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ABSTRACT

REPRESENTATIONS OF THE INTELLECTUALS IN 1980s TURKISH CINEMA

Ertem, Yigitalp
M.S., Department of Media and Cultural Studies
Supervisor: Assoc. Prof. Dr. Necmi Erdogan

September 2014, 256 pages

This study aims to analyze the representations of the intellectual
identity in 1980s Turkish Cinema in the context of the socio-political
transformation that took place during this period. Employing a thematic
analysis based on the common and distinctive themes regarding the
representations of intellectual figure, this study examines the mental states
and political orientations of the protagonists in a group of films that are
exclusively about the lives of intellectual characters. What this study offers is
that the cinematic representations of intellectual in the 1980s are charged
with decisive depoliticization and emotional/intellectual depression with only
exceptional cases where intellectuals take critical stances to the military coup

and socio-political transformation that took place afterwards.

Keywords: intellectual, turkish cinema, the 1980s in turkey, thematic analysis,

representation
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1980’LER TURKIYE SINEMASINDA ENTELEKTUELLERIN TEMSILLERI

Ertem, Yigitalp
Yuksek Lisans, Medya ve Kulturel Calismalar

Tez Yodneticisi: Dog. Dr. Necmi Erdogan

Eylul 2014, 256 sayfa

Bu calisma, 1980’ler Turkiye sinemasindaki entelektliel karakterlerin
temsillerini, donemin toplumsal ve siyasi donustimleri baglaminda incelemeyi
amaglamaktadir. Entelektlel figurtine dair ortak ve ayirt edici temalar tzerine
kurulan bir tematik analiz vasitasiyla, bu calisma, 0zellikle entelektiel
karakterlerin hayatini konu eden bir grup filmdeki ana karakterlerin ruh
hallerini ve politik yonelimlerini incelemektedir. Calismanin iddiasi,
1980’lerdeki entelektlel temsillerinin, askeri darbeye ve sonrasindaki sosyo-
politik donigume elestirel yaklagim gelistiren istisnai birka¢ 6rnek diginda,

yogun bir depolitizasyon ve duygusal/dusiunsel bunalim ile yuklu olduklaridir.

Anahtar kelimeler: entelektiel, turkiye sinemasi, tirkiye’de 1980’ler, tematik

analiz, temsil
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

This thesis is an attempt to analyze the representations of the political
identities of intellectual characters in Turkish Cinema in the late 1980s. The
1980s is an utterly uniqgue era in terms of the (i) socio-political
transformations that took place after the coup d’etat in September 12, 1980,
(i) transition to economic neoliberalization, (iii) transformations in cultural
production, (iv) suppression and retreat of leftist/socialist movement and (v)
financial and artistic reconstruction of cinema in Turkey. In the field of filmic
production, this period witnessed the condensation of a set of films having
intellectual figures as protagonists. Being called as “the intellectual’s films”,
(hereafter, IsF) by the film critics, these films depicted the private lives of a
group of intellectuals such as writers, filmmakers, professors, artists,
journalists etc. More than half of these characters were people who were
politicized in socialist movement of the 1960s and 1970s. Both these formerly
politicized intellectuals and others whose relationship with radical political
movements remain rather ambiguous in the stories share several common
characteristics. In order to reveal these characteristics, this study aims to
thematically analyze IsF in terms the mental states and the political
orientations of the protagonists. What | will argue is that, in IsF, aside from
few cases that are critical about the military coup and the socio-political
changes following it, the intellectual figure is represented as a depoliticized
and mentally/intellectually depressed individual who primarily focuses on

his/her own private life. To that end, | will first clarify which social functions or



gualities are actually intended when the term ‘intellectual’ is used in this
thesis.

How can one define the term fintellectual’? There are too many
scholars who discuss about intellectual identity that giving a brief, exact and
limited definition about this subject is “notoriously difficult” (Bauman, 1992:
81) and also dangerous since it has consequences that affects the
subsequent analysis (Coser, 1965: vii). Different presuppositions lead to
various examinations of intellectual identity that prioritize particular periods,
eras, roles or characteristics. In this study, | will avoid taking a solid definition
for granted and try to draw the major contours that constitute the intellectual
identity and develop an analytical perspective to examine the political
functions of intellectuals with the help of accumulated literature on the
subject. To that end, in the second chapter, | will discuss the historical and
theoretical debates about intellectuals from historical roots of the figure to the
recent categorizations.

There are broadly three major perspectives that analyze the
intellectuals; “class-in-themselves, that is, as having interests that distinguish
them from other groups in society . . . classless, that is, able to transcend
their group of origin to pursue their own ideals . . . class-bound, that is,
representatives of their group of origin” (Kurzman & Owens: 2002: 63).
Amongst these perspectives, Gramscian analysis, which evaluates the social
and political functions of the intellectuals in terms of the rising social classes
that intellectuals take sides with, offers the less moralistic and most operable
analysis for studying the intellectuals, particularly, the ones in Turkey.
Although, I will also benefit from the other approaches when necessary.

As Gramsci (1992: 8) states intellectual has to be analyzed through
“‘ensemble of the system of relations in which these activities have their place
within the general complex of social relations” instead of searching a
“criterion of distinction in the intrinsic nature of intellectual activities”. Thus |
will primarily focus on the social relations that intellectuals are located in

during the 1980s. The state’s suppression of class movements and



intellectuals, intellectuals’ position in the division of labor, their social
relationships with the rest of the society and the pressures of
neoliberalization on the intellectuals’ production are the major points of
consideration in order to understand their place in the general complex of
social relations.

What were the major social and political influences of the
circumstances in 1980s Turkey on intellectuals? Regarding the social,
political and cultural history, the 1980s was a period when Turkish society
experienced a big transformation. In the late 1970s, due to the armed
conflicts between the left-wing and right-wing groups, collapse of
parliamentary democracy, worker and student upheavals together with the
deep economic crisis, the possibility of an intervention by the army
increased. Eventually, the third and most influential military coup in the
history of Modern Turkey which aimed a total transformation of society took
place on September 12, 1980. The coup and the subsequent new right
policies that tried to solve the hegemony crisis were the key events that
marked this period. Backed up by the military regime, the new right
government “aimed at the mobilization of the popular sections of society
under the banner of a national program” by excluding and suppressing the
socialist groups and ideologies (Tunay, 1993: 26). By coding “left as guilty”
and “intellectuals as harmful”, the military power played a significant role in
defeating the leftist ideological efficacy which had been established in the
previous decade and in discrediting the intellectuals (Laginer, 1995: 97).
Thousands of people were arrested, tortured and lost under custody. With
the structural change in the form of power, the state constantly employed
new strategies against oppositional ideas/movements both physically and
ideologically. Turkey went through a big socio-cultural transformation in the
1980s including a heightened hegemony of the private capital and the idea of
free enterprise as well as empowerment of conservative groups, identities

and forms of thought.



In the cultural sphere, this era witnessed a new kind of modernization
and a new form of power where state’s ‘repression’ and ‘pledge for liberation’
took place interchangeably (Gurbilek, 2011: 13-4). While the most of the
dissidents were imprisoned, the society started to face and discuss some old
taboos such as women’s sexuality, homosexuality, other tastes and desires
of the individuals which animated the mass media such as magazines and
newspapers. The main theme of the majority of discussions was the
‘individual’ in this new “Me Age”. Some hot topics included: one’s control of
his/her own emotions, health and appearance, condemnation of cooperation
and collectivity, stories of success and getting rich (Belge, 1996: 826-30).
Meanwhile, since even talking about politics was highly dangerous and
previously politicized people were mostly either in prison or struggling with
their defeat under exhaustive conditions, intellectuals commented a lot rather
on the culture of daily life with an aim to hint at some political perspectives in
culture/art magazines which proved to be thoroughly ineffective in terms of
affecting people and resisting against the depoliticization (Kozanoglu, 2000:
42).

There were significant effects of these changes on the cinema in
Turkey. However, there is a gap in the literature® about the relationship
between cinema (the rise of ISF in particular) and these political and cultural
transformations. Hence, in one section of the third chapter which focuses on
the socio-political and cultural transformations in Turkey in the 1980s, | am
also going to focus on the research by some eminent scholars who wrote
about the influences of the 1980s on the literature and literary protagonists® —
which also helped me figure out which methodology, approaches and
concepts will be most helpful in this study. More specifically, considering

! The main texts that | will benefit from, which focuses specifically on 1980s Turkish Cinema
in the context of socio-political and cultural atmosphere of Turkey, are the ones written by
Arslan (2010), Abisel (2005), Arslan (2010), Atam (2011), Dorsay (1995), Esen (2000),
Maktav (2000a, 2000b), Scognamillo (1998). However, apart from Maktav’s articles, none of
these texts analyze the ISF in detail. They either examine some of the films individually or
give brief statements about the general characteristics of some groupings of these films.

2 Primarily, | will base my inferences on Ecevit's (2006), Moran’s (1998) and Tiirkes’s (2001;
2005) works.



Argin's argument that “the literature had supported the September 12 military
coup by heart” (2007 [tm]), | will try to examine whether a similar attitude
holds true for the intellectual figures in IsF made in the same period.

Many film scholars and critics refer to the 1980s as the death of
Yesilcam due to the proliferation of video films in houses and of Hollywood
film in movie theaters, the rise of new cinematic expressions, and the
significant decrease in the number of cinema audience (particularly families).
Under these adverse conditions, next to the comedies, arabesk, adventure
and women’s films, a psychological cinema dealing with individuals’
problems emerged in the late 1980s — which is composed of the films | will
analyze in this study. This individual-centered cinema discusses the
perceptions, experiences and emotions of individuals in a heavy emotional
way instead of developing a stance of socio-political criticism. Troubled,
depressive, conflicted, marginal and uncommunicative individuals trying to
get over the trauma of the September 12 and its aftermath are the main
themes in these films (Scognamillo, 1998: 429). These films present a rich
environment of intellectual life that is represented by cinematic apparatus via
numerous intellectual characters as protagonists. Investigating the main
factors that inclined the filmmakers to shooting these films about the lives of
intellectuals may be another significant point of inquiry. Why, particularly in
the 1980s, the intellectuals, who work as filmmakers or writers, had took an
interest in narrating stories about themselves or people who live similarly to
them?

The intellectual characters in these films constantly struggle for an
individual existence in the face of social pressures and their inner conflicts.
Mostly, films give no information about the pre-coup period —the 1960s and
the 1970s when these characters were politicized— and instead focus on their
current psychological situations. Both the former and present social and
political events remain rather ambiguous in the films since the films are
largely focalized on their protagonists’ private lives and present limited

information about the outside world. Here, the image of these characters is



drawn as, | will argue, depoliticized, mentally/intellectually depressed, and
self-centered.

| have a major question and some minor questions regarding the
cinematic representation of intellectuals and cultural atmosphere of the
1980s. Basically, | ask how the political identities of the intellectual
protagonists are depicted in IsF. | will try to discuss this main problem in
consideration with the following questions. How the political identities of the
intellectuals can be defined and analyzed in order to reach an accurate
examination in the context of Turkey? How the socio-political and cultural
environment of Turkey was shaped after the military coup in 1980 which also
affected the representations of intellectual figure in cinema? What are the
main tendencies in intellectuals’ political orientations and their mental states
in IsF and what are the relations between these two aspects of intellectual
identity?

Why does it matter to study the representations of a particular social
type in a cultural text? What does analyzing the representations of
intellectual figure in cinema tell us about the figure itself or the social
relations that s/he interacts with? In order to answer these questions, the
nature of the representative act must be questioned. Claiming that media is a
privileged sign of late modern culture, Hall, subverts the previous discussions
on the accurateness of “representation”, by defining it as an essential act “by
which the meaning is produced and exchanged” (1997: 15). In this
constructionist approach against reflective and intentional ones, the
representation both stands in the place of and for the things, concepts and
conceptual maps. By acknowledging representation’s constructive nature, we
can reveal “how meaning is made differently in different media texts, and
therefore what different ways of seeing and thinking tend to be found there”
(Matheson, 2005: 2). Departing from this perspective, Ferro (1988) evaluates
film as ‘history’, independently from being realistic or not. Why the film was
made in a particular viewpoint, how it reconstructs the actual events and

people and which particularities it include or exclude give the film its historical



value. Thus | will evaluate IsF as the witnesses and participants of the culture
of the 1980s.

In IsF, the stories of intellectual figures are narrated mainly from the
point-of-view perspectives of the protagonists. The films delve into the
thoughts, psychologies and actions of the main characters. In these
protagonist-focalized films, the social, political and cultural environment is
narrated through the perception of the protagonist which leads to the
“‘inevitable subjectivization of film space” (Branigan, 1984: 130 as cited in
Stam et. al., 2005: 87) since it restricts the narrative information with the
protagonist’s cognitive, emotive and ideological orientation (Rimmon-Kenan,
1983: 71). Thus, unless a different motivation of the filmmaker is obvious, |
will make use of the visual regimes of the films in order to reveal
protagonists’ psychological moods and their apprehension of the outer world.

I will investigate the representations of the intellectual figures via
thematic analysis under two main titles: mental states and political
orientations. The mental states cover the general tendencies in protagonists’
emotional, psychological and intellectual moods stemming from their
relationship with their lovers, friends and family. In this part | will primarily
focus on the private lives of the characters since almost all of the films’ builds
their narratives on the private lives of the protagonists. The characters are
mainly framed inside their houses with their lovers or alone, strolling around
solitarily or in gatherings with their families and friends. The themes that | will
trace in this section are professional discontent, isolation and
uncommunicativeness, romanticism, the charm of depression, cheating and
betrayal. The accumulated image stemming from the representations of
these themes offers a general emotional and intellectual depression for the
characters. | will primarily try to relate the mental states of intellectuals with
their political orientations. The linkages that attach these two facets of
intellectual identity are their experiences in the past, the transformation of
society that obtained a different attitude towards the intellectuals and decline

of radical/critical thought in intellectual/popular ranks of the society. My main



goal will be to uncover whether there are principally political reasons or not
that leads the intellectual characters to depression. If so, | will try to analyze
how intellectuals in IsF respond to these political influences.

