Tongu¢ wrote, the student would have had “the right to
respond in the same way” (Diindar, 2001: 46). He believed that such negative
attitudes estrange students from the school. However, for Tongug, it was possible
to cause children “like” the school, and this was the first task of the teacher.
He/she would do this mainly by treating students well, and without frightening
them and doing injustices to them. To cause children “like” work, nature,
animals, plants, folk dances, lessons, research, etc. Tonguc stated that once
students had viewed the school as “the most favourable place” where they could
realize their demands and needs, they would not have played truant from school.

Tonguc held the teacher, not the students, responsible for absenteeism (Tongug,

1999: 110-111).

The principle of self-government was widely put into practice in the VIs because
of the variety of working fields and of the fact that students would have to give
decisions and work alone in the villages. Each student was charged with duties
and works in various fields like agricultural and construction works, workshops,
class, etc. and authorized and held responsible for those works. The application of
this principle, Gedikoglu argues, was also important in terms of bringing up
citizens who were aware of their obligations, rights and responsibilities
(Gedikoglu, 1971: 125). That is to say, the rights and obligations lying at the
basis of democracy aimed to make both “the individual” and “the society”
become “self-governing” (Gedikoglu, 1971: 240). Similarly, Oztiirk asserts that
the principle of self-government was the key to democratic functioning in the

VIs. This was closely related to the fact that almost all the works in the VIs were

' This order seemed to be adopted by both directors and teachers as part of the pedagogical
understanding put into practice in the VIs. However, it is not possible to argue that it was
completely abided by all. A director of a Village Institute, for example, admitted that during his
first years at the Institute he “had to resort to force” although he knew that this might not
comform with pedagogical principles. He seems to legitimize his behaviour by pointing out that
the students did not want to do manual work having an expectation that they would become
teachers engaged only in intellectual activities (Kirby, 1961: 239). For another incident of battery
against the students, see Sahhiiseyinoglu, 2005: 173-174.

115



performed by the students themselves, and so there were no servants employed in
the VIs. For Oztiirk, this is the best way of earning the children senses of “right”,

“obligation”, and “responsibility” in a democratic society (Oztiirk, 1980: 90).

The daily life and working order in the VIs were “organized in accordance with
the principles of democratic administration”. The relationship between the
directors, instructors, students, officials, and workers were based on the principles
of “function” and “division of labour”; “mutual affection and esteem”;
“solidarity”; “cooperation” and “consensus”’; and “codecision”. Students widely
participated in “daily life” and “administrative affairs” through various tasks they
were assigned. They were given “responsibility” and “power”. With all these
characteristics, the VIs aimed to develop “democratic leadership”, and to make

the village school become an “effective institution” and “education and cultural

center” of the village life (Gedikoglu, 1971: 240).

Gedikoglu argues that the order and discipline in the VIs were also based on the
democratic principles. Far from being a “sheer” understanding of discipline based
on “command” or “order”, the discipline in the VIs depended on the principle of
“self-control”. Democracy, Gedikoglu says, denies “servitude”. It does not
comply with “fear”, “oppression”, and “single authority”. “The source of
authority” is sought rather in laws, regulations, obligations, etc. (Gedikoglu,
1971: 240). Akcay pays attention to the fact that in the VIs “discipline” was not
only related to students’ behaviour and their relationship. On the contrary, it
concerned all the members of the VIs including teachers, officials, workers, and
students (Akcay, 1980: 74). Considering an understanding of discipline based on
“force” and “violence” as ‘“‘contraditory to” democratic education, and so
excluding “brutality” and “beating”, the VIs did not apply to improper ways of
reward and punishment. It was thought that an understanding of discipline based
on rules composed of “beating”, “fear”, and “prohibitions” caused “servitude”,
making persons “fainthearted” and “submissive” or “inactive”. “Fear” and

“violence” resulted in “taciturnity” and “passivity” (Akg¢ay, 1980: 75). A retired
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teacher graduated from Hasanoglan Village Institute says that they do not want
the students to remain silent. On the contrary, they encouraged them to express

their ideas thoroughly.'®

The democratic character of the VIs mentioned above owed itself also to their
relative autonomy from bureaucracy. As Ozsoy argues, “institutional autonomy”
is an indispensable element of satisfying the demands for “egalitarian education”
(Ozsoy, 2004: 13). The VIs used the advantage of being founded relatively out of
the control of rigid bureaucracy with the help of previous experiments of
Instructor Courses and the Teachers’ Training Schools. Even in making laws, the
VIs managed to get free of “the rigid bureaucratic methods” to a certain extent.
As Giiner quotes from Tongug, if the high level bureaucrats of the Ministry of
Education had “believed” and “laid claim to” the VIs movement and Instructor
Courses, the organization would have been “stifled” by “the vicious circle”
created by laws and regulations. Here Giiner gives the example of authority of
payment (Amiri Ita). This task was given directly to the Directors of the VIs
rather than being assigned to governors. According to Giiner, such “facilities”
which the founders of the VIs provided “knowingly” and by omitting
bureaucracy pave the way for formation or organization from the base upwards.
The working of the VIs without programs'® and regulations for a period also
contributed to formation of such an organization (Giiner, 1980: 22). The Draft of
the Working Program of the Village Institutes (Koy Enstitiileri Calisma Programi
Taslagi) was just a “guide” for the VIs with its “flexible regulations”, and each
Village Institute could make its own program or prepare their own schedule in
accordance with its “social” and ‘“geographical” conditions. This was, in fact, a
kind of necessity since in these schools which had been founded built in rural

areas and so widely exposed to the impact of “natural laws”, any program made

1% This was articulated by a single individual during a meeting of some of the graduates of
Hasanoglan Village Institute on May 25, 2007.

193 Until 1943, there was no single education program to be applied in the VIs. The education in
the VIs was standardized just with the 1943 Program which had been designed in the light of the
previous experiences since 1937.
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beforehand and included strict rules and regulations would be both useless and

inoperative (Tekben, 1980b: 62).

According to Engin Tongug, the foundation and functioning of collective
organizations based on public ownership like agricultural fields of the schools,
small industrial organizations, cooperatives, etc require alternative laws and
principles in order to “free” these organizations from the “conservative effect” of
“bureaucratic” ones. In addition to these collective organizations, the “working
methods” and principles like “free reading and discussion” and “participation in
administration” would also play a significant role in “working people’s becoming
conscious” or the rise of consciousness among working people by both
facilitating and accelerating this process (Tongug, E. 1970: 266). The person, in
such a free environment, would find “the right way” by himself/herself (Tonguc,

E. 1970: 267).

Similarly, Gedikoglu pays attention to the same point arguing that the
administrative mechanism in the VIs was founded in accordance with the “needs”
and “objectives”, excluding both the methods which would lead to “the waste of
money, labour, and time” and “red tape” which would stifle “liveliness”, and
“initiative” (Gedikoglu, 1971: 74). Since “authority” and “responsibility” were
adopted as “fundamental principles” in the administration of the VIs, there was
no need to get permission from —and consult- the administrative centre about each
affair. In the VIs, “authority” was an instrument of performing work rather than a
kind of “personal privilege”. Thus, it is not surprising that directors of the VIs
consult and cooperate with others —teachers, instructors, etc. (Gedikoglu, 1971:

75).

The administrative board of the VIs consisted of the director, codirector, the
heads of agriculture and art (tarum ve sanat bagslart). Other heads and group
teachers were their assistants. In fact, it was not possible to distinguish between

the educators from administrators since no teacher was excluded from the
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administrative affairs (Gedikoglu, 1971: 72). Even the instructors'®®  were
involved within the Board of Teachers. Despite being “uninformed about the
theoretical methods of teaching”, these instructors knew well “how to teach” the
“practical” and “effective” ones. They taught “by doing” rather than using “long
definitions. Gedikoglu states that, at the beginning, their participation in the
Board of Teachers, and their right to have a word and their considerable role in
the working life of the VIs disturbed many teachers. However, the situation
changed with the reasonable, practical and effective thoughts and suggestions of
these instructors (Gedikoglu, 1971: 73). All these were, in fact, outcome of the
emphasis on the principle of “learning by doing”, or “learning within work”. That
is to say, work was considered as important as theoretical or abstract knowledge,
and sometimes it was emphasized at the expense of the latter. Thus, it is not
surprising that not only teachers but also the skilled and successful persons —
instructors- who were “self-educated” had the right to have a word in the
functioning of the VIs. Arman gives his own experience in the Besikdiizii Village
Institute in Trabzon saying that he took his first lessons about fishing from Adem
Bagkus, an instructor candidate. They started production in accordance with his

suggestions and under his “leadership” (Arman, 1980: 28).

106 In addition to teachers, there were instructors in the VIs who were involved in agricultural and
technical work. Their duties, power and responsibilities were stated in ministerial circulars about
the division of labour and regulations of the VIs. According to Article 45 of the Law No. 4274, at
the beginning they were employed with daily pay. After a probation period of two years, they
were employed as permanent staff with monthly salary (Gedikoglu, 1971: 72-73). The instructors
were employed mainly because of the need for technical staff like carpenter, constructor,
ironworker, etc. in the newly founded the VIs. Another reason Gedikoglu mentions for the
employment of instructors in the VIs was the involvement of local skilled trade, folk songs, folk
dances, etc. as an educational concern in the training schedule. “The most competent persons”
who would inform the students and earn them various skills, and introduce them folk songs, folk
dances, etc. were the “self-educated” artisans with special skills. It was through the temporary
employment of such persons in the VIs that various elements of folklore were transferred both
from one VI to another, and to the villages by graduates (Gedikoglu, 1971: 73).
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IV.2. The Principle of Self-sufficiency

Another principle Tongu¢ mentioned, which is closely related to the first one, i.e.
the principle of self-government, was to make both students and teachers become
self-sufficient'”’” in the sense of doing work by themselves and be able to
differentiate “the good” and “the bad”. The VIs were tried to be founded and
operated in accordance with this principle. Thus, the VIs aimed to train a person
who would decide and act by himself/herself without being ordered to serve
(having initiative, he/she would be able to make decisions and take action without
the help of others) and a new kind of a community based on a “sound
cooperation” and ‘“solidarity”. This ideal was not specific to the VIs. On the
contrary, Tongu¢ and his associates wanted to “transfer” it to the village, to the
society through the graduates of these schools (Tongug, 1999: 92-93), who would
be representatives of a “new understanding of life”, perpetually introducing
“new” things (Tongug, 1999: 113). Tongu¢ argued that this new kind of an
“intellectual” would have a “culture” different from that of a classic intellectual
in the sense that the former would not be a person who learns by rote. On the
contrary, he/she would be an “intellectual” constructing buildings or producing
goods in accordance with scientific laws. (It was this kind of an intellectual who
could “endure” difficulties of village life.) That is to say, he/she would be able to
perform what he/she knew. The aim was to develop a new kind of a society
composed of such persons (Tongug, 1999: 93). These persons were what Apaydin

calls “citizen(s) of a democratic government”.

According to Giiner, the “practicality” of the students (of the VIs) in unexpexted
situations can be explained with reference to the “realist philosophy” which
formed the basis of the VIs. For him, “the democratic education”, which was the
most significant characteristic of the VIs, was also the result of such a “realist”

approach (Giiner, 1980: 20). Giiner also calls attention to “organization” of the

197 The principle of self-sufficiency seems to be so internalized by the students that even today
they continue to behave in the same way. Varlioglu, for example, sharply criticizes the youth for
their dependence on others and the educational system for its contribution to bring up such kind of
a person (interview with Varlioglu, 2006).
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VIs in comparison with classical educational institutions. He argues that in the
latter there was a strict division between the ruler and the ruled, and the latter
(“the base”) had to implement orders given from above and follow the
instructions given from above. All laws and regulations were prepared —and “the
base” was ordered to act- in accordance with these rules. The organization of the
VIs, on the other hand, rested on “the base”. This kind of an organization built on
“the base” would not reserve “the separation between the ruler and the ruled”,
whereas in classical educational institutions this separation or division was the
first thing to be observed carefully, preventing persons from establishing sincere
relationship with each other; breaking the ties of “cooperation” and “division of
labour”; and hindering the share of “responsibility” and “authority” (Giiner,

1980: 24).

Giiner views the practicality of students mentioned above as one of the aspects
which earned the organization of the VIs a “democratic” character (Giiner, 1980:
23). In addition to this aspect, the absence of a strict hierarchical division
between the ruler and the ruled, and the relative autonomy of the VIs from
bureaucracy which I have already mentioned had also earned the education and
functioning of the VIs a “democratic” character. In Giiner’s words, the
organization in the VIs was formed “from the base” to the top. It was formed for
the provision of the necessities of life. And it was for this very reason that they
were ‘“‘democratic in the full sense of the word”. That is to say, the VIs
organization arose from the “joint proposition and behaviour” of both the ruler

and the ruled (Giiner, 1980: 22).

Arman bases the “democratic” character and functioning of the VIs to “the
compulsory division of labour” required by the structure of the VIs themselves.
This structure, according to Arman, was characterized by “equality” in all spheres
of the life in the VIs; participation in production according to one’s “duty”,
“strength”, and “capacity”’; and the thought of consuming according to one’s own

“needs”. Foundation of the VIs in the middle of the villages and their
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independence from the impact of “superstructure” through special laws, among
others, contributed to formation of such a structure which contradicted with the
prevailing social order in general and ‘“educational superstructure” in
particular.'® This structure and functioning of the VIs which totally contradicted
with the “superstructure” and “practices” of the prevailing social order, according
to Arman, owed itself both to Ismail Hakki Tongug, a “homme du peuple”, and to
the necessity of being ‘“self-supporting” depending on national resources and
potential manpower during the Second World War (Arman, 1980: 29). The
classical institutions of education which had nothing to do with “production”
trained the young people as “consumers” and “conditioned” them to a “longing of
easy life”. The VIs, on the other hand, applied the principles of “learning by
doing and in doing”; no education without production; “being a useful person to
have around”; “giving to society at least as much as he/she gets” (Arman, 1980:
28). This brings us to another important characteristic of the VIs, education
within work, which contributed to the formation of a “democratic” structure and

functioning of the Vls.

IV.3. Education Within Work and Production-Oriented Education

The students of the VIs, Arman argues, were “molded” in a production
environment by taking responsibilities starting from their small ages and
participating in production from their earlier days in the VIs. The teachers
performed the works together with the students trained in a productive
environment. In doing works, they advised the students and make plans through
deliberation with them. This was, according to Arman (1980), a “necessity”

rather than a choice. As Oztiirk also points out, the socio-economic conditions of

108 In his interview with Makal, Hiirrem Arman stated that in the VIs, where “bureaucracy” and
“hierarchy” had been eliminated, everybody “participated” both in administration and production,
and consumed in proportion to his/her need. The VIs had been “regulated” in accordance with
“productive work”, and created an atmosphere of “equality”, “complete freedom of thought”, and
of “solidarity” (Makal, 2001: 62). All these leads Arman to conclude that the VIs were based on

the socialist philosophy (Makal, 2001: 63).

122



the country necessitated establishing or founding an organization which, both
being a “producer” and training producers, would not “be a burden on the state
too much”. That is to say, in the lack of the necessary time and money to train
teachers, a search for new and practical methods resulted in organization of the
VIs which were expected to be productive establishments with less burden on the
state. The Institute would also be an organization which would train the teachers
in accordance with village conditions so that they would “comply with the village
reality” and stay in the villages. Moreover, it would be a kind of establishment to
train persons having “initiative” and so being capable of “effecting” the village
on his/her own. All these led the VIs to be based on the principles of “job
training” and of “self-government”, i.e. “democratic government”, which I have
already mentioned (Oztiirk, 1980: 88). These two principles were
“complementary” -since “at the end of work something is produced, and each
production is based on work™ (Oztiirk, 1980: 90)- and were applied together in all
courses and studios (Oztiirk, 1980: 89).

Another reason for the preference for practical education, or “the principle of
work”, in the VIs, for Oztiirk, was that the founders of the VIs believed that it
was “work” that ‘“created” man (Oztﬁrk, 1980: 88). Here, it is necessary to
mention what was understood by “work”. Tiirkoglu states that Tongu¢ did not
consider “work”™ as “being a worker” (“amelelik’). On the contrary, he viewed all
the activities including reading, playing an instrument, singing, etc. as a kind of
“work”. That is to say, he used the term “work” to include not only agricultural
and technical activities but also artistic ones. In saying “education within actual
work” he meant “actual works of life” since, for Tongug, education would lose its
meaning when it was disconnected from life. The method of ‘“education within
and for work” was teaching and learning by doing. In the letters he sent to the
directors of the VIs Tongug explained this new method saying, for example, that
music should have been taught by playing a mandolin and singing a song

(interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005).
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Thus the VIs were shaped as “schools of work” or “production units” (Oztiirk,
1980: 88), and the educational program of the VIs was prepared in accordance
with the principle of “education for work” and/or “education for production”,
taking into account the practical necessities of the workplace. Given the
increasing need for a qualified labour force in the rural side, the adoption of an
education based on work rather than on general and abstract knowledge is
understandable. The method of this practical education was that of “learning by
doing” (Karaomerlioglu, 1998a: 57). If one reason for this was “pedagogical”, the
other was the “characteristics” of the peasant, who, in Webster’s words, “is quick
to learn with his eyes if the lesson be written in objects rather than Arabic or
Latin characters” (quoted in Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 58). Despite necessitated by
the historical conditions, this aspect of the VIs, in fact, led to harsh criticisms in
terms of “neglecting the cultural development” and “improvement of the
intellectual abilities of the students”. This exaltation of work as opposed to
undervaluation of learning abstract things was, according to Karadmerlioglu,

evident of “anti-intellectualism” in the VIs (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 58).

Despite his strong emphasis on the study of courses on positive and social
sciences or intellectually stimulating courses like arithmetic, history, geography,
etc besides “practical works” (see, e.g. Tongug’s letter to Mustafa Engin, the
Director of Hasanoglan Village Institute, dated July 20, 1942), Tonguc¢ himself
seemed to give priority to the practical works in preference to general and
abstract knowledge in the VIs whenever he thought it necessary. In one of his
letters dated May 23, 1942 Tongug told Nejat Idil that they must have given such
an importance to (and exerted themselves in such manner) the agricultural works
that, “if necessary”, all the time would have been spent on these works obtaining
food from nature (at the expense of intellectually stimulating courses) (Tongug,
1999: 54). One reason for giving precedence to practical works can be sought in
the socio-economic conditions of the country which have been already mentioned
in the previous parts of the study -especially the need for increasing agricultural

production. (However, despite the emphasis on the productive role or function) of
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the VIs, the education in the VIs cannot be reduced to this aspect.). Tongug’s
emphasis on practical works can also be explained with the principle of “learning
by doing”. That is to say, criticizing the previous and the then existing
understanding and education systems, Tongu¢ aimed to establish a new one based

on the principle of “learning by doing”.

Tekben calls the training method in the VIs as “learning while doing”. It means
learning while performing a work. Tekben differentiates this from “learning by
doing” which has been practiced especially in technical schools. In order to
explain the difference between these two kinds of learning, he gives an example
of building brick wall. In “learning by doing” the brick wall is dismantled just
after its construction whereas in “learning while doing”, which was applied in the
VIs, the wall was a part of a construction or building and supplied a want.
Therefore, it involved “creativity”, “production”, and “work affection” (Tekben,
1980a: 35). Similarly, in the interview, Tiirkkolu pays attention to the difference
between “education within work” which is reduced only to a few experiment and
education in the VIs. The latter, he argues, was quite different from the former
since it included “production”. That is to say, in the VIs knowledge was
transformed into production. The students had an opportunity to apply their
knowledge (or what they had learnt). The final outcome or product would be used
again to develop their knowledge. Tiirkkolu views this process as a ‘“vicious
circle”. That is to say, “knowledge” and “production”, which were the two
important components of national development, would continuously develop and
transform each other. In the VIs, “education” and “production” complemented
each other. It is for this very reason that Tiirkkolu considers the closure of the VIs
as a “betrayal” to the country. If the experience of the VIs was not stopped, the
country would be in a different condition in terms of education and production

(interview with Tiirkkolu, 2004).

