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S Hakki BASGUNEY

J Littérature, Courants et Politique dans les années 1960 et 1970 en
Turquie

Résumé

Cette thése examine la visibilité croissante de l'activité littéraire comme étant un des éléments
majeurs de la scéne culturelle en Turquie, entre les années 1960 et 1980. Dans cette thése, on
soutient qu’au cours de ces décennies, il s’est produit une recrudescence de la visibilité ainsi que de
l'influence de l'activité littéraire sur le monde culturel et la société turque. Mon travail vise également
a déterminer les relations complexes qui peuvent exister entre la culture littéraire et la politique. I
convient de souligner que lidentité politique ayant été adoptée par les acteurs littéraires, était
généralement une identité dissidente envers le systeme politique et social de son époque. j'ai tenté
d’analyser le climat intellectuel par le biais de la littérature. De plus, ma réflexion se pose sur les
raisons de l'importance du role des personnalités littéraires comme intellectuels dans la société
turque de 1960 a 1980.

Littérature, écrivains, intellectuel, culturel, politique

Résumé en anglais

This dissertation examines the increasing visibility of literary activities as a part of the other cultural
activities between 1960 and 1980. During these two decades, there was an increasing influence of
literary activities, literary production, and literary world throughout the larger parts of the Turkish
society. This work also assesses the intricate relations between literary culture and politics. It will be
emphasized that the political identity which was adopted by the literary actors was generally one
critical of the existing political and social system. The intellectual climate will be examined via
literature. | argue that men of letters, literary actors played important roles with academics and
journalists through their public, intellectual identity in the social life from 1960 to the end of the
1970s.

Literature, writers, intellectual, cultural, politics




Bogazici Universitesi Atatiirk ilke ve inkilap Tarihi Enstitiisii’nde Doktora derecesi
icin Hakki Baggiiney tarafindan .... da teslim edilen tezin 6zeti

Baslik: Tiirkiye’de 1960 ile 1980 Yillar1 Arasinda Yazinsal Uretim, Akimlar ve
Politika

Bu ¢aligma 1960 ile 1980 yillar1 arasinda kiiltiirel etkinliklerin bir parcasi
olarak tarif edilen donemin yazinsal faaliyetlerinin artan goriiniirliigiinii ortaya
koymay1 hedefliyor. Bu ¢alismada bu iki on y1l boyunca yazinsal etkinliklerin,
yazinsal {iretimin, yazinsal diinyanin etkisinin Tirkiye toplumunun genis kesimlerine
ulastig1 6ne siirtilecektir. Bu siire¢ kendi i¢inde ¢esitli akimlari, egilimleri de igeren
daha etkin bir yazinsal diinyanin, akimlarin, kamuoyunun, pazarin sekillenmesi,
yeniden kurulusu ve genislemesi olarak da gortlebilir.

Calisma 6te yandan bu donemde yazinsal kiiltiir ve politik pozisyonlar arasinda
da gucli ve karmasik bir iliski oldugunu varsayiyor. Donemin yaznsal etkinlikleri
incelenerek de dénemin politik ve sosyal tarihine dair dnemli bulgulara
ulasilabilecegi, ¢iinkii yazinsal etkinliklerin dénemin politik kiiltiiriine dair olusturucu,
yansitici ve genel fikir verici bir islev kazandig1 diisliniilmektedir. Donemin yazinsal
aktorleri tarafindan benimsenen politik kimliklerin varolmakta olan politik ve sosyal
sisteme kars1t muhallif ve elestirel bir igerige sahip oldugu vurgulanmaktadir.

Ulkede hakim olan dénemin kamusal entelektiiel kimliginin de edebiyat
tizerinden incelenebilecegi diisiiniilmektedir. 1960’dan 1970’lerin sonuna dek
edebiyatgilarin gazetecilerle ve akademisyenlerle beraber iilkelerinin sosyal hayatinda
diistinsel ve kamusal kimlikleri araciligiyla dnemli roller oynadiklar: iddia
edilmektedir.
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PREFACE

This dissertation examines the increasing visibility of literary activities as a part
of general cultural activities between 1960 and 1980 in Turkey. It will be argued that
during these two decades, there was an increasing visibility and influence of literary
activities, literary production, and a growing literary world throughout Turkish
society. This may be also seen as a reshaping, a reconstruction, or an expansion of a
more effective literary world, literary public and literary market containing such
different things as trends and currents.

To explain this phenomenon, | would like to focus on the effects of the social
and cultural atmosphere of the late 1960s and the early 1970s, on the objective
conditions of the evolution and the development of the currents in the artistic but
mainly literary world, and the subjective dimensions of the artistic, literary
production, and its role in the shaping of the general social and intellectual
atmosphere. My research is based on literature and art reviews, main literary works of
the period and the activities of cultural associations.

Secondly, my work also aims at determining the intricate relations between
literary culture and politics. | will also try to analyze the intellectual climate via
literature, my hypothesis being that a better understanding of the intellectual and
political atmosphere of Turkey in the 1960s and in early 1970s can be achieved
through an examination of the cultural and mainly literary life, and the currents of that
period as these were reflected, sustained and gave general expression to the prevalent

intellectual and political tendencies of their period. It will be emphasized that the
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political identity which was adopted by the literary actors was generally a dissident
one critical of the political and social system of the time.

Third, my question is why literary actors played important roles with the
academics and journalists through their public and intellectual identities in society
from 1960 to 1980? Why were they accepted as the public intellectuals of the time,
while today they are no longer as influential as academics and journalists? My thesis
is a study of the conjunctural, structural and subjective reasons for the phenomenon
mentioned above.

In this period, artists, journalists, and intellectuals were very active and
productive. Within the limits of this research, | will focus on especially literary figures
who had close relationships with other areas of the intellectual world. Literary figures,
including Orhan Kemal, Onat Kutlar, Yasar Kemal, Cemal Siireya, Fakir Baykurt,
Yilmaz Giiney, Oktay Akbal, Aziz Nesin, Melih Cevdet Anday, Necip Fazil
Kisakiirek and many other intellectuals had a say in the existing problems of the
country, today however when journalists and academics have a voice and mold the
public opinion and writers they are not similarly influential. The case deserves an
evaluation.

Considering these three elements, my objective can be defined as to highlight
the process in which literature was oriented towards the social and political spheres
within its authenticity while trying to reflect and to influence the social life. The aim
of my dissertation can be defined as to determine whether the highlight will be on the
period itself, or on the particular development of literature and its actors. | will have

recourse to the theories of the sociology of literature. | consider this phenomenon as a
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combination of subjective and objective factors, by including information of the era
and the actors.

Considering the literary arguments of the era, it can be observed that the men
of letters managed to move beyond literature and to create an intellectual climate
through their discussions and their works, while also playing roles in the formation of
the general intellectual climate, where avant-garde and populist (social realist)
tendencies were intertwined.

Literature was focused on politics and society’s problems since it was the
zeitgeist, but there were multiple political, ideological spirits of the time.
Nevertheless, it can be suggested that the tendency in literature was subject to limited
economic and mainstream political influence, yet it often held its distance to the
political power, and even was ideologically opposed to it. It is important to inquire
why literature assumed a dissident and critical identity out of the system during this
era. The said disposition is not something that was introduced during the era;
however, it was expanded to a larger sector in this period, when the visibility and
readability of literature and writers also increased.

| have to accredit literature and its agents with a certain authenticity. All in all,
this authenticity can be considered as a challenge and even an attempt of ignorance of
the intellectuals towards the conditions of the time and the cultural traits of their
countries and, as well as a will to change it. Although these actors imagined a society
which would be more appropriate to their political visions and where their subjectivity
would gain importance, the oppression of the military coup of September 12, 1980

and the neo-liberal policies of the Turgut Ozal government, which was a coalition of
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the conservatives, nationalists and liberals, in its aftermath wiped them out, and thus
they lost their ability to reflect on and contemplate society.

In that case, the role of the men of letters and writers can be defined as a
subjective dissidence to the economic, social, and political structures of the country,
which included certain potentials for change. Therefore, the development of literature
was not completely independent from the social context; however, it had to return to
its own field when it is engaged excessively in social issues, and subjective or
collective attempts or challenges lost their importance gradually. Besides the changing
content of literature, the actual change took place when the political sense of literary
identity shrank, and the men of letters lost significantly their identity as public
intellectuals.

This time period under consideration saw special conditions. | will start with
the meaning of the beginning and end of the period on which I will focus.
Specifically, it might be noted that the 1960s and 1970s were bracketed between two
military coups, namely those of 27 May 1960 and 12 September 1980. The 1960
military coup and the constitution of 1961 were turning points, and thus the time in
between constituted a transition period for cultural and political debates. The
international mobility and the social movements and political diversity and plurality
that increasingly sprang up in Turkey were the sources of this period of change. The
1960s were marked by the coup d’état of May 27 and its more liberal constitution that
lay the basis for a “new period” that opened the way to new ideas for artists and
intellectuals, who were impressed by the incredible influx of new political ideas and
books, the translations, publication and reception had until then been very limited.

This atmosphere of relative freedom did not continue too long, especially after the rise
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of the conservative Justice Party government in 1965, state oppression via censure or
other methods constituted a great obstacle to intellectuals and artists. Another turning
point may be considered to have been the 12 March military intervention. I do not
assert that the 1960s and 1970s were a period of total freedom, but in these years,
more democratic and participatory organizations appeared and a struggle for a freer
public life was started. However, at the end of the 1970s, a civil war atmosphere
shadowed all cultural activities.

| consider this period of 1960-1980 as a new phase in the Turkish political life.
The bipolarity of the previous decade was then succeeded by a more compounded
political milieu in which the marginal currents of the right and the left both found
opportunity for their representation by new political parties. These were years of
compound violent socio-economic transformation, marked by military interventions
and political oscillations and violence. Turkish Modernization gained acceleration in
this period due the expansion of mass education, mass communication, popular and to
some extent high culture; import substitution-based industrialization, urbanization,
migration and immigration and the development of consumerism within an
increasingly capitalist economy that slowly replaced the state-centered planned
economy.