In the section dealing with the political orientations of the intellectuals,
the themes that | will employ are escapism, political consciousness,
cynicism, individual resistance, women’s movement, critique of the coup,
political pessimism and emotional optimism. In this part, | will mainly deal
with how intellectuals approach to political thought and action. There are
various intellectual figures in the films who were politicized in the 1960s and
1970s, artists who used to have leftist/socialist worldviews and intellectuals
whose political orientations are not stated explicitly in the films. Departing
from intellectuals’ remarks about political struggle, attachments to the
political ideologies, comments on politicized people in general or their former
involvements in leftist movement, | will inspect the political stances of the
characters. In IsF, intellectuals largely prefer to keep their distance from
stating their political opinion and involving in a political movement. In certain
cases, there is no other option for them because of the traumas they lived
during the military coup as a result of personal sufferings and smashing of
political organizations. However, apart from state’s repression, are there any
other factors that affected intellectuals’ relationship with political thought and
action? How do these intellectual figures approach to the military coup and
neoliberalization of the society in the 1980s? Did they silently accepted the
new political order and continue to their lives ordinarily, if not, how did they
interpret and respond to the rapidly changing socio-political atmosphere of
Turkey? A critical inquiry of these questions would lead to a more
apprehensive understanding about the political identities of intellectuals that
are exposed to anti-intellectualism and state oppression, which is also a
relevant situation in current political atmosphere. In addition, the analysis of
the representations of intellectual figure may reveal how the filmmakers, i.e.
intellectuals, perceive themselves and their immediate environment. In terms

of cinematic imagination, the analysis of IsF would provide a conceptual map



and historical background for the further investigations about Turkish Cinema
which still problematizes the intellectual identity in the present day.

| will mention the recurring story patterns, cultural codes and political
ideologies that are conveyed through the intellectual figures by employing
series of themes which are manifested in the films. The specification of the
themes is handled with regards to the dominant similarities amongst the film
stories. The observational technique in carving out the themes from the films
is largely based on Ryan and Bernard’s (2003: 89-94) criteria. | compiled
themes based on the common (i) events that protagonists encounter, (ii)
actions and conversations (inner speeches, monologues, dialogues, film
narrators etc.) of intellectual figures about certain emotions, ideas and beliefs
and (iii) narrative preferences (visual regime of the film that includes the
employment of sound, music, images, editing etc.) of the filmmakers in
constructing the scenes. In other words, a theme may be an action, an idea,
an emotion of a character in the story, or it can be a narrative choice of the
filmmaker.

After clarifying what is a theme and what is not according to the
criteria above, | specified the themes in IsF by considering (i) repetitiveness
of the actions, thoughts or emotions of the protagonists in several films, (ii)
exclusiveness of the themes which differs the protagonists from other
characters, (iii) missing data or common lack of representations in the films
(state violence, depiction of protagonists’ past etc.) and (iv) theory-related
materials covering the debates about intellectuals and the Turkey of 1980s.
The picking of the themes also imply a parallelism with the topics | have
discussed in the previous chapters since “[themes come both from the data
and from the investigator's prior theoretical understanding of the
phenomenon under study” (Ryan & Bernard, 2003: 88). Thus, the debated
issues about both the intellectuals and socio-political atmosphere in Turkey

in previous chapters are indicative for the selection of these themes.



1.1. Significance

Despite the aforementioned theoretical difficulties, why is it particularly
important to study the intellectual identity? There are countless studies
aiming to understand the intellectual figure, to locate it in a social structure, to
analyze its relationship with social classes, ruminating about its duty in
modern society or explaining the historical circumstances that gave birth to
and transformed it. The main motive behind this appetite is twofold,
according to Garnham:

For social theorists in general, such an analysis is the unavoidable
basis for the analysis of the social conditions of their own practice.
For media scholars in particular, their object of study itself is one of
the historically developed forms which intellectual practice takes
place. (1995: 359)

Garnham’s particular reference to the media scholars puts forth the
significance of studying the intellectuals whose products are in constant
circulation around the media spheres. Moreover, as Bourdieu (1993) shows,
the intellectual field, as other fields he defines —having its own independent
laws together with its correlations with politics and economy- has its
dispositions, power struggles, historical norms, complexities and possibilities
for rupture. Thus, the multifaceted historical and social relations behind the
creation of the cultural products can be revealed with the help of a particular
emphasis on the intellectual field. Accordingly, studying the political identities
of intellectuals in cinema would help to reveal the cinematic imagination of
intellectual identity; prominent propositions about intellectuals; “intellectual’
filmmakers’ ideology in creating these representations about intellectuals
including, at least in part, themselves.

Why is it particularly important to study the representations of the
intellectual figure in the movies? The studies dealing with the issue of
‘representation” are numerous both in the field of the film studies and also in
cultural studies. However, as O’Farrell notes, “such discussions of
representation are curiously absent when it comes to examining those who
actually produce such writings —namely intellectuals” (2000: 197). She claims
that there is not any sustained research about the representations of the

10



intellectuals in film. Her study is also constituted from an arbitrary set of films
with an aim to reveal some main contours by touching upon the surface of
some questions about the representation of the “body” of the intellectuals.
O’Farrell notes the representations of intellectual (i) as a “pure brain without
a body” in sub-culture films, (ii) as scientific creator who saves the body and
keeps it alive in high culture films and (iii) as “unattractive and sexually
incompetent” individuals in mainstream cinema (2000: 203). Apart from her
study, only source | found was Kdse’s (2007) article about the criminal
intellectuals in recent Hollywood films which is not directly related with the
subject of this thesis. Despite the weighty literature on the ethical, political
and social functions, roles and positions of the intellectuals there is a lack in
the field of the studies about the representations of these figures in literary
and artistic products.

| have already stated the significance of studying the “intellectual” as a
topic in the first chapter. The reasons about analyzing the IsF are various.
First, the films narrating the lives of intellectuals were conspicuous in the
second half of the 1980s which let even the film critics and scholars to calling
it as a sub-genre in Turkish cinema of that particular period. Accordingly,
these films have so many themes in common with respect to how their main
characters were portrayed. Second, together with the social transformation,
intellectuals experienced a great change in the 1980s regarding their political
thoughts and personal objectives as mentioned in the previous chapter. Their
filmic representations would give significant clues about their counterparts in
real life. Third, these intellectuals are partially people who were politicized
within the socialist movement in the 1970s. How the filmmakers see their
past would reveal their subjective assessment of Turkey’s recent past and
the political struggles that took place here. Ultimately, elaborating on the
representations of intellectuals regarding political ideologies in flms made in
1980s may give us a clearer understanding of how political retreat of the
intellectuals were projected to film screen as stories of losing; how their

political inabilities affected their own personal lives; and more importantly,

11



since the creators of these films were also intellectuals, what sorts of artistic

and political intents they had while making these films.

1.2. Method of Analysis

Film, as Marc Ferro (1988) notes, is both a source and an agent of the
history. In this chapter, by drawing on this idea, | will attempt at examining
the representations of the intellectual figure in 1980s cinema in Turkey with
two primary purposes: first, to reveal the images of intellectual as a political
identity peculiar to the mentioned films; second, to develop a closer
understanding of the political attitudes of the intellectuals in the mentioned
era. The first premise also gives hand to the second premise since the films
are political, cultural and intellectual artifacts that are produced by the
intellectuals. The ideologies in the films are important signifiers for political
attitudes as well. The complex “system of representation” makes both the
reflective and refractive construction of reality simultaneously.
Representation is a constructionist act; as Hall (1997: 24) states, it neither
solely reflects the material world nor imposes a unique meaning unbounded
from the already existing world. This approach “recognizes [the] public, social
character of language” for him (1997: 25). The system of representation

. ‘rules in’ certain ways of talking about a topic, defining an
acceptable and intelligible way to talk, write, or conduct oneself, so
also, by definition, it ‘rules out’, limits and restricts other ways of
talking, of conducting ourselves in relation to the topic or constructing
knowledge about it. (Hall, 1997: 44)

Thus, the representations of the intellectual figures in films have significant
influence on how to conceptualize both the intellectuals and the recent
history in our minds today. Complemented with the theoretical and historical
discussions about intellectuals mentioned in Chapter Il and the socio-political
analysis history of post-1980 Turkey mentioned in Chapter lll, the
examination of the films in terms of their intellectual protagonists would
reveal the continuities and breaks in the cinematographic imagination of

these figures in relation with these historical and theoretical analyses.
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A clear, coherent and comprehensive analysis of the films with all their
features is very difficult, even impossible in many cases. “The ‘language’ of
the cinema appears unintelligible. Like that of dreams, its interpretation is
uncertain” (Ferro, 1988: 23). Thus, | will not analyze the films as a whole with
an emphasis on all their plot elements, narrative structures or stylistic
preferences. Instead, my analysis will be mostly based on the intellectual
protagonists’ actions, emotions and their ways of experiencing the material
world throughout the films. While analyzing these films which are narrated
from the perspectives of one or more intellectual protagonists, | will aim to
reveal the ‘focalized’ representations of both the characters and the fictional
world. Focalization here refers, as Genette coins the term, the restriction of
the field (1983: 189) in which the material world is represented. This
restriction is not only peculiar to the novels with God-like narrators, but it also
works in the films constructed around the protagonists. While the internal
focalization stands for one’s conscious recounting of a story with inner
monologues and first person narrations of the plot or the feelings of the
character; the external narration refers to the unawareness of the
protagonists about the story that is being told about them which can be seen
as the classical cinematic and literary narration. The films in this list cover
both cases and their admixtures as well.

While Genette’s theorization of focalization is a handy tool for the
analysis of the film, he problematizes primarily the optical and formal aspects
of the narrative structure such as the point of view of the character, external
and internal narration and the spatial relationships between the character,
narrator, place and other objects. However, Rimmon-Kenan (2005: 83)
underlines the ideological facet of focalization which sets “the norms of the
text” in the protagonist-focalized films. In character-based films, she states,

[tlhe ideology of the narrator-focalizer is usually taken as
authoritative, and all other ideologies in the text are evaluated from
this ‘higher’ position. (2005: 84)

Thus, with a reference to Rimmon-Kenan, | will argue that the intellectual

character “may represent an ideological position through his [or her] way of
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seeing the world or his [or her] behavior in it” (2005: 84). She excludes some
films —or other linguistic devices— which stay out of this singularly ideological
schema referring to Bakhtin’s ‘polyphonic’ reading of Dostoyevsky where the
ideology of the texts is a juxtaposition of several different characters.
However, the films in this thesis are strongly based on the intellectual
characters’ ways of making sense of the world and themselves. There are
hardly any secondary characters which are able to contribute to the ideology
of the films which renders Rimmon-Kenan’s evaluation fruitful throughout the
analysis of the ideological messages in the films via the protagonists. | will try
to state the presence of the minor characters as a few exceptional cases in
the films. Thus, | will attempt at an analysis that prioritizes the
representations of the characters at first (external focalization), then their
appreciations of the external world (internal focalization) in terms of their
relationships with the political thought and action.

Through the eyes of the intellectuals in the films, several significant
landmarks in the history of Turkey are made subjectively visible —and also
largely invisible— as a result of the plot choices in the films. The politicization
in the 1960s and 1970s, the military intervention in September 12, 1980 and
the transformation of the society in the 1980s can be counted as the major
phenomena. While representing these events, the optical, acoustic,
memorial, historical, emotional and inevitably ideological preferences are
made by the filmmakers through the control of the protagonists. What they
remember about the past, how they approach to the society, what does it
mean to involve in politics and several other problems and questions are
answered via the characters’ attitudes. However, these representations not
only show but also hide some social and cultural aspects of material world.
As Ferro states,

Film is valuable, not only because of what it reveals but also because
of the sociohistorical approach that it justifies. Thus, the analyses will
not necessarily concern the totality of a work. . . Nor will they be
limited to the film itself. They will integrate the film into the world that
surrounds it and with which it necessarily communicates. (29-30)
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Therefore, the social, cultural and political atmosphere that is represented in
the films also justifies a particular ideology via the intellectuals’ political

opinions.

1.3. Method of Sampling

For the analysis of the representations of intellectual in Turkish
cinema, | made an archival research in order to generate a film list. In this
research, | examined the plots of the films that are made between 1980 and
1995. The decade that followed the military coup was my main focus
because of the concurrent transformations in both socio-political structure
and in Turkish Cinema. However, | also checked on the films in the first half
of the 1990s in order not to miss films which may be relevant to my study.
Since Turkish Cinema has entered a new period after 1996 both structurally
and regarding to the themes in the films, post-1996 period is excluded®. The
fundamental criterion for the films to be included is having a protagonist who
is an intellectual according to the widest definition of the term; “people with
advanced educations, producers or transmitters of ideas, or people who
engage in public issues” (Kurzman & Owens, 2002:63). The films which have
intellectual character(s) in supporting roles are not included. In light of these
criteria, | have examined the synopses and plots of the films made in this era
using two online  Turkish Cinema  databases which are

http://www.sinematurk.com and http://www.sinemalar.com, the website of the

Ministry of Culture and Tourism archive and in addition, the only printed
dictionary of Turkish Cinema, written by Agah Ozgii¢ (1998), which covers
largest corpus of feature films made in Turkey. When the information about
the films was not enough in these primary sources, | searched on the web to
find additional information from newspapers, magazines and online

dictionaries.

® The years following 1996 are labeled as “New Cinema of Turkey” which implies both
guantitative and qualitative shifts which | have mentioned in previous chapter dealing with
Turkish Cinema. Under this title, New Cinema of Turkey is studied in detail by several
scholars such as Arslan (2010), Atam (2011), Dénmez-Colin (2008) and Suner (2006).
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At the end of this first phase of my research, | singled out 125 films
which have an intellectual leading character. Since the analysis of 125 films
would be practically impossible within the confines of my study, | added
additional restrictions to come up with a manageable sample of fiims to
analyze. About half of the original list —67 films— were shot in the second part
of the 1980s —between 1986 and 1990, when the films of intellectuals were
fully recognized in the texts written by the film critics and scholars®. Hence, |
restricted myself to the period of these five years when the production of
films of intellectuals' was much higher than any other period in the history of
Turkish Cinema. Then, | went even further, and, within these 67 films, |
picked the ones that met the additional criteria below.

e Having a focus on the ideas and practices of the intellectual character:
for example, the crimef/thriller films which narrate a story of a journalist
chasing the drug dealers were excluded since they do not concentrate
on its character’s ideas, psychology and daily practices.

e Featuring 'characters' instead of 'types: for example, the comedy films
aiming satire or farce are excluded since these films mostly depends
on caricatured types instead of in-depth characters.

e If one director had made more than two films that meet the research
criteria, | picked at most two of them.

e Availability: the availability of the movies was a significant constraint. |
checked several university and cinema club archives, and could not
manage to reach some of the films.

My final list of films to be analyzed includes a list of 23 films which were all
made in the late 1980s —a period of Turkish Cinema which is mostly ignored
or understudied both by scholars and film critics/historians. The list of the
films can be found in Appendix A. Hence, other than providing a critical
understanding of the cinematic constructions of intellectuals in Turkey, my
study may throw some light on a recent yet obscure period of Turkish

cinema.