Tiirkoglu states that in adopting “job training” Tongu¢ aimed also at

“production”. Indeed, Tiirkoglu argues, “production” was a natural outcome of
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such education. Tiirkoglu explains this point with reference to “economic” aspect
of education. It is true that “production-oriented education” was adopted as one
of the principles in the VIs (However, “production” was not the primary objective
of the VIs.). The VIs were expected to change “the production habits of
peasants”, and to replace “primitive” means of production with “modern” ones. It
is for this reason that the teacher candidate learnt how to produce, and was given
both land and means of production when he/she was appointed as a teacher. This
was, among others, a contribution to the economic cost of education. Tiirkoglu
relates this issue also to training in a “civilized atmosphere”, which, of course,
meant for Tongug, more than “blackboard” and “chalk”. In the lack of favourable
material and financial conditions (and the small amount of financial government
support) to create such an atmosphere, Tongu¢ “pushed” the boundaries of
pedagogy, assigning it different functions. In the case of financial difficulties, he
argues, “‘education should create its own civilized atmosphere on its own account,
by mobilizing its own facilities. Here, the driving force would be “science”,
“human element”, “reason”, and “solidarity”. All these were implemented
through the experience of the VIs. That is to say, in the VIs, production
accompanied education, making substantial contribution to the economic cost of
education. Moreover, it contributed “qualitatively” by providing a productive
education environment in the VIs. That is to say, production in the Vs led to
improvement also in the quality of education. Since all the works of the VIs were
done by the students themselves, the amount of expenditures declined. This
savings were spent for instruments or tools like mandolin and ski which, in
Tiirkoglu’s words, were “almost luxury” for education. It is for this very reason
that she does not consider the VIs as “low-cost institutions”. On the contrary,
education in the VIs was a “costly” one. Despite the small amount of financial
government support provided to the VIs, the VIs cost much because of high
expenditure. The VIs, Tiirkoglu says, were “rich” also in “course materials” and
“technology” since work tools were transformed into educational appliance. The
students of the VIs, for example, had an “opportunity” to learn about electricity

by making use of a power plant (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005).
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Tiirkoglu pays attention also to the fact that, “combining life and school”, the
educational program of the VIs opposed the then prevailing understanding and
practice of education which -together with its objectives, principles, methods, and
outcomes- benefited a “minority” and surpassed its boundaries (Tiirkoglu, 1980:
50). The significance and effectiveness of this educational program lies behind
the principles that Tongu¢ emphasized. These principles which formed the bases
of the educational program of the VIs were “social foundations”, “economic
foundations” and “psyhological-pedagogical foundations”. The first one refers to
taking into consideration the social realities of the country which means the
condition of the peasantry forming the 80 % of the then population. The peasants
were in need of not only “literacy” but also getting rid of “primitive production
habits” and “fatalism” of the traditional feudal structure. Thus, education would
provide them with knowledge and skills necessary for “improving their lives”.
This necessitated the involvement of agricultural and technical or practical
studies, which would have an impact on the production habits of the peasants, in
addition to intellectually stimulating courses. In determining courses, subjects
and works the major concern was ‘“necessities of the people”, while in the
application method were involved people’s experiences, knowledge, and values
which had proved themselves to be “sound” and “valid”. It was also through this
way that the school would function as a “laboratory” of culture by “enriching”
and ‘“propogating” these values (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 51). Tiirkoglu mentions
“economic foundations” as the second basis of the educational program of the
VIs. “Economic foundations” means “taking into account the facilities”. The VIs
were founded in a period during which there was an attempt for development
depending on Turkey’s own resources. Thus, the principle of “production-
oriented education” was partly a result of the then economic condition of the
country. Another reason lies behind the principle of “production-oriented
education” was the duties of the graduates who were expected to affect the

production habits of the peasants by providing them with new information and

skills (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 52).
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The third and the last principle and/or basis of the educational program in the VIs
Tirkoglu mentions was “psyhological-pedagogical” ones referring to
“implementation of the principles of modern education” (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 51).
She pays attention to Tonguc’s idea that it was necessary “to use pedagogy in
changing [material] conditions” rather than considering the lack of necessary

il

conditions as ‘“pedagogical flaw”. In fact, this was one of the “realistic
principle[s]” adopted by the VIs that in the absence of favourable conditions, in
order to attain the objective it was necessary to work to prepare better conditions

by using the existing resources rather than waiting for them (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 53).

As a result of all these considerations, educational program in the VIs included
two categories of courses. The first part of the program involved intellectually
stimulating courses which were called “kiiltiir dersleri”, while the second one
included “agricultural and technical courses and works”'?. The former involved
Turkish, History, Geography, Civics, Mathematics, Physics, Chemistry, Natural
History and Hygiene, Foreign Language, Handwriting, Physical Training and
National (Folk) Dances, Musics, Soldiership, Housekeeping and Child Care, and
Teaching Knowledge, Economy of Agricultural Enterprises and Cooperative
System. Teaching Knowledge included courses on Sociology, Job Training, Child
and Work Psychology, History of Job Training, and Teaching Method and
Application (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 53).

The schedule in the VIs involved eight hours in a day, and forty four-hours a
week for the students, including both lectures and works, while a teacher was
obliged to work thirty-thirty five hours a week. Gedikoglu pays attention to the
fact that the teachers worked hard without being paid extra fee. This, as
Gedikoglu states, was partly related to the fact that the task of the teachers was

not limited to the classrooms, extending beyond teaching periods and working

1% fsmail Hakki Tongug stated that the agricultural knowledge would be given a central place in
the educational program, and the students were actively involved in agricultural work and/or
activities (Ilgaz, 1998: 117).
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hours. On the contrary, they worked in the field, klin, mill, waterway. (Here, the
shortage of teacher during the war years had an important role (Gedikoglu, 1971:
70). However, pedagogical reasons, i.e. the adoption of the method of “learning
by doing”, should also be taken into consideration in explaining this
phenomenon. That is to say, in the case of the VIs, “teaching by doing”
accompanied the method of “learning by doing”, extending lectures beyond

classroom walls.

Tiirkoglu mentions several points taken into consideration in determining the
courses and subjects in the VIs. These were the division of the program into two
parts which I have already mentioned; including the “necessary” knowledge,
subjects, and courses which could be put into practice; the application of
intellectually stimulating courses in the fields of work and production, and their
combination with production works; culmination of both the lectures and works
with “education” and “production”; selection of subjects, materials and works
which would be useful for the development of the students; the emphasis on the
students’ activity in performing all lectures and works and their participation in
all spheres. Another important point taken into account was inclusion,
development, and use of “our own” cultural values which were both “firm” and

“needed” in the VIs (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 56).

Tiirkoglu states that the educational program of the VIs did not include useless
subjects and knowledge which would not influence and change students’
behaviours or have no reflection on their work. On the contrary, the educational
program of the VIs aimed to give students general knowledge which would make
students “develop” and “conscious”; change their behaviour in accordance with
what they had learnt and done; and also earn them the necessary knowledge and
skills for production. According to Tiirkoglu, this “culture” was a product of an
environment which provided a many-sided education combining “manual” and
“mental” labour (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 59). Operating with a different understanding

of education, the VIs aimed to free teaching from memorization. To do this, the
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emphasis was put on the question of “why” to find “causes”. Since the basic
principle of education was to bring up “creative” and “productive” persons, it was
also important to find out and teach the relations between the various subjects,
and their fields of application through various practices, observation and

experiments (Akgay, 1980: 74).

Here, it is also necessary to briefly mention the evaluation of the students of the
VIs. According to regulations, the students of the VIs would be evaluated each
month in terms of their study. They would also be evaluated in terms of their
character four times in a year. However, because of the shortage of teachers in
proportion to courses and students, this sentence of the regulations could never be
realized. Since the students were informed about these evaluations, they had a
chance and “possibility to improve their negative attitude(s)”. Thanks to this
method, the negative outcomes or effects of “giving a grade” which often
estranged the students from the teachers, and “led the former into error” like
cribbing were avoided (Oztiirk, 1980: 90). According to Temiz, the only criterion
used when evaluating students was “labour” rather than textbook or regulations

(Temiz, 1980: 68).

Thus, the educational program of the VIs did not only involve various production
areas and cultural activities, but also aimed to give students knowledge and make
them cultured. Here, Tiirkoglu mentions “free reading hours” which were
compulsory for everybody. An article''” of the circular dated February 4, 1944
ordered that the students were to have “free readings” everyday and “absolutely”
earn “reading habits” without depending on the conditions. In the VIs, special
emphasis was put also on “reading”, and the students were encouraged to read

and discuss extracurricular reading materials'!! like novels, stories, poems, essays

110 . . . e . ..
“Sartlar ne olursa olsun, mevsim hangi mevsimde bulunursa bulunsun, 6grencilere her giin

serbest okuma yaptirilacak ve onlara kitap okuma aligkanligi mutlak surette kazandirilacaktir”
(Tongug, 1999: 91). For Tiirkoglu, it was this very principle that underlies the rise of writers from
among the graduates of the VIs (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005).

"1 Most of the books provided in the libraries of the VIs were world’s classics translated and
published by the Ministry of Education headed by Hasan Ali Yiicel (Makal, 1995: 40-41). In
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both in “free reading hours” compulsory for everbody and at their leisure
times.''> This was considered necessary to be a “democrat” person, or a ‘“true
intellectual”. That is to say, textbooks were of use to pass class, and have a
diploma, but inadequate to be an “intellectual”. Apaydin states that the students
who had a reading habit cultivated themselves, while others became “ruralized”,
i.e. became identical with the peasants in the villages in a few years (interview

with Apaydin, 2004).

Taking into account both the memoirs and the interviews made with the graduates
of the VIs, it is possible to argue that despite being compulsory for them, the
students experienced reading activity rather as something enjoyable. Their
reading activities went beyond compulsory reading hours. Despite being already
provided with newspapers —like Ulus, Cumhuriyet- and periodicals —such as
Cinaralan, Yenialan- some of the students subscribed for magazines in spite of

their limited pocket-money.

Here, another important point Apaydin emphasizes is that “reading brings forth
writing”. He states that the masters in Turkish in the VIs told the students to read
carefully by always asking the question that “if I would have been the writer of
the text, in which ways I would have written”, rather than “only following up the
episode”. This, as Apaydin argues, brings in writing (interview with Apaydin,

2004). Thus, it is not surprising that there are many writers, poets, and other

addition to them, the students sometimes ordered books (a series of translated literature like
Selected Works from the East and the West, Translations from World Authors) from some private
publishers like Remzi Publishing House. The fact that most of the extracurricular reading
materials were sent by the Ministry of Education to the libraries of the VIs and that the students
selected from among them may lead one to ask whether the students were really free in the true
sense of the term to select what to read. However, the graduates of the VIs seem not to bother
about this question. On the contrary, having being trained to be the agents of an enlightenment
project, they seem to be proud of reading selected books from world literature. For Tiirkoglu,
thanks to the selected Turkish and world classics published by the Ministry of Education that the
students earned a reading habit and became interested in domestic and international affairs,
developing a sound perspective (Tiirkoglu, 2000: 269).

"2 This emphasis on reading was not welcomed by all. For example, Resat Semsettin Sirer who

was appointed as the Minister of Education in 1946 criticized Tongug for teaching the students
“reading” before anything else (Makal, 1990: 12).
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artists among the graduates of the VIs. The students were encouraged also to
speak especially by presenting the books and the articles in the periodicals113 they
had read. Kabay says that the students had learned about many books through
these presentations. He carried this practice into school during his years of
teaching service. He also makes a comparison between the teachers graduated
from the VIs and those from the Teachers’ Training Schools in terms of reading
habits and, depending on his observations especially through his inspectorship,
concludes that the latter do not have knowledge, for example, about Greek,
Russian, and French classics, while the graduates of the VIs are informed about

Tolstoy, Dostoyevski, Gogol, Schiller, etc (interview with Kabay, 2005).

Another important point regarding cultural development of the students was the
emphasis on artistic activities like music, theatre, literature, folk dances, etc.
(Tiirkoglu, 1980: 59). Tiirkoglu emphasizes that students’ activities were not
limited to certain areas for the sake of production; on the contrary, they had a
chance and opportunity to develop themselves in different areas. As it was stated
in the regulations, all students were obliged to learn riding a bicycle and
motorcycle; playing a musical instrument; singing; folk dance (Tiirkoglu, 1980:
57). Tiirkoglu says that the first things they met in the VI were mandolin,
machine, and bicycle-motorcycle. These three, according to her, were the most
important instruments of modern education. All the students of the VIs —without
any gender discrimination- had to learn riding a motorcycle. This was a great
novelty in the educational system. That is to say, must courses to teach both
schoolgirls and schoolboys riding a motorcycle were included only in the
educational program of the VIs (In the Higher Village Institute in Hasanoglan,

they —especially schoolgirls- were even taught driving (interview with Tiirkoglu,

113 Makal (1995: 38) states that the books to be introduced to the students were selected according
to the students’ level. Most of them were introduced by the students and teachers of the Higher
Village Institute in Koy Enstitiileri Dergisi (Village Institute Journal), a quarterly magazine with a
circulation of 16,500.
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2005). The lack of gender discrimination in the VIs —both in educational program

and in daily life of the VIs- is underlined especially by the female interviewees''*.

The application of such an educational program which gave precedence to
students’ activity brought with it “the principle of direct participation of students
in administration” (Tirkoglu, 1980: 57). Tiirkoglu states that “the right to
participation in administration” which university students have been struggling to
gain was one of the obligatory principles of the educational program of the Vls.
However, Tiirkoglu emphasizes, “participation in administration” in the VIs did
not refer only to “the right to have a word” or participation in the process of
decision making, but also securing good running of the school by working and
assuming administrative responsibility and authority. That is to say, the students
had “obligatory” responsibilities and authority in administering the school and

carrying out the tasks (Tiirkoglu, 1980: 58).

“Even the intellectually stimulating courses necessitated participation of students
in administration” since they studied also in the fields of work and production
rather than being merely limited to classrooms. For example, the agricultural
works were a field of application for courses like biology and mathematics. This
extension of lectures beyond classroom walls to the fields of work and production
resulted in a large organization which required participation of students both in
work and/or production and administration. Another important point Tiirkoglu
mentions regarding students’ participation in administration is that the students
were as “authorized” and “responsible” as the officials, and worked in
cooperation with them in production process from beginning to end, including the
activities of producing, controlling production, and deciding what to do with
products, i.e. selling, sharing, and consuming the products. Here, Tiirkoglu
mentions the articles about students’ participation in administration in the act

dated December 1, 1944 sent to the directors of the VIs by the Ministerial Office.

"4 For the lack of gender discrimination and the friendly relationship between girls and boys see
interview with Aygen (2006); Apaydin, H. (2004); Bilbasar (2004); Giirler (2004); and Tiirkoglu
(2005).
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According to the first article, all kinds of works like construction, agricultural
works, and official and administrative tasks were carried out by teachers and
students in rotation. The second article states that all the teachers and students
come together and talk about the works in the VIs (interview with Tiirkoglu,

2005).

This brings us to the meetings arranged at the weekends. Tiirkoglu states that the
multiplicity and variety of works in the VIs required not only a large number of
working people but also of administrators. Therefore, the students should have
participated in administration as much as they participated in work. This, for
Tongug, was the way of organizing the running of the school effectively. The
participation in administration was realized especially in the headship and watch.
The variety of works in the VIs led to the multiplicity of headship. However,
Tiirkoglu argues, these headships were not non-functional. On the contrary, they
were given authority and responsibility. Since everybody worked in the VIs, and
so had the right to have a word and role and responsibility in the administration
of the VIs, there arose a need for talking about the works at the weekends. These
meetings held at the weekends to carry out the works in the VIs turned into
“critical meetings”. The subjects talked about at these meetings were not limited
to daily routine in the VIs. Other aspects of daily life, like the relationship
between the teachers and the students, were also included. Everyone told
whatever he/she wanted but within the limits of “affection” and “respect”. During
these meetings, not only problems but solutions to problems as well were stated

clearly (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005). .

Oztiirk also pays attention to the role the meetings arranged at the weekends,
where everybody including directors and teachers was criticized by all, played in
performing works in the VIs. He argues that things go bad in the absence or lack
of criticism. The principles and practices of self-government and criticism in the
VIs contributed to train the students as “citizen[s] of a democratic society”. The

LN

outcome was a person who had “moral courage”, “initiative”, and “ability to do
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work on his/her own” and “to make others do the same”; “insist[ed] on his/her
due”; “[did] not mince his/her words”.'"® The authority and responsibility given
to students in the works of the VIs both led them to criticize the director and the
teacher in case of necessity, and laid themselves “open to criticism” (Oztiirk,
1980: 90). This, for Tiirkoglu, prepared the ground for “social criticism” since in
such an environment the students would become “sensitive” —and conscious of-
to social affairs, and world affairs in addition to their own problems (Tiirkoglu,
1980: 52). (Thus, it is not surprising that a significant amount of graduates of the

VIs participated actively in associations like TOB-DER.)

Having clarified the relationship between the production and participation in

administration in the VIs, now it is proper to mention the criticism directed

116

towards the VIs in terms of overworking ° the students. The VIs were sharply

criticized not only by rightistsm, but also leftists in terms of “production-oriented

15 Many writers and scholars agree that training such a person, who became the voice of the

people, the VIs disturbed or bothered not only Aghas or large landowners who made use of the
illiterate, poor and suffering peasants, but also some administrators, and that this was one of the
reasons for the closure of the VIs (see Oztiirk, 1980: 90). The memoirs of the graduates are full of
examples of conflicts with district officials and ministry of education. This, for Kirby, proves how
the students of the VIs took seriously or care about the notion of “legal rights of the people”. It
displays, at the same time, the difference between populism of the VIs and that of “peasantists”.
Here, it is necessary to emphasize that Kirby differentiates Tongu¢’s understanding of populism
from that of peasantists in general and of the People’s Houses in particular. Having witnessed the
failure of peasantism advocated by “intellectuals” who had been incapable of coping with the
problems of the village effectively, Tongu¢ was “mistrustful” of them. This was proved, Kirby
says, by the “betrayal of the intellectuals”, thanks to (!) which a generation of “peasant
intellectual” arose (Kirby, 1961: 273). Actually, attempting to “enliven” the village through
“elements from the village itself” (Tongug, 1999: 11) who knew the village reality well and were
trained in a village-like atmosphere to endure the difficulties of the village life, and aiming to
create a new type of intellectual from among them, Tongug¢ aimed to overcome the shortcomings
of peasantists, especially their failure in overcoming the separation between the people and the
intellectuals.

"¢ Actually, this is accepted even by the graduates of the VIs and mentioned in the memoirs of
both the graduates and directors of the VIs. It is depicted how much the students worked in the
projects like the construction of the school building and the roads; bringing water to the Institute
from a faraway source; providing electricity, etc. They worked also in construction and repair
works in nearby villages. For a good portrayal of such works with photographs see Giineri (2004).

"7 For example, Sancar (1966: 178) criticized the VIs for training artisans rather than teachers.
Similarly, Uygur (1966: 143) criticized the VIs for bringing up persons who enjoyed only “work”,
being devoid of any kind of “moral pleasure”. For him, the understanding of “work” as a “source
of happiness” was a product of Tongu¢’s “materialist” and “Marxist” viewpoint. The VIs, and
their architect, Ismail Hakki Tongug, became the target of anti-communist hysteria.
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education” (iiretime doniik egitim) and the excessive work demands in the VIs.
Kemal Tahir, for example, claimed that in the VIs the students were
“overworked” and “oppressed”. The VIs “benefitted from the strength of the
village children”. In the back cover of his book, Bozkirdaki Cekirdek, Tahir says
that

Given the social and political circumstances in our country, the
VIs would only have resulted in a cruel exploitation of the peasant
students in the most difficult tasks, and by making them endure the
worst economic and social conditions. As a matter of fact, this
experience proved that we, the intelligentsia, do not feel sorry for
the people, rather we are hostile towards them. (quoted in
Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 61).

They were “forced to work in the agricultural activities” which provided a
considerable revenue of the VIs (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a: 62). Karadmerlioglu
gives us evidence of the overwork of the students. One of them is a letter sent to
Tongu¢ complaining about the administrators whose “only concern was to make
the students work and get the benefit of their physical labour” (Tongug, 1999: 32-
33). He also mentions the photographs of the students “verify(ing) how young the
boys were who actively participated in the construction of the Village Institute
buildings” (Karaomerlioglu, 1998a: 62). The “hard working conditions”,
however, do not lead Karadmerlioglu to deny “how enthusiastically the students
participated in the daily routines of the institute work (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a:

59). All the memoirs and publications of the VIs are full of such examples.

Tiirkoglu argues against this criticism that in the VIs students’ labour was used
for “the needs of the students themselves” even if it was transformed into
investment in the plants. The production areas, plants, and the institution were
places where everbody in the VIs worked and benefitted from equally. In such an
institution where production was made for the sake of students there would be
“equal treatment” and ‘“‘solidarity” rather than “coercion” and ‘“exploitation”
(Tirkoglu, 1980: 58). In fact, this is the point which has been emphasized by

graduates of the VIs. For example, while showing the difference between
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Kerschensteiner and Pestalozzi, and Ismail Hakki Tongug, Apaydin argues that
the former gave importance to “job training” (is egitimi) since there had arisen a
need for “productive workers” in the factories after the development of
technology, while Tongug had a different understanding of job training. Apaydin
summarizes this difference in the following sentence: “We will work for
ourselves, not for someone else”. That is to say, they would not be “subject” or
“slave” to another persons. They would produce, but use the product for
themselves. This was, Apaydin states, a point Tongug paid special attention. He
had in mind the objective of bringing up a “democrat” person, having rights,
initiative and self-confidence, and doing work depending on his/her own labour.
It was, Apaydin argues, for this reason that the “introverted” and “diffident”
village children were encouraged to talk starting from their first years in the

VIs''® (interview with Apaydin, 2004).

Ozsoy also calls attention to the difference between Kerschensteiner and Tongug
in terms of their understanding of education in general and “the principle of
work” in particular. He criticizes the reduction of Tongu¢’s understanding of
education merely into education “within working life, through and for work™ (is
hayatt icinde, is vasitasiyla, is icin egitim), disregarding his formulation of
education as one aimed to bring up a “cultured generation ... relying on its own

labour”. For Ozsoy, in order to grasp Tongug’s understanding of education, one

should take into consideration both formulations. Being inspired by

"8 There were many examples of what is called “democratic attitude” in the memoirs of the
graduates of the VIs. They generally won reputation for their opposition to injustices, to
oppression of the poor, and sometimes to their superiors. Such characteristics which they acquired
during their studentship in the VIs caused many troubles like investigation, discharge, relegation,
etc. (All the graduates interviewed had to overcome such difficulties during their mastership.)
According to Giirler, the students of the VIs were inoculated with a sense of self-confidence and
opposition (and revolt) to injustice, and this was one of the reasons for the difficulties they had to
tackle with. They were also encouraged “to think aloud,” be “articulate,” and criticize what they
considered “wrong”. These were not welcomed by their superiors who tried to “oppress” them.
Hence, investigation, discharge, relegation. However, Giirler says, such repressive practices did
not discourage them. They resisted such attacks and struggled for their rights. Most of the
graduates, including Giirler herself, “took revenge” by educating their children. She assumes that
if there were more graduates all of whom would educate their children, Turkey would be in a
different condition (interview with Giirler, 2004).

137



Kerschensteiner, Tongug¢ developed a “principle of work”. However, his principle
of work differs sharply from that of Kerschensteiner in terms of being more than

a “pedagogical technique”. Tongug developed a wider definition of “work™'" i

n
comparison with Kerschensteiner. According to him, the term “work™ should be

used to refer to not only manual labour but also mental one (Ozsoy, 2004: 10).