These developments gave rise to the deepening of class distinctions and class
problems. Zafer Toprak writes that the 1960s and 1970s were the years when Turkish
intellectuals discovered the class distinctions and class problems of their country.
While the era of the foundation period of Turkey can be held to be characterized by a

socio-political type of modernization, the era of the 1960s and 1970s witnessed a more
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socio-economically based modernization, that is, more under the spell of capitalism.*
However, the processes of modernization and westernization were far from complete,
and some scholars began to seriously question these theories.

Globally, these years were the years of the Cold War. This should be taken this
into account in our effort to comprehend the intricate political texture of the era. These
decades generally are treated ones in which there was intense questioning of the
legitimacy of the Cold War struggle between the USA and the USSR. During the Cold
War period, many other centers of relative influence, as China, Yugoslavia, Albania,
and the movement of Non-Aligned countries have to be noted. Moreover, the
influential university movements of 1968 constitute the turning point of the period
1960-80. The 1968 movements were important for the literary and artistic realm
because the youth who participated in these movements believed into the
revolutionary potential of art. New artistic forms were proposed to produce a
revolutionary art that would be emancipatory and transformative for the audiences.
The revolutionary youth was also an important audience and consumer of the literary
production of the age. At the end of the 1970s, nationalist and conservative writers,
intellectuals and Islamist elites became more influential and some of these authors
began to establish relations with Arab countries. During all of these two decades,
political ties of the Turkish political elites with the US were also developed.

In this period, with the increasing complexity of the political scene, the cultural
life itself, with its various components (literature, theatre, cinema, visual arts,

thought), was inevitably prone to a significant degree of transformation. In my

'See Erik Jan Ziircher, Turkey: A Modern History (London and New York: 1. B. Tauris and Co
Ltd Publishers, 1994), Feroz Ahmad, The Making of the Modern Turkey (New York: Routledge: 1993).
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research, | focus mainly on literary production because I think that the literary
production was also at the core of the intellectual debates and provided a relevant
ground for these debates.

This transformation may be seen as a result of four key factors. First of all, in
these years, an increasing number of institutions that brought together intellectuals and
artists from various fields, allowing them to express their political views and cultural
programs in the public sphere, were founded. Cultural associations like the Turkish
Cinématheque Association (Tiirk Sinematek Dernegi) and Union of Turkish Writers
(Tirkiye P.E.N.Yazarlar Dernegi) and the Syndicate of the Turkish Authors (TUrk
Yazarlar Sendikasi - TYS) and political organizations, especially the TLP (Turkish
Labor Party-Tiirkiye Isci Partisi) in the 1960s and in many other small or middle
political organizations in the 1970s, significantly contributed to the rise of a new
generation of student and young intellectuals, men of letters who were closer to the
left wing political organizations, and had access to a literary and political culture at
the same time.? An atmosphere was taking shape in which the artists could express
themselves more freely. And in this atmosphere, the economic and cultural problems
of Turkey were fervently debated in many political, intellectual, and artistic circles.

Second, during these years, there were influential literary and political
journals which functioned as a common ground for a literary and political world and
public. These literary reviews were especially Memet Fuat’s Yeni Dergi (New
Review, 1965), Vedat Giinyol’s Yeni Ufuklar (New Horizons), Yasar Nabi Nayir’s

Varlik (Being-Existence), and Hiisamettin Bozok’s Yeditepe (Seven Hills). There were

’Emin Alper, “Student Movemet in Turkey form a Global Perspective, 1960-1971” (Ph.D.
Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2009), p. 49.
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many other literary reviews, representing the artistic attitudes of many small circles, or
single authors like Siir Sanati (Art of Poem) journal of Kemal Ozer, and Papiriis
(Papyrus) of Cemal Siireya and Halkin Dostlar: (Friends of People) review. The most
significant political journals were edited by Dogan Avcioglu, Yon (Direction) and
Devrim (Revolution) journals and Dogan Ergiliden, Ant (Oath) review. These journals
gave considerable place to cultural and literary events.

The cultural and intellectual enrichment of the country was also augmented by
the establishment of the new publishing houses such as Ant (Oath), Cem (1964 Oguz
Akkan), Agaoglu, De, YOn (Direction), Habora, Muzaffer Erdost’s Sol (Left), and
Bilgi (Knowledge). Varl:k, Remzi, and Dost (Friend) publishing houses which
established before, were also productive during these decades.

This increasing number of publishing houses and formation of an autonomous
literary world were important. Literature became part of a public culture in which
visual and reading culture had an increasingly important role. This also was a result of
the increasing rate of literacy of society and a political orientation that was diffused
with the help of this reading activity. There was also an increase in the quantity of
printed material. The social and technological transformations in the public
communication and the development of a literary market were important factors that
explain the development of the literature.

Thirdly, there was also a great international mobility in this period and
especially leftist social and cultural movements followed one another throughout the
world. This mobility and international movements affected the Turkish context. In this
period, in the cultural and literary realm, diversified leftist tendencies were more

dominant than other political ideologies, in Turkey. As a result of this international
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and national factors, this period can be considered the only moment in the Turkish
political life in which the radical, socialist left had a considerable power, mainly over
intellectuals. These political ideologies were influential in the transformation of the
literary realm.

Fourth, it was opened the way to new ideas for artists and intellectuals. They
were impressed by the incredible influx of modernist, Marxist and alternative ideas by
non fictive theory books and novels. Translations, and publications of books on theory
and the novels had until then been very limited.

As a result of these factors, the young intellectuals of the period increasingly
incorporated the intellectual tradition of the country. They were the audience for the
literary and artistic production as well as the recipients of political thoughts. The
cultural development of the country provided by new publishing houses, cultural
centers and periodicals which entered in the cultural scene en masse, especially after
1965 contributed significantly to the education of a politically more libertarian and
cultivated generation as an audience and future creators of art. Literature and literary
journals which also published many other articles from different domains had a
significant role in exposure of young people with leftist politics and different,
alternative thoughts. This literature includes a wide variety of translations of the
foreign works.

Thus, it is argued that during the interval 1960-1980, an artistic environment
took shape in which a synthesis of cultural and political discussions was possible, and
during this interval, modernist and realist artistic production held sway, although the
influence of the anti-modernist tendencies that argued for the guidance of tradition in

this era of cultural renovation, either religious or nationalistic in emphasis, was still
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felt. One of my main objectives, in this study, is to map the prominent artistic and
intellectual expressions that gave evidence of a political dimension. | am interested in
particular in the most innovative and influential groups that participated in the effort
to create a “progressive” cultural movement in which “leftist” and alternative visions
were dominant.

Therefore, it is necessary to think about the various dimensions and main
characteristics of the literary world and its actors. First, it should be taken into account
that, in Turkey, there was a long tradition of literature that had played a central role in
transmitting political ideas and philosophical thoughts since the Tanzimat era by using
literary works. I will discuss this literary tradition in this dissertation. During all of
this period, philosophy, sociology and political thought also were replaced or
conveyed to some extent by literature, but at least, all of these activities went hand in
hand with literature. Journalists and some political faces of the period were also
interested in literature. Men of letters wrote many articles about politics and art in
journals and in political and art reviews. It may be added to these articles, the first
publications of the novels of the authors in the newspapers, a tradition of tefrika
(feuilleton). Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal and Kemal Tahir were among the authors
whose works were published in newspapers.®

Thus, the most important phenomenon may be the intense relationship between

authors and politics. In the literary reviews, articles about social sciences and politics

*Novels were first published in journals in a form of serials, in the most circulated journals of
the period such as Milliyet, Hiirriyet and Cumhuriyet. Yasar Kemal’s novel fnce Memed II (Memed my
Hawk) was first published in Hirriyet, in 1968 in a form of serials, supported by an advertising
campaign. Yasar Kemal wrote articles about politics and art during 1952 and 1963 in Cumhuriyet. He
was also one of the members and dominant leaders of the TLP for 8 years. He wrote articles in the
periodical Ant, which was close to this party.
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also were published. For instance, in Yeni Ufuklar, prominent thinkers like Afsar
Timugin, Nermi Uygur, Cengiz Giindogdu; and in Varlik, Kemal Karpat, Cavit Orhan
Tutengil, Bedrettin Comert, Yasar Nabi Nayir who contemplated about philosophy
and the social sciences, wrote significant articles. Yeni Dergi and Halkin Dostlar: gave
also place to articles about politics and society.

This political interest motivated the men of letters to be active participants or
members of political parties and other associations. Political organizations, especially
leftist organizations, developed a cultural agenda by opening up their journals to the
artistic events, and by organizing cultural activities. Artists, especially musicians were
an important part of the events organized by political organizations. Emblematic but
deceased authors also were discovered. For instance, during these years, famous
socialist writers, Sabahattin Ali and Nazim Hikmet, who have been under state’s
repression before because of their political views (their works could not be read by a
larger public) came to the center and and was appreciated by a larger audience due to
new publications in political periodicals like Yon and Ant.

Another important particularity of the period was the common ground which
authors shared with other artists from different artistic fields. In this common space,
men of letters existed with other artists from different realms like theatre, cinema and
the visual arts. These common social spaces were cafes, pubs, journals, reviews and
art institutions. Men of letters shared a common physical or intellectual ground in
places like cafés, pubs and art associations with film directors, artists of visual artists,
actors. A network was shaped in which many circles were interacted, and different

artistic realms were interrelated. For instance, cinema was influenced by the literature;
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many movies were adaptations of the novels of the period. Many plays were also
produced during this time period.

In addition to this, during this period, there was still the European cultural
influence, which was a greater importance than of the U.S. It has to be noted that the
U.S. cultural influence also escalated during all these two decades; however, the leftist
literary tradition was in a closer relationship with European countries leftist thoughts,
mainly with France. Many of the authors on which I focus lived in France for several
years, generally for their university educations, such as Attila Ilhan, Selahattin Hilav,
and Sabahattin Eyuboglu. In addition to this, East European socialist countries and the
USSR were also attractive to some of these intellectuals. But, the increasing
fragmentation of the “real socialist” countries, and the formation of new centers like
Yugoslavia, Albania, China also had reflections in the intellectual world of Turkey.
Moreover, the 1968 events and its emancipatory and revolutionary power triggered
new and creative debates for the leftist and revolutionary movements of the world, and
accordingly for the Turkish writers.