* See Dorsay (1995: 21), Esen (2000: 224) and Maktav (2000a: 88).
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Figures

Work

Political Orientation

Hakkari’de Bir Mevsim
(A Season in Hakkari)

Unnamed Man

Writer/teacher

Leftist

Lo Hayri Looking for job Leftist (former inmate)
Sen Tiirkiilerini Soyle — - - -
(You Sing Your Songs) His _frlends(Tunca, I_Dlrector(advertlsement, Leftist before
Serif) film)
Su da Yanar (Water Unnamed Director (film) Leftist(former inmate)
Also Burns)
. Selim Photographer Liberal
Prenses (Princess) Tarik Not known Leftist
Ses (The Voice) Unnamed Not working Leftist (former inmate)
Dikenli Yol (The Thorny | Huiseyin Not working, finds job Leftist (former inmate)
Way) at the end
Gece Yolculugu (Night | Ali Director (film) No sign
Journey)
Biri ve Digerleri (One Baris Not known No sign
and the Others)
Diinden Sonra Gl Director (film) Leftist
Yarindan Once (After Bllent Director No sign
Yesterday, Before (advertisement)
Tomorrow) Pelin Intern director No sign
Sen de Yiireginde Ali Ihsan Lawyer, politician Leftist (social
Sevgiye Yer Ag (Open democrat)
Space For Love in Your
Heart)
Bir Avug Gokyiizii (A | Ahmet Not working Leftist (former inmate)
Handful of Sky) Nese Painter No sign
Gece Dansi Tutsaklan | Haluk Journalist (chief editor) | Leftist
(Captives of Night Zeynep Writer and journalist No sign
Dance)
Ada (Island) Unnamed Painter Leftist
Av Zamani (Hunting Unnamed man Writer Leftist
Time)
Umut Yarina Kaldi Unnamed man Director (film) Leftist
(Hope Stayed For Two unnamed Pianist and dancer No sign
Tomorrow) women
Unnamed man Writer and shipping Leftist
Kimlik (Identity) clerk
Unnamed woman Pharmacy Leftist

Biitiin Kapilar
Kapaliydi (All the

Nil

Looks for job, works in
an office, gets fired

Leftist (former inmate)

Doors Were Closed) Ates Architect No sign
Biiyik Yalnizlik (Great | Unnamed man No sign No sign
Loneliness) Unnamed woman No sign No sign
ikili Oyunlar (Duel  |-=2 Academic Leftist
Games) Nur _ Not _Worklng _ Left!st
Taner and llhan Businessman/politician | Leftist
Esra Writer No sign
Melodram (Melodrama) | Behzat Hotel owner and No sign
antiguarian
Camdan Kalp (A Heart | Kirpi Film director Leftist
of Glass)
Ali Student Leftist (fugitive)

Raziye (Raziye)

Unnamed man

Does several village
work

Leftist (may be former
inmate)

Bekle Dedim Gdlgeye (I
Asked the Shadow to
Wait)

Esra Working Leftist (former inmate)
Ersin Not working Leftist (former inmate)
Erdal Writer Leftist

Table 1: Intellectual Figures in the Films
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In the above table, there is the list of films together with the intellectual
protagonists who take part in them. The list stands mostly for the practical
purposes during the reading of this text and also for showing the various
professions and political orientations of the characters all together. While
being an intellectual is a matter of profession (such as artists, writers and
scholars) for some characters, it is more of a political characteristic for others
who are unemployed or working in regular jobs. The political stances of the
characters are written roughly in the table according to the signifiers in the
films which covers all sorts of signs from the statements of the characters to
the name of the books in their libraries. The characters that seem to have
leftist/socialist political orientations in one part of their lives are marked as
leftist in the table. The films which shelter no signs about their protagonists
as being a socialist or leftist depict their characters further from all sorts of
political debates. | will elaborate on the data presented in this table in the
upcoming sections. The reader may also want to look back to the table
whenever they need to quickly recall the films and protagonists.

Lastly, despite the majority of the films take place in the 1980s, there
are exceptions that take place in the 1960s and 1970s as well. ikili Oyunlar is
divided into three parallel stories narrating the protagonists’ particular days in
1968, 1978 and 1988. Similarly, Bekle Dedim Gélgeye narrates the twenty-
years spanning story of four revolutionary friends that starts in late 1960s and
ends in the 1980s. Bir Avu¢ GOKkytizi, Prenses and Av Zamani specifically
tell the intellectual and militant characters in 1970s. However, the
intellectuals of the 1970s and 1980s are not particularly different from each
other in ISF which is not the actual case in reality. The great similarities about
the representations of intellectual characters of 1970s and 1980s reveal the
role of the socio-political and cinematic environment that gave birth to these
images of intellectual figures. For instance, if Bir Avu¢ Gokylzu, which is also
a famous novel about March, 12 1971 military coup, was made in the 1970s,
would it be same as it was filmed in the late 1980s? The socio-political and
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cultural environment of the 1980s has a significant influence on the
representations of intellectuals in ISF. The representations of protagonists
partially reflect and rebuild the dominant ideology of the 1980s about the
intellectuals.
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CHAPTER II

“INTELLECTUAL” IN THE MIRROR OF THE INTELLECTUALS

This chapter seeks to explore the fundamental characteristics of
intellectual figure within the wide corpus of texts written about the sociology
of intellectuals. First, | will mention the theoretical approaches aiming for an
analytical conception of the intellectuals. In this section, after giving a brief
outline about the definition and early classification of the intellectual figures, |
will discuss the three major perspectives about the intellectuals’ relationship
with social classes in order to locate and analyze the intellectual identity in
socio-historical formation that they belong. These perspectives are
‘intellectuals as a separate class”, “intellectuals as classless” and
“intellectuals as class-bound”. | will conclude this first part with the context of
the intellectual figure where | have derived these debates. Second, | will
present the historical trajectory of intellectual figures in Turkey. Starting from
the late Ottoman Era, | will refer to the texts analyzing the political identity of
the intellectuals in Turkey. This chapter aims to lay the groundwork for
analyzing the intellectual identity in the films by revealing the dominant

contours about the debates about the intellectuals in theory and practice.

2.1. Theoretical Approaches to Intellectual

The hardship of finding out a definition of the intellectual reveals itself
in almost all texts written about the subject. The author of the “Men of Ideas”,
a vast historical categorization of intellectuals starting from 18™ century,
Lewis Coser (1965: vii) underlines the impreciseness of the concept and

argues that the process of defining the intellectual, “far from being neutral,
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have consequences”, i.e. directly affects the rest of the analysis. Lipset and
Dobson (1972: 137-8) who particularly worked on the scholarly circles of the
U.S. mention the diversity of the meanings attached to this ambiguous
concept. In another sense, Nettl (1969: 55) prioritizes the problem of
definition with an aim to build a new one and asks “Is the intellectual an
institution, a collectivity, a role, a type of person, or what? The failure to
surmount the definitional hurdle produces as many explanations as there are
implied definitions”. Ultimately, Zygmunt Bauman emphasizes the self-
definition aspect of corpus, stating the efforts of the authors on drawing
boundaries between intellectuals and their own identity despite belonging to
the same species per se (1989: 8). All these writers, who wrote extensively
on the subject, claim that giving a single, exact and inclusive definition about
the intellectual is nearly impossible.

The combination of the wide and diverse interest to the concept and
the abovementioned hurdles of defining it eventually lead to a disarrayed
corpus about the intellectuals, where each author prioritizes different
features, spatio-temporalities, motivations and methodologies. For example,
two famous studies on the intellectuals, Benda’'s (1955) and Gouldner’s
(1979) works, are fundamentally different and divergent in terms of theorizing
the intellectuals. For example, while Julien Benda’'s conceptualization of
intellectual —‘clerk’ in his own terms— points to a privileged small group who
guards the ideal values, Alvin Gouldner’'s historical assignment about the
intellectuals implies a ‘new class’ based on their technical knowledge
covering almost all white-collar workers. These two approaches to the
intellectuals have almost no common points about the research subject. As Li
(2010: 9) cites from Charles Kadushin, “There are almost as many works
about intellectuals as there are intellectuals”. Therefore, an analytical
categorization of the literature is required for a coherent understanding of the
concept.

For this purpose, | am going to start with the historical emergence of

both intellectuals and the studies about the intellectuals. First | will briefly
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give an historical background by mentioning the pre-Enlightenment and
Enlightenment intellectuals. Second, | will discuss the three major
perspectives on intellectuals in terms of the class relations for several
reasons. Prioritizing the problematic of class while analyzing the intellectual
tradition is an effort to “overcome the normative and/or analytical
transcendentalism” via the usage of the social formation that intellectuals
belong, (Yetis; 2002: 52 [tm]). Also as Brym (2001: 7632) and Kurzman and
Owens (2002: 63) states, the three different class-based approaches adopts
fundemantally distinct approaches to the sociology of intellectuals. This well-
accepted categorization presents particularly fruitful concepts in order to
analyze the representations of intellectual in Turkey where the political
identity of intellectuals varies widely in terms of their relationship, roles and
positions with regards to class-based politics. My aim is not to pick one
certain approach, but to discuss the different approaches which may procure
insights while analyzing the figures in the films. Hence, at the end of this
analytical investigation, | am going to explain the context to be used while
approaching to the concept throughout the films. Lastly in this chapter, | am
going to make an attempt at historicizing the dominant conceptions and
representations of the intellectual figure from the Late Ottoman Empire to
1980s in Turkey, with an aim to inquire the historical continuity and deviance

of the intellectual figures we see in the films of the post-1980 era.

2.1.1. The Early Appearances of Intellectual

From philosophers to fortune tellers, various types of people can be
regarded as intellectuals. However, it is evident that, before 17" or even 18"
centuries, the societies were unable to provide sufficient environment for the
intellectuals to exist and be influential in the ‘modern’ sense of the term.
Coser (1965: 3-7) puts forward two fundamental conditions that are essential
to render the modern intellectual vocation: first, an audience is needed that
the intellectual will refer, gain recognition and get economical and

psychological return; second, a communicational environment with the fellow
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intellectuals to debate and promote their ideas and methods is needed®.
Fulfillment of these needs with an institutional setting, leads to the operation
of the intellectuals. Despite the scholars point out several different roots for
the rise of the intellectuals, it is largely agreed that modern intellectual is a
product of Enlightenment (Kristeva, 2007: 219; Laginer, 1995: 98). Modern
intellectual took its name with the shift from religious thought to rational
human/social sciences and the formation of academy and media circles
(Kristeva, 2007: 219-20). Thus, rationality, education and audience are
definitive concepts for modern intellectuals.

The earliest antecedents of the modern intellectuals are occasionally
referred as The Sophists —which means ‘the people, who have wisdom’— in
ancient Greece (Coser, 1965: x-xi) who gives education about rhetoric,
politics and philosophy to the nobles in exchange for money. Regarding the
disrepute of The Sophists, Steve Fuller (2005: 7) claims that

Most intellectuals would take the characterization of their activities as
‘sophistic’ to be an insult, or at least a challenge to the integrity of
their thought. Nevertheless, the sophists were the original
intellectuals and continue to have much of value to teach the budding
intellectual — that is, once we give a more balanced account of their
activities.

Denying the common interpretation of the Sophists as ‘idea merchants’,
Fuller argues that Sophists were offering skills and tools to nobles and their
main aim was “to help clients win lawsuits and sway public opinion, to take
greater control of their fate, as befits citizens in a democracy” (2005: 9). By
making a parallelization between the Sophists and the people nowadays who
conduct management seminars or the authors of the popular self-help books
in the philosophy sections of the bookstores, Fuller puts forward the
contemporaneity of Sophist tradition (2005: 9-10). On the other hand, Cemil
Meri¢ sees the novelties that Sophists brought almost equal with the

® Randall Collins (2002), in his massive Sociology of Philosophies, traces the Western,
Indian and Asian philosophies through the social and conceptual networks between the
philosophers. One of the finding of the book is the stirring and augmentation of the
intellectual production in the intersection of concurrent intellectual debates in metropoles
involving direct communication and rivalry (Kurzman & Owens, 2002: 74).
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Enlightenment since they relieved culture from the monopoly of the small
groups, articulated criticism and pragmatism to extent to the philosophy and
science. Additively, Meri¢ claims that ‘individualism’ owes its victory to
Sophists who prioritized “human” in all sorts of research, which influenced
Socrates and his followers. Consequently, “the intellectual is the grandchild
of the Sophists via its craziness, shamelessness and passion” (1997: 27-8
[tm]).

In the course of and following the Ancient Greece, the early examples
of modern intellectuals are characterized as “axial-age intellectuals” by
Giesen (2011) and “medieval literati” afterwards. Starting with the shamans,
diviners and truth tellers in the archaic societies who were “specialists of the
sacred”, Giesen traces the ascetic attitude of the Buddhists, Muslim Ulema,
and Christian monks to the unholy world where “gesture of contempt and
devaluation becomes a typical feature of new intellectual traditions” (2011:
292). In the case of the medieval literati, i.e. the clergy who are able to read,
write and are technically specialized in some areas, the main aim is to
transmit the religious values to mass and next generations, maintaining the
law and reminding the tradition (Mardin, 1993: 257-8; as cited in Geng, 2006:
16). Unlike the post-Enlightenment intellectuals, these people were primarily
scholastic, religious and mostly predetermined as a caste. Mannheim (1960:
9-10) claims that this medieval clergy had a monopoly over the common
sense of the people, characterized by two major features: scholasticism and
‘remoteness from the open conflicts of everyday life”. This remoteness
stemmed from the lack of direct communication between the clergy and the
public since clerks were counted on only by other clerks and ruling elites.

In other respects, Jacques Le Goff, in his influential book “Intellectuals
in the Middle Ages”, mostly avoids the terms such as clerks and philosophers
and puts the birth of the intellectual as the 12™ century where towns were
sprung and university education developed. Starting from the 12" and 13™
century, according to Goff, guild schools in the towns led to the

advancements in artisanship and trading where organic intellectuals —in
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Gramscian usage, which | will refer to later on— served more and more to the
Church and the state (Goff, 1993). Similarly, Bottomore (1964: 71) remarks
the significance of the universities in Medieval Europe as follows:

The origins of the modern intellectuals have generally been placed in
the universities of medieval Europe. The growth of the universities,
associated with the spread of humanistic learning, made possible the
formation of an intellectual class which was not a priestly caste,
whose members were recruited from diverse social milieu, and which
was in some measure detached from the ruling classes and ruling
doctrines of feudal society. This intellectual class produced the
thinkers of the Enlightenment, and in France particularly, the
intellectuals established themselves as critics of society by their
opposition to the ruling class and to the Church of the ancient régime.