Viewing “work™ as part of being human (insant yaratan bir etkinlik olarak is),
Tonguc opposes the distinction Kerschensteiner makes between vocational-
technical education and general education, and argues rather for many-sided
education. Here, the principle of work arises to transform the existing social order
rather than to train the necessary labour force in accordance with the needs of the
capitalist system. This is the basic point of difference between Tongu¢ and
Dewey who restricts the aim of education with “solving problem” (Ozsoy, 2004:
10). Tongug’s understanding of education cannot be comprehended in its entirety
without his criticism of school. According to him, the school did not play a role
as important as that of work and workplace in history since it could not train
students so as to make them be able to control natural events, while the latter
succeeded it to a certain extent. Believing that knowledge can only be acquired
through living and working, Tonguc views the village as the most favourable
place to implement the principle of work (Ozsoy, 2004:10-11). He draws a
distinction between the school and workplaces (and family) criticizing the former
for both being ignorant of the “educative” roles and functions of the work and

serving only a “privileged” part of the society rather than all (Ozsoy, 2004: 12).

As a matter of fact, the aim of transforming the peasant into a better producer
through an education that would provide him/her with knowledge and skills
necessary for a better life in general, and for increasing his productive capacity in
particular was one of the fundamental reasons for the establishment of the VIs.
(This was clearly stated by Ismail Hakki Tongu¢ in [lkégretim Kavram.)

However, as it has been strongly emphasized not only by graduates of the VIs but

19 «fs kelimesi, yalnizca elle calisma manasim degil, aym zamanda bir zihin faaliyeti manasini da
ihtiva etmelidir” (Tongug, 1999: 102).
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also many scholars, the founders of the VIs, Ismail Hakki Tongug being the most
prominent one, had expectations going far beyond this. Among them, the aim of
bringing up a new kind of an intellectual was the most crucial one especially for
the purpose of this study. In answering the question that why the “productive
education” in the VIs had an important role in Turkey’s development, Apaydin
explains this point clearly. He argues that since the Ottoman Period, the educated
person had been estranged from “the people”, showing no interest in “the
problems of the people”. Apaydin defines “the people” as the “working” ones,
and “the intellectuals” as those having a “desk”. The intellectuals, he states,
“despised” the people, always preserving their distance from the latter. “Like
olive oil and water”, Apaydin argues, they could never mixed with the people. It
was for this reason that the founders of the VIs aimed to create a “new kind of an
intellectual” who live amongst the people (and in the way they do); mix with
them; and be sensitive to their problems; and row in the same boat. The students
of the VIs were recruited from the villages and received such a training so that
they would not “forget” the villages they came from, but sided with them. They
would modernize the villages by overcoming their “darkness”, “primitiveness”,
and “backwardness”. The starting point in tranforming the villages would be the

120
h

village youth =, who would be taught modern farming, beekeeping, inoculation,

ironworking, etc. (interview with Apaydin, 2004).'*!

It was urgently necessary, Apaydin argues, to transform the people who remained

basically the same since the Hittites in terms of cultivation into a “modern

120 1n a collective work presented to the Second Convention of Peasants (M.T.T.B. 2. Koyliiler
Kurultayr) it was stated that “the most ardent” and “the most useful element” which would save
the village would be the village child. But this child would not be one whose “destiny subjected it
to the land”. On the contrary, it would be an “enlightened village child” who found an opportunity
to express its thought, viewpoint, feelings, and “ascended by benefitting from all the rights of
being a member of a nation” (Tiitengil, 1999: 201).

121 Here, it should be mentioned that Apaydin prefers to label works like ironworking, carpentry,
farming, etc. as a “hobby”, arguing that even sultans rode a hobby, such as writing, painting,
carpentering. Apaydin gives Sultan Abdulhamit who was a carpenter as a hobby as an example.
Such activities, for him, serve also for spending time —since nineteen hours left after work
(interview with Apaydin, 2004).
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society”. To do this, a new kind of an intellectual to be a “leader”'?

of the village
would be created. The village school would almost be an “innovation centre”. It
would also be a place always open to villagers for talk, discussion, and sharing
their problems with the teacher. Being opposed to the reduction of the role of the
teacher into teaching in the classroom, Apaydin argues that what the Turkish
village needed was a teacher like the one trained in the VIs (interview with

Apaydin, 2004).

Baring in mind the above-mentioned characteristics of the education in the VIs —
the democratic functioning- it is possible to make a comparison between the
understanding of education adopted and implemented by the VIs and that of
Critical Pedagogy School. Critical pedagogy is rooted in Critical Theory
developed by the Frankfurt School. Here, Antonio Gramsci and Paulo Freire, a
well-known Brazilian educator, deserve mentioning because of their significant
contributions to critical pedagogy through the concepts of ideology, hegemony
and the intellectual. Although Gramsci did not write much on schooling,
especially his conceptions of ideology and hegemony provide a fertile ground for
critical pedagogy school. Gramsci’s ideas will be mentioned in the following
chapter. Here it is proper to briefly talk about Freire’s understanding of education
and critical pedagogy together with the relation between the educational system

and social, economic and political power structures.

Being one of the most important agents in the socialization process, the schools —
or the educational system- help training individuals in accordance with the needs
of the capitalist system. (The changes in the educational system correspond to the
needs of the capitalist system.) Even the attempts for mobilization to spread
literacy nationwide cannot be considered independent of capitalist development.

This is where the dual functions or potentials of education come to the fore. On

122 As it was clearly stated in the Law No. 4274 and emphasized by many writers, the students of
the VIs would be trained to be “leaders” in the villages. Thus, the most important characteristic -
and the condition of their appointment as teachers- they were expected to have was their ability to
lead the peasants in all areas of life. Those who lacked this characteristic would be appointed as
health officer (Tekben, 1980b: 62).
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the one hand, socializing individuals in accordance with dominant norms and
values and training them in accordance with the needs of the capitalist system,
education serves or helps maintaining the status quo. However, it is not possible
to reduce the schools merely into spheres of economic and cultural reproduction.
The educational system is determined by social, economic and political power
structures and relations and organized to serve the interests of the dominant class.
But, despite these limitations, it still remains as a field of contradiction and
conflict which arouse the “liberatory” potential of education. (This forms the

basis on which critical pedagogy is grounded.)

Freire’s theory of education is based on a “dialogue” between ‘“‘subjects”,
learners. It is a “process” during which all teach and all learn. Here, the emphasis
is no longer on the teacher’s side. This can be observed in the replacement of the
traditional concepts like “lecture”, “school”, “teacher”, and “student” respectively
with “dialogue”, “culture circle”, “coordinator”, and “participant”. Classrooms
are no longer places where knowledge is transferred, but places where
coordinators and participants investigate knowledge together. Therefore, in
contrast to the “banking” method of education which reduces learners merely into
“objects”, i.e. passive learners who receive ready-made knowledge, liberatory

education views them as “subjects” (Spring, 1997). The latter encourages

“critical” approach and turns learning becomes a means of liberation.

Critical pedagogy is a ‘“teaching approach which attempts to hold students
question and challenge domination, and the beliefs and practices that dominate”
including those at school, and to help them attain “critical consciousness”.
Critical consciousness is one aspect of “liberatory education”. The other one is
encouraging “creative and liberating social action for change” through “the
development of appropriate skills and competencies” (Heaney, 2006). Here,
Fischman and McLaren argue, the emphasis is not only on “understanding”
schools and society, but also “transforming” —“democratizing” -them “through a

shared praxis”, calling attention, at the same time, to “the intrinsic relationship
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between education and the production and reproduction of labor-power”. Here,

educators are to play “intellectual roles” (Fischman and McLaren, 2005).

When it comes to the liberatory education, it can be defined as a kind of
education which encourages learners to challenge the “givenness” of the world
and transform it through collective social action. In this sense, it is more than a
solution to the problem of illiteracy. That is to say, education for liberation does
not merely apply “more effective methods of instruction” and ground learning in
daily experience of the people to solve the problem of illiteracy, but also connects
it with broader social and political problems and encourages for transformative
social action which is an expected outcome of “critical understanding”. Thanks to
literacy, passivity of the poor —the peasants- would end, while popular political
participation would increase. This differentiates Freirean adult education from
others which have paralleled the needs and advance of a technological society
(Heaney, 2006). Freire developed a different perspective linking educational
methods with Marxist concepts of “praxis” and “consciousness”. The former, on
which Freire’s theory of education is based, involves a cycle of action-reflection-
action, emphasizing the unity of action and reflection rather than a clear
separation between the two. This means to ground learning in day-to-day
experience of the people. It is again through praxis that individuals not only
become conscious of their oppression but also transform the world, i.e.

“humanize” it (Spring, 1997).

In the light of above arguments, it is possible to draw a similarity between
Tonguc’s understanding of pedagogy and the critical pedagogy school inspired by
Freire’s theory of education. The comparison will be completed in the conclusion
part after examining paradoxical elitism of populist ideology in the case of the
VIs with a special reference to the role and function of intellectuals aimed to be

created in the VIs.
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CHAPTER V

THE POPULISM OF THE VILLAGE INSTITUTES AS A CHALLENGE
TO KEMALIST POPULISM

Having examined the democratic structure and functioning of the VIs which was
based mainly on Tongug¢’s understanding of populism as “government by the
people”, now it is proper to examine paradoxical elitism of populist ideology in
the case of the VIs. In the case of the Village Institutes, the paradoxical
relationship between populism and democracy mentioned in the first chapter can
be observed especially in the “contradictory” conceptualization of the people.
Elitist notions can be found especially in phrases like to ‘“educate”, to
“enlighten”, to “develop”, to “lead”, to “rescue them from ‘backwardness’ and
‘primitiveness’”. Sometimes, the people are portrayed as ‘“weak”, “poor
inoffensive”, “constantly oppressed”’. Moreover, complaints about the “difficulty”
in “educating” and “rousing” the peasants, and about some of their characteristics
—which are attributed to them- like “fatalism”, “ignorance”, “indifference” can be
found in the writings of the graduates of the VIs, despite not accusing peasants of
such “deficiencies”. Of course, it is possible to extend the list further to include
another examples. However, before going further, it is better to deal with the
question of what is meant by the term “intellectual”. The subject will be
discussed with special reference to Tongu¢ whose understanding of pedagogy in

general and that of intellectual in particular shape the ideas of the graduates

interviewed to a large extent.

V.1. Definition of the Term “Intellectual”

There has been a controversial debate on “intellectuals” —their characteristics,

roles and functions. There are many definitions of the word. However, they are

143



not included in detail since the study does not focus on the category of
intellectuals. The emphasis is rather on the category of “the people” with a
discussion about whether and how the separation between the people and the
intellectuals can be overcome -or how people themselves can become
intellectuals- within the context of populism and about the role of education in
this process. It is for this reason that the present study includes scholars -Gramsci
being the most prominent one- who center upon these subjects rather than the
category of intellectuals itself by questioning the long-standing separation

between intellectual and manual activities and arguing rather for their unity.

It is proper to start with the broader sociological definition of the intellectual
which refers to “those who by profession and occupation are engaged in
‘intellectual’, as opposed to ‘manual’, labour” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch,
1997:7). For centuries, a clear line of demarcation has been drawn between
intellectual and manual labour.'” The striking point is that the former has been
generally thought to be superior to the latter with a contempt for the latter one.
Julien Benda who is well-known for his famous book titled La Trahison des
Clercs (The Betrayal of the Intellectuals) defines intellectuals —the clerks- as
those whose activity essentially is directed not to practical ends but to unworldly
—spiritual- causes. Here, what is at issue is not only the superiority of unworldly
causes to worldy ones but also that of intellectual activities to practical ones. The
underlying assumption is that there is a clear separation between intellectual and
practical activities and that the former one has an absolute superiority to the
latter. Therefore, it is not surprising that Benda started to talk about “the betrayal
of the intellectuals” when they were directed to practical ends under the influence

9 ¢

of what he called “political passions” —namely “racial passions,” “class passions,”

123 For a long time, during which populations had low level of literacy, one of the major criteria
for this distinction was whether one knew how to read and write. Being literate has been
considered one of the indispensable characteristics of intellectuals. It was indeed a kind of
privilege of the few in societies where the level of literacy was very low. Only a few enjoyed this
privilege especially until when the right to education for all was put on the agenda as a
fundamental human right. It was seen, at the same time, an effective —but not the only- way of
upward mobility. This brought up the relationship between education and social stratification (or
class structure).
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and “national passions” (Benda, 1955: 1), exalting “the particular” at the expense
of “the universal” and “the practical” at the expense of “the spiritual” (Read,
1955: xxiii). That is to say, they betrayed when they replaced their main function,
“the pursuit of eternal things,” with that of “practical aims”. The latter was
attributed to masses while the former was the task of the few, intellectuals, who
had a mission “to influence the layman” either by showing “an example of a life
consecrated to spiritual ideals” or transforming his morality which, on its own,
would make the world “barbarous”. This is, indeed, what civilization requires.
Although the rise of civilization was made possible both by “morality of the
laymen” and that of intellectuals, the respect for “good” by the humanity of the
past —of the Middle Ages- owed itself to the existence of true intellectuals. The
intellectual, for Benda, is one who “protests” against the morality of the laymen
“by honoring ideal or disinterested values” which are “conceived without relation

LRI

to the conditions of real existence” and so “universal,” “abstract,” “eternal,” or

“infinite” (Read, 1955: xxv).

As a matter of fact, the pursuit of reality has been considered as one of the main
functions of “intellectuals”. Here, there is an underlying belief that there is a
single reality to be apprehended or grasped by an elite of intellectuals. (This is,
indeed, one of the basic postulates of Enlightenment.) It is this very function
which gives intellectuals the role of leadership. Foucault is a scholar who brings
down intellectuals from their ivory tower by questioning the heritage
(philosophy) of the Enlightenment in terms of its claim for a “universal reason”
and “universal truth” which give intellectuals a prominent role of leadership. In
doing this, Foucault also denies the notion of “representation” arguing that “the
masses no longer need [the intellectual] to gain knowledge: they know perfectly
well, without illusion; they know far better than he” (Foucault, 1977: 207) and
“can speak for themselves”. Placing knowledge within life itself rather than on a
distinct theoretical plane, and so considering knowledge production and the use

of knowledge as acts performed by all rather than a privileged few, Foucault
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(together with Deleuze) prevents knowledge from being “monopoly” of

intellectuals.

Here, what is at issue is the replacement of universalism with relativism which
declares the end of universal truth. This means the trivialization of the pursuit of
truth (Vergin, 2006: 28). As Jennings and Kemp-Welch rightly argue, together
with the abandonment of the claim to universality, “the oppositional function of
the intellectual becomes difficult to sustain. All disputes are purely local in
character and all truth-claims are discredited. We are left with only discourse.”
(Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997: 17). Then, a question arises: “[1]f intellectuals
no longer lay claim to speak in the name of universal conscience, in whose name
and with what authority do they now speak?” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997:
24). This, Vergin points out, also means accepting an “ordinary” person as an

“intellectual” for the sake of “specificity” and “originality” (Vergin, 2006: 28).

The argument about the pursuit of truth —a role assigned to intellectuals- brings
up a discussion about the intellectuals’ approach to politics. The definition of
intellectual intervening in politics'** brings up the position of relative autonomy.
In fact, it is their “autonomous” position, in addition to the “nature of their work”,
which lies behind the “responsibility for truthfulness and towards truth” given to
intellectuals. The responsibility to truth can be exercised on condition that the
intellectual holds himself/herself aloof from the society, and judge it from the

outside. This, for Benda, means standing apart from everyday material concerns,
q4'2

999

while Sai calls it “the intellectual’s ‘lonely condition’” (Jennings and Kemp-

124 At the end of the nineteenth century, the word intellectual acquires a specific meaning in
Western Europe with the Dreyfus Affair, “constitutive” being the intervention of intellectuals in
politics The intellectuals like Emile Zola, André Gide, Marcel Proust and Anatole France
protested “in the name of Justice in order to secure the release of the innocent Captain Alfred
Dreyfus” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997:7).

15 As Jennings and Kemp-Welch state, Said’s understanding of the intellectual is a
“contemporary restatement” of Benda’s definition of the intellectual, i.e. “the guardian and
possessor of independent judgement owing loyalty to truth alone”. According to Said, together
with the professionalization of intellectual life, the “true” intellectual had been replaced with
“‘policy-oriented intellectuals’ who had internalized the norms of the state” and who, being no
longer concerned about wider social and economic issues, had only the task of “manufacturing of
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Welch, 1997: 10)."?° The argument about the so-called “autonomous” position of
intellectuals will be incomplete without Mannheim’s conception of “free-floating
intellectual” who is “unanchored” and “unattached”. It is through this stratum of
intellectuals free from any class interests and ideology which, for Mannheim, is
nothing other than “false consciousness” that it will be possible to attain
“objective” knowledge. It is through their relative autonomy from any social class
that this free-floating intellectual is capable of understanding different class

perspectives and so bringing peace to the society (Mannheim, 2002).

The debate over the “proper” role and responsibility of the intellectuals had
gained a new momentum with Gramsci. He argued that “Modern intellectuals
were not simply talkers, but directors and organisers who helped build society
and produce hegemony by means of ideological apparatuses such as education
and the media.” (Gramsci, 1971). It was especially through his conception of the
“organic” intellectual that Gramsci argued for abandonment of the position of
“detached independence”. That is to say, the notion of independent intellectual
was replaced with that of organic intellectual (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997:
12). In fact, in Gramscian terms, the position of detachment is that of
“traditional” intellectuals who mistakenly regard themselves as “autonomous and
independent of the dominant social group”, and operate in an “eternal realm of
truth that is somewhat separated from the rest of the world”, aspiring “to be a
caste apart”. The organic intellectuals, on the other hand, “discover the truth

through examining the thoughts of common people” (Bellamy, 1997: 34).

consent” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997: 1). Rather than having an unquestioning obedience to
the state, the “true” intellectual should be side with “the dispossessed,” “the unrepresented,” and
“the forgotten” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997:2). In other words, they should “articulate the
voice of the oppressed” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997: 17).

126 “This in turn, however, invites the charge of an Olympian detachment that results in either
political impotence and collusion with bourgeois dominance or the misplaced censure of practices
from a naively universalistic perspective. The ‘universal’ intellectual or mandarin is contrasted
with the ‘specific’ intellectual engaged in critique from within a movement or from within a
particular set of moral values.” (Jennings and Kemp-Welch, 1997: 23)
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Here, a question arises: who determines who is intellectual. This is an important
question especially in determining the class position of the intellectuals. To have
a voice in the sphere of cultural production is a kind of “privilege” and so closely
related to the class structure of society in the sense that it is the dominant class
who defines characteristic features of intellectuals. Becoming an intellectual, the
person finds an opportunity to go up into a higher class, despite lacking real
“economic” power. In fact, it is the “cultural capital” under their monopoly which
gives them opportunity to enter into the dominant class. It is, in Gramscian terms,
the prominent role they played in producing hegemony which renders them

powerful in relation to the bourgeoisie (Vergin, 2006: 32-33).

However, the relationship between the intellectuals and the bourgeoisie is a
complicated and hesitant one. On the one hand, the intellectuals hold a place
amongst the bourgeoisie, while on the other, they are the servants of the very
same class. This leads intellectuals to make an “uncertain,” “fragile,” and “ever-
changeable” alliance with the people and the dominant class (Vergin, 2006: 34).
This can be observed also in the Turkish case. As Oran argues, the petty
bourgeois intellectuals do not form a class by itself. However, they have a
powerful position —such a powerful position which leads the petty bourgeois
intellectuals to identify themselves with the state- thanks to “the vacuum of
power” resulted from the immaturity of social classes in their underdeveloped
countries (Oran, 1988: 59). That is to say, the petty bourgeois intellectuals owe
their power “to administer the state apparatus” rather than to “property relations”
—possession of means of production (Oran, 1988: 56). Together with this, the
“rationalist” and “reformist” character of the petty bourgeois intellectuals leads
them to conflict with the ruling classes like aghas, notables, and commercial
bourgeoisie whose interests would be in conflict with the “modernization”

process.127 On the one hand, the intellectuals charge themselves with “the

127 The basis of existence of petty bourgeoisie is to provide the maintenance of existing social
order to which they owe their existence but by “improving through reforms” rather than
abolishing it. In doing this, they may be in conflict with the interests of the dominant class. But
this conflict is a result of their efforts to ensure the smooth functioning of capitalist system (Oran,
1988: 56).
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historical mission of the bourgeoisie”, while on the other they come into conflict
with the “bourgeoisie” whose conservative or traditionalist characteristics are
dominant (Oran, 1988: 59). However, this contradiction with the bourgeoisie
should not be interpreted as the former’s “opposition to ownership” (Oran, 1988:
59). On the contrary, his/her aim is to turn the former into a “national
bourgeoisie” of a nation-state he/she has in mind, and to do this he/she serves the
establishment of capitalism with all its economic, political, social, and cultural
institutions. This, Oran argues, explicitly contradicts with the “beyond the class”
character or position of the petty bourgeois intellectual. Considered as a whole,
all these lead to consideration of the petty bourgeois intellectual as

“backboneless” (Oran, 1988: 60).