Another important aspect of these writers, intellectuals is that most of them
were prominent translators of literary works and works of the social and political
sciences.

| think that men of letters, authors in these years, as a part of the artists of the
period created a politically dissident and socially-oriented literary tradition. Every
tradition was created by human actors by making some choices, by embracing or
denying some actual writers and writers in the history of the literature. For instance,

Melih Cevdet Anday states that literary tradition is always created by the artists of
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society.* | consider this process to be a creation and a reconstruction of a literary
tradition. Ismet Ozel also argued that for the revolutionary man of letters of the 1970s:
"we tried to transform the motto of elders, than ‘I am here’ to ‘I am here to adopt a
new project.””® Although many different circles were diversified between themselves.
| argue that a plurality of literary attitudes established an increasingly political and
socially oriented tradition of literature during the period under discussion; but it is
necessary to note that the literature evolved during all that time.

The distinction between mainstream and radical currents may not be
appropriate in the realm of literature, especially in some historical periods. As
Bourdieu® shows in the nineteenth century French society and as Norbert Elias’
argues, in eighteenth and nineteenth century German society, the radical trend was at
the center of the artistic and intellectual millieus. Radical currents were dominant even
if the governments were repressive and intolerant. Intellectuals and artists had the
tendency to challenge the actual political powers and to be more independent and to
adopt more radical thoughts. They had the desire to be more influential in the
direction of their country, they were aware that they could loose their power in the
public sphere and they wanted to have the ability to speak about their future. The

members of this literary tradition can also be described as intellectuals.

*“Edebiyatta gelenegi toplumun sanat¢ilart kurarlar.” Melih Cevdet Anday, “Sanatta
Gelenekgiligin Onemi,” Yeni Ufuklar no. 141 (February 1964), pp. 66 70, p. 70.

*Bizden oncekilerin 'ben buradayim' seklindeki haykirislarim, biz, 'ben kendimi yeni bir
tasarima firlatmak iizere buradayim' sekline doniistirme c¢abasindaydik.” M. Biilent Kilig. Sakli

Ronesans/Tiirkive Sol Edebiyat Hareketleri I¢in Bir Hatirlatma, (Istanbul: Kiilt Sanat Yayncilik,
2007).

®See Pierre Bourdieu, Les Reégles de I’Art, Geneése et Structure de I’Art Litéraire (Paris: Seuil,
1992).

"See Norbert Elias, La Civilisation des Moeurs (Paris: Agora, 1969).
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The dissident nature of the intellectual identity of the writers requires
discussion. First of all, the literary actors in Turkey generally depicted social problems
as a part of a general problem of the underdevelopment of the country, because the
intellectual climate also was focused to the underdevelopment and possible solutions.
It has to be noted that three books accompanied these literary works: Tiikiye 'de Geri
Kalmishgin Tarihi (A History of Underdevelopment in Turkey)® in 1970, by Ismail
Cem who later became a politician, Tiirkiye nin Diizeni® (The Social Order of Turkey)
by Dogan Avcioglu, in 1968 (Avcioglu will be discussed below as a notable
intellectual figure) and Diizenin Yabancilasmas: (Alienation of the Social Order)° by
Idris Kiiciikémer which was an alternative study of Turkish political history. These
books shaped the intellectual climate. This problem of underdevelopment and the
underdeveloped conditions of Turkish society were also largely reflected in the novels
and works of art of the period. This subject was the most popular topic written about.
Many of the works of the social realist authors were dedicated to demonstrating and
reflecting the underdeveloped conditions of the country.

In addition to this, topics like the miserable peasantry, social inequalities, the
loneliness of intellectuals and educated parts of society or an excessive critique of
petit-bourgeois intellectuals and the oppressions to which the revolutionary social
movement was subjugated were frequent themes. Figures like Attila ilhan and Kemal
Tahir defended in their works a modification of the offical version of Turkish history.

For instance, in the novels, the Asiatic Mode of Production, which was proposed to

8ismail Cem, Tiirkiye 'de Geri Kalmishgin Tarihi (Istanbul: Cem Yaymevi, 1970).
*Dogan Avcioglu, Tiirkiye 'nin Diizeni (Ankara: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1968).

Yfdris Kiigiikémer, Diizenin Yabancilasmas: (Istanbul: Ant Yayinlari, 1969).
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understand the social system of the country in this epoch (Kemal Tahir, Devlet Ana -
Mother State) or the role of the members of the Committee of Union and Progress
(CUP) and indifference of the ordinary people toward the army in the Turkish War of
Independence (Kemal Tahir, Yorgun Savas¢i- Weary Warrior), and the relations of the
Turkish State officiers with the USSR (Samim Kocag6z’s Kalpakli/ar [1962]),
Doludizgin (At Full Speed [1963]), and Hasan izzettin Dinamo’s Kutsal Isyan (Holy
Rebelion [1966]) received focus.

A concern of native place-making was also developed by these authors as a
reaction to the existing Universalist intentions of the authors, which can be seen as
extremely Westernized. In the works of Oguz Atay and Adalet Agaoglu, which were
considered to be modernist masterpieces of Turkish literature, an implicit but
influential satire of the Kemalist regime was visible. | argue that in the works and
debates of the writers an anti-imperialist emphasis can be observed. For instance,
Amerikan Sargisi (American Bandage of Fakir Baykurt in 1967 describes in a satiric
way the project of the US to help the Turkish peasantry in the 1950s, which was not
useful at all, and Yaraya Tuz Basmak (To Put Salt into wound) of Atilla ilhan, was
also written with a powerful anti-imperialist stance, about the sending of the Turkish
troops to the Korean war to support american troops.

There were many novels that were produced to show the unequal and unjust
social circumstances of Turkey. Poems were also interested in social and political
problems. Poems appealing to the political struggle were written with increasing
frequency; and in the realm of essays, there were many books of collected articles
about social and political problems which reflected an intellectual attitude.

The tension between populist and elitist (avant-garde) tendencies may be one
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of the tension of this intellectual culture will be discussed in this dissertation. The
project of developing society's intellectual and cultural life through the development
of an educated public may be defined as the main approach, but this approach was not
totally elitist or populist. In this process of creating a more common level of cultural
life in Turkey, it can be seen a synthesis of increasing populist motivations and the
elitist tendencies of the early Republican period, which were questioned during these
years. The main goal of the men of letters was to represent the reality in which
society was living, to reach out to the people through works of art, to produce
universal and significant works of art which would be part of an universal culture, to
make Turkish art part of the universal or high culture, and to maintain a Turkish
audience who would be capable of understanding high culture’s works of art. All of
these claims produced conflicts in populist motivations and elitist tendencies. Efforts
to reflect society’s reality or to reach out to people may be conflictual with the claims
to produce universal works, to be part of the universal, international cultural world;
and to support a minority who were able to understand the quality of the modernist
works. These essential conflicts can be also observed in different artistic attitudes.
The inner conflicts of this project are one of the main subjects of this research.

Other tendencies were to demonstrate the class distinctions in society and
search for revolutionary art. In this period, Turkish writers focused on the nature of
their society as formed by the different social classes. These classes were defined in
the works of art and the lower classes were defended and appropriated against the
upper classes. The working class, urban petit bourgeoisie and peasantry were all
represented as a part of the entire structure of their society. A debate to produce a

revolutionary art tht would focus on class conflicts emerge leading to the production
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of a revolutionary art that underlined the conflicts and political problems. The
oppression directed towards the leftist militants was also issued.

| argue that the public intellectuals of the period were writers who were also
journalists or, in some cases, state officiers. These intellectuals were influential in the
emerging public space, but they were aware that their power would not be permanent
because of the fact that they were continuously excluded by the right-wing political
powers. They contested the political power and social inequalities, and they sought a
revolutionary transformation. They were part of social movements, hence they were
not satisfied personally and politically by the current political system. In Turkey,
writers as intellectuals, in this period, unlike the first generation of the Republic who
supported the political regime (with several exceptions like Nazim Hikmet and
Sabahatin Ali), were always critical, by justifying the description of the concept
“critical intellectual”, but on the other hand, they were in a very liminal situation.
They were aware of their increasing influence in the public life, but they saw that if
the political situation did not change, they could totaly lose their positions.

These writers and artists believed in a new social transformation project. Most
of their works of art and their political activities grew out of the belief in a new social
order. The works of literature were produced for the sake of intervening into the
economic, social and cultural circumstances of the country. Three interrelated political
discourses can be observed throughout these decades, but they mainly clustered in two
periods, 1968 to 1969, and in the second half of the 1970s. These political intentions
can be described as first a search for a new country (desire for a more equal,
independent, and just society), and a definition of a revolutionary period, and finally a

desire for the government of the left-wing political forces, especially in the 1977 and
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in the 1978, as a result of the RPP’s electoral success (Whether the RPP represented a
leftist political vision or not remains a matter of debate), but at the same time, as a
reaction to the NF governments™* during which time hostile practices were carried out
against left-wing writers.

To be an intellectual had very negative connotations in the mainstream
politicial millieus during these decades. Authors like Abdllhak Hamit Tarhan,
Mehmet Emin Yurdakul, Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, Ahmet Hasim and Hamdullah
Suphi Tanridver who were criticized by Nazim Hikmet and his friends in Putlar
Yikiyoruz (We Break the Idols) campaign®? in Resimli Ay review lost their influence
and the writers in the same political line of Nazim Hikmet came to the center among
them Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal, Kemal Tahir, Cetin Altan, Aziz Nesin, Rifat Ilgaz,
Necati Cumali, Oktay Rifat, Melih Cevdet Anday, Vedat Tiirkali, Attila Ilhan, Haldun
Taner, Sevgi Soysal, and Adalet Agaoglu.