This basic reciprocal debate about whether acknowledging the clergy or the
critical educated individuals as the predecessor of the modern intellectuals,
reflects on the contemporary debates about the subject as well. Both
approaches evaluate the intellectual with different terms, former with the
ability to rule and conserve the society and latter with the critical position that
is detached from the power holders. This dichotomy will be analyzed
thoroughly in the context of the discourses about the modern intellectual in
the 20" century.

Towards the end of the Middle Ages, as the commerce improved and
bourgeoisie gained strength against the church and aristocracy, the clergy
started to lose its power also in intellectual field. Meri¢, dwelling on Sartre,
argues that the 18" century Encyclopédistes from particular areas such as
writers like Voltaire, Diderot, Rousseau; lawmen like Montesquieu or
mathematicians like d’Alembert were the practical and secular knowledge
experts that helped the rising bourgeoisie in building their own ideology
(1997: 35). On the other hand, interventions of these philosophers in
significant public issues, such as Voltaire’s defense of Jean Calas in “Calas

Affair®, led referring them as functionaries “of abstract justice and were

® In France, Protestant merchant Jean Calas’ son was found dead in the family’s house and
despite the evidences about the suicide, Jean Calas was accused of murder by the Catholic
court. According to the claims, the son was planning to convert to Catholicism and his father
killed his own son after learning that. Calas was tried, sentenced to death and killed by
torturing in 1762. Meanwhile, Voltaire struggled for a fair trial and overturning the sentence
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sullied with no passion for a worldly object” (Benda, 1955: 36). Alongside
Benda, Sartre (1988: 252) also epitomizes the Calas Affair, to claim the
intellectuals’ and writers’ responsibility of taking position in public affairs
which does not directly concern them. Following similar examples, he also
deems Flaubert and Goncourt brothers responsible for not writing about the
brutal suppression of the Paris Commune. In these examples, the
intellectuals are defined with their power and interest to intervene the public
events.

Having its roots in the Encyclopédistes, scientific revolutions and
Renaissance, the Age of Enlightenment drew the ground contours of the
‘modern intellectual’, as mentioned by Giesen:

The Enlightenment of the eighteenth century differed profoundly from
the ascetic attitude of the medieval intellectuals. Both were based on
a strong tension between the principled order of the transcendental
realm and the disparate mundane reality of this world. However,
unlike medieval intellectuals, the Enlightenment intellectuals pursued
the active transformation of this world in the name of the
transcendental principles, such as progress in the name of reason,
the education of the people to enable them to leave behind their
dumbness, the inclusion of as many as possible in the public
discourse, the spreading of the gospel of living comme [like]
philosophe. (2011: 295)

The key concepts of the Enlightenment such as “universality”, “progress”,
‘reason”, “education” and “participation” also forms the duty of the
Enlightenment intellectuals which spread the knowledge that they built
through their reasoning to the masses in order to let them be the
philosophers of their own life. They were legislators, form-givers, designers
or gardeners in Bauman’s (1992: 83-4) famous terms, i.e. “as
carriers/practitioners of society’s supreme values and destiny” seeing the
world “the shapeless virgin expanse to be cultivated and given form”. Despite
their critical views about the social order, Bauman evaluates the

Enlightenment intellectuals as educated classes in a “constitutive affinity”

by claiming that the son committed suicide because of personal problems. Finally, Louis XV
who were the king of the era, accepted the family, reopened the case by another court,
canceled the sentence, fired the judge of the first case, acquitted Jean Calas from all
charges, paid his family 2 years after the execution.
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instead of “perpetual contention” with the political rulers, where the former is
the guardian of truth and goodness and the latter guards the law (1992: 91).
Bauman’s approach to Enlightenment intellectual is seen as a “negative
narrative” of the historical role of the intellectuals by Garnham (1995: 370),
which is also linked to the sequential debates that are based on the criticism
of the intellectuals.

As the vanguards of the Enlightenment, intellectuals had this
legitimacy and authority in the Western thought throughout 18" and 19"
century, in a similar sense to the Plato’s “philosopher kings”:

Their roots lie deep in the Western philosophical tradition and have,
over the past few centuries, been sustained by the Enlightenment
project. It is this that has allowed the intellectual to claim some
special insight into human affairs and to assert that it is from afar,
and from the vantage point of abstract and universal values, that
society must be judged. (Jennings & Kemp-Welch, 2003: 15-6)

Enlightenment intellectuals were substantially organic intellectuals of
bourgeoisie this time and with “a belief in the universality of man by contrast
with feudal particularism” which is named by Sartre (2008: 236) as
“bourgeois humanism”. They brought the ideology of bourgeoisie to light with
emphasis on universalist rationality. Abandonment of collective myths and
the rise of “individualism” was the great outcome of this transformation. As
Mannheim (1960: 31-2) points out, the Enlightenment intellectuals argued
that “it is always necessary for the individuals to free [their] judgments from
those of others and to think through certain issues in a rational way from the
point of view of [their] own interests” excluding the peasants and workers
who still were “regulated to a certain extent on the basis of myths, traditions
or mass-faith in a leader” (Mannheim, 1960: 31-2). However, in practice,
one’s taking the full initiative and judgment of his/her life through
individualistic and rationalistic way of living did not materialize in the society
of “division of labor and functional differentiation” (Mannheim, 1960: 33). It
stayed as the dream of the Enlightenment and its intellectuals. However, only
after this rise of the modern intellectuals, these figures started to be called

“intellectuals” in both political and academic circles.
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2.1.2. Denomination of Intellectuals

Prior to the usage of the term ‘intellectual’, ‘intelligentsia’ started to be
used in Russia referring to “self-conscious elite of the well-educated
characterized by critical tendencies toward the status quo” in 1860s’
(Gouldner, 1979: 57). Mainly, the Russian intelligentsia back then

(1) had a deep concern for matters of public interest; (2) had a sense
of personal responsibility for the state; (3) tended to view political and
social issues as moral ones; (4) felt obligated to seek ultimate logical
conclusions; and (5) were convicted that something went wrong and
needed to be fixed. (Li, 2010: 3)

Dissent and responsibility became prominent for defining the intelligentsia as
a result of the socio-political context of Russia and left a lasting impression
on the concept. They “saw themselves as the heirs of the Enlightenment,
leading the common people out of the darkness of Tsarist political repression
and cultural obscurantism” (Garnham, 1995: 365). However, this emergence
of the intelligentsia revealed the passivity of the common people and
bisected the society as “intelligentsia” and “people” where:

The people were the inert clay to the intelligentsia’s active zeal, the
slothful against the energetic, the superstitious against the educated,
the benighted against the enlightened, the ignorant against the
knowledgeable; in short, the backward against the progressive. The
people were as yet unformed, ready to receive in any shape the well-
informed, skillful action which the intelligentsia may bestow; and they
would never reach such shape were the intelligentsia to fail in its
mission. (Bauman, 1992: 85)

This historical division and marginalization shows itself in the distance
between the intelligentsia and people in various countries as a regulatory
principle of the communication between these two parties, which will be
scrutinized in the section concerning Turkey. On the other hand, some
scholars do not see this process in Russia as negatively as Bauman.

Jennings and Kemp-Welch (2003: 7-8) treats intelligentsia as a rootless

" While almost all authors relate the usage of the term ‘intelligentsia’ with 1860s Russia,
Robert Brym mentions an earlier usage by Hegel in 1816 referring to Prussia as “state of
intelligentsia” with an elitist connotation in which he sees the intellectual minds as the
“driving force of the history” (2001: 7634). In addition, Raymond Williams also shortly
mentions an unfavorable and sarcastic usage of “intellectual” with a quote from Lord Byron
in 1813: “l wish | may be well enough to listen to these intellectuals” (1983: 169).
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writer-critic bloc “caught in a limbo between state and society”, critical to both
but lacking authority to judge or convict, also trying to be a “custodian of
cultural and ethical values against the infringements of the State”. They also
evaluate the tradition of intelligentsia as a significant factor in the process
that led to the Russian Revolution.

Russian intelligentsia was a self-conscious group however they were
not making declarations or taking actions directly under this collective
identity. It was at the dawn of the 20™ century in France during the Dreyfus
Affair when the intellectuals appealed authorities for the first time with the
noun: “We, intellectuals®. The interference of Zola, a naturalist novelist, in
this political incident became the symbol and milestone of the Sartrean
responsibility of the intellectual who meddles in cases that are not his/her
business without having the power of sanction. Just a day after Zola’s letter,
several artists, writers, scientists, lawyers, engineers, academics and
philosophers signed petitions in support of Zola and wrote “The Manifesto of
Intellectuals” demanding the revision of the trial. With Durkheim’s and other
writer/scholars’ essays in the early 20™ century, “sociology of intellectuals”
became a topic of study and intellectuals had started trying to explain the
meaning of the concept vehemently, lasting until today.

The politicization of the Dreyfusard intellectuals was triggered by an
extraordinary court-martialed case. Coser (1965: 143) claims that during the
major junctures in the politics such as Dreyfus Affair “this type of intellectual
appears on the scene as spokesman for sets of abstract ideas and ideals
that are endangered by the men of power”. Bourdieu (1991: 658) finds an
exemplary value in their actions that affirms artistic or scientific authority.
After the movement itself, this engagement started to be counted as a

®1n 1894, a Jewish military officer Alfred Dreyfus was convicted for treason and put into
prison, however two years later, evidences indicating his innocence showed up. The military
spoiled the evidence and he was charged with even more guilt. The case became a public
issue following the Emile Zola’s (1898) open letter to the president of France in the front
page of L’Aurore on January 13, named “J’Accuse...” in which he accused the president of
not intervening to this anti-Semitic and unfair adjudication.
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responsibility of the “intellectual’, a collective noun that covers various
occupations, where “intellect” plays a central role.

Bauman (1989: 21) evaluated this common ground as dismissive for
non-intellectuals:

Shared intimacy with the intellect not only set such men and women
apart from the rest of the population, but also determined a certain
similarity in their rights and duties. Most importantly, it gave the
incumbents of intellectual roles a right (and a duty) to address the
nation on behalf of Reason, standing above partisan divisions and
earth-bound sectarian interests. It also attached to their
pronouncement the exclusive veracity and moral authority which only
such a spokesmanship may bestow.

Yet "this shared intimacy with the intellect" still provides only a vague ground
and is not always helpful to draw the definitional boundaries of being an
intellectual. In order to call someone intellectual, which features have been
considered essential, sufficient or improper in the West from the 20™ century
onwards? Are they special and scarce people or a technical group? In the
following section, | am going the discuss the approaches which have slightly
different answers to these questions and adopt an analytical definition using

some of the authors, which will help the study during the analysis part.

2.1.3. Categorization of Different Perspectives

The literature concerning sociology of knowledge or intellectual history
is massive. Nevertheless, the large part of this literature suffers from its ultra-
normative/moralistic approach and limited/narrow context when it comes to
analytical examination of the subject, which is the identity of the intellectual.
This, of course, does not depreciate their significance since by means of
these texts —that are written by the intellectuals— the meaning of the
“intellectual” differentiates as well.

To illustrate, a cornerstone in the literature, Edward Said’s 1993 Reith
Lectures on “Representations of Intellectual” should be seen not —at least,
primarily— as a text that directly analyzes the concept theoretically but as a
polemical call to potential intellectuals to disentangle from professionalism

and state-dependency and to evoke and rebuild the role of the intellectual as
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an exilic outsider who speaks “truth” to the power. Said dashes into a vast
corpus about the intellectuals covering pivotal texts of Benda, Gramsci,
Sartre, Debray etc.; literary works of Joyce, Turgenev and Flaubert not with
an aim to compare or dispute them up against each other but to promote his
argument about the intellectual role and duty. Herein, | do not criticize the
subjectivity of Said with an ideal of the completely objective study, which
does not exist. However, while constructing the theoretical framework, | am
going to prefer theoretical/analytical texts to moral/normative ones. In other
words, | will utilize the approaches that try to understand functions, roles and
positions of the intellectuals in the social relations instead of the ones that
offer ethical, political and cultural tasks to the intellectuals.

Here, my aim is firstly to make a categorization of the corpus in order
to discuss all major aspects of the existence of the intellectuals in a clear-
headed trajectory. Currently, there is no analytical approach that is
postulated by all scholars, since various authors make their literature reviews
in terms of different parameters such as spatio-temporal scenery of
intellectuals®, their relations with ideas and ideology® or class relations®.
Among these classifications, the most common and practical one is the
“three theoretical models” claimed by Kurzman and Owens (2002), Li (2010),
Brym (2001), Yetis (2002) regarding the relationship between intellectual and
class, which | am also going to focus on.

® Coser (1965) examines French (Rococo Salon, Saint Simonians, Ideologues of Napoleon,
and Dreyfusards etc.), English (coffeehouses in 18" century, literary figures in late 18™ and
early 19" century, literary bohemia in Greenwich, Fabian Society etc.) and American
(Abolitionists, mid-20" century bureaucrats, scientists, academics, culture industry servants
etc.) intellectuals in different times and places. Bottomore (1964) also investigates each of
these countries and Eastern societies separately.

1% Geng’s (2006) thesis aims to classify the intellectual conceptualizations methodologically
and her conclusion differentiates the approaches as essentialist, functionalist, both
essentialist and functionalist, epistemologically particularistic and lastly multidimensional and
holistic together with a special emphasis on the social roles. Nettl (1969) also criticizes the
complexity and disorganization of the literature and proposes to analyze the intellectuals in
terms of the relationships they established with the ‘dissent’.

' Garnham (1995: 360-1) finds three ways of defining intellectuals: as a class whose
symbolic power comes from their cultural capital, as information workers who has a special
position in division of labor, or normatively as a vocation which represents a universal and
critical tradition.

31



Following the affirmation and popularization of the intellectuals during
the Dreyfus affair, they lost this reputation in the course of the First World
War. Implying the interwar period, Kurzman and Owens (2001: 64) mentions
the birth of the “sociology of intellectuals” with a three class-related
approaches as follows:

At this low point in the collective history of the intellectuals, the
sociology of intellectuals emerged out of the long tradition of
speculation on the subject. Three approaches developed at this time,
each distinguished by its consideration of intellectuals as a class:
one, pioneered by Antonio Gramsci, viewed intellectuals as bound to
their class of origin; a second, associated with Karl Mannheim,
treated intellectuals as potentially class-less; a third, popularized by
Julien Benda, proposed that intellectuals form a class in themselves.