In addition to the “beyond the class” position of the petty bourgeois intellectual,
Oran talks also about his/her “interclass” (siniflararast) position. Regarding the
“interclass” position of petty bourgeois intellectual, Oran argues that because of
his/her family background; his/her “aspiration to bourgeois community”; and a
considerable amount of share he/she gets from production in his/her managerial
capacity rather than possession of the means of production, this intellectual is
basically “bourgeois”, but one having a “complex” because of “being in a tight
situation”, which is a result of a “fear” of falling to the level of lower classes, and
an “aspiration” to rise into the bourgeois class.'””® The petty bourgeois
intellectual, Oran argues, “despises” the lower classes, and views them lacking
managerial/administrative ability to participate in state government. It is also the
case in Turkey. The petty bourgeois intellectuals, including those who claimed
himself/herself to be “populist”, viewed the lower classes, or “the people”, as
lacking managerial/administrative ability. The latter were thought to be in need of
education or training to become competent enough to participate effectively in

administrative affairs. (The VIs were expected to play a significant role, among

128 1t is these very “fear” and “aspiration” that make the petty bourgeois intellectual “the most
talented” one by causing “uneasiness” in his/her mind. Most of the scientists and especially artists
come from petty bourgeoisie rather than bourgeoisie or proletariat (Oran, 1988: 59).
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others, in achieving this objective.) Oran points out that this petty bourgeois
intellectual has a fear that these classes which are superior in numbers would
“become conscious”, and take the lead. He interprets this “attitude” of the petty
bourgeois intellectual as an effort “to remove the fear of proletarianization”
which arises from their dispossession from the means of production. (This “fear
of proletarianization” is much more evident in the case of small producers, the
other section of petty bourgeoisie.) In addition to “the fear of proletarianization”,
there is a yearning to rise to the upper class, bourgeoisie, which is in fact less
cultured than him/her. Since he/she has a bourgeois society as the single
(Western) model in mind, the intellectual will apply “the program of the

bourgeoisie” (Oran, 1988: 59).

It is possible to attribute the above-mentioned characteristics of the petty
bourgeois intellectual to the case of the VIs to a large extent, except his/her so-
called “independence” of social classes. As Gramsci argues, “the notion of ‘the
intellectuals’ as a distinct social category independent of class is a myth” (Hoare
and Smith, 1971). It is the case of both “organic intellectuals” which every class
produces from within its own ranks “organically” and “traditional intellectuals”
which misconceives themselves independent of the dominant class and viewed as
such by society at large (Burke, 1999). Their “position in the interstices of society
has a certain inter-class aura about it but derives ultimately from past and present
class relations and conceals an attachment to various historical class formations”
(Hoare and Smith, 1971). That is to say, the traditional intellectuals are
“essentially conservative allied to and assisting the ruling group in society”
(Burke, 1999). Following Gramsci, it is possible to place the petty bourgeois
intellectuals in the category of traditional intellectuals and question their so-called

“independence” or “autonomy” from the ruling class.
Arguing that every person is an “intellectual” and “philosopher” in terms of

having intellectual and rational faculties and opposing the separation between

intellectual and practical activities assuming that every human activity involves

150



intellectual participation, and that homo faber, man the maker, cannot be
separated from homo sapiens, man the thinker, Gramsci free the intellectual
realm from being confined to an “elite” and grounds it in everyday life. (Then,
what differentiates intellectuals from other people is that they do this
professionally.) In doing so, he brings down the intellectual from his/her ivory
tower and places him/her in the practical life. Then, the mode of being of the new
intellectual requires more than “eloquence”, i.e. active participation in practical
life (Gramsci, 1971). Here, Gramsci retained a Marxist postulate, the unity of
theory and practice. All these arguments differentiates Gramsci’s conception of
intellectual from those having elitist notions. However, even Gramsci’s
understanding of intellectual itself suffers from such elitist notions especially in
terms of the prominent role to be played by an “elite of intellectuals” in creating a
“counter hegemony”. Indeed, what characterizes “intellectual” is his/her

LIS

“directive,” “organisational,” and/or “educative” functions in the formation of a
“counter-hegemonic consciousness”. Gramsci firmly believed in the need for
mass participation in transition from capitalism to socialism. He also believed in
the inherent capacity of human beings to understand their world and to transform
it (Burke, 1999). In this sense, he distanced himself from elitists who had
contempt for “the people”. However, he believed in the need for the construction
of an “elite of intellectuals” who would play a crucial role in turning mass
consciousness which was, for Gramsci, ‘“contradictory and formless by
necessity”, into critical self-consciousness which means “the construction of an
elite of intellectuals” (Fischman and McLaren, 2005).129 According to Walzer,
retaining the Marxist account of history central to his thinking, Gramsci let

elitism to “enter via the back door”, and that his notion of intellectual resembles

very much Lenin’s conception of “vanguard party” (Bellamy, 1997: 26).

129 Gramsci’s framework, Fischman and McLaren (2005) argue, challenges “the supposed

categorical assumption that organic intellectuals must develop some sort of supranatural level of
consciousness, avoiding or overcoming the contradictory personal and social struggles present in
everyday life.”
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Having discussed the concept of intellectual together with his/her characteristics
and roles, now it is time to examine the kind of intellectual aimed to be generated
in the VIs within this theoretical framework. Being the architect of the Vls, it is
better to start with Tongug’s ideas on “intellectuals” and the peasants where the

traces of “paradoxical elitism” of populist ideologies can be observed.

V.2. Tongug¢’s Understanding of Populism

Although one cannot find out a rigid elitist discourse in Tongug’s writings, it is
possible to observe the traces of paradoxical elitism of populist ideologies. The
elitist notions are mostly revealed in his discussion of intellectual and the people

—the peasants- and the relationship between them.

In one of his letters to the teachers graduated from the VIs, Tongug told the
teachers that they should have taught both students and peasants what they had
learnt in the VIs. He continued saying that they should have made a “working
scheme” combining their knowledge and that of peasants. Here, despite being a
“new kind of intellectual” held responsible for teaching the people what they
lacked, the teacher still had something to learn from the people (Tongug, 1999:
101).

At this point, it is proper to open a parantheses and briefly talk about the factors
which had an influence on the development of Tongug¢’s personality and his
populist ideas. The first one Engin Tongu¢ mentions is his training in the
Teacher’s Training School. He states that the training Ismail Hakki Tongug
received in the Teacher’s Training School, first in Kastamonu, and later in
Istanbul was a “typical” one. Especially the latter had the “best” staff of its era,
who believed that the reason for the corruption or decay of the Ottoman Empire,
and the backwardness of the country was the failure in joining the Western

civilization” (Tongug, E.: 1970: 56). Thus, they brought up a “romantic idealist
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generation of teachers”, who would “go to the people”, and work in the villages
for the sake of Westernization. To do this, the latter would be “idealist”,
“altruistic”, and “patriotic”. According to Engin Tongug, “the weakness” of this
approach was that it left some crucial questions unanswered, like how the
intellectuals, the majority of which were urban middle class, would “live together
with the people”, “the peasants”, and how they would enlighten and “westernize”
the latter. The staff of the Teacher’s Training School were “overly optimistic” in
their idea that only “idealism” and “patriotism” would be adequate to realize the
above-mentioned objectives. Underlying this, Engin Tongug¢ argues, lies a belief
that “the people”, or “the peasant”, was ignorant, but could be easily manipulated
“once they were told the truths”. Here, the fact that the peasants had some
“empirical knowledge” which they attained through their own experiences while
solving problems, and that underlying the attitudes of the peasants which
“seemed wrong to the intellectuals of that age” lay economic reasons were
completely ignored. This was, Engin Tongu¢ argues, the very “doctrine” which
was “imposed upon”, but later “opposed” by Ismail Hakki Tonguc (Tongug, E.,
1970: 57). Becoming aware of the deficiency of this “romantic idealism” which
failed on the basis of facts, Ismail Hakki Tongu¢ adopted a “realistic-

materialistic” approach to events and developments (Tongug, E., 1970: 58).

Here, Tongug’s peasant origin deserves to mention since it was, according to
Engin Tongug, the most important factor in his personal development enabling
him to acknowledge the problems of both the village and the peasant during his
childhood. This gave his studies “warmth”, “humanism”, and “sentimentality”,
which, for Engin Tongug, are strictly necessary for the success or effectiveness of
a new pedagogical attempt (Tongug, E., 1970: 51). This was, at the same time, a
major point of difference between Ismail Hakki Tongug and “classical” educated
persons, whose solutions to the village questions were mostly ineffective. That is
to say, having been deeply influenced by his “childhood impressions and
observations”, Ismail Hakki Tongug¢ always dealt with village questions as an

“educated peasant”, adopting “much more firm and realistic criteria” compared
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with those “classical” educated persons used when solving those problems. Thus,
Engin Tongug concludes, “Tonguc always remained a peasant”, without neither
detaching from his class nor going up into a higher class. To reinforce his
argument, Engin Tongu¢ mentions Cevat Dursunoglu’s statement that he and his
fellows called Ismail Hakki Tongug “peasant Ismail Hakk1” (kéylii Ismail Hakki)
to distinguish him from his namesakes in the absence of surnames (Tongug, E.,

1970: 52).

Engin Tongug states that Ismail Hakki Tongug encountered with “the corrupt
Ottoman order” just in his preteens, when he first came to Istanbul to study.
During those days, Tongug observed closely and recognized through his personal
experience (i.e. the difficulties he experienced in trying to continue his education)
how the upper strata of the Ottoman society “despised” the peasants, viewing
them “only as a means of exploitation”. This, according to Engin Tongug, was the

second important factor in Tongug¢’s personal development.

Having had a peasant origin and always remaining sensitive to the problems of
the village, Tonguc seems to equalize both sides of the relationship in these
words, his following sentences which held the teacher responsible for teaching
peasants everything starting from the simplest ones like “speaking, sitting, eating,
drinking, working, resting, travelling, singing, playing folk dance, being clean,
performing regular work” (Tongug, 1999: 101) invalidates this equality or
balance. The teachers, for Tongug, would teach the peasants how to live, and
enjoy life. Again in the same letter, they were told to introduce a ‘“new
understanding of life” together with a new “appearance” to the village, and “to
mould” the peasants in accordance with this new understanding (while they were
advised to give preference to “the people’s interest” rather than their own
interests) (Tongug, 1999: 101) especially by serving as a good model for others.
In doing this, Tongug stated in the following letter, they should have treated
peasants well, and used “soft words” to explain the matters to them. They should

also have trusted in the people since it was the most important “lever” for
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assigning job to the latter. Otherwise, for Tongug, nothing could be achieved

(Tongug, 1999: 105).

Despite criticizing the previous social order and intellectuals for despising and
exploiting the peasants, Tonguc¢ himself sometimes appears to view them as a
manipulable mass. In a letter he sent to the teachers graduated from both the VIs
and the Teachers’ Training Schools and published in Ilkégretim, for example, he
called the peasants “medieval men” who were “committed to a fictitious and
unknown world” by “changing their worldview” attaching themselves to a softa.
It was the teachers who would free them from “backward” living conditions, and
find the way of making them become “free” and “happy” persons (Tongug, 1999:
122). It was, for him, “the bad official” and *“the ignorant people” which together
cause “all kinds of evil” (Tongug, 1999: 158). In another letter he sent to Refik
Ahmet Sevengil on November 13, 1945, after congratulating him on publishing
Ulke, a new newspaper, Tongu¢ enumerated his expectations from this
newspaper. He wanted Ulke “to teach the people what to want” (Tongug, 1999:
150).

In paying attention to the need for educating village girls in a letter to the teachers
graduated from the VIs -published in f/lkogretim- Tongug charged the teachers to
“enlighten”, “awaken”, and inform parents about social services, and to make the
latter obey the “rightful” and “substantial” demands -which would also be for
their benefit- of the state (Tongug, 1999: 111-112). As it can be explicitly seen,
Tonguc’s understanding is in compliance with the official understanding in the

sense that the obligations of an individual to the state is as important as -

sometimes even more important than- his/her rights liberties.

In his letter sent to Nejat Idil on May 23, 1942, Tongug gave advices to Idil on
the works to be done. He stated that arranging and performing works required
“well-organized thinking” rather than “ordinary person’s methods of doing

work”. All the means should have been organized in accordance with such
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principles, which could be “appropriated” by others in several ways -sometimes
by being told “openly”; sometimes by being explained “in the course of time”;
and sometimes by “threat”. Tongug called human being “animal” in the sense that
he/she could reach happiness by being “herd”. But his/her “conceit[edness]”
prevented him/her from being aware of this fact. He/she, on the contrary,

assumed that it was he/she who “drives continually” (Tongug, 1999: 54)."%

Having critically examined Tongug¢’s understanding of populism through the
concepts of intellectual and the people, now it is time to concentrate on elitism
which can be read between the line of what graduates narrate. An overall
evaluation of paradoxical elitism of Tongu¢’s understanding of populism and will

be presented in the conclusion part.

V.3. The Populist Discourse of the Graduates of the VIs

To begin with, it should be stated that Tongu¢’s ideas in general and his
pedagogical understanding in particular are shared by many of the graduates of
the VIs —at least by all those interviewed. His understanding of “intellectual” and
“the people” are adopted by the interviewees to a large extent. Therefore,
paradoxical elitism of populist ideologies is also revealed itself both in the
interviews made and in the writings of graduates of the VIs. It is observed
especially in the contradictory conceptualization of the people; the understanding
of and separation between “intellectual” and “the people”; and the question of

political participation.

130 - . . . . e 1 . . ..
“Biitin bu isleri tanzim, tertip ederek yiiriitebilmenin basinda insan zekasinin tertipli

diisinmesi gelir. Her giinkii ve mutavassit insanin i yapma metotlarina uyularak bunlar
yapilamaz. Elindeki biitiin vasitalar1 bu esaslara gore teskilatlandirmalisin. Insanlara bunlarin bir
kismini acik agik sdyleyerek, bir kismini zamanla anlatarak, bir kismini da onlan tehdit ederek
mal edebilirsin. Bu, insan denilen mahluk yok mu, bu hakikaten hayvan oglu hayvandir.
Hayvanlar1 nasil giitmek lazimsa bunu behemehal giitmek sartiyla saadete kavusturmak
miimkiindiir. Fakat o, o kadar magrurdur ki giidiildigiinii bilmek istemez. Miitemadiyen
giittiigiinii zanneder...” (Tongug, 1999: 54).
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As it has been already mentioned, the kind of intellectual aimed to be generated
in the VIs differed from that of “classical” one. In parallel with Tongug’s
understanding of intellectual, the “intellectuals” of the Institutes separated
themselves from others. We may call it a separation between the “rural rooted”

and the “urban rooted intellectuals”'!

. (This separation recalls the populist
comparison between “urban” and ‘“rural”, “exploitation” of the latter by the
former, and “superiority” attributed to the latter) This is closely related to the fact
that the urbanite intellectuals did not adopt or embrace these “rural rooted
intellectuals”, viewing them, in a way, as a “threat”, which can be named as
“peasantization of the literature”. In order to understand this fear, it is sufficient
to remember the reaction of the urban rooted intellectuals against the introduction

of the “village” and “peasant” to the literature with their most natural condition

and through the peasant’s language.

Here, it is appropriate to open a parantheses and briefly talk about the entry of the
“village” into the literature by the writers and novelists graduated from the Vls.
The literary works of the graduates of the VIs played an important role in the
grasp of “village reality”, and arose intellectuals’ interest in the “village”. Thanks
to the Vs, the “progressive” artists, educators, sociologists, and other scientists
turned their attention to “the problems of village”. The result was creation of a
significant village literature (Gedikoglu, 1971: 242), depicting village life in its

full realism.

Indeed, it was with the experiment of the VIs that the repressed and/or hidden
longings of peasants, who formed the majority of the people, emanated as a “new

literature”. Despite considering it as a “contribution to national literature”,

B! This separation between the “rural rooted” and “urban rooted intellectuals” can be clearly seen
in the memoirs of the graduates of the Village Institutes and in the writings of Tongug. Perhaps
the most important point of departure between them is the former’s education on the principle of
“learning by doing”. This principle is summarized in Apaydin’s (1983: 83) words as: “To know
something is to do something rather than to tell”. In their case, this is “to transform, to develop, to
beautify the primitive life”. Accusing the urban rooted intellectuals not only of exclusion of the
village and the peasant in the literature, but also of the latter’s misery, the former aimed at
preparing the conditions of “being a leader in the village”, and get the “confidence of the
peasants” so that they would “change” the realities of the village. (Apaydin, 1983: 98)
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Baykurt neither glorifies nor disregards this contribution (Baykurt, 1999: 202). It
is, for him, as a kind of social duty. The peasants were the “most oppressed” and
“exploited” segment of the society. They were “cheated” in trade, and “lulled in
economic and political senses”. They were not allowed to be organized. They
were “deliberately left ignorant”. Here, for Baykurt, it is writers’ duty to draw
attention of the press, intellectuals, political parties, universities, and
administrators by writing on peasants’ “life”, “sufferings”, “subconscious”,
“reactions”, and “yearnings” (Baykurt, 1999: 204). It is, for him, “extremely
necessary” to write the life of peasants, of the poor and oppressed people

(Baykurt, 1999: 205).

In fact, the writers graduated from the VIs gave voice to village reality into which
they had been born but which had been unknown to novel readers. They assigned
themselves the responsibility for not only depicting the poor and backward living
conditions of peasants and the exploitative order in the countrym, but also for
finding solution to these problems. They used novel as an instrument to achieve

this purpose (Moran, 2002: 243). As Moran argues with reference to Fethi Naci,

132 The interest in inequalities and injustices emanated from the social structure (especially in the
countryside) was, according to Moran, the characteristic of what he calls the “Second Period” of
the Turkish novel starting in 1950s. Until that time, the main problematic of the Turkish novel had
been “westernization” (Moran, 2002: 7). The novelists and poets —other than leftist ones- had
examined social relations from the perspective of official ideology, lacking concern about
relations of production. The result, for Moran, was their contribution to “reproduction of
dominant ideology” (Moran, 2002: 14). After 1950s, on the other hand, there was a remarkable
increase in the number of novels questioning and criticising the existing social order. At the center
of criticism unequal relations in the rural area (Moran, 2002: 14). Moran relates this shift in the
main problematic of the Turkish novel to the formation of classes and rise of class struggle
(Moran, 2002: 9), i.e. class crystallization. In addition to socio-economic conditions, he also
mentions the impact of National Literature movement on the development of “village novel”.
(Opposing to categorization of his novels as “village novels”, Baykurt argued that his novels were
“about” the village life. For him, there was no genre called a “village novel” or an “urban novel”
but there was a novel about “life in the village” and “life in the city”. In contrast to the widely
held opinion for which National Literature movement ended with the foundation of the Republic,
Moran argues that it was continued as far as novel is concerned. That is to say, village novel was
continuation of National Literature movement in terms of its populist character. Having been
influenced by the Narodnik movement, the latter, as it was mentioned in the second chapter,
argued for simplification of language to “go to the people” and to overcome the ongoing
separation between the people and the intellectuals. During the Second Period of the Turkish
novel, the novelists —especially those trained in the VIs-revived this “populist” spirit of National
Literature movement (of its initial years), making Anatolia a distinctive feature of Turkish novel
but approaching the very same subject from a different perspective (Moran, 2002: 16).
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the central figures in these novels were also “instrumentalized” in depicting
village conditions (Moran, 2002: 242)."%% The stereotypical characters of these
novels were “poor” and “ignorant” peasants; “reactionary forces” exploiting the
peasant, like agha, imam, and party man; and a “progressive-minded” character —
either a teacher, a kaimakam, or a wise man- who strove to “enlighten” and

“awaken” peasants (Moran, 2002: 243).

Another point to be emphasized concerning the introduction of the “village” and
the “peasant” to the literature is the style and language used to describe the
village reality. While replying Gezer’s question why he chose to use a “style”
which is “extremely severe”, “straight”, and simple to describe the reality of the
Turkish village, Makal states that this not a question of choice. On the contrary,
he argues, it is this very language and the format (with)in which he has been
already placed (Makal, 2001: 9). Similarly, Baykurt’s novels are characterized by

the plain Turkish of the people involving regional words, proverbs, and idioms.

The kind of intellectual aimed to be created was expected to have characteristics
of what Tongug called “the new person of the Republic”. First of all, he/she
should have had reading habit “to become conscious” or “to be enlightened”.
Secondly, he/she should have been a person combining mental and manual work.
Having received a new kind of training, i.e. “education within work™ (is icinde
egitim), this person would not have “alienated from the society” (interview with

134

Tiirkoglu, 2005). Viewing themselves “of the people” living in their midst ~", the

133 This is, according to Moran, the weakness of “village novel” which provided explanation for
its short-lived popularity owed to the “novelty” of their subject. That is to say, on the one hand,
the novelists graduated from the VIs succeeded in portraying a “new”, “striking” subject, i.e. the
life in the village “in all its nakedness” —backwardness, poor living conditions- without
“romanticizing” it, and drew reader’s interest. However, Moran argues, this success led the
novelists to depend too much on the subject and be contented with the portrayal of village reality
which they knew well through the characters “lacking individuality”. The result was decreasing

interest in “village novel” (Moran, 2002: 18).

134 The memoirs generally portray a good relationship between peasants and members of the
Village Institutes -despite peasants’ complaints especially about the obligations regarding the
Village Institutes. This can be related to the fact that despite generally being “isolated” in terms of
their locality, the members of the Village Institutes had not isolated themselves from the village(s)
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graduates of the VIs differentiate themselves from “classical” intellectuals who
sit in their ivory tower detaching themselves from society, and committed to the
pursuit of eternal things which are external to the world of everyday experience.
Tiirkoglu pays attention to the fact that during her childhood, the educated person
had not done manual work. He/she had not carry his/her suitcase. This had been
considered something “disgraceful”. The motivation behind receiving training
had been to become a civil servant who had not done manual work."** Such kind
of a person would have been alienated from his/her village society. That is to say,
both the village and the family “lost its child”. However, Tiirkoglu says, this was
not the case for the students of the VIs. On the contrary, far from being alienated
from their village society as they received training, the students of the VIs
introduced various innovations, e.g. new or modern agricultural implements, to
their villages during their holidays. The memoirs of the graduates of the VIs are
full of such examples. During her first holiday Tiirkoglu, for example, sow
clothes for women but by “modernizing” them. She also cut children’s hair. She
took her mandolin with her and played it. People from neighbouring village or
high plateu came to listen her. In short, all these she had done attracted people.
This disturbed and annoyed Tiirkoglu’s aunt who asked her that whether she was
their servant (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005). Probably, behind this complaint
lay the above-mentioned idea that the educated person must not have done
manual work and serve others in this way. The graduates of the VIs surprised the
peasants by their participation in village works because this was against the

widely held opinion that the intellectual or the educated did not perform manual

around. Examples of coordination between the two can be found in the memoirs, for example, of
Apaydin (1983: 200), Arman (1969: 372-374), Evren (1992: 80-83). The “peasant” party of this
relationship, i.e. his/her thoughts and feelings about the obligations, for example, to work in the
construction of the schools, and the education in the VIs is another subject which still needs to be
explored. The obligations constitute the “formal” side of this relationship while the “informal”
one refers to peasants’ relationship with the members of the VIs founded around their villages.
References to them have been made throughout the study. However, since the graduates of the
VIs, the other party, are the central figures in this study, the thoughts and feelings of the peasants
still need to be given voice to.