The power of this axis of left-wing intellectuals reached its apogee between
1965 and 1977. After 1977, even though they were very active in the political
struggle, the conditions of the civil war and the assassination of the intellectuals like
Bedrettin Cémert, Cavit Orhan Titengil, and Abdi Ipekgi led to minimize the effect of

the intellectual realm. The politics of the streets, which disturbed the everyday life of

YAt the end of the 1970s, the left-wing (RPP) and right wing governments (NF) were short
lived and after the 1977 elections, there were several governments.

“Mehmet Fatih Uslu, “Resimli Ay Magazine (1929-1931) The Emergence of an Oppositional
Focus Between Socialism and Avant-Gardism,” (Master Thesis, Bogazi¢i University, 2004), p. 101,
Uslu writes that: “In June 1929, Resimli Ay review began a campaign which harshly criticized the
legendary figures of recent Turkish literature. The campaign lasted only two months, but its influence
was great, so that a heated discussion was set off among the important figures of the time. The name of
the campaign Putlar: Yikiyoruz (We Break the Idols), in fact, tells a lot in terms of the aim of the
campaign. The very exalted figures of recent literature were analyzed to reveal how they were
worshipped in an exaggerated way.”
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the ordinary people, were more powerful than the intellectual realm. It should be
noted that despite the fact that left-wing politics were on the rise, the ruling
governments were generally right-wing, such as AP (JP - Justice Party) and the MC
(NF - National Front), with authoritarian, repressive practices; however, this was
reflected in literature to only a limited extent. The literary domain was dominated by
left modernist and left Kemalist tendencies, which can be regarded as a relative
autonomy, and even as an anomaly.

The right-wing political powers, which were not influential in the intellectual
realm against left-wing political powers, led them to the streets. There was also
institutionalized state pressure mainly after the coup d’état of 1971. During the coup
d’état of 12 March 1971, intellectuals like Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Azra Erhat, Sevgi
Soysal and Vedat Gunyol were arrested and detained for several months, and in 1978
and in 1979, Cavit Orhan Tutengil and Bedrettin Comert were killed by right-wing
militants. Another example is the banning of the literary works of Yasar Kemal,
Orhan Kemal, and Bekir Yildiz in the libraries of the high schools during the
government of the National Front parties in the 1978. After the coup d’état of the 12
September 1980, these intellectual circles lost their influences, many of the left wing
authors, like Yasar Kemal, Nedim Giirsel and Ataol Behramoglu had to leave Turkey
and some of them were imprisoned. In this political landscape, the weakness of the
right-wing political actors in the cultural and intellectual realms deserves to be
analyzed.

This relative backwardness and ineffectiveness of the conservative and
nationalist writers was an important debate. It may be argued that the conservative and

nationalist axis was also active mainly in the oral literary tradition. The Kubbealt:
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Cemiyeti (Kubbealt1 Association) can be considered as one of the bases of this literary
culture. Many literary figures followed the legacy of the Dergah review’s tradition.
Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar and Yahya Kemal Beyatl: were appreciated and followed by
many young writers. Peyami Safa may be seen as a rediscovered literary figure and
his works were republished by the ultra-nationalist political line, especially in the late
1970s. A nationalist and conservative review edited by Nurettin Topgu called Hareket
(Action) may be also cited. Necip Fazil Kisakiirek’s Biiyiik Dogu (Great Eastern)
review was a representative of the Islamist circles. These two journals defended a
synthesis of Islamist and ultra-nationalist worldviews. This may be a representation of
the over polarization of the artistic realm. This politically-oriented literary tradition
criticized the leftist one as being foreigner, extremist and not being native. Many
differences between ultra-nationalist, Islamist and conservative traditions also may be
identified; however a close relationship between these axes during this period was also
evident. The politically oriented right-wing literary culture was not completely
divided. The Islamist and nationalist lines were in a close relationship against the
leftist literary tradition.

In my research, while presenting an account of the value of the literary works
and their writers of the time as a whole, what they stood for and what they defended, |
also will examine this on the basis of the topics and reasons for their discussions,
motives, and objectives. While the value of these works and writers cannot be denied,
and even when we emphasize their artistic value, the writers also influenced the public
opinion, and their political claims had a value that extended beyond the content of
their works. Some of them wrote articles in the newspapers and others were members

of political parties and unions of authors. This does not mean that their works of
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literature do not reflect their political positions, but their political activities could not
be limited to their works of art. Without these works of art, their political efforts
would not make much sense.

In conclusion, I will bring about my disciplinary position. In my research, |
apply a sociological perspective, looking at literature as a complex structure created
by a number of social and historical factors. Therefore, | discuss the social history of
writers and literary circles from a sociological approach and with the help of the
literary theories, but | am also an historian, and this research can be considered as an
historical work.

First chapter of the dissertation discusses from within a theoretical framework,
different perspectives of literary criticism and the sociology of literature, to clarify my
own approach. In addition to this, a definition of artist and intellectual, and their
intricate relations with politics will be provided. Finally, 1 will introduce a theoretical
framework about the formation of an intellectual public sphere, discussing some
approaches to the formation of a public space in which intellectuals can express more
freely their political ideas during the period under discussion.

In the second and third chapters, 1 will examine the political, ideological,
social, and economic conditions of the 1960s and 1970s, taking an international and
national context into account. The conditions in which literature was produced will be
defined. A selective approach toward the socio-political events that were more related
to the literature will be applied.

For the fourth and main chapter of this work, I collected a large amount of
literary material. A chronological and intertwined history of Turkish writers and

intellectuals will be narrated as an introduction of the chapter. During these two
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decades, 1960s and 1970s, the enlargement of the literary world and its increasing
influence on the public life will be discussed in depth. This chapter is a large
presentation of the progress in the realm of novel, poetry, and essays.

In the fifth chapter, the influences of political process on literary events of
these two decades will be presented in a chronological plan. The four main politically
oriented literary comportments of the period and three sui generis men of letters will
be identified.

In the sixth chapter, 1 will depict the main debates between different authors
and circles in a sociological framework, and the main topic of their works to provide a
relevant sociological debate of the literature of the period.

As a conclusion, this dissertation presents a landscape of the poetry, novel and
essays, main works of art, main literary and intellectual debates, and topics. | will
classify the main political attitudes, and approaches of the artists, and their positions
toward the social problems, and their political and intellectual projects. I also will
show the main differences and similarities between these different literary circles.
Another dimension of my work will be to discuss about the relationship between these
artists and the state institutions and, artists and their reading public. Finally, as |
conceived to be an important point, the relationship between artists and the larger
segments of society, such as different classes, urban and rural populations.

In this dissertation, | sought to learn about and represent who were the writers
of the period, their political identities, their motivations to produce works of art, the
reasons why they adopted political missions, and what they wanted to do by writing
and participating in the different political activities. | argue that the social history of

the period from the axes of these people deserves to be elaborated, and it is plausible
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to debate the products and debates of these artists which can reflect or represent the
social realities of different classes and groups of society and especially their
conceptualizations of realities.

| believe that literature by itself cannot reflect the social, economic and cultural
environment of the time completely; and it does not completely reflect the political
approaches of the time, mainly the approaches of the mainstream political forces,
nevertheless, it played a special role in the modernization history of Turkey during a
time when it most closely interacted with society, and the objectives, successes and
failures of these men of letters can contribute greatly to enriching the academic
literature of the social history of the country.

As stated by Kemal Karpat, “the most important source from which to write
the history of Turkey will be undoubtely literature.”*® | agree with this approach to
some extent, but, this social history will be from the axis and perception of these
intellectuals then for the reason that is necessary to understand these artists and
intellectuals; and what these artists reflected, represented, and debated. What they
chose as the subject of their work was the result of their political dipositions and
social status; this could not be the “real” social, cultural history of Turkey, but,
conceptualization and expression of the social and historical realities of Turkey by an
important segment of society, the writers deserves to be taken seriously.

In this sense, this dissertation represents the combination of rich material by

explaining the exclusive development of literature, and to offer a contribution to the

BKemal Karpat, Tiirk Edebiyatinda Sosyal Konular (Istanbul: Varhk Yayinlari, 1962), p. 10.
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studies in the history of literature as a work of sociology of literature, to fill a gap in
the literary, cultural, and intellectual history of Turkey through the axis of literature.
My methodology will be to analyze the main literary reviews and political
periodical literary pages. In these reviews, | will benefit from many articles, and
debates. I also will analyze many of the leading and trivial literary works of the period
which were most interesting for my research to focus on the relationship between

politics and art.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

The Main Theories of Literature and Identification
of Writers and Artists as Intellectuals

In this chapter, a theoretical approach will be developed. I will focus on the
pertinent points in the literature of literary criticism and the sociology of literature,
which demonstrate the methods and theories that this research claims to follow.

First of all, it is necessary to explain the disciplinary positioning of my study.
As | have already mentioned, | will examine the significant role played by Turkish
writers as part of the Turkish intelligentsia, by also embracing their close relationships
with other parts of the intellectual world during the 1960s and 1970s. This study will
give a sociological perspective which will be demonstrated in the following sections.
The various theories of literary criticism also will be discussed to understand the
perspective that | will adopt by the sake of defining the functions identified to the
literature. This study will cover various social, intercontextual relations between
literature, writers, society and history.

Then, as an historian, I also will narrate the history of these decades, focusing
on the intricate relationship between an historian and works of literature as assumed
different from the other ordinary sources of an historian. | argue that it is possible to
think that historians can consider literature and the literary domain as a subject of
study, not only a source. | see literature not only as a source for history writing but

especially, | will attempt to narrate the intellectual and social history of the 1960s and



1970s by focusing on the literary world, then its actors. Their products were not only
sources for me, but also components of a whole system which I will try to describe.
Moreover, this chapter will also discuss the relationship of intellectuals, artists
with politics and their role in the public sphere. In this part, theoretical and
methodological approaches to this phenomenon are delineated. | will refer briefly to
pertinent points in the literature of intellectual history that are useful to my research.
This chapter also addresses literature significance in the formation of intellectual

culture.