Naturally, not all writers studying the subject can easily be placed in one of
these three theoretical models. Some never use the conceptual tools of class
relations, some stand in between the two approaches and some directly
criticizes the class-related explanations. However, these authors can also be
included in one of these three models according to their insight regarding the

social relations within which they locate the intellectuals.

2.1.3.1. Intellectuals as Class-in-Themselves, New Class and Professional-
Managerial Class (PMC)

The evaluation of the intellectuals as a separate class that has its own
interests and occupies a distinct position in the division of labor owes its
genesis to French philosopher Julien Benda’s classic The Betrayal of the
Intellectuals (1955). Calling the intellectual as “clerk”, Benda makes a
distinction between laymen and clerks. Laymen “whose whole function
consists essentially in the pursuit of material interests”, may be bourgeois,
proletarian or king and does what is expected from them in a realist manner
(1955: 29). In contrast to laymen, clerks are

. . . essentially a distinct humanity, which to a certain extent acted as
a check upon the former. | mean that class of men whom | shall
designate ‘the clerks’, by which term | mean all those whose activity
essentially is not the pursuit of practical aims, all those who seek
their joy in the practice of an art or a science of meta-physical
speculation, in short in the possession of non-material advantages,
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and hence in a certain manner say: ‘My kingdom is not of this world.’
Indeed, throughout history, for more than two thousand years until
modern times, | see an uninterrupted series of philosophers, men of
religion, men of literature, artists, men of learning (one might say
almost all during the period), whose influence, whose life, were in
direct opposition to the realism of multitudes. (1955: 30-1)

Clerks’ indifference to the practical and material passions —mainly, politics—
and striving for theoretical, abstract and transcendental moral values are
what separate them from the laymen. However, by “betrayal’, Benda
criticizes contemporaneous clerks —mostly Anti-Dreyfusards’ reactionary
attitudes and Dreyfusards’ politicization afterwards— with “the thirst for
immediate results, the exclusive preoccupation with the desired end, the
scorn for the argument, the excess, the hatred, the fixed ideas” (1955: 32).
Moreover, he criticizes clerks’ struggle for their own class, ideology, nation
and race® as follows: “The ‘clerks’ have played the game of political
passions by their doctrines” (1955: 60), and they praise attachment to the
particular and practical and denounce the feeling of universal and spiritual
(1955: 81).

Dreyfusards’ self-representation illustrated Benda’s vision of clerks as
a separate class in the clearest sense. They spoke for themselves, risked
their interests for independent judgment and most of them were not
politicians —at least at the beginning. Benda’'s emphasis on the detachment
of the clerk, as in the cult example of the “ivory tower”, is always criticized by
two main poles of the politics,

The Left usually characterize this detachment as an ivory-towered
and unworldly elitism that leads at best to irrelevance and a passive
acquiescence in the oppression of their fellow citizens, and at worst
to a spurious legitimation of that oppression as part of the way of the
world. The Right, not dissimilarly, typically accuse intellectuals of
being snobbish and antipopulist. Even the self-styled friends of the
people are said to dislike the popular culture of the masses, which
they seek to displace through sinister programmes of re-
education. (Bellamy, 2003: 25)

2 Benda perpetually mentions superiority of the transcendental values that can be applied
universally to the national interests. However, what he argues as universal is actually the
European and Western understanding, which is clear in his examples, which include only
Europeans —except Jesus— according to Said (1996: 30).
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As summarized by Bellamy, by contrast with Benda’s defense,
‘disengagement’ is largely evaluated with pejorative terms in the literature
about the intellectuals. However, various sorts of dissociations are also seen
as significant strategies for intellectuals to gain autonomy, which will be
discussed afterwards.

Coser’s above-cited book Men of Ideas (1965) is largely counted in a
similar vein with Benda in terms of evaluating the intellectuals as a “self-
conscious group”, having a class-like solidarity and concerning with ideas
that exceed the practical interests. Intellectuals are ‘men of ideas’ according
to Coser. He (1965: 136) offers six modalities regarding the men of ideas in
terms of their relations with power: intellectuals who (i) hold power, (ii) direct
and advise men of power, (iii) legitimize and provide ideological justifications
for men of power, (iv) act as critics of power by holding up absolute
standards of moral righteousness or (v) despair of exercising influence at
home and (vi) turn to political systems abroad that seem more nearly to
embody the image of their desire. This wide range spans a great space from
the philosopher-kings to the exilic intellectuals. Actually, Coser recedes from
his point of departure at this point, where the intellectuals are no longer
measured by the dichotomy between action and idea. This premise of taking
actions and ideas as separate categories both obscures some historical
exceptions (Reformation, French Revolution and above all, Marxist praxis)
and portrays the intellectuals as an ideal, almost conceptual, non-existent
figure in some statements of both Benda and Coser (Nettl, 1969: 61).

Starting in 1960s and advancing in 1970s, the most dominating
current in class-in-themselves approach was the “New Class” theories™.
Mostly based on the bureaucratic and technocratic class debates of the mid-
twentieth century, several authors such as Daniel Bell, John Kenneth
Galbraith, Alvin Gouldner, George Konrad and Ivan Szelényi claimed that a
new intellectual/intelligentsia class is emerging in this stage of the capitalism.

13 As a universal class, “new class” is used in the context of both Western capitalism and
Soviet-type state socialism in different manners. Here | will only refer to its usage in capitalist
countries.
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Bell (1976) argued that the post-industrial —or information— society is
characterized by knowledge and information that may gave birth to a
knowledge class that has a great influence on the society. According to Bell,
as the theoretical knowledge becomes central for production, its effect in
social and economic change increases, hence this “scientific-technological
intelligentsia gains great prominence, prestige, and power” (Lipset & Dobson,
1972: 175). However, Bell was hesitative about calling these knowledge-
workers as a self-conscious class who has collective political passion or
ideology, thus he settled with the argument that they are liberating from other
classes’ interests thanks to their significant position in production.

In the late 1970s, new class debates became hot topic in Marxist
cadres. Alvin Gouldner, in his controversial “The Future of Intellectuals and
the Rise of the New Class” (1979), proclaimed the twofold emergence of a
“structurally differentiated and (relatively) autonomous” class'* comprised of
intellectuals and technical intelligentsia that struggles against the existing
power holders in 20" century. The circumstances that ripened this class are
numerous. Primarily, the secularization of the education which de-sacralized
authority claims; rise of diverse vernacular languages and pulling through of
Latin language; breakdown of the patriarchal family system and patronage
relationships with the old elite; expansion of market of the new class’ which
led to a less control over their work; higher education opportunities;
developments in communication systems were all effective in the emergence
of the new class (1979: 2-5). He defines the new class as a “flawed universal

class” —emancipatory albeit elitist:

' Gouldner claims that his definition of New Class is Marxist, in terms of the definition of this
group with having same relations with means of production which is cultural/human capital.
New Class is neither old proletariat nor bourgeoisie; it cannot be covered by these two elder
concepts. Dwelling on Communist Manifesto, he states this “historically diverse grouping”
can constitute a new class in a Marxist sense (1979: 8). Despite living through wage system
like working class, new class has control over “content of its work and its work environment,
rather than surrendering these in favor of getting the best wage bargain it can negotiate”. Its
class consciousness is not “economistic” but cultural — i.e. “producing worthy objects and
services and to the development of the skills requisite for these” (1979: 20-1). Of course, this
optimism —assumption of new class having great control and independence over their work—
of Gouldner is seriously criticized since there are several examples indicating the exact
opposite in the context of the capitalist cultural production.
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The New Class is elitist and self-seeking and uses its special
knowledge to advance its own interests and power, and to control its
own work situation. Yet the New Class may also be the best card that
history has presently given us to play. The power of the New Class is
growing (1979: 7).
Differentiated by its cultural capital, new class has a revolutionary potential
according to Gouldner. They have both capacity and quality to compete for
power because of their considerable leverage in the mode of production.
Both economically and politically “blocked ascendance” produces a political
consciousness and radicalization for new class together with alienation.

[Hlow do we account for the alienation of intellectuals and
intelligentsia? In terms of: (a) the culture of critical discourse (CCD),
which does not focus on what intellectuals think about but on how
they think; (b) the blockage of their opportunities for upward
mobility; (c) the disparity between their income and power, on the
one side, and their cultural capital and self-regard, on the
other; (d) their commitment to the social totality; (e) the contradictions
of the technical, especially the blockage of their technical interests. In
important part, the culture of critical discourse constitutes the
characterizing values of the New Class; the other considerations (b-
e) bear on the question of whether and how far the New Class will
adhere to the CCD. (1979: 58-9)

Finally, Gouldner points out two distinct groups in the new class: (humanistic)
intellectuals and technical intelligentsia. While intelligentsia’s interests are
primarily technical, intellectuals’ interests are more critical, emancipatory,
hermeneutic and political. Both struggles against the bourgeoisie and adopts
CCD. Technical intelligentsia’s “social mission” is to revolutionize technology,
break the traditional solidarities and culture by using their mastery in the
symbolic space of their occupation'®. Humanist intellectuals aimed more
normative, non-specialized and large-scale criticism about the society. (1979:
47-50).

In retrospect, Gouldner’s optimistic expectation from the new class is
evaluated as one of the “most dramatic failed prophecies of the late twentieth

century” since the following years was marked with the ascendancy of new

> Gouldner’s “technical intelligentsia” and Foucault’s “specific intellectual” have a lot in
common in terms of using their occupational knowledge for a revolutionary politics. However,
Foucault rejects a new-class position and does not claim that all the educated-technical
workers are specific intellectuals, which | will expand in class-bound approach.
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right that “launched an all-out attack on the educated morality of the
intellectuals” (Schryer, 2007: 663-4). Schryer's explanation is in the context
of USA and Reaganism but England and Turkey experienced similar
processes. Neither the technical intelligentsia nor the intellectuals built a
significant oppositional and competitive force against the bourgeoisie.

In a similar vein with new class, again in the late 1970s, Barbara and
John Ehrenrich (1979) refers to the Professional-Managerial Class (PMC)
dwelling on E. P. Thompson’s and Poulantzas’ definitions of the petty
bourgeoisie or middle class’ position in Marxist class relations.

We will argue that the “middle class” category of workers which has
concerned Marxist analysis for the last two decades-the technical
workers, managerial workers, “culture” producers, etc.-must be
understood as comprising a distinct class in monopoly capitalist
society. The Professional-Managerial Class (“PMC”), as we will
define it, cannot be considered a stratum of a broader “class” of
“workers” because it exists in an objectively antagonistic relationship
to another class of wage earners (whom we shall simply call the
“working class”). Nor can it be considered to be a “residual’ class like
the petty bourgeoisie; it is a formation specific to the monopoly stage
of capitalism. It is only in the light of this analysis, we believe, that it is
possible to understand the role of technical, professional and
managerial workers in advanced capitalist society and in the radical
movements. (Ehrenreich & Ehrenreich, 1979: 9-10)

The authors evaluate PMC neither as a minority in nor an appendage/ally of
the working class but as a mass constituency that is enough for itself. PMC
consists of “salaried mental workers who do not own the means of production
and whose major function in the social division of labor may be described
broadly as the reproduction of capitalist culture and capitalist class relations”,
i.e. teachers, social workers, psychologists, entertainers, middle-level
administrators, managers, engineers, scientists and so on (1979: 12). Their
main function is to reproduce —in Althusserian sense— the capitalist relations
and division of labor as educated and professional workers of capitalists. Like
working class, they also sell their labor but their interests are mutually
contradictory with working class. On the other hand, PMC is not petty-
bourgeoisie -artisans, shopkeepers, self-employed professionals and

independent farmers— in the classical Marxist sense since unlike petty-
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bourgeoisie it is directly employed by the capitalist class and works for wage.
(1979: 16-8). For the authors, the PMC has a political radicalism and this
ideology stems from their aim to extend their hegemony over the working
class, which increases the hostility between the two parties, namely the
intellectuals and the people.

Although Ehrenrichs do not use the word ‘intellectual’ directly on
behalf of PMC or vice versa, their theory is interpreted also as an approach
to the intellectuals. Wayne (2003: 13-6) adjoins Ehrenrichs’ analysis with
Marx’s and Mandel’'s separation between mental/intellectual and manual
labor and argues that for the knowledge workers there is a higher possibility
for becoming independent. However, despite all the differences both classes
struggle against the same socio-economical force which is capital. In terms
of reproducing the mode of production, intellectuals’ role is twofold:

From the point of view of the impact of their symbolic products, they
may be engaged in reproduction (producing ideas and values,
otherwise known as ideology, which legitimise the dominant social
order); but, viewed from the point of view of production, it is clear that
they produce commodities which realise surplus value for media
capital, and, indeed, cultural goods as commaodities have become
increasingly important for capital investments and profits. There is,
however, no necessary fit between the economic imperative and
cultural values and, indeed, there are good reasons why they often
diverge. (Wayne, 2003: 21)

As a result, intellectuals are “contradictorily located” between labor and
capital. Cultural privileges, relative independence and partial integration into
capital on the one side, exploitation and proletarianization on the other side;
intellectuals commonly follow particular paths to fight against these conflicts:
depoliticization during the production and dissemination of the ideas,
professionalism in order to rise nearby the capital and hiding behind
rationality and objectivity. However, even under these circumstances, there
are times that intellectuals take stand with labor “when the irrationality and
partiality of capital has become too acute to ignore” (2003: 23-4). Wright also
mentions the ambiguous position of intellectuals in Marxist theory together

with mentioning both their contribution to the social struggles and
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revolutionary movements as theoreticians, polemicists and leaders on the
one hand and their privileged position next to the bourgeoisie on the other
(1979: 191-2). Wright, as a socialist, primarily strives for the potential political
strategies that can link the various intellectuals to socialist movement and
argues that, first, this contradictory location —in both economical and
ideological levels— of the intellectuals has to be acknowledged; only after
that, their role can be questioned (1979: 206-11).