135 This seems also to be the case for the students of the VIs during their first year in the school.
As Kirby (1961: 239) mentions, a director of a Village Institute complains about the
unwillingness of students to do manual work having an expectation that they would become
teachers engaged only in intellectual activities.
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work. This is the point where a significant difference between “the urban-rooted”
and “rural-rooted” intellectuals, or to put it differently, the common type
intellectuals and the ones the VIs aimed to create arises. That is to say,
introducing a new understanding of education based on the principle of “learning
by doing”, the VIs aimed to create a new kind of an intellectual. It is this very
understanding of education and the training they had received which leads the
interviewees to explain their difference from the high school students and
university students in terms of their superiority rather than “inferiority”. Giirler
mentions the sense of “self-confidence” inoculated to the students in the VIs.
According to her, it is because of this self-confidence that the graduates did not
consider themselves “inferior” to the university students. On the contrary, they
thought of themselves “superior” in terms of their qualifications. One advantage
of university compared to the Higher Village Institute™® was its “luxurious”
conditions. The latter, on the other hand, was built by the students themselves,
and in this regard the students had different styles of living in the VIs. However,
Giirler says, this turned out to be an advantage in the long run. The Institute was
characterized by “disciplined” works; cultural activities like going to the theatre
and concerts at the weekends; and friendly relationship between teachers and

students, etc. (interview with Giirler, 2004).

Despite their peasant origin, and the good relationship they had established with
the peasants, the graduates of the VIs did not find acceptance easily in the
villages where they were appointed (as teachers). Kabay says that the village
society did not easily accept the graduates of the VIs who were, in fact, from
within the people. On the contrary, the peasants seemed to find it very strange
that there emerged educated persons (efendi) from within themselves. However,
this situation changed in time especially when the teacher taught the children how
to read and write, and introduced peasants new tools and methods that would both
ease their life and raise their standard of living. For example, Kabay himself

planted three thousand poplars in his village. He taught the peasants how to plant

3¢ In fact, the Higher Village Institute the aim of which was to train the teachers for the VIs was
considered as a “village university”.
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poplars as he learned in the VIs. The income drawn from these poplars was used
to buy a bus for the village. Kabay emphasizes that all the poplars produced
belonged to the village -he did not have any- and so, the income was spended for
the necessities of the village. In addition to poplars, Kabay taught the students —
and the peasants- how to plant fruit-trees like walnut, apricot, plum, almond. The
result was abundance of fruit-trees, which stopped fruit theft in the village. Kabay
also introduced other things like tile and glass, which were used in the
construction of houses. All these efforts Kabay made yielded good results. This
can be seen, for example, when Kabay was called for help to demand assistance
from the peasants for orphanage. Kabay told the watchman that he had “asked”
all the peasants to come to the coffee house. All the peasants, he says, came “one
and all”. Kabay asked them to give a sheep, or wheat to the students of
orphanage. The generosity of the peasants surprised the director of education. It
was remarkable that Kabay had been working in this village only for three
months, but won the heart of the peasants as a result of his success in teaching
and his good relations with the peasants. Kabay says that his wife also established
good relations with the peasants, and helped them in several ways like sewing
their dresses. All these ambitious works for the village “increased the dialogue
between the teacher and the peasant”. While giving the reasons for this good
relationship, Kabay says that “we do not find them repugnant. We are together
with them.... We have meals together. We are not startled.” (interview with

Kabay, 2005).

Similarly, while narrating her first days in the VIs, Giirler attributes similar
characteristics to the peasants. She pays attention to the positive and friendly
attitudes of the teachers to the students. “Well, after all, they were village
children. They [class teachers] tried to teach us how to eat, and rules of
etiquette.” (interview with Giirler, 2004). As it was mentioned before, the
peasants were considered to be in need of being trained and modernized. The
teachers would teach the peasants not only how to read and write, but also

introduce “modern” life styles including the rules of etiquette. Of course, the
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latter was not always welcomed by the peasants. On the contrary, it seemed to
increase the gap — which was, in fact, aimed to be bridged- between the peasants
and the teachers. It is better to explain this point with reference to Giirler. She
told that, after graduation, she wanted to change table manners by putting a dish
for each person. However, she says, this was not welcomed by the peasants. On
the contrary, it was criticized being considered as a kind of “despising” behaviour

(interview with Giirler, 2004).

At this point, the contradictory attitude of the peasants towards the intellectual
should be mentioned with reference to Gramsci. According to Gramsci,
intellectuals of the rural type (lawyer, teacher, doctor, etc.) represent a “social
model” for peasants with their “higher” or “different” living standards in
comparison with the average peasant who wants to change or improve his
condition. The peasant “respects the social position of the intellectuals” and
hopes that at least one of his sons will become an intellectual and raise “the social
level” of his family. However, sometimes “instinctive elements of envy and
impassioned anger” accompany this admiration, leading him to feel contempt for
that position (Gramsci, 1971). Focusing rather on the intellectual’s side of this
relationship, this study does not have much to say about such contradictory
feelings and attitudes of the peasants towards intellectuals except those reported
by the graduates interviewed. However, it is still possible to argue, bearing in
mind that the relationship between intellectuals and the people is an unequal137

one, that both sides of the relationship tend to have contradictory feelings and

attitudes towards each other.

All these arguments brings up the third characteristic the “new person” should
have: that he/she should be “refined” through culture and art. Here, the culture in

question is a “national” one. “The new person”, Tiirkoglu argues, should be

'3 Here, what is in question is peasants’ subordination to the intellectuals. Gramsci (1971) argues
that without taking into account and examining in detail this “effective subordination to the
intellectuals,” it is not possible to understand “the collective life of the peasantry and of the germs
and ferments of development which exist within it”.
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excited when he/she witnesses that his/her “local” culture was “nationalized” and
met with “the universal” (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005). At this point, it should
be emphasized that despite the emphasis on “modernization” and/or
“Westernization”, the term “culture” does not merely refer to “Western” one

since there was also emphasis on the “local” and “national” one."

That is to say,
the VIs were expected to contribute to the formation and development of national
culture, and being an “enlightenment project” they were also thought to meet this
“national” culture with the “universal’one. It was in this way that the VIs
contributed to the process of nation-formation and strenghthening of nationalist

ideology.

As a matter of fact, having been assigned the role of the agents of an
“enlightenment project”, the graduates of the VIs attach importance to science
and scientific knowledge. In the Foreword to A Village in Anatolia (Bizim Koy)
written by Mahmut Makal, Lewis V. Thomas (1954: xv). states that “Makal,
equally with his faith in science and enlightenment, appears to regard village
beliefs and rites as stupid, ignorant and deplorable”. This contradicts with the
exaltation of peasants and the village life. It is in this very same book that Makal
praised the intelligence of peasants their considerable interpretation skills and
their eagerness to learn (Makal, 1954). However, Makal’s approach is consistent

with the ultimate objective of modernization of peasant life and mentality, i.e. to

138 As it is argued before, both during the Ottoman period and the Republican period

“modernization” was used to refer to “westernization”. And the criterion of modernity was “the
West”. The attempts for westernization goes back to the Ottoman period, but accelerated after the
establishment of Turkish Republic. That is to say, there is a “continuity” rather than a “rupture” in
terms of westernization efforts. In fact, there was nothing like a complete rejection of the Ottoman
legacy. What is in question here is not simply a replacement but reformulation of traditional
elements in a new —“modern”- form. As Erdogan (1998: 117) argues, the “national folklore”
explored during the process of formation of Turkish national identity was nothing other than the
domain of popular cultural practices inherited from the Ottoman. Therefore, one cannot talk about
a “complete rupture” of Kemalism from the cultural tradition. Both the branches of the People’s
Houses and the VIs conducted studies on folklore, playing a crucial role in the formation of a
“repertoire of national culture” which is an indispensable part of the process of nation-formation.
The “invention of a national cultural tradition” was carried out together with “the efforts to
introduce and propagate Western cultural forms with an aim of reconciling “the native” and “the
foreign” elements. Thus, as Erdogan argues, there was an effort to make popular narratives
become a part of Kemalist pedagogy by “purifying” them, i.e. stripping those narratives from
their “grotesque” character.
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remove the detrimental thoughts and beliefs like superstitions, which were
thought to be the remnants of the old regime, from the minds of the peasants (the

people), and replace them with scientific knowledge.

The same contradiction can be observed also in the interviews. Tiirkkolu holds
the politicians, the notables, and the peasants responsible for the closure of the
VI. There is a contradiction in his speech in terms of which party was liable for
the closure of the VIs. At first, he blames the peasants whom he served as a
teacher. However, immediately afterwards he retracts his accusation and began
self-criticism, saying that he himself did not awaken the peasants who had missed
“the Age of Enlightenment” and “industrialization”, and had been put under
restraint with “sins” and left to the influence of religion. Here, Tiirkkolu assigns
himself -and probably the intellectuals as a whole- the role of awakening
peasants, and holds himself responsible for their bad life conditions (interview
with Tiirkkolu, 2004). This attitude is in line with Lavrov’s argument about the

role and responsibility of intellectuals.

The contradictory character of the populist discourse of the graduates of the VIs
can be observed also in the notion of people’s “becoming conscious”. Some
writers, e.g. Niyazi Altunya, claim that the VIs aimed to train and make the
people conscious. Similarly, Tiirkoglu argues that receiving training, the people
would become conscious and elect their true representatives from among
themselves rather than landlords, notables, or frauds. With their “democratic”
structure and functioning, the VIs themselves were models of democracy, or in
Tiirkoglu’s words, “cradle of democracy”. Here, Tiirkoglu mentions the small
groups, which were “subunits” of democratization- and the elections in the Vls.
She states that the students knew well whom to elect'”. That is to say, they
elected the chairman who performed his/her work best. In the VIs, there was an

organization from bottom to top (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005).

139 Apaydin pays attention to the same point saying that, having received an “enlightening
education”, he knows well for whom he vote. Having been lulled, the people, on the other hand,
have continued to voted for those who have been far from being their true representatives
(interview with Apaydin, 2004).
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While asking the question why the peasants did not stand as protector to the VIs
when they were closed, Tiirkoglu argues that during that time many people were
still illiterate, far from being “conscious” enough to claim for something to their
advantage (interview with Tiirkoglu, 2005). The peasants were needed to be
educated and become literate to be ‘“conscious”. Being illiterate and so
unconscious, they could not realize the significance of the VIs which were to
their advantage. However, while talking about the reactions of peasants to the
legal obligations to give land for schools and to participate in the construction of
the schools, Tiirkoglu seem to argue for the contrary. She says that, in the
beginning, people usually reacted such obligations. She gives an example from
her own village, where some of the peasants, fearing that their lands would be
appropriated, petitioned to the TGNA against founding a school in their village.
She asked the headman why they had done this. He said that they feared that they
would have been harmed if their lands had been appropriated for building a
school. He explained their behaviour by “ignorance”. As it is already mentioned,
for Tiirkoglu, it was the very same reason that prevented the people from
realizing the importance of the VIs. However, she says, such “mistaken opinions”
(of the peasants) vanished when the schools were founded, and the teachers
graduated from the VIs performed useful works for the village (interview with
Tiirkoglu, 2005). The striking point here is that the graduates tend to explain this
changing opinion of the peasants about the VIs mainly by reference to their
receiving training —at least primary education- and their becoming conscious. For
the graduates of the VIs, training appears to be a necessary precondition of
becoming conscious. When it comes to the question why the graduates did not
stand as protector to the VIs, Tiirkoglu states that in the lack of a “democratic
atmosphere” this was not easy as it is supposed to be. The VIs were “50- years
ahead” of their time, and their importance could not be realized yet (interview
with Tiirkoglu, 2005). Indeed, being an alternative to the existing or prevailing
educational system with all their novelties, the VIs went beyond their time. This

is, in fact, characteristic of the countries which experienced modernization in the
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way Turkey did -“revolution from above”. Despite the fact that the VIs were a
result of governmental policy, the democratic character and functioning of the
VIs contradicted also with the authoritarian single-party regime. This can be seen

as one of the reasons explaining the continuing interest in the VIs.

Kabay, on the other hand, explains the continuing interest —of the society- in the
VIs mainly by the good relationship (and “dialogue”) with “the people”. These
institutions, for him, were appreciated and commemorated by the society,
including the top-ranking officials. The teachers graduated from the VIs, he
argues, are still “in demand” since “all” capped their career. The VIs trained a
different kind of teacher who did not only teach reading and writing, but also
introduce the peasants tools and machinery —in fact, all kinds of innovations- and
give them scientific and technical information to increase production. Having 20
years of compulsory service in the village, this teacher had to stay and work in
the village, and were always in close contact with the peasants. (Kabay says that
the students knocked him up and asked him questions about lessons at night.)
With the closure of the VIs, this kind of teacher who related to his/her job to
“national development”'*’ disappeared, and replaced with the one who views it
only as a “means of subsistence”. All these have led to appreciation of the
teachers graduated from the VIs, and a longing for the VIs. The Foundation of the
Village Institutes (Koy Enstitiileri Vakfi), for him, owes its survival to “people’s
affection”. This, for Kabay, is mainly because of the fact that the VIs were a
“product of our own”. The Institutes did not only contribute to the (development
of) village economy through increase in variety of agricultural products (and
improvement in conditions of production), but also to the transformation of
“primitive” village life into a “modern” one. Considered as a whole, the VIs were
a “national development program”. (This, according to Kabay, was the main

reason for the closure of the VIs. The closure of the VIs was not a kind of internal

140 Here, Kabay gives his habit of buying domestically made products as an example. He says
that he still finds buying imports very strange, and prefers to buy home produce irrespective of its
“price” and “quality” (interview with Kabay, 2005).
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affair. On the contrary, the VIs were closed in accordance with US demand. After
the World War II, Kabay argues, Turkey took sides with the USA, which
considered the VIs program as a threat to its “imperialist” demands. That is to
say, taking a “nationalist position”, the VIs would possibly be a “source of

resistance movement” in the future.) (interview with Kabay, 2005).

Many writers link the problem of migration to the city with the closure of the VlIs.
Tiirkoglu, for example, argues that if the VIs had not been closed, the large
villages would have been probably urbanized through construction of factories
there. Since the VIs were to train necessary manpower, there would not have
been that much migration to the city because they laid education service at
people’s door. Moreover, training other personnel like health officers for the
village, the VIs contributed to the improvement of village conditions, which
eventually would prevent migration to the city. Since the persons migrating to the
city would be already educated ones, the city would not have been “villagised”.
The ruralization of the city is one of the major problems Turkey is faced with.
Thus, there is a need for education to become urbanized, i.e. adult training. This,
indeed, was one of the functions of the VIs. The teachers graduated from the VIs
were expected to teach the people how to read and write; to give them technical
courses; and to introduce them modern agricultural implements and machinery.
Tiirkoglu continues arguing that the peasants migrated to the cities for education,
work, and health. They migrated to the cities “to be cultured” (interview with
Tiirkoglu, 2005). Here, the words “villagisation” and “ruralization of the city”
have some negative connotations. This is not surprising once one takes into
account the contradictory discourse of populism which sometimes despises
peasants and the village in preference to the city dweller and the city, while at
other times exalting the former. This is because of the fact that the VIs project
aimed, among others, to modernize the villages, and it was the city rather than the
village which was considered the place of modern life. This seems to contradict
with the perception of the countryside as the reserve of pure cultural traits and

national essence.
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As a matter of fact, the graduates of the VIs “exalt” the people (particularly

141

peasants) especially as against the urbanite. ™ However, viewing the people to be

142
“educated”

, and the values, traditions, folklore to be modernized they
reproduce this separation, in a way, “alienation”. In fact, as Karadmerlioglu
(1998a: 59) argues, “the Village Institutes could hopefully fill the gap between
the peasants and the elite by creating elites from among the peasants”. In other
words, they aimed at generating their “own elites” who would not only be aware
of the realities of the village life, but also transform them. (One of the reasons for
the establishment of the VIs, Sahhiiseyinoglu (2005: 83) argues, was “‘to remove
the cultural differences between the intellectuals and the people”.) More than
being teacher training schools for village-schools, they undertook the task of
generating intellectuals who played a significant role in the economic, social, and
cultural transformation and development of the village (Eskicumali, 2003: 25).
To realize their ends, they would even “fight with enemies of the people”, who
are defined as those “deceiving” and “oppressing” the people. (In the villages,

these enemies were Aghas.143)

141 For comparison and contrast between the urban and the rural; “exaltation” of the rural and the
peasants to the urban and urbanites; and of criticism of the latter see Apaydin (1983: 140, 172,
197, 234) and Makal (2001: 9, 13).

2 In Tongug’s (2001) writings, there is a strong emphasis on the importance of the primary
education. This significance does not only arise from its being a “means of developing,
modernizing the village and the peasant”, but also its being “the most important condition of
achieving people’s government”.

43 Karadmerlioglu opposes this view arguing that the literature that he examined lacked "any
significant evidence that there existed a struggle against the aghas”. On the contrary, he argues,
the VIs “cooperated with the aghas”. The VIs were located in “places where most of the peasants
had small landholdings” rather than ones “where aghas predominated” (Karadmerlioglu, 1998a:
62). Moreover, Karaomerlioglu argues, many of the “architects” of the VIs explains agricultural
backwardness neither by “production relations” nor to “the exploitation of the peasants by the
aghas”. The reason for them was “the incompetence of the peasants” in their struggle against
nature. Therefore, for them, “the impetus for the transformation of rural life” was not in the
struggle with aghas, e.g., but in the struggle against nature (Karadmerlioglu, 1998b: 71).
However, both Tongug’s writings and the memoirs of —and the interviews made with- the
graduates of the VIs, seem to challenge this idea especially with their emphasis on —and
opposition to- exploitation (especially that of the peasants). The struggle against nature, as it was
mentioned in the previous chapter, was one of the important subjects of the peasantist literature,
and it is possible to find it in the writings of Tongu¢ and memoirs of the graduates of the VIs.
However, as Ozsoy argues, this does not mean that they viewed the incompetence and weakness
of the peasants in their struggle against nature as the sole cause of “backwardness”. In the
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The question —of course, a speculative one- here is that whether the graduates of
the Village Institutes succeeded in overcoming the separation between the
intellectuals and the people, and if the answer is “yes” to what extent they were
successful. In trying to answer this question, one should bare in mind the fact that
the VIs experiment did not last long. Engin Tongug¢ warns the readers that the VIs
should be evaluated not by taking into account its limited and short-lived practice
but by considering the “system” as a whole. He argues that in examining and
criticising the experience of the VIs between 1935-1946 one should not forget
that this short-lived period of experience which had been stopped at its beginning
formed only “a little part of the system” to be put into practice (Tongug, E. 1970:
269-270). According to Engin Tongug, despite being a short-lived experience, the
VIs succeeded in creating a “conscious peasant intellectual” (bilinclenmis koylii
aydin). That is to say, the greatest accomplishment of this short-lived experience
is about twenty-twenty five thousands of conscious intellectuals who would play
very important role (in Turkish political history) in the following years (Tongug,

E. 1970: 268).

“philosophy” of the VIs, he argues, nature and society do not form a “duality” as it is implied in
Karaomerlioglu’s argument mentioned above. On the contrary, they are seen as components of
environment which have interactive and sophisticated relations with each other (Ozsoy, 2004: 15).
Moreover, in the same writings and interviews, it is possible to find opposition to exploitation, i.e.
criticism of the prevailing social order which was considered by many as one of the reasons for
the closure of the VIs. This is what Karadmerlioglu argues against. Despite the absence of an
open struggle against the aghas, the VIs posed a threat to the existing power relations especially
by creating a new type of a person (teacher) who did not only teach in the classrooms but
intervened the village life in several ways. This, as it can be seen in the memoirs, disturbed the
ones who benefited from the existing power relations and/or whose interests laid in the
maintenance of status quo. Giirler argues that the pattern of education in the VIs disturbed
especially the aghas who had a fear for losing agricultural workers who “serve(d) them with utter
faithfulness and obedience”. In addition to aghas, the members of parliament also feared that the
VIs would lead to “awakening of the peasants” (interview with Giirler, 2004). However, it should
be emphasized that neither Tongug¢ nor the graduates of the VIs criticisized exploitation of the
peasants in particular and the prevailing social order in general from a “class perspective”. Rather,
as it has been already argued, their emphasis was on the relationship between “the oppressor” and
“the oppressed”. In the light of all these arguments, and with reference to Oktay (2000), it can be
argued that the contribution of populist and peasantist ideology to Turkish political life in terms of
the formation of an “oppositional cadre” by educating many in the VIs should not be
underestimated. However, in terms of their political and ideological outcomes, they helped rather
in strengthening of social democratic ideology, leading to conceptual confusion.
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In fact, it was one of the fundamental goals of the foundation of the VIs that they
aimed “to create a peasant intellectual” (koylii aydin) who would not and/or could
not break of the tie with his/her class, and would never “give up defending his/her
class interests” going up into a higher class. Many of the principles carried out by
the VIs, like giving land to the village teachers graduated from the VIs, providing
them with earnings opportunities other than monthly salary were laid down for
this objective. However, Engin Tongug¢ argues, the objectives of these principles
were not understood well even by the VIs themselves. In contrast to some leftist
arguments according to which the VIs aimed “to freeze the social progress” at the
village level, the VIs, Engin Tongug¢ states, intended to train or bring up an
“intellectual” who would “accelerate social progress” without breaking off the tie
with his/her own class, and would “defend his/her class interests”, being already

provided with opportunities to defend those interests'** (Tongug., E., 1970: 56).