Literature As an Insitution and Its Role in Human Communication

Literature has two components: form and content or in other words, ideas and
sounds. Literature transmits ideas on a semantical plane and sounds on a phonetic
plane. This dualistic structure is the main axe of the demarcation between different
theories of literature that will be explained below. The form and content duality is the
main axe according to which literary theories developed their main thesis. But
literature is always more than the work of literature. Literature always existes as an
institution and as a social formation.

Clark writes that literary system consistes of four dimension: creation,
production, diffusion and reception. The diffusion and reception of literature are
important because they complete the literary circuit, making the connection between

writer and reader.'* Diffusion is more than transmitting literary works. Criticism and

! priscilla B. P. Clark “Literature and Sociology,” in Interrelations of Littérature, Jean Pierre
Barricelli and Joseph Gibaldi (New York: Modern Language Association of America, 1982), p. 116.



promotion campaigns of literary works are also part of literary activities. Social
significance and the interpretation of literature are essential as its creation, because,
the process of creation is determined to some extent by the production, diffusion, and
reception in the existing and permanently changing market conditions.

Then, literature can be defined both as a social institution including a market
and as a multitude of many works of art created by human beings. (the individual or
collective character of this process will be discussed below.) As argued by Clark,

As a social institution, literature is a combination of all the practices and

customs determining the circulation of writings in a given society: the social

status of the writer, his ideology, the forms of diffusion, the conditions of
production and consumption and critics directed by the audience and literary
critics.™

Thus, literature has to be considered as an institution, as a system including a
market and many human literary actors and a reading public that is always one of the
permanent subjects of the social sciences. In its historical evolution, a market system
was formed at the center of this literary world in which the artist produces work of art
for the publication by integrating into capitalist relations. This was considered like a
formation of a literary structure as a part of the capitalist social formation. In this
formation which is a product or a sub-formation of the social system, the role of an
emergent literary market is important for the definition, and the freedom of the artist
and the work of art. This dependence of the artist on the market can be seen as an
obstacle to individual creativity. It is also argued, however that the emergent market

of literature could not exclude works of art that even questioned the modern bourgeois

state. Burns and Burns state that,

' 1bid.



The bourgeois apparatus of production and publication is capable of

assimilating, indeed of propogating an asthonishing amount of revolutionary

themes without ever seriously putting into question its own continued

existence or that of the class which owns it.*®

Another important determinant in the formation of the literature as an
institution was the role of the state. In a national context, the role of the state was
significant. It could try to control the production, diffusion and reception process of
the literature. The freedom and social status of an author may be strictly dependent on
the initiative of the state institutions and to the ideology which was produced by them.
This influence of the state institutions in the early period of the modern states however
was increasingly transcended and the rule of free markets and the desire of the
intellectuals and writers to be independent limited the role of state institutions.

However, in general works of art were produced like many other works that
were produced in a social system in the determinative conditions of this social system.
(including a market system and state institutions in a capitalist social formation). But
the creative and innovative dimensions of artistic activities were challenges to the
determinations of this system. For instance, Janet Wolff, in her book, The Social
Production of Art writes that, “it is not useful to think of artistic work as essentially
different from other kinds of work, and that the issue of practical activity, including
creative or innovative activity, of any agent arises in the same way in all areas of

social and personal life.”*” This approach assumes that the work of art necessitates a

creative and innovative activity which is shared by other human activities | completely

'®Quoted in Elizabeth and Tom Burns, Sociology of Literature — Drama (London: Penguin
Books, 1973), Benjamin Wirly, p. 25.

"Janet Wolff, The Social Production of Art (New York: New York University Press, 1984), p.



agree with this, but a work of literature may be distinguished from other works by its
capacity to provide written and verbal communication between human beings.

As a work of art, literature shares all the essential characteristics of written and
verbal communication tools. Literature should be defined mainly as an act of
communication. It was perhaps one of the most important act of communications
during the eighteenth and ninetheenth century. As said by Calinescu,

Reading, in fact, is largely an extension of live dialogue and is meant to fulfill

all the basic functions that live dialogue can have... Literature is one of the few

activities in which the principle of persuasiveness is still alive.'®

There are certainly other institutions or areas that makes communication
posssible. Therefore, a literary work of art includes elements of communication which
are not unique to literature.'® Other artistic forms, journals or public spaces like art
associations or cafes were spaces in where communication is always proliferated.

During the twentieth century, thanks to technological innovations, other artistic
forms, or instruments of communication, became relevant to transmitting similar
messages to the public. For instance, the 1960s was a decisive moment in the
development of modern mass communications. The major mass medium of the decade
was the cinema. The interrelation between literature and cinema and other instruments
will be discussed in my study.

The communicative functions of literature were always distinguished from

other forms of communications for diverse reasons. Literature has the capacity to

8Matei Calinescu, “Literature and Politics,” in Interrelations of Literature, Jean Pierre
Barricelli and Joseph Gibaldi (New York: Modern Language Association of America, 1982), p. 141.

9Pierre Macherey, A Theory of Literary Production (New York: Routledge, 2006), p. 191.



transmitting various thoughts to its public in a form in which its public became active
reproducer of meaning. This may be an important factor for this distinction.

Literature developed as a part of a mutual relationship in a social system. As
explained by Pierre Macherey:

The literary work never arrives unaccompanied,; it is always determined by the

existence of other works, which can belong to different areas of production.

There is no first book, independent and absolutely innocent: novelty and

originality, in literature as in other fields, are always defined by relationships.

Thus the book is always the site of exchange: its autonomy and its coherence

are brought at the price of that otherness, which can also be, on occasion, an

alteration.?

Works of art and books took on a new meaning during their consumption by
their reading public. However, the collective and public character of the work of
literature is generally denied by an approach that reduces the work of art to
individual’s self capacity, and creativity. | will focus on the collective and individual
dimensions of the producers of the works of art in the section in which I will show the
characteristics of the artists and writers.

Another specificity of the literary domain is defined by Terry Eagleton who
comments that literature is an historical invention the ideological tyranny of which is
more supple and deep-seated for us than any other art form. The art gallery, concert
hall, and opera house are absolutely privileged spaces which established themselves as
well as the demarcation between initiate and ignorant is precisely determined. This is
not the same for literature, for two reasons:

First, the character of literary production in advanced social formations is such

that it ceaseless surpasses such cloistered, isolable spheres: literature is

multiple and polycentric, saturating the very textures of our social life,
pervasively present as consolidation, information, persuasion, infatuation.

“pid., p. 113.



Second, an advanced social formation demands that literacy should be widely
diffused, so that today is relatively marked absence in such conditions is
inevitably scandalous, signifying a loss of full humanity.*

These two dimensions of literature provide an important possibility to writers
to reach to a larger public as they will transmit their ideas. Therefore literature is the
main popular instrument to address the larger publics. Literature may be a more
democratic way of social interaction, unlike other artistic forms, which are generally
used to specify the distinctions between classes and status. As Eagleton writes:

Reading: is at once the most natural and esoteric of acts, spontaneous and

sacred, public facility and privileged cult. Its naturalness is thus enforced by its

very naturalness, whih is not the case with opera houses and concert halls.
Literature is always that which can be reached for an ordinary phenomenon
which is always alien.?

The leader of the Bolshevik Revolution, Lenin, argued that cinema was the
most revolutionary of all artistic forms because of its capacity to communicate with a
larger public; according to me, before cinema, in the nineteenth century, the novel was
the most popular and revolutionary artistic form, because, to persuade or to motivate
people to adopt political views created the intricate relation between literature, politics
and the political projects of social change.

Literature as a social insitution has a special relationship with the social and

historical. As stated by Kahraman, literature with all its aspects is more than itself. It

always transcends its author with this quality, because, contrary to this impossibility,

“1Terry Eagleton, Criticism and Ideology: A Study in Marxist Literary Theory (New York:
Verso, 2006), p. 164.

“|bid., p. 165.



it includes more than itself. This excess reflects a relationship founded with the social
and historical.?

The special relationship of literature with the social and historical and its
power of communication makes it an important research field for sociology and

history. In the following sections, | will argue that literature can be understand

adequately from a sociological and historical perspective that I implement.

The Historical Evolution of Modern Literature

The very concept of modern literature is defined as a product of late eighteenth
century Europe. Modern literature’s most important novelty was the formation of a
new genre, the novel, which became the core element of modern literature since its
formation. The history of modern literature also can be seen as the history of the
novel. This concept of novel and its French equivalent roman were used in different
ways. “Novel” can be seen as a product of modernity, unlike “roman” which reaches
back to the Middle Ages. Other main genres like poetry and essay also were
transformed at the same time as the novel, but the novel may be seen the main ground
for the definition of modern literature.

Before the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, in the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, playwrights written by Sheakspeare and Moliere (his

masterpiece, Bourgeois Gentilhomme) were significant literary events, even if they

2 “Edebiyat her haliyle kendisinden daha fazla birseydir. Bu niteligiyle yazarini daima asar ve
ondan bagimsizlasir. Ciinkii bu imkansizliga ragmen edebiyat daha fazlasimi icerir. Bu fazlalik
toplumsal ve tarihsel ile kurulan iliskidir ve bir imkansizlig1 yansiir.” Hasan Bulent Kahraman, Post
Entelektiiel Dénem ve Edebiyat (Istanbul: Agora Kitapligi, 2004), p. x.



were not diffused to larger parts of the societies although as was the case after the
nineteenth century.

The history of literature begins in Antique times, a slow evolution of literature
and novels that can be extended before the eighteenth century may be discussed. In
this study, however, | would like to focus on the period as it can be considered a
turning point on the diffusion of this literary genre to a larger population. For instance,
in the eighteenth century England to get drunk with a bottle of gin was more cheaper
to buy a newspaper or a book.?* Literary works did not reach most of the people
before the late eighteenth century. The formation of a larger reading public triggered a
massive production of the literay genres, especially the novel.