Lastly, | will mention Bauman’s functional approach emphasizing the
diminution of the intellectual affectivity: a transition from being legislators to
interpreters. His analysis of intellectuals, who constitute a “social nebula”
with tenuous borders (1989: 81-2), follows the shift between modernity and
post-modernity as the major socio-political context in which the intellectuals’
roles and functions are performed. Regarding the modern legislator role,
Bauman remarks:

It consists of making authoritative statements which arbitrate in
controversies of opinions and which select those opinions which,
having been selected, become correct and binding. The authority to
arbitrate is in this case legitimized by superior (objective) knowledge
to which intellectuals have a better access than the non-intellectual
part of society. (1989: 4-5)

Scientists, philosophers and writers —i.e. enlighteners— who own the
knowledge are separated from the masses, and also they are differentiated
from each other since they have no inner-coalitions or interdependence.
They are the guardians of law, order, truth and goodness with an ambivalent
relationship with the state. Both an attraction to the power and a tendency
towards the criticality may lead intellectuals to the dissent at times (1992: 91-
3). However, for Bauman, in the late 20™ century, the postmodern intellectual
is characterized as an interpreter:

It consists of translating statements, made within one communally
based tradition, so that they can be understood within the system of
knowledge based on another tradition. Instead of being orientated
towards selecting the best social order, this strategy is aimed at
facilitating communication between autonomous (sovereign)
participants. It is concerned with preventing the distortion of meaning
in the process of communication. (1989: 5)
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Bauman cautiously emphasizes that this tendency is not the elimination but
the continuation of the modern tradition. It precludes the universalistic
intentions and focuses on more local, autonomous, fragmented and
specialized practices'®. The postmodern era is not appropriate for the
intellectuals to perform their traditional roles as legislators: “what appears to
our consciousness as the crisis of civilization, or the failure of a certain
historical project” that led the intellectuals to a pessimistic and defensive
mood as a result of the deprivation of their legislative functions (1989: 122).
The artistic, scientific or literary production of the intellectual is
increasingly dependent on the market proportional with its potential as a
commodity. Market adopts the “role of the judge, the opinion-maker, the
verifier of values. Intellectuals have been expropriated again” (1989: 124). It
has the greatest force on the constitution of the audience and the themes of
the intellectuals’ production. Additionally, grounding his theory with the
exploding consumerism, Bauman mentions that not only the intellectual lost
its former attraction but also his/her audience lost their belief in the
overarching utopian or rational projects (1989: 192-4). This decadent view of
intellectuals explains the large part of the operation of the intellectual activity
in late 20™ century by revealing the substantial tendencies that are
empirically verifiable. Instead of analyzing the intellectual in relation with the
social classes, Bauman uses modernity-post-modernity transformation which
does not have much to say about the class relations®’. This ‘consumption
based’ analysis that permeates his overall text obscures the mode of
production underlying the intellectual activities and intellectuals’ political
orientations shaped by the class relations they have with the rest of the
society. Bauman’s conception of the liquid-modern society as a collection of
extremely atomized and individualized consumers whose identities are

constructed through their consumption instead of their relations in division of

6 Bauman’s “interpreter” has several common points with Foucault’s “specific intellectual”,
which will be mentioned and discussed together in the following section.

" For a critical review of Bauman’s conception of class as a narrow tool which needs to be
avoided, see Atkinson (2008).
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labor and author’'s renouncement of Marxism after the 1980s present a
salient example of the self-proclaimed transformation of the intellectuals in a
political sense.

In sum, the class-in-themselves model is not a homogenous approach
carrying several opponent views. But the main argument is the evaluation of
intellectuals as a separate class, group or strata in terms of their worldviews,
intrinsic qualities, relations in the division of labor or internal relationships
inside their own collectivity. While Benda writes with the idea of the sublime
intellectual, the Marxist scholars of the 1970s carries an aim to analyze the
rising educated white-collar labor. The former does not provide useful
insights for my analysis; however, the latter has some applicable points to

the case of Turkey which | am going to discuss in the last part of this chapter.

2.1.3.2. Intellectuals as Classless

Standing between the class-bound and class-in-themselves
approaches, there is a theoretical model which evaluates intellectuals as
relatively independent from the existing classes and having heterogeneous
features that does not allow them to constitute a class of their own. Karl
Mannheim is the leading proponent of this approach which proceeds
principally with Talcott Parsons, Edward Shils, Raymond Aron, Seymour
Martin Lipset and Randall Collins.

Mannheim associates rise of free intelligentsia with the decreasing
power of church and hierarchical organization coupled with the
individualization of the society in capitalism (1960: 28-9). In this manner, he
mentions the intellectuals as people who provide interpretations about the
world based on the “rationally justifiable system of ideas” emerged in the
course of the Age of Enlightenment (1960: 33). However, using Alfred
Weber's “socially unattached intelligentsia” and the term ‘free-floating’,
Mannheim rejects the two views which claim that “the intellectuals constitute
either a class or at least an appendage to a class” and argues that this

approach may never explain the “essential quality of the whole” (1960: 137-
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8). Despite generally being close to the bourgeoisie in socio-economical
respect, intellectuals are extremely heterogeneous and differentiated from
bourgeoisie, working class and other intellectuals. The only “unifying
sociological bond” between the intellectuals is education according to
Mannheim, a heritage which “progressively tends to suppress differences of
birth, status, profession, and wealth, and to unite the individual educated
people” and “subjects him [intellectual] to the influence of opposing
tendencies in social reality” instead of directly absorbing the ideological®®
distortions (1960: 138-9).

This unattached nature of intellectuals triggers a twofold behavior for
intellectuals: voluntary affiliation with one of the antagonistic classes or
“scrutiny of their own social moorings and the quest for the fulfillment of their
mission as the predestined advocate of the intellectual interests of the

whole™®

(1960: 140). Since they are the rare examples who can transcend
their original class-bounds, for them adaptation to and affiliation with other
classes —which also are in need of the intellectuals for their functions in
knowledge production— is possible. Hence, for sociology, Mannheim asserts,
() the acquiescence of intellectuals’ ambivalent position, (ii) analysis of the
particular time/spaces in which the intellectuals change sides and (iii) how
intellectuals derive the ideas about the antagonistic classes in certain cases
have great significance (1960: 204-5). What Mannheim offers as the mission
of the intellectuals from his liberal position is encouraging mutual
understanding between the classes via their broader view of society.
However, these heterogeneous collective of intellectuals may be in various

positions of political spectrum: conservatives, proletariat or liberal

'8 Mannheim uses “ideology” analogous with Marx, in a negative manner which conceals the
real relations. He claims “in certain situations the collective unconscious of certain groups
obscures the real condition of society both to itself and to others and thereby stabilizes it”
(1960: 36). He puts “political knowledge” against the false ideology and claims that
intellectuals’ role is to promote the former against the latter.

!9 This distinction is well suited to the large portion of the intellectuals in Turkey who were at
first politicized in the socialist movement ranking next to the working class but after the
military coup’s smashing of political left, returned to their own social moorings and individual
interests.
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bourgeoisie (Karabel, 1996: 227). Furthermore, according to Mannheim,
intellectuals transform the “conflicts of interests into conflicts of ideas” that
increase the self-knowledge of the society. As in Plato, he also longs for the
intellectual elites “to put their hands on the tiller of the state” (Coser, 1965:
136-7).

The classless approach’s subsequent theoretician was Talcott
Parsons who argued that the major characteristic of intellectuals is putting
cultural consideration ahead of social ones:

| should like to speak of the intellectual as a person who, though as a
member of a society in the nature of the case he performs a complex
of social roles, is in his principal role-capacity expected —an
expectation normally shared by himself- to put cultural considerations
above social in defining the commitments by virtue of which his
primary role and position are significant as contributions to valued
outcomes of his action. (1969: 4)

As in Benda, this preclusion of societal, practical and material needs
relocates intellectual out of his/her original social class. But unlike Benda,
Parsons does not mention the striving with the sacred, universal and ideal
problems, instead, he uses cultural realm as “the patterning of meaning in
symbolic systems” where intellectuals evaluate the society normatively to
some degree (1969: 3). Right after, he mentions that the cultural systems, far
from being undifferentiated or monolithic, are highly heterogeneous and
complex systems —especially after the development of written language and
philosophical breakthroughs such as secularization of philosophy and
universities. Largely standing “in the upper ranges of the scale of social
stratification”, intellectuals’ significance mounts up day by day as the applied
fields of the intellectual disciplines increase in number, hence, this gives
them “a concern that is expressed both in a sense of responsibility and in the
assertion of a ‘right to be heard,’ to exert ‘influence” (1969: 19-21).

The differentiation of the culture in which intellectuals make their
symbolic production is backed up with “end of ideology” thesis of Bell in
Parson’s account of the intellectuals, where the radical political struggles

such as Marxism is ostracized (Bell, 1969: 23). Accordingly, Parson’s
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intellectuals act as dedicated professionals, who are allies with bourgeoisie,
trying to “forge a new, genteel elite continuous with but better than the past’
(Gouldner, 1979: 6-7). Also, Parsons also grounds his approach regarding
the influence of intellectuals with “actor’s prestige”. Academic or otherwise,
highly regarded intellectuals’ messages may be understood by few circles
but appreciated widely, therefore, becomes more persuasive independently
of its content, respected and deferred by large masses®® (Lipset & Dobson,
1972: 177-8).

The tradition of “classless intellectuals” reached its climax with Edward
Shils’ studies in the field in which he gave a charismatic, widely-quoted

definition of the concept:

In every society, however, there are some persons with an unusual
sensitivity to the sacred, an uncommon reflectiveness about the
nature of their universe and the rules which govern their society.
There is in every society a minority of persons who, more than the
ordinary run of their fellow men, are inquiring, and desirous of being
in frequent communion with symbols which are more general than
the immediate concrete situations of everyday life and remote in their
reference in both time and space. (1972: 3) [emphasis added]

At the same time, in all societies there are people who demand this
intellectual —religious or secular; mostly artistic, literary and scientific—
production; hence intellectuals from different strata in the social structure
produce their works from different ideological positions?. Their efforts
contribute to the sense of community via the shared history, emotions and
ideas (1972: 4-5). However, despite being largely supportive with regards to
the legitimation of the rulers through their creation of the orderliness,
solidarity, coherence and stability or playing active role in the administration,
they may be critical or even revolutionary at times.

By defining intellectuals as “those who create, distribute, and apply

culture —the symbolic world of man, including art, science, and religion”

20 Surely, this estimation precludes a prevailing phenomenon called “anti-intellectualism”
which dominates several societies especially during the tyrannical governings in which the
credibility, reputability and notability of the intellectuals are diminished.

2 In terms of their tensions with the power, Shils (1972: 18-21) specifies five intellectual
traditions: scientific, romantic, revolutionary/apocalyptic, populist and anti-intellectualist
currents.
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Seymour Martin Lipset also argues that “they do not constitute a distinct
class or community”, however, he contends that their capacity of creativity
and criticism makes them transcend their class origin (1959: 460). Lipset
(1959; with Dobson 1972; 1979) largely works on the intellectuals in the
American universities in order to analyze their political orientations.
Essentially, he questions the myth about the academic staff's being mostly
liberal, left-leaning and even radical. However, his findings demonstrate that
the political inclination of the academics is nearly balanced between
liberal/left and right. The myth suggests professors to be more liberal and
radical than any other strata and that there is a higher ratio of leftist/liberal
professors among the prestigious and productive scholars (1979: 32-3).
According to Lipset, however, while social and some of the natural sciences
staff are more liberal or leftist, the business and agriculture schools are
widely conservative and right-wing®. His researches stand as evidences
against the romantic and stereotypical conceptions of the intellectuals about
being critical, progressive and radical. He shows that high education and
knowledgeableness does not bring the critical stance concomitantly.

From the anti-communist wing, Raymond Aron (1962), in his cold-war
classic ‘The Opium of the Intellectuals”, made similar remarks to Shils or
Lipset in defining the intellectuals as non-manual workers —scribes, experts,
men of letters with respect to their professions. They produce and transmit
culture®, work as advisor, counselor and specialists. While leaving some

room for social origin as a factor for the political attitudes of the intellectuals,

2 While it is not reasonable to reach any conclusions about the societies other state other
than U.S. with their data, different political positionings stemming from different academic
disciplines cannot be disclaimed, (e.g., the work of the engineers is more dependent to the
capital compared to the philosophers) Yet, there can be many other factors influencing the
political orientations of the university staff such as educational policies of the country,
institutionalization of universities, contemporary political atmosphere etc.

% The critical culture of intellectuals can be categorized in three steps according to Aron:
technical, moral and ideological/historical criticism. Technical criticism covers immediate and
practical political propositions; moral criticism is denunciative of the present notions of the
society against intellectual’s ideational plans without a need to have an idea about the
consequences or solutions afterwards; ideological or historical criticism is the attack against
the present society and “sketches out the blueprint of a radically different order”, i.e.
socialism (1962: 210-1). Aron attributes priority to moral criticism by locating it as the source
of the others.
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he also argues that different professions, countries, institutional settings have
their own political traditions (1962: 213-18). Starting from this, Aron, who was
a Marxist once and had a close and tense friendship with Sartre, offers a
harsh criticism of the —largely French— intellectuals and Marxism of his era.
He evaluates Marxism as the opium —or more pejoratively, disease— of the
intellectuals who are divorced from action, constraints and responsibilities of
actual politics and gratified by utopian speculative, abstract, literary and
dogmatic ideas (Garland, 2007: 69-70). The prestige of the left, revolution
and proletariat has a “hypnotic power” over the significant portion of the
French intellectuals according to Aron, which causes them to find reforms as
boring and prosaic, however, revolution as exciting and poetic (Brombert,
1955: 14-5). In addition, as other critics of the Soviets, Aron maintains the
view that degrades the practical applications of socialism in terms of state
economy and lack of freedom. Conclusively, he discusses the “end of the
ideological age” thesis with socialist regimes all over the world and declares
the Western welfare state combined with free market as superior to others
and gets through with the hopes from intellectuals to abolish leftist
fanaticism?* (1962, 305-24).

Thomas Molnar (1958: 33) also scorns radical leftist intellectuals but
unlike Aron, he thinks they are minority: “the classless society has become
an empty slogan. Only a few credulous Western intellectuals still take it
seriously”. Molnar’s thesis (1961) concerning “the decline of the intellectual”
on the one hand voices criticism about the integration of the universities to
the capitalist market relations, i.e. instead of raising intellectuals with an aim
to learn comprehensively and think and act independently, these institutions
started to produce social engineers who are under the command of capital.
The critical intellectuals are stuck in the universities, trying to build their
utopias dissociated from the society. However, on the other hand, he also

announces the end of ideologies, in an early post-modern manner, and

4 Aron’s critique of leftist intellectuals because of their attachment to their ideologies can
equally be turned back to Aron himself in terms of his strong support for anti-communism.
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relates —mostly communist— intellectuals’ decline with the loss of classless
society utopias. For him, in substitution for the intellectuals who struggle
along with working class, now bureaucrats, experts and social engineers
seized the power to organize the society, with more realistic terms (1958:
36). Molnar proceeds and celebrates the loss of ideology and heroic roles:

Speaking generally, the intellectual is free for the first time since the
wars of religion to use his conscience independently, without
submitting it to the dictates and censorship of ideologies and partisan
interests. He may now explore the human condition and the future
without donning the distorting lenses of a class, and without “ulterior
motives.” His political and social views will profit by this change of
optics. For he now has the possibility of a personal choice; instead of
asserting himself by denying others, as Marxist dialectics obliged him
to do, he may appraise the value of openness and charity toward his
fellow man. (1958: 38)

Molnar and Aron were the spearhead examples of the anti-Marxist current in
the intellectual studies at a time when the universities were surrounded with
the leftist and socialist ideas that did not successfully resolve into a political
action.