Here, a question arises as to whether the type of intellectual the VIs aimed to
generate can be considered as an “organic” intellectual in the Gramscian sense.
That is to say, whether the teachers graduated from the VIs were thought to be the
“organic” intellectuals —“the thinking and organizing element” of the peasant
class- who are distinguished “by their function in directing the ideas and
aspirations of the class to which they organically belong” rather than by “their
profession, which may be any job characteristic of their class” (Hoare and Smith,
1971). This question should be followed by another one: can the peasantry
generate alongside itself its own “organic” intellectuals? Gramsci says “no”

because

144 Engin Tongug relates the end of the separation between the people and the intellectual to the
removal of the main obstacle to development, i.e. the lack of a “conscious” and effective working
class. With the elimination of this obstacle, he argues, the people would start to “insist on their
rights” and follow their own interests which had been previously advocated by the intellectuals.
The intellectual would “come from among the people” and “advocate” the interests of the latter.
And then, the two would be “equal” (Tongug, E. 1970: 267-268). Here, a fundamental question
arises from the fact that it is the very term “the people” which, as Laclau points out, has the notion
of “representation” bringing out a separation between intellectuals and the people (or between
representatives and represented). That is to say, the intellectuals owe their existence to that of the
people.
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(...) the mass of the peasantry, although it performs an essential
function in the world of production, does not elaborate its own
‘organic’ intellectuals, nor does it ‘assimilate’ any stratum of
‘traditional’ intellectuals, although it is from the peasantry that
other social groups draw many of their intellectuals and a high
proportion of traditional intellectuals are of peasant
origin.(Gramsci, 1971)

Depending upon the above quotation from the Prison Notebooks and Quaderni,
Hoare and Smith summarize Gramsci’s argument as “that the person of peasant
origin who becomes an ‘intellectual’ (priest, lawyer, etc.) generally thereby
ceases to be organically linked to his class of origin. One of the essential
differences between, say, the Catholic Church and the revolutionary party of the
working class lies in the fact that, ideally, the proletariat should be able to
generate its own ‘organic’ intellectuals within the class and who remain

intellectuals of their class.” (Hoare and Smith, 1971)

If that is the case, is it reasonable to argue, following Engin Tongug, that the
founders of the VIs especially their architect, ismail Hakki Tonguc, aimed to
generate ‘“‘organic”’ intellectuals of the peasant class who would “remain”
intellectuals of their class without forgetting their peasant origin? There are
several points to bare in mind in answering this question. The first one is that
being just one of the allies in the class struggle between the main actors, the
bourgeoisie and the proletariat, the peasantry does not have an ideology of its
own. However, this should not lead one to underestimate its role in the class
struggle especially in the Third World countries like Turkey where the peasants
formed the majority of the population. Moreover, following Gramsci, it can be
argued that intellectuals of rural origin ceases to be organically linked to their
class of origin. As it is seen in the case of the graduates of the VIs, having
received training and adopted modern life styles, they distance themselves more
from the peasants with a contempt for the latter’s ignorance and life styles. As it
is explicitly seen in their populist discourse, they tend to have contradictory

feelings and attitudes towards the peasants.
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Here, a question arises: whether, and to what extent, the VIs can be evaluated as a
“radical” and “oppositional” movement. In answering this question, it is
necessary to examine their relationship with Kemalism and the RPP. According
to Gedikoglu, the Village Institutes were “a means for awakening the people,
especially the village community ... within the context of Kemalism”. It was, he
argues, through the VIs that the village community would identify itself; know its
rights and obligations, and recognize its own problems. The VIs were
embodiment of Kemalist principles of populism, nationalism, and revolutionism
in the sense that they had been established “in” and “for” the villages. The
principles of republicanism and laicism, on the other hand, were put into practice
through “self-government”, ‘“‘authority and responsibility”, and “productive

working life” (Gedikoglu, 1071: 238).

Similarly, Engin Tongug¢ claims that the principles adopted and applied by the
VIs were not “opposed to” the Kemalist principles. On the contrary, they were
the “true” interpretation and elaboration of Kemalist principles (Tongug, E.:
1970, 268). He argues that ismail Hakki Tonguc paid attention to relate his
thoughts and suggestions to the Kemalist principles."* Engin Tongu¢ mentions
two reasons for this. First of all, Tongu¢ was “truly devoted” to these
“progressive” principles. The second reason, which Tongug calls “tactical”, was
the lack of any “effective political current” other than Kemalism in Turkish
political life during those years. Thus, no attempt like the VIs could be successful

unless it was based on Kemalism (Tongug, E. 1970: 207-208).

However, this should not lead one to conclude that the VIs were truly in the
service of the RPP which established the VIs to train “militants” although they
were expected to do so. According to Giiner, the RPP was not successful in

making such a “long-term plan”. Having been used to “rule loyal masses”, the

145 Similarly, Karadmerlioglu (1998b: 66) argues that “Tongu¢ was an ardent follower of the
Kemalism of his day”. In contrast to leftist and left-Kemalist scholars who emphasize Tongug’s
“leftist” and “populist” ideas, Karaomerlioglu prefers to call him as a “corporatist” following the
solidarist tradition of the Second Constitutional Period.
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chiefs and leaders, Giiner argues, might have expected the graduates of the VIs to
be “loyal”. The “educational principles” of the VIs, however, were not based on
such “emotional requests or demands”, and this was proved by the very outcomes

of the VIs (Giiner, 1980: 21).

A counter argument is raised by Karaomerlioglu. Criticizing Kirby for

3

overlooking the “vested political interest” of the RPP in the VIs project,
Karaomerlioglu claims that “the Kemalist regime in general, and the RPP in
particular, had a vested interest in the VIs”. He reminds us that the period in
question witnessed a single-party regime, and “the recruitment of militants for the
Party ideology from among the peasants of the VIs was quite normal practice”.
To support his idea, Karadbmerlioglu mentions a conversation between Hasan Ali
Yiicel and Inénii. This conversation which Hiirrem Arman had witnessed led him
to claim that “Inonii and some other leaders of the RPP hoped that the graduates
of the VIs would be the militants of the Party, or at least support the Party in
some way”. Another example Karadomerlioglu gives to prove his argument is the

letters Tongug sent to the administrators of the VIs asking for their support to the

Party by all means in the 1946 election (Karadmerlioglu 1998a: 65).

A supporting argument is raised by Yal¢in who sharply criticizes the loyalty of
the teachers graduated from the VIs to the RPP. He argues that failing to
recognize the “class-based” character of politics, and believing that it was the
RPP which recruited them from the villages and educate them, they supported the
Party and remained loyal to the RPP without questioning whether the Party was
of “social democratic” character. It was only with the organization (or
foundation) of a socialist party, TP, in its literal sense that the intellectuals —only
those who had a good grasp of the subject- began to realize that the RPP was not
“social democrat.” However, this was not the case for most of the teachers
graduated from the VIs. Only 5% or 10% of them voted for the TIP during the
1965 election, while most of them remained loyal supporters of the RPP. “Even

then”, Yal¢in says, “we, the teachers, could not free from the RPP”. For him,
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considering historical context, their loyalty to the Party was relatively acceptable.
However, in the contemporary world, remaining loyal to the RPP is “very bad”

(interview with Yalg¢in, 2006).

Yalcin criticizes the RPP not only for its policies but also for not standing as
protector to the VIs. (This criticism is, indeed, shared by many graduates of the
VIs.) Here, Tonguc is exempt from criticism because of his continuous effort to
“refrain from” the political concerns of Yiicel and Inonii about the VIs. Yal¢in
emphasizes that Tongu¢ was “the thinker” of the VIs, while Yiicel was “the
political representative” of the VIs. Like Inonii, Yiicel thought that the graduates
of the VIs would work as “militants of the Party” in the villages, and according to
Yalcin, it is partly for this reason that they supported the Institutes. Tongug, on
the other hand, did never have such opinions, and tried to avoid such “political”
concerns. Despite all these, Yal¢in says, the RPP did “never stand as protector to
the VIs”. On the contrary, it preferred to make a concession and political retreat.
While Yiicel was on trial with a charge of being a communist, he says, none of
the deputies from the RPP come for trial to give support to him. (interview with

Yalcin, 2006)

According to Yalcin, the VIs failed in creating their own intellectuals. He argues
that a person cannot become an intellectual all of a sudden. For him, it is better to
argue that the VIs provided the “criteria” of “how to become an intellectual?”
during a decade of experimentation. Yalcin goes on arguing that the VIs failed in
training the teachers as they were expected to be. Yal¢cin who had an active part
in teachers’ organizations like TOS (Teachers’ Union of Turkey), TOB-DER
(The Association of All Teachers’ Unity and Solidarity) since 1964 states that the
VIs were well-known for bringing up “communists,” but this was not the case in
reality. Among them were conservatives who had an active part — sometimes
even as founder members- in right-wing associations. Yal¢in blamed many of the
graduates for being broken off from life. However, they were not the only ones to

be held responsible for this gap. The VIs themselves could not succeed in training
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the teacher they aimed to. Yalg¢in explains this with by unfavourable conditions in
the villages where the “feudal order” continued to prevail. The teachers had to
“obey” the aghas who were the dominant figures in the villages. They could not
find an opportunity to convey what they had learnt in the VIs to the peasants.
Encountering opposition not only of the aghas and officials, but sometimes also
peasants, the teachers despaired and “became ruralized” — “return its origin”- in

LT3

four or five years. That is to say, they became “fatalist,” “apathetic,” and
“egoist”. (These are, according to Yal¢in, characteristics of the peasant.) In short,
being under pressure and in unfavourable conditions, these teachers could not
develop the skills they had acquired during their studentship in the VIs (interview

with Yalgin, 2006).

The “intellectuals” aimed to be generated in the VIs were expected to understand
the village reality and transform it. They were held responsible for “enlightening”
peasants and “enlivening” the village. In this sense, their function goes beyond
understanding reality. Far from being intellectuals who were sitting in their ivory
towers devoting themselves to the pursuit of reality, these intellectuals would be
prepared for a practical life combining manual and intellectual labour starting
from their first years of the VIs. (The students were to be trained in a village-like
atmosphere in the VIs which were intentionally located away from urban or
provincial centers so that they could endure the hard conditions and difficulties of
the village life, and acquired not only knowledge and capability but also self-
confidence and a quality of leadership through these experiences.) As it has been
mentioned in the previous chapters, they had received a kind of training which
was based on the principle of “learning by doing”. “Work” was valued not only
because of pedagogical reasons but also because of the socio-economic
conditions of the country. Therefore, there was nothing like the superiority of
intellectual activities to manual ones. This was an important challenge to the
dominant understanding of “intellectuals” whose activity had been reduced into
the pursuit of knowledge merely on a “theoretical” plane separated from practical

everyday life. The educational program in the VIs was designed not only to help
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students develop their mental skills but also manual skills necessary for the

transformation of village life.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

In this study, populism of the VIs has been examined in comparison with
Kemalist populism to see whether the former was a challenge with its more
democratic tones to “elitism” of the latter rather than being successor. In order to
answer this question, populism of the VIs has tried to be understood mainly
through in-depth interviews made by ten graduates of the VIs and through the
readings of the articles, books, and documents written by the graduates of the
VIs. The interviews involved questions about, first, the graduates’ understanding
of the people and their relationship with peasants during their training in the VIs
and their teaching service in the villages, and second, about the functioning of the

VIs to see whether it was democratic or not.

Rather than drawing a sharp contrast between populism and elitism, the study
focused on pay attention to elitism immanent to populism, which arises first and
foremost in the contradictory conceptualization of the people itself. Populism was
used, in its simplest sense, to refer to “government by the people”. Defining
populism as “government by the people” or “people’s government” brings up a
discussion about democracy. Indeed, the basis for formulating a relationship
between populism and democracy lies in the concept of the people itself, which
connotes “government by the people as a whole”. This necessarily leads to a
debate on the issue of representation and participation, i.e. direct and indirect
democracy. In fact, as Arditi states, the concept of the people involves in itself an
‘acting for others’ which assumes the existence of two levels, namely that of
being represented and of those acting for them as representatives. Another
assumption here is the existence of a “gap” between these two levels -a gap

which separates “representation” from “self-government” (Arditi, 2003: 8). This
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is where what is called “paradoxical elitism of populist ideologies” arises. On the
one hand, the social-egalitarian aspect of populism involves and necessitates
equality and popular participation. In accordance with the administrative-
institutional aspect, on the other hand, equality and popular participation will be
achieved “from above”. This is, as it is argued before, involved in the
contradictory conceptualization of the people. That is to say, despite being
glorified on the one hand, the people, are considered to be in need of training and
enlightening to become capable of self-government. The contradiction between
the social-egalitarian and administrative-institutional aspects of populism, i.e.
paradoxical elitism of populist ideologies, and which aspect dominated depends
on both the specific ideological complex to which populism is articulated

(Erdogan, 1992: 3) and the historical context.

As it was mentioned before, Kemalist populism and populism of the VIs were
compared in terms of three aspects of populism, namely contradictory
conceptualization of the people; the separation between intellectuals and the
people; and popular participation. Having mentioned Kemalist populism and
populism of the VIs respectively, now it is time to compare and contrast them and
see whether the latter can be considered as a challenge to the former with its
emphasis on social-egalitarian aspect of populism rather than administrative-
institutional one and with its objective of creating a different kind of society

composed of individuals like the ones educated in the VIs.

Before making a comparison, it should be emphasized that in examining and
evaluating both Kemalist populism and populism of the VIs, their historical
contexts should be taken into account. That is to say, they should be evaluated
within their own historical contexts. To start with the term of the people, it can be
argued that both Kemalist populism and populism of the VIs suffer from the
contradictory conceptualization of the people. That is to say, in both cases, the
people were elevated as the reserve of pure cultural traits or the source of national

merits, while they were considered as “ignorant” needing to be “educated” and
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“enlightened”. In this sense, populism of the VIs remained within the boundaries
of “elitism” of Kemalist populism to a certain extent despite its consideration of

people with more positive connotations.

When it comes to the issue of participation, it is possible to say that populism of
the VIs differed from and even surpassed Kemalist populism. Actually, the issue
of participation had a significant place in both. As it is widely known, the new
Turkish Republic had took important steps to increase political participation
(especially when it is compared to the previous attempts of the Young Ottomans
and Young Turks). However, the Kemalist government fell short of increasing
political participation. Despite the emphasis on the absolute sovereignty of the
people, the people were considered to be unable to exercise sovereignty, needing
representatives who would act in the name of the people. Moreover, Kemalist
populism lacked mass mobilization, resulting in “revolution from above”. Hence,
reforms were imposed upon the people from top down, increasing discontent with
those reforms in particular, and the regime in general. The Republican regime
aimed to create a new kind of a citizen (modern, secularized), but this citizen was
characterized with obligations rather than his/her rights and freedoms. Even it can
be argued that the latter was acknowledged or given for the sake of the former. In
the glorification of the state (and the authority) together with the emphasis on
unity and solidarity, the citizen, before anything else, had to “obey” the collective
interest. He/she was an object rather than subject of a positivist / enlightenment /
modernization project, but would become a “subject” so long as they became
civilized. Populism of the VIs, on the other hand, aimed to realize and increase
participation in all spheres. Indeed, the principle of participation was respected in
the structure and functioning of the VIs. That is to say, everybody worked in the
VIs, and so had the right to have a word in the functioning of the VIs, including
works and lectures. This was explicitly seen in the meetings arranged at
weekends where everyone had the right to criticize each other about the works in
-and functioning of- the VIs. All these approximate populism of the VIs to “direct

democracy” rather than “representative” one. The VIs were thought to be models
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for a “democratic” society. It is for this reason that the principle of “self-
government” was adopted as one of the main principles in the functioning of the
VIs. It deserves mention again that in a letter sent to the directors of the VIs on
December 1944, Tongug stated that they -the founders- carried the principle of
self-government, which was one of the basic principles of the Republic, to the
VIs and running of these schools in accordance with this principle (Tongug,
1999: 90). It is especially in this sense that populism of the VIs went beyond the
limitation of Kemalist populism. That is to say, in the case of the Vs, the
principle of self-government did not remain simply part of the populist rhetoric.

On the contrary, it was tried to be carried out in the functioning of the Vls.

The last point of comparing the two is the separation between the intellectuals
and the people. It is possible to observe this separation in both populisms. In fact,
in both Kemalist populism and populism of the VIs this separation was criticized
and the previous intellectuals were blamed for being too estranged from the
people. However, the difference arises when it comes to the question whether and
how this separation and alienation should and could be overcome. The VlIs, as it
has been mentioned before especially with reference to Tongug’s writings, aimed
to create a new and alternative kind of intellectual. It can be argued that this
seemed to be achieved to a certain extent. That is to say, coming from the village
and from among the people and considering themselves more “of the people”,
and so distinguishing themselves from the urban-rooted intellectuals, the
graduates tried to overcome the separation between the intellectuals and the
people. (To do this, for example, they chose a simple language in the literature.)
Paradoxically, this would be achieved mainly through creating a new kind of an
intellectual. That is to say, viewing the “people” (or the peasants) as ignorant
needing “training” and the vanguard of the intellectuals, they reproduce this
separation. In fact, it is this very separation to which the intellectuals owed their
existence. In the interviews made with the graduates, it is possible to find
expressions which contribute to the discursive reproduction of this distinction.

Despite their common claim to be “of the people”, the graduates sometimes think
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of themselves as different from the peasants. As far as the mentality and lifestyle
— the backwardness- of the peasants are concerned, this separation turns out to be
a hierarchical one. Therefore, one can assume that, being attributed the leading

role, the intellectuals themselves are likely to form a category of elite.

Up until now, the populist discourse of the graduates of the VIs appears to have
more elitist tones. However, the leading role of the intellectuals would end with
the nationwide spread of education, which was, for Tongug¢ (Tongug, 2001: 211),
the most important condition of realizing “people’s government”. This is where
the egalitarian aspect of populist discourse (of the VIs) surpasses the elitist one. It
is necessary to remember that, here, the term elitism is used with some
reservations. In the case of populism of the VIs, there was no belief in the
absolute superiority of the “few” as it is in the common use of elitism. The need
for the guidance and vanguard of the few — the intellectuals- was seen as
temporary, until when everybody received training and became competent
enough to govern themselves. (Here, I prefer to use “education” and/or “training”
rather than “literacy” since the objective of the VIs cannot be merely reduced to
teach how to read and write. Being a kind of an “enlightenment project”, the VIs

aimed to “enlighten” the peasants and modernize the village life.)

At the nation-state building process, education played a crucial role in the
formation of national identity. It is, at the same time, an indispensable way of
conveying the principles -and reforms- of the regime to the people. Having
established the Turkish nation-state, the Republican governments made attempts
to bring up “modern” citizens of the Republic, and being aware of the role of
education during such a process, they took steps for the spread of education
especially in the countryside. However, in the lack —or shortage- of necessary
financial and qualified human resources, this was a difficult task, and despite the
initial attempts to spread education, no effective solution had been found until the
foundation of the VIs. In this context, the VIs can be considered as a means of

realizing this objective. That is to say, they were expected to train those who
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would propogate the principles of the regime to the people. They were founded in
a period during which the Republican regime experienced economic and political
crisis, and so was in need of gaining the heart of the masses. Even if it is accepted
that the VIs were established for this reason, among others, and helped
maintenance of existing social order, this does not mean that they only did what
they were expected to do. On the contrary, they were claimed to exceed the
expectations of the regime, sometimes even conflicting with them. (And as it is
argued before, this was one of the reasons for the closure of the VIs.)
Remembering that educational institutions functioning as an ideological state
apparatus might sometimes yield unexpected results and leads to unforeseen
changes, this is not something surprising. Despite being founded in an
authoritarian regime, the VIs sometimes contradicted with and went beyond the
expectations of the regime with their relatively democratic structure and
functioning; their alternative understanding and practice of education which
aimed to train a new kind of person having initiative; insisting on his/her due;
with an inquiring mind and a critical viewpoint —not only towards what they
learnt but sometimes also towards the prevailing social order with its socio-
economic structure and governmental policies. However, their criticism towards
the existing social order does not result in the support of an alternative one.
Generally lacking a class perspective, their opposition is rather to “exploitation”.
Depending especially upon the values and principles adopted (in the VIs) -and
still tried to be preserved by the graduates- and the ideal person tried to be
brought up in the VIs, some writers view the VIs —and its architect, Tongug,
having socialist leanings. For the present author, however, it is proper to call
them “leftist” rather than “socialist’. Being an important part of the
modernization project, the VIs were established to modernize the village and the
peasant as an extension of understanding of revolution from above. That is to say,
despite the claim that the VIs were structured and operated in accordance with
democratic principles and be a model of a true democratic society, the founders
and directors of the VIs were devoted to Kemalist principles and the Republican

regime. However, this should not lead one to conclude that they were a direct
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representative of the authoritarian single-party regime. If that was the case, there
would not be such a democratic structure and functioning in the VIs which aimed
to bring up a new kind of a person and/or citizen mentioned above. Although they
seemed to be identical in terms of being an enlightened modern citizen, the kind
of a person and/or citizen tried to be brought up in the VIs contradicted that of
Kemalist model. As it is mentioned above, the latter was an object rather than
subject of a positivist / enlightenment / modernization project, and characterized
with obligations rather than rights and freedoms. The collectives —state, nation,
society, and the like- took precedence over the individual, and unity, cooperation,
and solidarity were emphasized at the expense of individual rights and freedoms.
The same emphasis on the collectives and their preservation can be observed also
in the speeches and writings of the founders, directors and graduates of the VlIs.
The students were brought up as idealist teachers who would contribute to
changing the village reality, and to the national development. They were expected
also to carry the Kemalist principles to the countryside. It is in this sense that one
can talk about instrumentalization of the VIs. That is to say, they were, in a sense,
agents of modernization in the countryside. However, it was the same VIs which
aimed —and tried- to train students as citizens of a democratic society who would
not only be conscious but also passionate advocate of their rights and freedoms —
of course, besides their obligations. This can be explicitly seen in Tongug’s
(2001) writings where Tongug repeatedly emphasizes that the importance of
primary education does not only come from its being a “means of developing,
modernizing the village and the peasant”, but also being “the most important
condition of achieving people’s government”, i.e democracy. With a strong belief
in -and emphasis on- human will to change the reality, the VIs trained the
students to be not merely an object but subject of a positivist/ enlightenment /

modernization project.
To sum up, both Kemalist populism and populism of the VIs had a claim to

realize people’s government. However, the former did not go far beyond rhetoric.