Moreover, Middle Eastern and Far Eastern countries in the production of
literature should be considered; but the European continent’s pioneer role has to be
underlined in many respects, thanks to many relevant circumstances, which will be
discussed below. For instance, the modern English novel, which was developed in the
eighteenth century may be defined like a product of many complex social factors, as
argued by Clark:

The economic prosperity and consequent leisure of an emergent middle class,

and especially of women; urbanization, which encouraged geographical and

social mobility and transformed traditional social hierarchies; secularization
which turned writers and readers alike from religious works toward the more
worldly novels.?®

Moreover, the invention of print and innovations in print technology and

increasing literacy may have been the necessary causes for the formation of modern

*|lan Watt, The Rise of the Novels (London: Penguin Books, 1966), p. 48.

2Clark, p. 113.



literature. These social factors were defined as necessary for the formation of the
novel as a revolutionary medium in the human communication.

As Clark states, the novel in eighteenth century England developed as a result
of the economic capacity of the new middle class reading public but it was not strictly
speaking a popular literary form. In the country, many small farmers, their families
and the majority of labourers were remained illiterate. The expansion of the novel was
strictly related to the expansion of middle class culture.

Technological advances in publishing permitted expanded production,
innovations in the marketing of books and the rise of journalism helped to the
commercialization of literature. The new publics, literate but lacking classical
educations turned to novel for a good, easy read.?® The middle classes and especially
women public were important in the evolution of literature during all of the
nineteenth century:

By the nineteenth century in Europe, literary activities acquired a measure of
autonomy and the institutions to maintain it. The increase in the numbers and
kinds of readers, writers and works, the development of the market,
technological advances (roller presses, cheap paper, etc.) diferent from to
endow literary activities with an independent momentum very different from
the economic, social, and cultural dependence characteristic of the literary
system supported by the aristocratic or royal patronage.*’

As a result of these developments, first in England and throughout the
industrialized capitalist countries literature, the literary imagination became

ideologically central in the social life, replacing premodern cultural institutions. For

many of authors, literature was destined to replace religion, or redifine the religion

*|bid.

“bid., p. 118.
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like Tolstoy and to save people.?® England, France, and Russia were the core countries
where literature played an important role in social life and social changes in the
nineteenth century.

From its beginning, literature was designed as a communication tool to
represent social reality and to propose new social models. This approach was certainly
questioned by many writers, starting by Arthur Rimbaud, but a realist perspective
which had been influential before, should not be ignored. In the eighteenth and
especially in the nineteenth century, the novel was nearly, totally based on a realist
approach. For instance, in this period English and French novels became increasingly
preoccupied with social change.”

Realist writers defined man as the product of heredity and social
circumstances, even if they differed in the degree to which they followed the logic of
this concept. This realism may be the product of rapid social change in all the
industrialized countries, for instance in England when Charles Dickens was born in
1812, the majority of the population was involved in agriculture, but in 1870, only one
person over seven was living dependent on the agricultural production.*® However, the
realist novel reached the peak of its achievement outside Britain and in particular in

mid-nineteenth century France and Russia.®! The realist novel of the nineteenth

®Francis Barker, 1936:The Sociology of Literature-Practice of Literature and Politics (Essex:
University of Essex, 1979), p. 4.

“Maurice Larkin, Man and Society in the Nineteenth Century Realism, Determinism and
Literature (Totowa, N.J.: Rowman and Littlefield, 1977), p. 5. This motif of change would be also
relevant for the significant part of the Turkish novel of the 1960s and 1970s Turkey.

**This may be compared to the changing rate of the population living dependent to the

agricultural production in Turkey between 1960 and 1980 from seventy five percent to fewer than fifty
percent.
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century was identified itself with a political commitment in the twentieth century. This
realist tradition was criticized and transformed by a modernist one during the
twentieth century, but the relation of the novel with reality and history has always
been debated and this relation is important to understand the Turkish novel of the
1960s.

The novel played a role in social change. The most important example is the
role that literature played in the French Revolution. The social, political and economic
dislocations of the French revolution were mostly mediated by the institutions of the
literary system.? The Republic of Letters may be a good example to analyze and to
understand the roles of intellectuals, and writers in the preparation of the revolution.
The Parisian salons, press, and literary journals and other institutions of sociability,
communication and interaction were at the core of this Republic.

For instance, literary journals more than doubled between 1740 and 1780, from
64 to 150, in Paris.** Casanova writes that “political liberty, elegance and
intellectuality constituted a unique configuration, both historical and mythical, that
made it actually possible to invent and to perpetuate the liberty of art and of artists.”*
This combination of literary and intellectual dispositions may be defined as a product

of the project of the Enlightenment :

The Republic of Letters rose with the moden political state out of the religious
wars of the sixteenth century, out of the articulation of public and private

*Dennis Walder, “Reading Fathers and Sons,” in The Realist Novel, ed. Denis Walder (New
York: Routledge, 1995), p. 167.

%2Clark, p. 118.

*Dena Goodman, The Republic of Letters: A Cultural History of the French Enlightenment
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1996), p. 65.

¥pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters (Cambridge: Harvard University Press:
2004), p. 24.
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spheres, citizen and state, agent and critic...The transformative impulse, the

desire to change the world to conform the Republic of Letters, its values and

practices, is the constructive result of this critical position. It is the project of
Enlightenment.®

Therefore, literature’s function can be defined as to support or to contribute to
the creation of a bourgeois revolution. This process gave rise to the formation of a
public sphere in which the middle classes, an emergent bourgeois class and an
educated public, were more active and visible. In this process, the universal and
international dimensions of the literature were constructed. In Paris, in the nineteenth
century, artistic internationalism was founded and the concept of universalism was
defended in the hegemony of the international intelligentsia of Paris. This notion of
universalism became the basis of the claim of legitimacy by literature to assume to
represent all humans.*

At the same time, with Herder’s effect,®” the role of literature in the
consolidation of national states also discovered and Herder attempted to consolidate
national unity as an undeniable condition of the nationalization and the modernization
process via literature. Casanova writes that:

Herder, in calling for a return to “popular languages”, devised a wholly new

novel and genuinely revolutionary strategy for acumulating literary capital that

was enable Germany to overcome its “backwardness” and join lastly in
international literary competition. By granting each country and each people

% Goodman, p. 2.

*This notion of Universalism was also one of the main themes Turkish writers attempted to
attain that will be discussed below. To what degree they achieved this goal will also be discussed.

¥Johann Gottfried von Herder (25 August 1744 — 18 December 1803) was a German
philosopher, theologian, poet, and literary critic. He is associated with the periods of Enlightenment,
Sturm und Drang, and Weimar Classicism. Along with Wilhelm von Humboldt, Herder was one of the
first to argue that language determines thought, a theme that two centuries later would be central to the
Sapir-Whorf hypothesis. Herder's focus upon language and cultural traditions as the ties that create a
"nation” extended to include folklore, dance, music and art, and inspired Jacob and Wilhelm Grimm in
their collection of German folk tales. Wikipedia, available on 16.04.2013.
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the right to an existence and a dignity equal in principle to those of others, in
the name of popular traditions from which sprang a country’s entire cultural
and historical development, and by locating the source of artist fertility in the
soul of peoples.®
The avant-garde role of Germany in the foundation of national literatures
deserves to be mentioned. During the nineteenth century, an emphasis on the national
dimensions of literature went hand in hand with its Universal claims. This tendency
can be called theoretically nativity or native place making.*® This nativist approach
had an important influence on the literary realm as argued:
This alternative notion of literary legitimacy, at once national and popular
permitted the accumulation of another type of resource, unknown until then in
the literary world, that was to link literature more closely with politics.
Henceforth, all the little nations in Europe and elsewhere were able, to claim
an independent existence that was inseperably political and literary.*°
Literature’s development as an institution also was tied to a modern, national
culture which sought to show its superiority over other nations; nevertheless, a
literature from its beginning, as a part of the universal culture was produced by the
collective efforts of international actors. While the founders of these two traditions
(Nationalists and Universalists) tried to define the limits of this domain, national, and
international tendencies existed at the same time. In this context, thanks to its

promotion of the law of universality in the world of letters against the ordinary

political laws of nations, France became an alternative model for writers from every

*pascale Casanova, The World Republic of Letters (Cambridge: Harvard University Press:
2004), p. 76, 77.

% Jennifer Robertson, “It Takes a Village, Internationalization and Nostalgia in Postwar Japan,”
in Mirror of Modernity, Invented Traditions of Modern Japan, ed. Stephen Vlastos (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1998), p. 110. This concept of nativism was also relevant to discuss one
of the tendencies of the 1960s and 1970s Turkish literature.

“Casanova, p .76.
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part of the literary world who aspired to autonomy.** But a nationalist model of
literature was also defended and developed throughout the world in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries.

An important novelty of the late nineteenth and early twentieth century was the
modernist authors who attempted to show the culture of decadence of the epoch. The
inner conflicts of human being became the unchangeable part of the Universal literary
canon, and thanks to these authors, a more inclusive literary identity which
transcended national borders was developed.*? As Zeraffa notes,

The greatest Western novelists felt less the right or authority to speak on

behalf of the society, and they have almost exclusively valorized first the
person's inner life then its "look."*?

Literature was as a realm of confrontation and struggle for Nationalist and
Universalist tendencies at the end of the nineteenth century, as in the case of Franz
Kafka, but especially during the rise of the ultra-nationalist, fascist regimes of the
twentieth century. Many authors of Jewish origin, Central European or German
authors were excluded from the canons of their countries and had to leave their
countries such as Stefan Zweig and Thomas Mann. After the Second World War,
literature’s universal and international dimensions were more freely developed and

appreciated by larger publics thanks to the increasing influence of the humanist,

“bid., p. 87.

“2Many examples of this modernist tradition were also existent in the Turkish context of the
1960s.