One of the most brightest and avid scholar in the classlessness
approach was C. Wright Mills. Mills, in his classical study “White Collar”,
evaluated intellectuals as the most far-flung, heterogeneous and scattered
group in middle-class that they are “relatively classless” (1956: 142). Also he
argued that they cannot be defined as a single social unit, hence, they have
to be defined regarding their functions and their subjective characteristics,
similar to Gramsci. Despite Mills’ emphasis on the middle class, white collar
and classlessness, his analysis of political intellectuals shares several
commonalities with Gramsci in terms of the ideological function: “they create,
facilitate, and criticize the beliefs and ideas that support or attack ruling
classes, institutions and policies; or they divert attention from these
structures of power” (1956: 143). Led away from orthodox Marxism, he
argued that intellectuals have significant role for the success of a

revolutionary movement.

47



Mills also traces the radical and critical intellectuals until the mid-
twentieth century, and like several other scholars, his conclusion is a bleak
one which implies “a loss of political will and even of moral hope” (1956:
145). The intellectuals are transformed from Leninist vanguard radicals to the
technicians except some silent, marginal and ineffective groups still staying
at the left-side of the political spectrum. For Mills, it is a malady of the
intellectuals having more and more knowledge while their influence is
decreasing. That leads to frustration, “a tragic sense of life”, staying as a
detached spectator that articulates to the organized irresponsibility of the
modern society (Mills: 2008: 14-6). However, what he offers —and represents,
while being aware of and accepting his own powerlessness— is the exact
opposite of this irresponsibility, i.e. “to resist and to fight the stereotyping and
consequent death of genuinely living things” with an involvement in political
struggle against mass-art and mass-thought (Mills, 1963: 299; as cited in
Said, 1992: 21).

After the 1970s, the classlessness approach lost altitude, apart from
aforementioned book of Randall Collins (2002) and Ahmad Sadri’'s (1992)
book discussing the Weberian understanding of the intellectual. This
approach is mostly pleaded by liberal and conservative authors except Mills,
with an emphasis on the education as a factor for transcending the class
belonging. They attribute a meaning to the intellectuals for the socio-political
change. The authors are mostly persistent about the ideational autonomy
and social disconnectedness of the intellectuals. Hence, similar to the former
approach, they “minimize the significance of social influences on the shaping
of ideas” (Brym, 2001: 7632).

2.1.3.3. Intellectuals as Class-Bound

The last —and arguably the most influential- theoretical model for
understanding the intellectuals’ position in the society was propounded by
Italian Marxist Antonio Gramsci, who argued that each social class has its

own intellectuals “which give it homogeneity and an awareness of its own
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function not only in the economic but also in the social and political fields”
(1992: 5). For him, there is neither a separate and self-conscious class of
intellectuals nor a classlessness in which the intellectuals may transcend the
class-related attachments. On the contrary, intellectuals represent the
interests of classes that took shape throughout the history. The capitalist
class has its own technically capable and specialized “organic” intellectuals
who exercise hegemony throughout society, handle the technical necessities
for production and organize the new culture. Apart from organic intellectuals,
Gramsci also mentions a second group called “traditional” intellectuals who
have a historical continuity independently from the radical changes in the
social and political form of the society (1992: 7). Crystallized in ecclesiastics,
traditional intellectuals such as literary people, teachers, scientists seem and
act as if they are autonomous from dominant groups, but essentially this
serves to purpose of concealing their class attachments (1992: 7-8). On the
other side, the groups "developing towards dominance . . . struggle to
assimilate and to conquer ideologically the traditional intellectuals” (1992:
10).

In the matter of distinguishing whether a person is intellectual or not,
Gramsci states:

All men are intellectuals, one could therefore say: but not all men
have in society the function of intellectuals. When one distinguishes
between intellectuals and non--intellectuals, one is referring in reality
only to the immediate social function of the professional category of
the intellectuals, that is, one has in mind the direction in which their
specific professional activity is weighted, whether towards intellectual
elaboration or towards muscular-nervous effort . . . Each man, finally,
outside his professional activity, carries on some form of intellectual
activity, that is, he is a “philosopher”, an artist, a man of taste, he
participates in a particular conception of the world, has a conscious
line of moral conduct, and therefore contributes to sustain a
conception of the world or to modify it, that is, to bring into being new
modes of thought. (1992: 9)

In this lengthy quote, Gramsci both mentions his original idea of evaluating

people as philosophers who actively participates in the production of
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culture®™ and also differentiates intellectuals from masses in terms of their
function about presenting an ideology. This designation of the intellectual
function is established through technical and intellectual education. The
conventional usage of intellectual referring to men of letter, philosophers and
artists are challenged in the modern world as the people having technical
education increased. Hence, both qualitatively and quantitatively, new roles
emerged for the intellectuals. Thus, unlike fundamental social classes the
production of the intellectuals are not direct and may not be material, but they
function in terms of their degree of connection with the classes. Gramsci
makes a distinction between two superstructural levels: civil society where
the hegemony of the dominant group is exercised; political society where
state employs its direct domination. At large, the spontaneous consent of the
masses is gained by the historical prestige of the ruling class. If not, the state
coercive power purveys the discipline in its legal way. In this setting, the
intellectuals operate as "dominant group's 'deputies' exercising the subaltern
functions of social hegemony and political government" (1992: 12). However,
there are also times of opposition amongst the intellectuals which Gramsci
indicates as follows:

Indeed, intellectual activity must also be distinguished in terms of its
intrinsic characteristics, according to levels which in moments of
extreme opposition represent a real qualitative difference-at the
highest level would be the creators of the various sciences,
philosophy, art, etc., at the lowest the most humble “administrators”
and divulgators of pre-existing, traditional, accumulated intellectual
wealth. (1992: 13)

The linkage of the -urban- intellectuals to the capitalist class and its
properties makes these intellectuals dependent on the capitalists. In their
production, they lack autonomy and the majority of these intellectuals are
mostly standardized, controlling elementary stages of work. As they advance

the stairs of the industry they are increasingly identified with the capitalists.

% Gramsci attacks to the elitist and ivory-tower conceptualization of philosophy that only
some gifted people are able to do. Intellectuals do not necessarily have higher intelligence in
their intrinsic nature. “Thus everyone implicitly holds a philosophy, as seen in their general
belief systems, opinions, and also their ‘common sense’ and ‘good sense’, that is their
everyday sense of practical issues” (Ives, 2004: 73-4).
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However, Gramsci also attracts substantial attention to the significance of the
intellectuals who produce counter-hegemonic ideology, ‘philosophy of praxis’,
with an organic connection with the lower class, that builds a “higher
conception of life” over the “primitive philosophy of common sense” without
discarding the latter (1992: 332-3). At this point, he argues for an intellectual
production that affects the thoughts and political actions of masses which is
far more “philosophical” than the discoveries made and stayed in the small
circles of elite intellectuals®.

Wright (1979: 194-6) finds “considerable merit of emphasizing the
dynamic rather than static nature of class relation” in Gramsci’s approach as
regards realizing class not in terms of a structure of positions but class
struggle. However, he also criticizes Gramsci with minimizing the “objective
antagonism between many of these intellectuals and the bourgeoisie”. As in
the example of teachers, who can be classified as organic intellectuals of
bourgeoisie or traditional intellectuals who are conquered by bourgeoisie, it is
also evident that they are frequently oppressed, not members of the
bourgeoisie and may also be politically against them. Gramsci’'s functional
and structural class mapping obscures the “concrete social relations within
which intellectual labor is performed” according to Wright. Hence, Wright
incorporates Ehrenrichs’ aforementioned PMC which takes into consideration
the significance of the intellectual wage-labor and argues that some of the
intellectuals’ positions can be seen as “torn between classes” including
contradictory character within these social class relations (1979: 202-3).

Jerome Karabel —with an aim to transform the debates about the
relationship between intellectuals and politics from moralist approaches to
realist ones— denies the ethical notions such as being a critic, advocating the

% Through his “philosophy of praxis” Gramsci presents an eloquent critic of the idealistic
separation of philosophical and political activity. Besides, he also constructs a moral-
intellectual path for revolutionary movement —not just a social movement but an entire
cultural formation associated with it (Said, 1996: 3-4) — which | am not going to elaborate
here since beyond the analysis of the intellectual function, these statements discuss the
ways “how” may the intellectual behave. For Gramsci’'s views regarding the tasks that
organic intellectual need to adopt, see Gramsci (1992: 320-65), Boggs (1976: 74-84),
Sassoon (2000: 27-41) and Bellamy (2003: 26-41).
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truth or opposing the power as the descriptors of an intellectual (1996: 206-
7). Following a similar remark to Lipset, he also defines intellectuals as
producer, transmitter and operator of culture in which they have knowledge
and authority. But also in this cultural realm —Karabel dwells on Bourdieu and
Bauman- they are also dominated and subordinated by the dominant class
so they have an ambivalent relationship with the power that is mostly
supportive of the economical-political elite (1996: 208-9). Karabel’s original
analytical contribution to the field is the categorization of the circumstances
that would likely lead to the political radicalization of the intellectuals when
they exist concomitantly: (i) existence of other subordinate groups such as
working class; (i) the lack of powerful business class; (iii) collective
employment of intellectuals in big companies; (iv) existence of a repressive
but not yet competent regime; (v) inner problems and dissociations in rulers;
(vi) state’s inadequacy in protecting people economic, political or even
military attacks from outside; (vii) presence of sharp boundaries amongst
social groups; presence of an insurgent cultural heritage. The association of
some these circumstances not guarantees but forces intellectuals to
radicalize and oppose the existing social order (1996: 211-4). This seemingly
determinist remark is actually a retroactive deduction about the radicalization
of the intellectuals. Additionally, it is also useful for a case analysis since it is
comprehensive, flexible, easily testable and verifiable.

Michel Foucault, who shares Gramsci’s emphasis on the unity of
theory and practice, contests overarching understanding of intellectual as the
spokesman of the universal. For him, the intellectual as the conscious bearer
of the universal truth and justice was only an idea and is now obsolete.
Instead, he mentions the born of specific intellectual after WWII, who
affiliates with working class even more because of proletarianization:

Intellectuals have got used to working, not in the modality of the
‘'universal’, the ‘'exemplary’, the ‘just-and-true-for-all’, but within
specific sectors, at the precise points where their own conditions of
life or work situate them (housing, the hospital, the asylum, the
laboratory, the university, family and sexual relations). This has
undoubtedly given them a much more immediate and concrete
awareness of struggles. (1980: 126)
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In Foucault's schema, while the intellectual par excellence derived from
writer, jurist or notable is disappearing, the specific intellectual derived from
the savant or expert who is able to apply the knowledge s/he has in a political
manner —in terms of the production of the knowledge—- is rising because of
the extensive politicization of social and cultural life (1980: 127-9)%'.
However, the specific intellectual also is not free from obstacles and dangers.
Mentioning the risks of (i) staying affluently local and conjunctural; (i) not
getting sufficient support from other intellectuals and masses to develop a
struggle; (iii) and being exposed to institutional and political pressures in the
working environment, Foucault argues that the ground in which the function
of the specific intellectual is established needs a reconsideration. He avoids
the resuscitation of the old conception of the intellectual as the bearer of
universal values, and proposes the specific intellectual who actively takes
part in the construction of the regime of ‘truth’. In Foucault’s terms, truth is a
political construction, “a system of ordered procedures for the production,
regulation, distribution, circulation and operation of statements” and it is
“linked in a circular relation with systems of power which produce and sustain
it, and to effects of power which it induces and which extend it” (1980: 133).
Regarding the specific intellectual, he claims that,

. .. his position can take on a general significance and that his local,
specific struggle can have effects and implications which are not
simply professional or sectoral. The intellectual can operate and
struggle at the general level of that regime of truth which is so
essential to the structure and functioning of our society. There is a
battle 'for truth’, or at least '‘around truth'. . . (1980: 132)

Foucault's approach to the intellectuals is mostly derived from his
interviews. His famous conversation with Gilles Deleuze is a fundamental

text that caused several further debates. Again rooted in the relationship

" Foucault gives the physicist Robert Oppenheimer, who struggled for the confinement of
the usage of hydrogen bomb, as an example of the 20th century specific intellectual. He also
traces its roots from Darwin and other evolutionists as biologists who significantly intervene
in political, sociological, psychiatric issues with an engagement to their own expertise (1980:
129-30).
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between theory and practice, this conversation recapitulates Foucault’s views
on intellectuals in his other texts, with an overtly normative mission:

The Intellectual’s role is no longer to place himself “somewhat ahead
and to the side” in order to express the stifled truth of the collectivity;
rather, it is to struggle against the forms of power that transform him
into its objects and instrument in the sphere of “knowledge,” “truth,”
“consciousness,” and “discourse.” (1977: 207-8)

In this struggling against power, theory does not back up the practical
applications; instead, theory itself is a part of the practice. Intellectual does
not and should not “speak for others” in order to awaken consciousness but
s/lhe should try to sap and take power. Also regarding the political
preferences, Foucault (2000: 316-7) states that he does not adopt the
lecture-giver role of the intellectual. Alternatively, the researches, analyses,
behaviors or reactions of the intellectuals have capacity to illuminate a social
field or particular situations such as penal law or problem of justice. In this
manner, Foucault believes that intellectuals may help significantly to the
perception and criticism of the world.

Lastly, | am going to mention Pierre Bourdieu's approach which
consists of extensive research on intellectual and cultural field/capital with
author’s idiosyncratic conceptual settings before drawing the conclusive
remarks about the theoretical framework of the intellectuals. Despite being
categorized in class-in-themselves approach by Kurzman and Owens (2002)
and Li (2010) —because of his overt rejection of Mannheim’s and Gramsci’s
approaches and his emphasis on ‘universality’ similarly with Benda— or
“shifting network of class and other group affiliations” by Brym (2001: 7632),
Bourdieu’s distinctive conceptualization of social classes and his emphasis
on the position of the intellectual within the relations of domination and
various sorts of capital accumulation makes him more akin to the authors of
class-based approach more than the former two.