Despite the discursive emphasis on phrases like “popular sovereignty” and
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“government by the people”, Kemalist populism failed in increasing political
participation of the people. Populism of the VIs, on the other hand, aimed to
achieve this objective by grounding the functioning of the VIs on democratic
principles, the most significant one being “self-government”, considering the
Institutes as “models” for a democratic society and by creating a “new” person /
teacher / intellectual of peasant origin who was expected to play a leading role in
the establishment of a modern democratic society mainly by transforming the
village. It is these very characteristics of the VIs which give rise to the question

of whether the VIs can be evaluated as a rudimentary form of critical pedagogy.

Village Institutes: A Rudimentary Form of Critical Pedagogy?

Any discussion about the VIs brings up the question of the relationship between
education and social change. Here, intellectuals are assigned a “leading role”. In
the case of the VIs, the role to be played by intellectuals was considered to be an
ephemeral one in the sense that their task would end with the achievement of
“people’s government”. That is to say, once everybody received training and
became competent enough to govern themselves, there would no longer be a need
for the guidance and vanguard of intellectuals. Therefore, the role assigned to
intellectuals was not thought to result in the creation or formation of an elite of
intellectuals. This is consistent with the expectation that the VIs would end the
separation between the people and intellectuals. This would be achieved with the
creation of a new type of intellectual, who, rather than sitting in his/her ivory
tower devoting his/her life merely to intellectual activities, would combine
intellectual and practical activities and/or mental and manual labour to transform
the social reality and share the knowledge he/she acquired in the VIs with the
people around them. (In fact, being grounded in everyday life, knowledge would
become accessible to everyone rather than to a privileged few.) Having been
trained according to the principle of “learning by doing”, endowed with the

necessary skills, and engaged in production starting from their first year in the
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VIs, the students were well-prepared for difficult conditions of village life, into
which they had been born. Far from being efendi with necktie and distancing
himself/herself from society with a contempt for everyday experience, he/she

would actively participate in practical life.

All these lead the present author to compare Tongug¢’s understanding of education
which was put into practice in the VIs with critical pedagogy school inspired by
Paulo Freire, of course bearing in mind their differences. The first point to be
mentioned for the purpose of this study is their concern for the “oppressed”, the
poorest section of the society -the peasants. Both Tongu¢ and Freire believed in
the need for spreading literacy nationwide, especially among the peasants, to
increase popular participation and achieve democracy, i.e. people’s government.
They were aware of the relation between education and politics, and the
“liberatory” potential of the former. They both underlined the need for
empowering students. Here, it should be noted that underlying Tongug’s
emphasis, there were reasons other than pedagogical ones. Tongu¢ encouraged
the need for empowering students because they would have been “leaders” in the
village society to transform the village reality. They were charged with the duty
of modernizing and enlivening villages. This objective was in compliance with
the expectations of the Republican regime which did not only aim to bring up
modern and lay citizens for a democratic society but also to train the necessary
qualified labor force to be mobilized for achieving economic development of the
country. Tongu¢ was aware of the role education would have played within these
processes. However, as it has been repeatedly emphasized throughout the study,
the reasons for the foundation of the VIs cannot be reduced merely into economic
ones. Despite the fact that Tongug himself declared this as one of the fundamental
objectives, his concerns went beyond the expectations of the government,
sometimes even conflicting with the interests of the dominant class which had no
concern about the destitution and misery of the peasants. In fact, the expectations
of the government from the VIs themselves were contradictory in that, on the one

hand, the teachers graduated from the VIs were expected to transform the village
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reality but without challenging the socio-economic structure in favour of the
peasants. However, the experiment reversed the expectation and the type of
person brought up in the VIs was seen as a threat since he/she challenged the
status quo and spoke in the name of the peasants. On the other hand, the same
teachers were expected to be —and remain- loyal to the Kemalist principles and
the regime without questioning them. These two expectations contradicted in the
sense that the former —transforming the village reality- was, for Tongu¢ and his
associates, a task requiring more than teaching peasants how to read and write
and introduce them new techniques and tools to improve and increase agricultural
production whereas the Republican government, despite carrying out some
reforms to improve the life conditions of the peasants, did not take effective
measures to relieve the bad impacts of social and economic inequality on
peasants. As it has been argued before, the government did not want to undertake
the risk of contradicting with the interests of the dominant class since it needed
their support. Thus, it is not possible to view the VIs merely as an embodiment of
Kemalist populism especially when the outcome of this experiment is taken into

account.

Depending on the above-mentioned arguments, it is possible to argue that the
understanding of pedagogy put into practice in the VIs had a “liberatory”
potential. This brings up another related issue which raises the question about the
role of intellectuals. Arguing for the unity of mental and manual labour and/or
intellectual and practical activities, and grounding knowledge in everyday
practices, both Tongug and Freire led intellectuals to lose their throne. So long as
knowledge became accessible to everyone, it would no longer be a privilege of
being intellectual. The end of the separation between mental and manual labour
and/or intellectual and practical activities would be a forerunner of the
elimination of the following separation between intellectuals and the people

through spreading literacy nationwide especially among the peasants so as to
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politicize and empower them'®. However, it is not proper to call this as “anti-
intellectualism” since both pedagogists valorize theoretical knowledge and
intellectual activities. What they question or challenge is its so-called superiority
to practical activities and contempt for what is called common sense. Valorizing
common sense' ", Tongu¢ and Freire distinguish themselves from elitist

theoreticians.

Freire warns readers against both “theoretical elitism” and “anti-intellectualism”.
The former, according to him, denies validity to the common sense, i.e.
knowledge acquired through experience, while the latter denies validity to
theoretical knowledge acquired through “critical reasoning”. Freire calls attention
to the relation between these two types of knowing —and theory and practice
which they imply- rather than viewing them as mutually exclusive (Freire, 2005).
However, there was a continuing emphasis on the need for the guidance of
intellectuals, revealing between-the-lines elitism in Tongug¢’s writings. The
critical pedagogy school inspired by Freire also puts an emphasis on the

“transformative’ role of intellectuals.

Freire’s understanding of education is “more than a method for literacy
education”, with its emphasis on the inseparability of the acts of “reading the
world” and “reading the word” (Macedo and Freire, A., 2005: xiv). His method

of teaching peasants how to read and write was “part of a larger goal of

146 Here, the way of expression used while talking about people’s empowerment through

education is very important. That is to say, there is a difference between the phrase of “the need to
empower the people” and that of “creating structures and conditions which would enable the
people empower themselves”. As far as the empowerment of the students is concerned, as
Macedo and Freire, A. (2005: xviii) rightly argue, the former might serve the strengthening of
teachers’ “privileged” position. Once the people are at issue, it might serve the strengthening of
the “privileged” position of the intellectuals. In other words, the people could be empowered so
long as this empowerment did not threaten the “privileged”, “powerful” position of the elite (of
intellectuals). As it has been argued in the fourth chapter, the elite of intellectuals owed their
privileged position to their possession of what is called “cultural capital”. Tongu¢ seems to be
aware of this distinction, and generally use the second way of expression.

147 However, it is still something to be overcome (Macedo and Freire, A., 2005: xiv).
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politicizing the Brazilian peasants so that they could also read the world and
connect the world with the word” (Macedo and Freire, A., 2005: xv). This would
be achieved through what Freire calls “humanizing education” which is “the path
through which individuals could become conscious about their presence in the
world” (Macedo and Freire, A., 2005: xv.) The striking point here is that to gain
critical consciousness is not enough in itself, but should be followed by

transformative social action.

For many, it is also the case for Tongu¢’s understanding of pedagogy. To give an
example, Timur (2001: 209-210) argues that, being of a rural origin and
becoming fully aware of the exploitative relations in the countryside, Tongug
introduced an educational system which would help peasants to become
conscious of that “exploitative mechanism”. Here, it is necessary to remind
Tonguc’s desire to end the exploitation of the peasants. In fact, both the adoption
of democratic principles in all activities of the VIs which were thought to be
“models” for a future democratic society and the attempt for creating a new type
of intellectual —peasant intellectual-from among this poorest section of the society
so as to eliminate the continuing separation between intellectuals and the people

can be evaluated as an important step towards the realization of that ideal.
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APPENDIX A

TURKISH SUMMARY

Koy Enstitiileri, temelde egitim kurumlar1 olmalarina ragmen, Tiirkiye toplumu
ve siyasal yasamu iizerindeki etkileri itibariyle cok tartisilan konulardan birisidir.
Gergekten de, on yil kadar siiren kisa Omriine ragmen yarattigi toplumsal,
ekonomik, siyasal ve kiiltiirel etkiler, ¢cok boyutlu bir olgu olan K&y Enstitiileri’ni
sosyal bilimciler icin olduk¢a cazip bir arastirma konusu haline getirmektedir.
Doénemin klasik egitim sisteminden farkli bir egitim anlayisini benimsemis ve
uygulamis olmasiyla, Enstitiiler, Ozellikle pedagoji disiplini i¢in Onemli bir
calisma konusu teskil etmektedir. Bu tezde ise Enstitiilerde uygulanan egitim
programi ikincil bir énem arz etmekte ve halk/aydin kopuklugunu ortadan
kaldirmak {iizere yeni bir aydin tipi yaratmadaki rolii agisindan ele alinmaktadir.
Tez, Koy Enstitileri'ni halkcilik baglaminda ve Kemalist halkg¢ilikla
karsilagtirarak incelemekte ve halkcilik tartismasinin temel noktalarina —celiskili
halk kavramsallastirmasi, halk/aydin ikiligi ve siyasal katilim- odaklanmaktadir.
Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iligimin halkgilik ideolojisinin “paradoksal elitizm” olarak
adlandirilabilecek  “toplumsal-esitlik¢i” ve “yonetsel-kurumsal”  boyutlar
arasindaki celiskiyi ne Ol¢iide i¢inde barindirdigi ve demokratik bir atmosfer ve
“halkin i¢inden gelen” ve entelektiiel ve pratik faaliyetleri birlikte yiiriiten yeni
bir aydin tipi yaratarak s6z konusu c¢eliskinin iistesinden gelip gelemedigi
sorgulanmaktadir. Burada temel soru, Koy Enstitiileri halkciliginin Kemalist
halk¢iliktan hangi noktalarda ortaklastigi ve farklilagtigidir. Bu c¢ercevede,
oncelikle Koy Enstitiileri’nin rejimin beklentilerini ne ol¢iide karsiladig,
sonuclarin bu beklentilerle ¢elisip ¢elismedigi ve onlarin 6tesine gecip gegmedigi

sorular1 onem kazanmaktadir.

204



Halk¢ilik, bir baska deyisle popiilizm, Latincede halk anlamina gelen populus
sOzciigiinden tiiremistir ve halkin kendi kendini yOnetmesi anlamimi tagir.
Halk¢iligin bu sekilde tanimlanmasi, onun halkin kiiciik, ayricalikli bir grup
tarafindan  yonetilmesi  gerektigini savunan “elitizm”in karsiti  olarak
nitelendirilmesine ve “elitist demokrasi’nin panzehiri olarak goriilmesine yol
acar. Bir baska deyisle, halk¢iligin anti-elitizm olarak tanimlanmasi, halkg¢ilik ile
demokrasi arasinda bir iliski kurulmasin1 da beraberinde getirir. Tezin giris
boliimiinde sunulan kavramsal cercevede bu iliski irdelenmekte ve halkgilik ile
demokrasi arasinda zorunlu ya da icsel bir iliski degil, tam tersine paradoksal ve
belirsiz bir iliski oldugu ve bu iliskinin halk¢iligin eklemlendigi ideolojiye bagh
olarak sekillendigi one siiriilmektedir. Halk¢ilik ile demokrasi arasindaki iliskinin
paradoksal ve belirsiz niteliginin, bir Ol¢iide, yukarda bahsedilen ve popiilist
ideolojilerin paradoksal elitizmi olarak adlandirilan toplumsal-esitlik¢i ve
yonetsel-kurumsal  boyutlar arasindaki celiskiden kaynaklandigi iddia
edilmektedir. Dolayisiyla, bu ¢alismada, halkcilik ile elitizm arasinda bir tiir
karsitlik iligskisi kurmaktan ziyade ikisi arasindaki baglantiya dikkat cekilerek

popiilist ideolojilerin paradoksal elitizmine odaklanilmaktadir.

Tez, halk¢iligr halkin kendi kendini yonetmesi olarak tanimlayip demokrasiyle
iligkisi ¢ercevesinde ele alarak onun siyasal boyutu iizerinde odaklanmaktadir. Bu
da “siyasal katihm” ve “temsiliyet” sorunsalim giindeme getirmektedir. Siyasal
katilim, halk¢ilik ve demokrasi kavramlarini bulusturan ve bu ikisi arasindaki
paradoksal iliskinin anlagilmasini saglayacak olan anahtar kavramlardan birisidir.
Bu nedenle, s6z konusu iligskiyi ele alan yazarlarin odaklandigi noktalardan
birisinin bu olmasi tesadiif degildir. So6zgelimi Worsley (1969), halk¢iligin
demokratik siirecin temel unsurlarindan birisi olan “katilim” boyutuna dikkat
cekerek kavramin “gercek ve etkili bir katilim”1 da icerecek sekilde yeniden
tanimlanmasin1 Onerir. Ancak Worsley, “dogrudan katilim” olarak halk¢ilig
demokratik ve sosyalist geleneklerin bir unsuru olarak nitelendirse de halk¢ilik ile
demokrasi arasinda zorunlu bir iliski kurmaktan cok ikisi arasinda bir “uyum”

oldugunu 6ne siirer. Hayward (1996) ise halk¢iligin yalnizca “demokratik” degil
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ayn1 zamanda “demokrasinin en 6zgiin bi¢imi” olma iddiasinda oldugunu ifade
ederek halkcilik ile demokrasi arasinda i¢sel ya da zorunlu bir iliski kurar. Bu
iddiay1 kavramsal ve tarihsel olarak temellendirmek iizere, demokrasinin,
“dogrudan demokrasi’nin Ornegi olarak goriilen Antik Yunan’dan yola cikip

giiniimiiziin “temsili demokrasi”’lerine uzanan seriiveninden séz eder.

Siyasal katilim tartismasi temsiliyet sorununu da beraberinde getirmektedir.
Laclau (2003) ve Arditi’nin (2003) belirttigi gibi, halk¢iligin anahtar kavrami
olan “halk”, halihazirda temsiliyet nosyonunu i¢inde barindirmaktadir. “Halk”’1n
temsiliyet iligkileri alaninda olusturulmasi kagimilmazdir. Temsiliyet kavrami
“baskalar1 icin eyleme” anlamini tagir ve “temsil edenler” ve “temsil edilenler”
olmak iizere iki diizeyin varligimi 6ngoriir. Bu iki diizey arasinda “temsiliyet”i
“kendi kendini yoOnetme”den ayiran bir bosluk vardir. Yukarda sozii edilen
popiilist ideolojilerin paradoksal elitizmi tam da bu noktada aciga cikar. Bir
yandan, halk¢ili@in toplumsal-esitlik¢i boyutu “esitlik” ve “halkin katilimi”m
icerir ve gerektirirken, O6te yandan yonetsel-kurumsal boyutu bunlarin “tabandan”
degil “yukardan” gerceklestirilmesine isaret eder. Bu durum, “halk”in celigkili
kavramsallagtirilmasinda acikca gozlemlenebilir. Soyle ki; “halk” bir yandan
ulusal degerlerin kaynagi olarak nitelendirilip yiiceltilirken, 6te yandan egitilip
aydinlatilmas1 gereken bir kitle olarak goriiliir. Tam da bu nedenledir ki, “halk”1in
en azindan kendi kendini yonetebilir hale gelinceye kadar genelde bir seckinler
grubunun 6zelde ise aydinlarin liderligine ihtiya¢ duydugundan sz edilmektedir.
Bir bagka deyisle, “halk” kendi kendini yonetmek i¢in gereken bilgi ve nitelikten
—ki bunlar ¢ogunlukla egitimle kazanilabilecek niteliklerdir- yoksun olarak
goriildiigiinde, “halk adma” ve “halk icin” karar verecek bireyler topluluguna
ihtiya¢ duyulmast kagcimilmaz kilinmaktadir. Bu da bizi, genelde “halk/elit”
ozelde ise “halk/aydin” ikiligine getirmektedir. Bu calismada vurgu “halk/aydin”
ikiligi iizerinedir ciinkii ¢alismanin konusunu teskil eden Koy Enstitiileri,
toplumun en yoksul kesimini ve cogunlugu olusturan koyliiler arasindan
yaratacagl yeni aydin tipiyle aydinlar ve halk arasindaki ug¢urumu kapatmay1

hedeflemektedir. “Klasik aydinlar’1 yasamdan ve halktan kopuk olmakla elestiren
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Ismail Hakki Tongug, Koy Enstitiileri'nde, kendi simifindan kopmayacak,
kopamayacak ve bu simifin ¢ikarlarin1 savunmaktan vazgecmeyecek yeni bir
aydin tipini, “koylii aydin™1, yetistirmeyi hedeflemektedir. Tam da bu amag ve
girisimi nedeniyledir ki, baz1 yazarlar —6rnegin Kirby- Ismail Hakki Tongug’un
koyciiliik anlayisinin kendisinden oncekilerden ve donemin yaygin koyciilitk
anlayisindan farklilastigim1 6ne siirmektedirler. Gercekten de, kendisinden koy
gercegini anlamas1 ve degistirmesi —ki icine dogduklari bu gercek onlara
tamdikti- koyii “canlandirmasi” ve koylilyli “aydinlatmasi” beklenen bu yeni
aydimnin islevi, “gercegi anlama’nin Stesine ge¢cmekte; bu nedenle de bu “koyli
aydin”, entelektiiel ve pratik faaliyetlerin i¢ i¢e gectigi bir egitim alarak koydeki
zorlu yasama hazirlanmaktadir. Ancak burada “is icinde egitim” ilkesinin
benimsenmesinin yalmizca bu tiir bir pratik zorunluluktan degil —ki burada
iilkenin icinde bulundugu sosyo-ekonomik durum ve tarimsal iiretimi iyilestirme
ve artirma cabalar1 da hatirda tutulmalhdir- ayn1 zamanda pedagojik bir
gereklilikten kaynaklandiginin alti ¢izilmektedir. Bu boyut, Koy Enstitiileri’nde
ogrencilerin ¢ok calistinldigi ve iiretime ve tarim ve teknik derslerine daha ¢ok
agirhik verildigi yoniindeki elestirilerce cogu kez goz ardi edilmektedir. (Burada,
Enstitiilerde “kiiltiir dersleri” ve tarim ve teknik derslerine ayrilan zamanin esit
oldugunu ve ogrencilerin bos zamanlarinda okumaya ve sanatsal faaliyetlere
tesvik edildigini hatirlatmak gerekmektedir.) Enstitiilerde 6grencilerin yogun bir
sekilde calistirildiklarim1 ve zaman zaman bundan sikayet ettiklerini, Koy
Enstitiisi mezunlarinin anilarinda gdrmek miimkiindiir. Ancak tam da bu
okullarda benimsenen ve uygulamaya konulan “is i¢inde egitim” ilkesi ve iiretime
yonelik egitimin demokratik bir yap1 ve isleyisin yaratilmasina katkida
bulundugu yadsinmaktadir. Soyle ki; iiretim siirecine katilmakla o6grenciler,
Enstitiilerdeki isleyis hakkinda s6z sahibi olmakta ve dgretmenler ve yoneticiler
dahil herkesi elestirme hakkini ellerinde bulunmaktadirlar. Ogretmenler ve
ogrenciler arasinda “is” ve “0dev” esasina dayali bir iliski, hafta sonlar1 yapilan
ve herkesin herkesi elestirebildigi toplantilar, kat1 bir hiyerarsinin yoklugu, zora
ve siddete dayanmayan disiplin, “kendi kendini yonetme” ve “kendi kendine

yeterlik” ilkelerine dayanan bir egitim anlayisindan yola ¢ikarak, Enstitiilerde
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demokratik bir yap1 ve isleyisten s6z etmek miimkiin olmaktadir. Burada, Koy
Enstitiileri’nin mimari Ismail Hakki Tongug’un, Kemalizmin alt1 ilkesinden birisi
olan ve “kendi kendini yonetme” olarak tanimladig1 halkgilik ilkesini Enstitiilere
tasima iddias1 ve cabasiyla, “halkin kendi kendini idaresi’ni ger¢ceklestirme amaci
dogrultusunda bir adim atti1 One siiriilebilir. Bu da, asagida belirtilecegi gibi,
Koy Enstitilleri halk¢iligimi  Kemalist halkgiliktan farklilagtiran ve onun

sinirlarinin dtesine gegmesini saglayan temel unsurdur.