*“Les plus grands romanciers occidentaux se soient de moins en moins senti le droit ou le
pouvoir de parler au nom de la société, et qu’ils aient valorizé presque eclusivement la personne par sa
vie intérieure d’abord, puis par son “regard.” Michel Zeraffa, Roman et Société (Paris: Press
Universitaire de France, 1970), p. 46.
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modernist and international socialist cultures. State sponsored ultra national and
discriminative approaches lost ground in the literary domain.

Another novelty at the end of the nineteenth century and in the early twentieth
century, after the foundation of literary centers in Europe, was the formation of Latin
America, Africa and Asia literature in such places. These regions were also part of a
debate in which literature may be seen as a realm of struggle for independent artist, as
defenders of universal artistic authority, and state sponsored writers, defenders of a
national literature. This was however a complex process in which there were national
states which were more modernized and intellectual elites were defenders of universal
artistic authority and some artists were defenders of the creation of a “real” and
“independent” national culture.

The post colonial era and struggles against Western colonialism must be taken
into account as important factors in the analysis of the evolution of these literatures.
As argued, this process creates different temporalities:

The relative backwardness and poverty of such regions are not permanent

conditions: not all writers on the periphery are inevitably “condemned” to

backwardness; any more than writers form the center are necessarily modern.

To the contrary, very different literary temporalities (and therefore aesthetic

and theories) may be found in a given national space, with the result that not

infrequently one finds writers who are nearer to ones quite distant in
geographical terms than to writers of their generation and nationality who
share the same culture and the same language.**

Finally, in this process, literary culture produced its own hierarchy and in the

production and reception of literature, it diversed into popular literature and high

“Casanova, p. 101.
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literature.*® Other developments may be seen as the basis of a creation of a literature
as an institution.*®

The fragmentation in the realm of literature may be seen as a product of
modern canonization and institutionalization. Other distinctions may be defined such
as avant garde as opposed to popular, or traditional as opposed to new and restricted
as opposed to mass reception.*’

All of these classifications and definitions are meanigful for my study of the
Turkish literary context and its intellectual dimensions. Turkish literature can be
considered as a part of the Universal literary culture with all of its geographic and

historical particularities and by reflecting many of the dualities discussed below.

Different Literary Theories to Identify Literature’s Role and Functions

Natalie Heinich, in her book, La Sociologie de I’Art*® argues that there are
various tendencies in the sociological theory of art and specifically of literature, but
the main tendencies can be summarized like the reductionism of the art to the
individuals, to its own historical evolution, and to the society and the period.

The first two types of reductionism underline the autonomous dimension of
literature. The third one uses heterenomous factors to explain the functions and

transformations of art by the context and the moment in which it is produced. The

** Barker, p. 8.
*® Ibid. p. 14.
*7 See Janet Wolff, The Social Production of Art (New York: New York University Press, 1984).

*8 See Natalie Heinich, La Sociologie de I'Art (Paris: La Découverte, 2004).
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related problem to this scheme may be the autonomy or the dependency of art, like a
mirror or the reflector or independent, self referential, autonomous structure. This
duality grew out of the conflicting dimensions of a work of art, an aesthetic creation as
well as the reflection or representation of the social circumstances of the historical
moment in which it is produced.

This duality can be defined also by the distinction of “art for art’s sake” and
realism. A philosophical background is necessary to analyze this distinction. Three
main school of literary aesthetics may be defined in relation with this problem:
Immanuel Kant, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel, and Friedrich Nietzsche *°

Three main philosophical approaches have been adopted by literary critics:
Firstly, the Kantian aesthetic approach is “the beautiful, the work of art could not be
defined by concepts.”®® Kant affirms that in the literary domain, aesthetic judgement
can not be founded on conceptual and logical, and consequently the beautiful likes
“without concept.”" “Disinterested pleasure, efficacity without goal” is the motto of
the Kantian aesthetic and the literary theory.

Anglo-American New Criticism, Russian Formalism, Czechian Structuralism
are similar to the Neo Kantian approaches. All of these theories can be envisaged like
the Kantian aesthetic in the way that they underline the automomous character and

non referential structure of the work of art and they oppose all efforts to reduce the

“*See Peter V. Zima, Critique Littéraire et Esthetique, Les Fondements Esthetique des Theories
de le Litterarure (Paris: L'Harmattan, 2003).

*bid., p. 15.

*!bid., p. 13.
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work of art to heterenomous elements, like to the biography of the author, to the social
context, on to the reactions of the reader.>

On the other hand, the Hegelian and Marxist approaches argue that “works of
art are accessible to the conceptual analysis.” Hegel significatively defies Kantian
dualism and at the same time, neglects in an implicit manner and sometimes explicitly
the autonomy of the plan of expression in the literary domain to use and to subjugate it
to the political, economic and didactic preferences. The Hegelian aesthetic says “the
Artist is the conveyor of a particular, historical consciousness, the spirit of his age.”
Three essential ideas of Hegel are first an historical perspective, second an orientation
towards an historical perspective, and sensuous presentation of an idea.”

As will be discussed at lenght at the following sections, George Lukacs and
Lucien Goldman, disciples of Hegel and Marx in their theories, consider works of art
as significant totalities related genetically to the interest of classes, ideologies or
different worldviews.

Finally, deconstructive theories, espousing the Nietzschean approach, ignore
the research on the content of truth in works of art.

From philosophy to literary criticism, we are faced with different approaches
which are the products of these philosophical theories.

First of all, Berna Moran’s siginificant work on literary theories will be our
main source. He argues that until the end of the eighteenth century, the essence of

literature was the reflection.>® He writes that,“Marxism and the sociology of literature

*2|bid., p. 23.

*|bid., p. 37.
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also assumes that the theory of reflection, in other words, the relation of the work of
art with the social has a central importance to comprehend its function.” In this
theory there is a possibility to reflect the reality by the intermediacy of the work of art.

Reality is not only constructed by “real things.” There are also imaginary and
symbolic representations in the reality, thus literature consists of imaginations and
symbols that can represent or reflect the reality. The Reflection Theory provides the
possibility of a sociological approach to apply to the works of art. Fredric Jameson’s
approach about the reflection theory is very original. He does not consider works of
art as a mere or disconcerted mirror of history, but rather as an expression of the
conflicts and disharmonies of the period in which it is produced.®

As argued by Marxist literary theoretician, Pierre Macherey, “Literature can be
called a mirror: in displacing objects, it retains their reflection. It projects its thin
surface on to the world and history. It passes through them and breaks them. In its thin
surface arise the images.”’ He writes that,

Disconcerting mirror of ideologies, literature offers the most incisive, although

the most discrete and often also the most ironic critique of ideology. That is

why literaure is not a mere divertissement, as would be the case some

consummer product offered to the faculty of taste and its vain judgements.

Literature, in its special dimension, is one of the forces for the transformation
of the world.*®

**Berna Moran, Edebiyat Kuramlar: ve Elestiri (Istanbul: iletisim Yaymlari, 1999), p. 132.
*Ibid.

*®Fredric Jameson, L 'Inconscient Politique. Le Récit Comme Acte Socialement Symbolique
(Paris: Questions Théoriques, 2012), p. 117.

*"Pierre Macherey, A Theory of Literary Production (New York: Routledge, 2006), p. 151.

*bid., p. 364.
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To reflect does not exclude to imagine or to motivate people for the
transformation of the world. There are also different theories like the Emotional
Influence Theory and Expressionalism. Expressionalism which analyses works of art
putting priority of the feelings of its producer. The Emotional Influence Theory
focuses on the sentiments and the psychology of the reader and argues that an object
can be defined like a work of art on the condition that it provokes pleasure or an
aesthetic feeling in the reader.”®

Reflection theory, Emotional Influence Theory and Expressionalism argue that
the essence of a work of art is to be found in relation with another thing, with reality
or in relationship with the reader’s reactions or the reasons which motivate authors to
produce. Criticism of literature grew out of biography, history, sociology, psychology
or psychoanalysis. These theories have also been useful for different branches of the
social sciences.

Moreover, in the historical evolution of literature, literature’s potential to
represent reality (the characteristic which certainly was attributed to history as a
discipline) was seriously contested. Literature certainly includes fictive, mythical and
aesthetic dimensions which have to be seen outside of temporality. Literature is
defined as a distinct discipline which have to be its own characteristics. As | have
already mentioned, this approach aims to analyze literature as an autonomous realm
with its own rules.

For instance, Formalism and Sructuralism argues that a work of art’s own
structure or the various forms of a literary product are underestimated by these

theories and what is the most important is the work of art’s own existence. As argued

*Moran, p. 133.
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by Moran, “Formalist argue that without separating wok of art and the reality, it is not
possible to comprehend the work of art.”®® The distinctive feature of works of art is to
transform conventions. According to them, the mission of the work of art is not to
reflect the reality but to help perceive it in a different way.

According to many theorists of aesthetics, the work of art’s essential function
is to create an aesthetic sensibility in the reader: Works of art can give us information,
or provoke religious agitation or political sentiments,®? but this may be only a result,
not a goal.

Art for art’s sake, and realism duality present one of the main dualities of the
twentieth century, as a product of these different literary approaches. For instance, it is
argued that the whole Anglo-American school of the criticism can be seen partly, even
largely, as a response and counter attack to the Marxist undermining of the autonomy
of literature and beyond that of the hierarchical ordering of culture and society.®®
According to the Marxists as will be stated below, the duty of the literary historian is
to explain literary history as a reflection of changing economic and material realities.
Rita Felski discusses the two different approaches as:

The tendency of artists, and of those who have a lively interest in art, towards

art for art’s sake, arises when they are in hopeless disaacord with the social

environment in which they live...(art for art sake approach) On the other hand,
the so called utilitarian view of art, that is to say, the inclination to attribute to
works of art the significance of judgement on the phenomena of life, and its

constant accompaniment of glad readiness to participate in social struggles,
arises and becomes stronger whenever a mutual sympathy exits between the

bid., p. 153.
®bid., p. 169 -170.
%21bid., p. 230.

Burns, p. 13.
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individuals more or less actively interested in artistic creation and some

considerable part of society. (Realist approach)®*

This approach can be applied to the art for art’s sake’s approach of the 1950s
which was powerful in Turkey as artists were in political disaccord with the existing
government. The realist and political approaches were influential in the 1960s and
1970s, where a mutual sympathy can be observed between the artists and a
considerable part of society.