Avoiding a restrictive and determinant definition with a claim of
objectivity, Bourdieu above all mentions that giving out a definition of
intellectual is applying a symbolic power in the course of the struggle in the
cultural field,
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Despite the aura of objectivity they like to assume, neither the
‘sociology of the intellectuals’, which is traditionally the business of
‘right-wing intellectuals’, nor the critique of ‘right-wing thought’, the
traditional specialty of ‘left-wing intellectuals’, is anything more than a
series of symbolic aggressions which take on additional force when
they dress themselves up in the impeccable neutrality of science.
(1984: 12)

Thus, he claims that his own contribution to the theory “in the service of
symbolic action (of a political type)” is an effort for the intervention of
intellectuals in political life. Throughout his investigation of the possible
means and ends of collective intellectual action, Bourdieu aims an analysis
“‘which seeks to be as realistic as possible, of what an intellectual is and what
he could be" (1991: 655-6). Compatible with his thesis of self-reflexivity, he
mentions that the sociology of intellectuals must involve author’s self-analysis
and questioning of his/her own position as an intellectual. Together with all
the troubles it carries, a constructive thinking process about intellectuals is
possible and necessary both for adopting their own existence in social world
and arming against the accusations (Cegin, 2007: 504).

The main involvement of the intellectuals in the cultural and
intellectual fields happens through their struggle for various forms of power
by means of their possessions of social, economic and cultural capital
leading to diverse sets and combinations of values, tastes and ideas. The
particular political orientations and different levels and sorts of power of
intellectuals are the social products of their distinct habitus.

The major claim of Bourdieu about the intellectuals touches on their
interrelated position of being paradoxical and bidimensional:

The intellectual is a bidimensional being. To be entitled to the name
of intellectual, a cultural producer must fulfill two conditions: on the
one hand, he must belong to an autonomous intellectual world (a
field), that is, independent from religious, political, and economic
powers (and so on), and must respect its specific laws; on the other
hand, he must invest the competence and authority he has acquired
in the intellectual field in a political action, which is in any case
carried out outside the intellectual field proper. (1991: 656)
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Then, Bourdieu mentions the paradox of trying to reinforce autonomy from
temporal political and economic powers®® on the one hand, and their need to
free themselves from the ivory towers and intervene politically with the help
of organizations or other types of collective mechanisms (1991: 660). These
two reciprocal thrusts constitute the repetitive history of the intellectuals’
oscillation between political engagement and retreat. Bourdieu criticizes
intellectuals of not struggling collectively to defend their specific interests and
autonomy against the institutions promoting dependence.

This paradoxical position is accompanied with a contradictory
condition for intellectuals in terms of class relations epitomized by Bourdieu
as being “dominated among the dominant”,

. . . dominated within the field of power, which leads them to make
common cause with the dominated tout court-and this without their
ceasing to participate in the dominant order, as possessors of one of
the major principles of domination, cultural capital. (1991: 668)

Intellectuals’ association with the other dominated classes stems from their
own relationships with the power; nevertheless they also belong to the
dominant class. Wayne (2003: 17-8), drawing on Bourdieu, summarizes the
activity of the intellectuals in course of the reproduction of class relations as
follows:

Under capitalism, the elaboration and dissemination of ideas become
specialised within a particular category of people who monopolise
premium modes of knowledge (formally accredited in educational
institutions) and augment their advantages with social capital
(personal networks, 'knowing the right people’) and what Bourdieu
calls cultural capital, the socially determined acquisition of
competences and preferences which make up cultural tastes and
further help to reproduce class differences.

This reproduction is largely undertaken by the intellectuals who work in
political and administrational establishment and who are designated by
Bourdieu as the worse fraction of the two evils —next to the disinterested and
irresponsible intellectuals. The intellectuals who produce knowledge that

8 The two main pressures over the intellectuals are firstly the hostility and censorship of the
state and secondly the economic enterprises that engender a great subordination to the
market (1991: 663-4).
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propagates orthodoxy and power as “technicians of opinion” are referred to
as “doxosophers” in Bourdieu’s terminology (1992). Doxa means the
practical knowledge that the audience accepts without knowing, promoted by
intellectuals like social scientists, technocrats, journalists, pollsters or
marketing analysts (1991: 665-6). However, Bourdieu persistently
emphasizes the need for critical intellectuals against the  ideologists  of
power who monopolize the public debate. His insight for critical intellectual is
neither the total-prophetic nor the specific. According to Bourdieu, as a result
of the progress of knowledge and specialization, the total intellectual lost its
credibility, but Foucault’'s specific intellectual is also exceedingly restrictive
attributing the intellectual to his/her own expertise. Thus, he suggests
inventing new models of organization “which would give voice to a great
collective intellectual, combining the qualifications and talents of all specific

intellectuals®®”

(1991: 667). Like several others, Bourdieu also claims that
there is a great collapse for oppositional intellectuals in the 20™ century in
accordance with the transforming internal rules of intellectual field such as
the rise of the new modes of communication, management science,
devaluation of commitments, decline of intellectual craftsmanship, increasing
market dependence and birth of several semi-intellectual occupations based
merely on appearance (1984: 152).

The authors categorized in the class-bound model present incisive
explanations about the social relations in which the intellectual activity takes
place. They mostly do not have a romantic attribution to the intellectuals like
calling them as the historical subjects —as in Gouldner—, instead, they
underline the broad range of cultural and political functions that intellectuals
may serve: from being the ideologues of the bourgeoisie to being allies of the
lower classes. However, their societal function is the result of neither an

arbitrary nor a completely deterministic process where a complex set of

¥ Bourdieu himself is the example of the public and universal intellectual figure he suggests.
His call for corporatist intellectual organization that creates its own audience without
comprising to the neoliberal pressures about producing privileges goes hand in hand with his
sociological practice that renders him as “the most mediatic of all anti-mediatics” (Cegin,
2007: 500).
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social relations take place. In this complexity, the mediation between the
mode of production and the intellectuals has twofold significance, (i) the
contradictory relations that intellectuals have with other classes and (ii) the
ideological outcomes of their labor in terms of ideological reproduction. In
consideration of the above-mentioned perspectives, | attempt to build the

theoretical framework of my analysis in the following section.

2.1.4. How to Think of Intellectuals in the Context of the Current Study

Although the corpus about the intellectuals is much deeper and more
diverse than the abovementioned texts®, | tried to highlight the major
perspectives about their role and function and existence within the class
relations. It is clear that giving out definite borders and predetermined
features while defining the intellectual is risky since it settles the rest of the
study significantly. However, in order to make a practical distinction —i.e. who
to call intellectual- for the rest of the study, fundamental lines had to be
drawn according to the object of study —the figures in the films— with non-
normative claims as far as possible.

The whole process of tracing intellectuals’ spatio-temporal roots,
naming or categorizing them in the previous sections present some
implications that wither some stereotypes about the intellectuals. Amongst
the three major class-based approaches, the class-bound approach is the
one that allows the most fruitful analysis of the relationship between the
intellectuals and the society. The former two approaches attribute total or
relative autonomy to intellectuals that leave social relations aside to varying

degrees. However, by taking the class relations and the political struggles

| haven't discussed the philosophical roots of the problematization of consciousness and
knowledge which would require unaffordable space and time for this thesis. Likewise, there
are utterly different debates about the functions of the intellectuals in the Soviets —mostly
throughout their downfall- which stays out of the scope of this study. Lastly, another
significant portion of the debates are the ones that theorize the intellectuals regarding
regions or states such as Chinese intellectuals, Middle-Eastern intellectuals etc. which are
not directly relevant. However, in the following section, | will give out a brief history of the
intellectual tradition in late Ottoman Empire and Turkey which would be useful while
analyzing the representations in the films of 1980s.
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that are based on these relations into consideration, the positioning and
political function of the intellectuals can be understood more incisively. This
leads me to follow primarily the Gramscian class-bound approach that
defines the intellectuals “with their contributions on the production and
reproduction of the ideational/cultural knowledge in terms of political and
class-based references” (Bora, 2010: 189 [tm]). Especially in the history
Turkey, the political orientations and mental states of the intellectuals bound
tightly to the social classes whom they take side with in the political arena,
which will be mentioned in the next chapter in detail.

The classless approach’s evaluation of intellectuals as individuals who
are free floating through the class relations by virtue of their education may
shelter rightfulness for a liberated society that intellectuals are able to do
their vocation freely from any political, economic and cultural pressures.
However, intellectuals are in a constant pressure and power struggle both in
the intellectual and the cultural environments they produce their works. One
may think of political repression over the intellectuals, economic pressures in
market that leads them to produce in accordance with the laws of the market
etc. Also, the political alliances that intellectuals establish also leave them a
limited area to move freely from the parties, ideologies, classes or identities
they attach. In Turkey, where the intellectuals are primarily summoned with
their ideological identities such as “leftist”’, “Islamist-conservative”, “liberal”
etc. the chance for intellectuals to rupture from class-bound dependencies is
very low.

Targeting intellectuals as a class of their own has several different
currents that marks different periods and places where the intellectuals
economically and socially rise, establish associations with each other or
differentiate from the remainder of the society. The new class, professional-
managerial class, middle-class or white collar theorizations all express some
significant deviations of particular intellectuals from other people in different
eras. This approach, when used by Marxist leaning authors such as

Ehrenrichs, Mills or Gouldner, converges to class-bound approach that takes
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into consideration the moods of production and intellectuals’ positions in
these relations. However, these authors determine some factors —such as
economic autonomy, knowledge, nature of their labor— that transcends class-
bound nature of the analysis of the intellectuals. However, the autonomy and
political potential that class-in-themselves theorists attribute to the
intellectuals does not comply with the socio-political and economical
structures in Turkey as much as class-bound approach does. The educated
middle class professionals or technical intelligentsia have not entered in a
collective struggle for their sole interests or significantly differentiated from
rest of the society via their skills in Turkey in the analyzed era. How the
political interests and functions of these intellectuals will be mentioned in the
section dealing with the intellectuals in the history of Turkey.

The aforementioned literature review about the intellectuals reveals
some maijor tendencies in intellectuals’ political identities and changes in the
circumstances that they live in that are largely shared by all three different
analytical models. The modern intellectuals were born with ideal roles that
will spread ideas to society about rational thought. Their knowledge mostly
had an authority over the state rule. But over time, they gradually lost their
power to directly affect the legislative matters and the sanction of their words
over the society. Modern intellectual alone today does not have political
power as much as when s/he was conceptualized as an ideal Enlightenment
figure unless s/he ranks among the higher state administration levels. This
situation of intellectuals invalidates the analyses that attribute intellectuals
the role of being an historical subject that initiate social change.

In order for intellectuals to operate, they need a social setting that they
can make themselves heard by an audience and communicate with fellow
intellectuals. When the intellectuals become distant to their audience or they
lose the means of communication with other intellectuals, it will be impossible
for them to realize their intellectual vocations. Thus, the repression above the
intellectuals to reach their public or to communicate with other intellectuals

diminishes intellectual activity. These circumstances can easily be traced in
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1980 Turkey where intellectuals are imprisoned, lost their means of
communication with people and their fellow friends and exposed to economic
pressures.

Intellectuals’ relationship with critical thought has several historical
examples that can lead to myths implying that intellectuals are figures who
manifest critical and oppositional ideas or struggle against the power.
However there are several other examples where intellectuals take side
power, capital and upper classes. The intellectual figures cover a wide range
of particular examples from the radical leftist militants to the think-tanks of
dominant ideology. Thus, it can be argued that ‘being critical’ is not a natural
feature of the intellectual but it is a moral attribution to him/her by particular
authors. So, | will not take these sorts of features as founder or definitive
elements for intellectual figures but these widely discussed subjects such as
‘being critical’, ‘dissent’ or ‘marginalization’ will be parameters that | will
evaluate while analyzing the intellectual figures in the films. Individuals need
not to adopt these features to be counted as intellectuals; however,
intellectuals’ relationships with these situations may help us to understand
their political orientations.

The debates about the political identities of intellectuals mostly
attribute roles and responsibilities to the intellectuals. In some texts, it springs
as a radical, oppositional and critical role. This adversary side of intellectual
may work both in specific and particular fields as in Foucault’s claims, or it
may pursue universal and objective apprehension of the world as in Benda’s.
There are other texts who exemplify intellectual production as supporter and
promoter of bourgeoisie’s interests. The class-bound perspective can clarify
these seemingly conflicting formations of intellectuals with the relations they
have with the social classes in the contemporary socio-political formation of
the state they inhabit. In Gramscian sense, intellectuals may be the ones that
builds and expands the hegemony of bourgeoisie or they may be the

producers and supporters of the counter-hegemony.
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This study aims to analyze the films having the intellectual figures as
protagonists in the 1980s Turkish Cinema. Regarding the sampling
methodology, | did not start out with a certain definition of intellectual and
pick the films according to such a definition. Rather, the major films falling
within the scope of my research interest were already listed in a few journal
articles and film reviews. So there was already a set of films categorized
together with reference to their similar intellectual protagonists. Hence, | tried
to examine the theoretical literature to see in what ways different points of
view on intellectuals can help make sense of these texts known as the
intellectual’s films of the 1980s. That is to say, in this study, theory does not
directly determine the object of analysis but provide insights about how to
evaluate the findings of data analysis.

"1 of the 1980s, include two sets of characters

The “intellectual’s films
which we can call intellectuals considering their professions. First there are
those who are film directors, novelists, actors, painters, politicians, journalists
and academicians. Second there are the ones whose jobs are not particularly
indicated or who are unemployed. But from their attitudes derived from the
conversational topics, flashbacks, their relationships with other intellectuals,
politicization in the past, it is clear that they are educated and have significant
cultural capital. In order to bring together these different characters, | adopt a
definition of intellectual in the widest sense as “people with advanced
educations, producers or transmitters of ideas, or people who engage in
public issues” (Kurzman & Owens, 2002: 63).

Secondly, | will avoid the “ideal” construction of the intellectual that
separates it from social relations and attributes intrinsic qualities to this
figure. Such an approach attributes extreme self-competence and
responsibility to the intellectual and devalues other parties in the process of

knowledge production or administration. Instead, the intellectuals should be

% This label was given by the film critics and scholars who wrote about certain films of the
era in film journals back then or in books and periodicals afterwards. Not every film analyzed
in this study is mentioned in these writings. There are those which the authors commonly
refer but on the other hand, there are also lesser known films that are hard to find in these
writings.
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understood in terms of the social, cultural, economic, political and also the
intellectual world which they enter into struggle with, make a living out of,
produce, dominate or are dominated by. Even the secluded ivory-tower figure
has a reciprocal relationship with the social environment which at times calls
him/her into action and sometimes wards him/her off.

Thirdly, I am going to investigate the function of the intellectual in
terms of political engagement in relation with social classes —construction
and preservation of the hegemony or t