Burada aydinlarin roliine iliskin alt1 ¢izilmesi gereken bir diger nokta, aydinlara
atfedilen onciilikk veya liderlik roliiniin “ge¢ici” olmasi, aydinlarin goérevinin
“halk idaresi”nin gerceklestirilmesiyle son bulacagi iddiasidir. Burada, egitime
biiyiik rol diismektedir c¢iinkii  toplumdaki herkes egitilip kendi kendini
yonetebilir hale geldiginde, aydinlarin kilavuzluguna, Onciiliigiine ihtiyag
kalmayacagina, dolayisiyla da aydinlara atfedilen roliin “elit” bir aydinlar
toplulugu yaratmayacagina inamlmaktadir. Bu hedef, Ismail Hakki Tongug’un
toplumun en yoksul kesimini ve ¢ogunlugu olusturan koyliiniin kendi aydinini
yetistirerek halk/aydin ayriligin1 ortadan kaldirma amaciyla uyumludur. Burada
alt1 ¢izilmesi gereken noktalardan birisi de, Ismail Hakki Tonguc’un halkin
egitilmesinden bahsederken bunu okuma yazma Ogretmekle sinirlamadig,
egitimin halkin kendi kendini idaresi amacini gerceklestirmekte bir basamak
olarak gordiigiidiir. Tam da bu noktada, bu calisma, Tonguc¢’un pedagoji
anlayisiyla Paulo Freire’nin pedagoji anlayisi arasinda bir paralellik kurmaktadir.
Her iki egitimci de toplumun en yoksul kesimi - koyliiler- iizerine odaklanmakta,
okuma yazmanin iilke genelinde, Ozellikle de koyliller arasinda-
yayginlagmasinin, halkin siyasal katilmin1 artirmak ve demokrasiyi

gerceklestirmek icin gerekli olduguna inanmaktadir.

Ancak biitiin bunlar, Ismail Hakki Tongug¢’un ve Koy Enstitiisii mezunlarinin
halk¢ilik anlayisimin, yukarida belirtilen popiilist ideolojilerin paradoksal
elitizminden azade oldugu anlamina gelmemektedir. Bunu, Koy Enstitiisii

mezunlarinin anilarinda ve onlarla yapilan miilakatlarda gormek miimkiindiir.
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Her ne kadar “halkin icinden” geldigi ve “halktan” oldugu iddiasiyla kendilerini
kent-kokenli aydinlardan ayirsalar da, Enstitiililler sdylemsel olarak halk/aydin
ikiliginin yeniden iiretilmesine katkida bulunmaktadirlar. Ozellikle halki
“egitmek”, “aydinlatmak”, “gerilikten ve ilkellikten kurtarmak”, ona “Onciiliik
etmek”, vb ifadelerde elitist unsurlara rastlamak miimkiindiir. Halk bazen
“glicsiiz”, “yoksul”, “savunmasiz”, “stirekli baski altinda tutulan” bir kesim
olarak betimlenirken, 6te yandan -her ne kadar bu olumsuz niteliklerin sorumlusu
olarak goriilmese de- onun “cehalet’inden, “kaderciligi’nden, ‘“kayitsizligi”’ndan
dem vurulmakta ve onu “egitmek” ve ‘“uyandirmak”taki giicliiklerden
bahsedilmektedir. Yine, “halkin icinden” geldikleri ve ‘“halktan” olduklar
iddiasina ragmen, Enstitiiliiler, zaman zaman kendilerini halktan ayirmaktadirlar.
Ozellikle zihniyet ve yasam sekli s6z konusu oldugunda, bu ayrilik “hiyerarsik”
bir nitelik kazanmaktadir. Bu da, her ne kadar bir “elit” yaratilmak istenmese de,
Enstitiiliilerin bir elit kategorisi olusturma egiliminde olduklarin1 diisiinmeye
sevketmektedir. Ancak Koy Enstitiisii mezunlarinin halkg¢ilik anlayisi séz konusu
oldugunda, burada s6zii edilen elitizmin, kavramin genel kullaniminin aksine, bir

seckinler grubunun mutlak istiinliigiine duyulan inan¢ anlamina gelmedigini de

belirtmek gerekir.

Ismail Hakki Tongu¢’un ve Koy Enstitiisii mezunlarimin halk¢ilik anlayisini
kapsayan Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iliginin popiilist ideolojilerin paradoksal elitizmini
icinde barindirmasi, onu Kemalist halkcilikla benzer kilan noktalardan birisidir.
Bu noktada, 6zellikle Ismail Hakki Tongu¢’un Kemalist ilkelere ve Cumhuriyet
rejimine baghligindan soz etmek gerekir. Oncelikle belirtmek gerekir ki, pek ¢cok
yazarin vurguladigi gibi, Koy Enstitiileri’nin kurulus nedenlerinden birisi, yeni
kurulan ulus-devletin “modern”, “laik” yurttaslarin1 yetistirme siirecine katkida
bulunmaktir. Egitimin bodyle bir siirecte oynadigi kritik roliin farkinda olan
Cumbhuriyet hiikiimeti, egitimi yurt ¢apinda yaymak icin cesitli girisimlerde
bulunmustur ve Koy Enstitiileri de bu girisimlerden birisidir. Ozellikle kirsal
kesimdeki egitim sorununu ¢ozmek anlaminda, Koy Enstitiileri 6zel bir yere

sahiptir. Rejimin siyasal ve ekonomik bir kriz i¢inde bulundugu ve halkin kalbini
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kazanma cabasi igine girdigi 1930’1u yillarda, Enstitiilerden, Cumhuriyet rejimini
ve ilkelerini halka yayacak ve benimsetecek unsurlar yetistirmesi beklenmistir.
Bu anlamda, Koy Enstitiileri’nin kurucular1 ve yoneticilerinin Kemalist ilkelere
ve Cumbhuriyet rejimine baghligindan s6z etmek miimkiindiir. Enstitiilerde
ogrenciler Cumhuriyet rejiminin modern, laik yurttas anlayisina uygun olarak
yetistirilmeye c¢alisilmis ve onlardan rejimin tasiyicilart olmalar1 beklenmistir.
Ancak burada belirtilmesi gereken onemli bir fark vardir. Cumhuriyet rejiminin
modern, laik yurttasi, “birlik”, “beraberlik” ve “dayanisma” vurgusuna paralel bir
bicimde hak ve 6zgiirliiklerden ziyade (6zellikle devlete kars1) yiikiimliiliikleriyle
tanimlanip pozitivist bir aydinlanma/modernlesme projesinin nesnesi haline
getirilirken, Enstitiilerde 6grenciler daha ¢ok bu projenin 6znesi olacak sekilde
yetistirilmeye calisilmistir. Aslinda devlet, millet, toplum gibi kolektif unsurlar
iizerine yapilan vurguya, Koy Enstitiileri’nin kurucularinin, miidiirlerinin ve
mezunlarinin konusma ve yazilarinda rastlamak miimkiindiir. Koy Enstitiileri’nde
ogrenciler, oOzellikle koy gercegini degistirerek, koyii ve koyliyi
modernlestirerek ulusal kalkinmaya katkida bulunacak “idealist” Ogretmenler
olarak yetistirilmeye calisilmustir. Bu anlamda Enstitiilerin
aragsallastirilmasindan sz edilebilir. Bir bagka deyisle, onlar modernlesmenin
tasiyicilaridir. Ancak bu, her ne kadar Cumhuriyet rejiminin ihtiya¢larina cevap
vermek iizere kurulmus egitim kurumlarn olsa da, Enstitiilerin, sonuglar
itibariyle, rejimle herhangi bir celiskiye diismeksizin biitiiniiyle kendilerinden
beklenenleri gerceklestirdigi anlamina gelmemektedir. Nitekim, yine aym1 Koy
Enstitiileri’nde, Ogrencilerin yiikiimliiklerinin yaninda sahip oldugu haklarin —
elbette yalnmiz kendilerinin degil, ayn1 zamanda kendi haklarinin ‘bilincinde
olmayan’ ve dolayisiyla onlar1 savunamayan koyliiniin- bilincinde ve onlarin
atesli birer savunucusu olarak yetistirilmeye calhisildigi goriilmektedir. Bunun
yolu da Ogrencilere sorumluluk ve yetki vermek, kendilerini ifade etmeyi ve
inisiyatif kullanmalarin1 saglamak ve onlara kendine giiven duygusunu asilamak
olarak belirlenmistir. Oyle ki, Koy Enstitiililler, hakkin1 arayan, haksizliklara
karsi c¢ikan, elestiren ve sorgulayan insanlar olmakla iin yapmislardir. Koy

Enstitiiliilerin anilari, bu tiir sayisiz ornekle doludur. Pek cok yazar, Koy
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Enstitiisii mezunlarinin bu nedenle sorusturma ve kovusturmalara ugradigini,
hatta bunun Enstitiilerin kapatilma nedenlerinden birisini teskil ettigini One
stirmektedir. Egitim kurumlarinin, her ne kadar mevcut toplumsal, ekonomik ve
siyasal yapilar ve iligkilerden bagimsiz diisiiniilemese ve hatta devletin ideolojik
aygitlar1 olarak islev gérse de zaman zaman beklenmeyen —ve hatta istenmeyen-
sonuclar dogurabilecegi goz Oniine alindiginda, bu durum hi¢ de sasirtict
olmamaktadir. Bir bagka deyisle, egitim sistemi, her ne kadar bireyleri kapitalist
sistemin ihtiyaglar1 dogrultusunda egitip onlarin baskin norm ve degerlere uygun
bir bicimde sosyallesmesine katkida bulunuyorsa da egitim kurumlarinin roliinii
yalmizca ekonomik ve kiiltiirel yeniden iiretime indirgemek miimkiin degildir.
Koy Enstitiileri’nin yarattig1 bazi sonuclar itibariyle rejimle celiskiye diigmesini
ve tek-parti rejiminin baskici unsurlarimi tasimasma ragmen —burada Ozellikle
Koy Enstitiisi'nden mezun olan Ogretmenlerin yirmi yil kdyde calisma
zorunlulugu ve koyliilerin yilda en az 20 giin kdy okullarinin ve dgretmenin
evinin ingasinda, yol yapiminda ve yasaca tammlanan diger islerde ¢alisma
zorunlulugunu hatirlamak gerekir- demokratik ilkeleri uygulamaya calisarak
egitimin “Ozgiirlikcli” potansiyelini harekete gecirmesini de bu sekilde agiklamak
mimkiindiir. Buradan yola c¢ikilarak, bu calismada, Koy Enstitiileri’'nde
uygulanan pedagoji anlayisiyla Gramsci ve Freire’den esinlenen elestirel pedagoji
anlayis1 arasinda egitimin “Ozgiirliik¢ii” potansiyelini aciga ¢ikarma acisindan bir
paralellik kurulmaktadir. Aslinda baslibasina bir calisma konusu olabilecek bu
paralellik, bu ¢alismada, yalmizca s6z konusu pedagoji anlayislarimin temel
noktalar iizerinden kurulmaktadir. Freire’nin egitim anlayisi iizerine temellenen
elestirel pedagoji, 6grenenleri “6zneler” olarak nitelendirir ve egitimi, egitimci ve
egitilenlerin ayn1 anda 0grendigi ve Ogrettigi, bilgiyi birlikte arastirdiklar1 bir
siire¢ olarak tanimlar. Bu, 0greten ve 68renenler arasindaki hiyerarsik iliskinin
ortadan kaldirilmas1 anlamina da gelmektedir. Diisiince ve eylemin birlikteligini,
i¢ iceligini ifade eden “praksis” kavramina yapilan vurguya paralel olarak,
egitimin, yalnizca bireylerin icinde bulundugu gerceklige karsi elestirel bir bakis
acis1  gelistirmesini degil aym1 zamanda onlarin diinyayr doniistirmek igin

eylemde bulunmasimi da saglamasi beklenmektedir. Benzer vurgulara Koy
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Enstitiileri’'nde de rastlamak miimkiindiir. Gercekten de donemin klasik egitim
kurumlarinin aksine, ezberciligi reddeden; “is i¢inde egitim” anlayis1 ve “yaparak
O0grenme” yontemini benimseyen; Ogrencileri okumaya, sozlii ve yazili olarak
kendini ifade etmeye ve elestirel diisiinmeye tesvik eden; onlara “kendine giiven”
duygusunu asilamaya calisgan Koy Enstitiileri’nin, &gretmenler ve Ogrenciler
arasinda “is” ve “0dev” esasina dayali bir iliski tanimlayarak ve zora ve siddete

dayanan disiplin anlayisim reddederek egitimin 6zgiirliik¢ii potansiyelini harekete

gecirdigini iddia etmek miimkiindiir.

Biitiin bu tartigsmalar 1s181inda, tezin giris boliimiinde kavramsal bir g¢erceve
sunulmakta ve halk¢ilik demokrasi ile iliskilendirilerek ele alinmaktadir. Ancak
bu iligkinin zorunlu ya da igsel bir iliski degil paradoksal ve belirsiz bir iliski
oldugu ve bunun, bir 6lciide, yukarda bahsedilen ve halk¢ilik ideolojisinin
paradoksal elitizmi olarak adlandirilan toplumsal-esitlik¢i ve yonetsel-kurumsal
boyutlar arasindaki celiskiden kaynaklandigi one siiriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla,
halke¢ilik ile elitizm arasinda mutlak bir karsithk iliskisi kurulmamakta, daha
ziyade ikisi arasindaki baglantiya dikkat cekilerek popiilist ideolojilerin

paradoksal elitizmine odaklanmilmaktadir.

Tezin ikinci boliimiinde, Kemalist halk¢ilik, halk¢iligin yukarda s6zii edilen ii¢
boyutu -geligkili “halk” kavramsallastirmasi, halk/aydin ikiligi ve katilim-
acisindan degerlendirilmektedir. Kemalist halk¢iligin, “halk™ bir yandan ulusal
egemenligin ve ulusal degerlerin kaynagi olarak goriip —ki bu “halk” ve “millet”
Ozdeslestirmesine varmaktadir- yiiceltirken, diger yandan ‘“cahil”, -egitilip
aydinlatilmas1 gereken bir kitle olarak nitelendirerek c¢eligkili halk
kavramsallagtirmasim1 icerdigi ve Osmanli’dan devralinan “elit/halk” ayrimini
muhafaza ettigi iddia edilmektedir. Ayrica, halkin siyasal katilimim saglamak
yoniinde yapilan yasal diizenlemelere ragmen, bu diizenlemelerin, sosyo-
ekonomik alanda gerekli ve yeterli 6nlemlerin alinamamasi1 nedeniyle yetersiz

kaldig1 ve halk¢iligin sdylemsel diizeyin 6tesine gecemedigi One siiriilmektedir.
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Yukarida da belirtildigi gibi, bu tezde, Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iligi Kemalist
halkeilikla karsilastirilarak incelenmektedir. Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iligim1 anlamak
icin Enstitiilerin ortaya ciktig: tarihsel baglami sunmak gerekliliginden hareketle,
tezin {igiincii boliimiinde, Enstitiilerin kurulusunu hazirlayan toplumsal, siyasal
ve iktisadi kosullara deginilmektedir. Cumhuriyet rejiminin sz konusu déonemde
izledigi tarim politikalar1 ve koyliniin i¢inde bulundugu kosullar, Kemalist
halk¢iligin sosyo-ekonomik alanda aldig1 onlemlerin yetersizligini gdstermek ve
Koy Enstitiileri’nin kurulusunda cisimlesen koye ve koyliiye karsi artan ilginin
nedenlerini aciklayabilmek icin ele alinmaktadir. Aym boliimde, Koy
Enstitiileri'nin mimar1 olarak adlandirilan Ismail Hakki Tongug¢’un koyciiliik

anlayisina da yer verilmektedir.

Halk¢iligin demokrasiyle iligkilendirilerek ele alindigi bu c¢aligmada, Koy
Enstitiileri’nin ortaya ciktigi tarihsel cer¢eve ve Enstitiilerin kurulus nedenleri
irdelendikten sonra, Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iligimi aciklayabilmek icin Oncelikle
Koy Enstitilleri'ndeki demokratik yap1 ve igleyis tartisiimaktadir. Koy
Enstitiileri’'ndeki demokratik yap1 ve isleyis incelenirken, Enstitiilerin
isleyisindeki temel ilkeler, oOrgiitsel yap1 ve Enstitillerde uygulanan o6gretim
programi iizerine odaklamlmaktadir. Enstitillerin ~ “demokratik”  olarak
nitelendirilmesine yol acan genel 6zellikleri, “kendi kendini yonetme”, “kendi
kendine yetme” ve “is icinde egitim” basliklar altinda ele alinmaktadir. Koy
Enstitiileri’'ndeki “demokratik yap1 ve isleyis”, bilhassa “okuma ve tartisma
saatleri”, hafta sonlar1 yapilan ve miidiirler ve 6gretmenler dahil herkesin herkesi
elestirme hakkina sahip oldugu toplantilar, “zora ve siddete dayanmayan
disiplin”, 6grenciler ve 6gretmenler arasinda “is” ve “Odev” esasina dayali bir
iliski ve kati bir hiyerarsinin yoklugu ile uygulamaya konulan “esitlik”,
“sorumluluk™, “inisiyatif”’, vb ilkeler bazinda incelenmektedir. Bu tartigmalar,
ozellikle Ismail Hakki Tongug’un Koy Enstitiileri'nin isleyisine temel teskil eden

diisiinceleri ve direktiflerine referansla yapilmaktadir.
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Koy Enstitiileri’ndeki demokratik yap1 ve isleyisin incelenmesinin ardindan, tezin
besinci boliimiinde, ismail Hakki Tonguc¢’un ve Koy Enstitiisii mezunlarinin
“halk” ve “aydin” anlayisi Tongu¢’un yazilari ve Koy Enstitiisii mezunlarinin
eserleri ve onlarla yapilan miilakatlara — bu miilakatlar, mezunlarin koyliilerle
olan iligkilerine odaklanarak onlarin “halk” nasil tanimladiklarin1 ve “aydin”a
nasil bir rol atfettiklerini anlamaya yonelik sorular icermektedir- referansla
tartisilmaktadir. “Aydin” kavrami iizerine yapilan kisa bir tartismadan sonra —ki
burada entelektiiel ve pratik faaliyetler arasindaki ayrimi sorgulayarak onlar
praksis kavraminda bulusturan ve entelektiiel faaliyeti aydinlarin tekelinde
olmaktan c¢ikaran Gramsci ©Ozel bir yere sahiptir- Enstitiilerde yaratilmaya
calisilan “aydin” tipi tizerine odaklanilmaktadir. Enstitiilerdeki, “is i¢inde egitim”
ilkesini ve “yaparak Ogrenme” metodunu benimseyen egitim anlayisinin
entelektiiel ve pratik faaliyetler arasindaki ayrimi reddederek yeni bir aydin tipi
yaratmaya yonelik oldugu ve bu aydimi toplumun en yoksul kesimleri arasindan
secip yetistirerek halk/aydin ayriligin1 ortadan kaldirmayi hedefledigi iddia

edilmektedir.

Biitiin bu tartigsmalar 15181nda, sonu¢ boliimiinde, Kemalist halk¢ilik ile Koy
Enstitiileri halk¢iligi, halk¢iligin yukarda sozii edilen ii¢ boyutu -celigkili “halk”
kavramsallagtirmasi, halk/aydin ikiligi ve katilim- acisindan karsilastirilmakta,
Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iliginin hangi noktalarda Kemalist halkgilikle ortaklastigi ve
ayristigt ortaya konulmaktadir. Her iki halk¢iligin da celigkili “halk”
kavramsallagtirmasinmi iginde barindirdigi; “halk™ bir yandan yiiceltirken diger
yandan “cahil”, egitilip aydinlatilmas1 gereken bir kitle olarak gordiigii; bu
anlamda, her ne kadar halki tasidigi olumsuz niteliklerin sorumlusu olarak
gormese de Koy Enstitiileri halk¢iliginin Kemalist halk¢iligin sinirlart icinde
kaldig1 iddia edilmektedir. Katilim boyutu acisindan karsilastirildiginda ise, Koy
Enstitiileri halk¢iliginin Kemalist halk¢iliktan farklilastigi goriilmektedir. Aslinda
her iki halk¢ilikta da —bu daha cok Kemalist halk¢iligin “halk ig¢in, halk
tarafindan” seklinde Ozetlenebilecegi ilk donem icin soz konusudur- katilim

unsuru mevcuttur. Ancak, yukarida da deginildigi gibi, Kemalist halk¢ilik s6z
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konusu oldugunda, “halkin kayitsiz sartsiz egemenligi”, “halk hiikiimeti” gibi
ifadelere yer verilmesine ve siyasal katilimim saglamak yoniinde adimlar
atilmasma ragmen, bu cabanin, sosyo-ekonomik alanda gerekli degisiklik ve
diizenlemelerin yapilamamasi nedeniyle yetersiz kaldig1 ve halk¢iligin soylemsel
diizeyin Otesine gecemedigi iddia edilmektedir. Bunun yaninda, yiikiimliiliikleri
hak ve ozgiirliikklerinden 6nce gelen ve modernlesme/aydinlanma projesinin
Oznesi olmaktan ¢ok nesnesi kilinan bir yurttas anlayis1 da Kemalist halk¢iligin
vurguyu halkciligin “toplumsal-esitlik¢i” boyutundan ziyade “yonetsel-kurumsal”
boyuta kaydirdiginin gostergesidir. Enstitiilerde ise halkg¢ilik ilkesinin etkin bir
bicimde hayata gecirilmeye calisildigii soylemek miimkiindiir. Kemalist
halk¢iligin tersine, Koy Enstitiileri’nin, vurguyu halk¢iligin yonetsel-kurumsal
boyutundan toplumsal-esitlikci boyutuna kaydirarak, Kemalist halk¢iligin
sinirlarini astign iddia edilmekte ve bu iddia, Enstitiilerde uygulamaya konulan
egitim anlayis1, demokratik yapi ve isleyisin ve yaratilmaya calisilan yeni aydin

tipi lizerine temellendirilmektedir.
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