There are still many critics who dislike the notion that literature could have or
should have any direct connection with politics and the reflection of the social:

From their point of view, whether the literary work is seen as a pure aesthetic

construct, or as an embodiement of literariness, or as a skillful use of devices

for purpose of aesthetic surprise, or more fashionably as the realization of a

deconstructive project, the experience of art not only is autonomous but

somehow enjoys a primacy over other type of experiences.®

This kind of theory of literature has been always criticized by the sociological
approach which is generally Marxist oriented. The aesthetic dimensions of work of art
were not always neglected by these scholars, but the work of art was always
considered in terms of more than an aesthetic construction, as a product of a social
system. They also argue that a work of art has a relationship with the reality. (capacity
to represent, to reflect, to identify). | completely agree with this approach. | also think

that works of art are appropriate tools to think about the social and historical

conditions in which they are produced.

®Rita Felski, Uses of Literature (Oxford: Blackwell Pub, 2008), p. 37.

%Calinescu, p. 123.
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History, the Historian and, Literature

A complex relation exist between an historian and literature. Judith Lyon-Caen
and Dinah Ribard, in their works L'historien et la Littérature (the Historian and
Literature) argue that there is a very complicated relationship between historians and
literature.®® Two main criticisms of the relationship between the historian and
literature, an historian’s approach to consider literature by abstracting it from the
mythical, aesthetic values as other historical sources and second, literary critic’s
approach to consider literature as outside of every temporality are two extremes.

Therefore, the relation of these two domains, history and literay criticism, are
separated in some cases and, in others, literary sources are inappropriately reduced to
the same status as other historical sources, which literary critics severely criticized.

The main problematic between historian and literature is the search for a truth
in the content of the writings. The aesthetic or fictive dimensions of the works of art
are seen obstacles for the research of the truth of the historians. However, historians
and writers share a similar instrument in expressing their ideas, which is writing, and,
it was argued by Hayden White at the end of 1970s that, “the techniques or strategies
that (historians and imaginative writers) use in the composition of their discourses can
be shown to be substantially the same, however different they may appear on a purely
surface, or fictional level.”®” White’s approach, which relativizes the meaning of the

truth, also was criticized.

®Dinah Ribard and Judith Lyon-Caen, L historien et la Littérature (Paris: La Découverte «
Repéres », 2010), p.10.

®"Hayden White, Topics of Discourse: Essays in Cultural Criticism (Baltimore: The Johns
Hopkins University Press. 1978), p. 121.

24



In my study, | do not underestimate the aesthetic dimensions of the literary
works, however, | think that literary work are related to reality (represent, reflect, and
imitate) and they are good instruments for realizing communication between different
parts of society.

This potential of representation and communication justifies an historical
approach which attempts to study works of art and even the entire literary landscape. |
think that especially the novel, but other literary genres may be important tools to
transmit cultural and historical knowledge or consciousness to an important part of
society. This instrument, which is capable of transmitting historical knowledge to
people, deserves to be analyzed by historians.

In addition to this, as argued by Zeraffa, the novel’s emergence as an art form
affirms essentially that there has been no society without history, no history without
society. The novel is the first art to represent man explicitly as defined historically and
socially. With the novel, society enters into history and history enters into society.®® |
share this approach in defining literature as a more humanistic way of representing
human reality than the previous history tradition of the century, which consists of the
mainstream events of social organizations, like politics and wars. Therefore, it can be
argued that literature even affects the history writing process. This fact has to be taken
into account. In the nineteenth century, a common evolution of history writing and a
realist tradition of literature can be observed.

In the historical evolution of literature, realist, romanticist, and modernist

traditions have changed the content of the truth of the works of art by changing

®®Michel Zeraffa, “The Novel as Literary Form and Social Institution” (1972), in Elizabeth and
Tom Burns, Sociology of Literature — Drama (London: Penguin Books, 1973).
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degrees. But during all of this history, literary works also have been used to maintain
historical and sociological data about the period in which they were produced.

As discussed, | prefer to use an historical and reflective approach. | certainly
think that literature is the complex construction of a number of historical factors. |
argue that the Turkish literary context that will be discussed is appropriate for
analyzing the intercontextual relations between the works and the period in which they
were produced. Moreover, in the critiques of the period, an historical approach was
more visible than a literary approach trying to establish the independent rules of a
literary discipline. Another characteristic of the period was the history novels
tradition. These novels were considered as alternative histories to the official history

of the period.

Sociology of Literature

The sociology of literature has three seperate but complementary dimensions.
The first is the social history of literature. The social history of literature considers
literature as a social institution affected and transformed by social and economic
changes. One of the tasks of this kind of sociology of literature is to make researches
about the social and demographic origins of authors.

Second, it is the sociology of the habitus and champ (domain). These two
kinds of sociology of literature most often designate the study of literary institutions
and the social organization of literary life: discusssions of publishers, publics, critics,

writer’s circles and journalists will be discussed below.
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Third is a sociology that contemplates social contextual actions and
interactions. As a product of this sociological approach, the social context which is the
condition of the production of a literary text is also, in turn, influenced by the effects
of literary work.®® The sociology of literature nonetheless recognizes the significance
— the literary significance- of the social contexts that define literature, contexts which
literature in turn defines them.”® For instance, Oscar Wilde argues that “Life imitates
art far more than art imitates life.”

According to Selahattin Hilav, André Bazin, the art historian says that
literature is an human activity as well as philosophy, science, technology, created by
human beings and, on the other hand, a praxis, an effort and an activitiy which creates
and realizes in turn human beings.”* The third approach which seeks for this dual
effect, the interrrelation of social reality and literature is the main concern of the
sociology of literature. This will be discussed below.

An important conflict between literary studies and sociology of literature is
that literary studies seek what is singular about a text or an author, and sociology
looks beyond the individual for the patterns that order social life.” But a literary critic
who has the tendency to interpret works of literature as the reflection of the social
context in which they were produced has to take into account the analyses of the

sociology of literature.

%Heinich, p. 78.
"Clark, p. 107.

"Quoted in Selahattin Hilav, “Sanat bir Degisme ve Olustur,” in Entelektiieller ve Eylem:
Diisiinceler-Tartismalar-Soylesiler (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari, 2008), p. 33.

2Clark, p. 108.
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The principle contribution of a sociological perspective to the literature is
explained by Clark:

This is the sense that literature is more than works and their authors. Itis a

system of relations, of individuals and institutions, of functions and roles,

which join to define literature and to give it social presence. What we call

“literature” covers all those creations and products, individuals and institutions

defined by their relations to those works designated by society as literary.”

Literature also was defined as an institution. In this definition, aesthetic
criterion may be secondary for the significance or value of the works of art for the
sociological analysis. Clark writes that “a negative connection between aesthetic
quality and sociological significance is most evident in the deliberate selection of
minor works, of popular or what Germans calls “trivial® literature.”"

This negative connection may be important for my work in considering “trivial
works,” which have the ability to go beyond their aesthetic quality and render
meaningful data for the period; but to make the content analysis and to interprete the
aesthetic quality of the every literary works that I will mention in this study will not be
possible. But, in analyzing some of the works of the authors of the period, | will
collect meaningful data for the position of the writers as intellectuals to reflect the
social life as well as to reflect their ideas in their work for the sake of defending their
visions of societies. In this respect, both of works which have higher and lower
aesthetic qualities will be used.

The debates based on works with aesthetic qualities that are polemical give me

an important aspiration to develop my thesis on the tension between populism and

elitism, which was one of the more important debates of the period. For instance,

"lbid., p. 113.

“Ibid.
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populist tendencies which define literature to transmit consciousness to the people
were ciriticized for producing works of lower quality. The politically oriented literary
tradition of this period was criticized for undermining the aesthetic quality of the
works of art.

Literary institutions is one of the research subjects of the sociology of
literature. Giséle Sapiro, in La guerre des ecrivains 1940 1953, explains the important
social history and conflictual existence of four literary institutions of France;
L’academie Frangaise (French Academy), L academie Goncourt (Academy
Goncourt) La Nouvelle Revue Francaise (the New French Review), and Le Comité
National des Ecrivains (The National Committee of Writers - CNE). These four
instutions were analyzed during the struggle of the Second World War period.

The relations of these institutions between themselves and their influences on
the society are important guides for me to analyze my own research subject. For my
research, the most exciting one among these associations is the role played by the
CNE. Sapiro writes that“The formation of the CNE based on the alliances between the
French Communist Party and avant-gardes authors, illustrates the implementation of a
political logic which defines literature as an action””® This formation is similar to that
for the literary circles of the 1960s in Turkey.

On the other hand, in the French case, a state founded institution was the
supporter of the hegemonic values of the dominant class. However, in the 1960s and

1980s, no such foundation existed in Turkey. Sapiro argues that,

"“La formation du CNE, fondé sur I'alliance entre avant gardes et les forces d’opposition en
l’occurence le parti communiste illustre la mise en oeuvre d’une logique politique qui congoit la
litérature comme action. ’Gisele Sapiro, La Guerre des Ecrivains 1940 1953 (Paris: Fayard, 1999), p.
246.
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In the process of the autonomization of the literary field, the Academy was
represented since the nineteenth century, rather as a source of heteronomy,
carrying within it the extra literary interests ranging from preservation of the
moral order to the defense of the social order when this order was threatened.”®
The Academy tried to determine the dominant values of its period. But, as
demonstrated by Sapiro, alternative and challenging approaches to this dominant
approach were always existed, and as in the case of Louis Aragon and other writers
who participated in the resistance movement, became dominant after the victory of the
resistence against the Nazi forces and their collaborators. This association may be
seen as an important example in the debate on the intricate relation of literature and
politics which is one of the important factors permanentely shaping the former one.
One of the main research fields of the sociology of literature focuses on the
social and demographic origins of authors.
In which countries, in which period and from which social classes, authors
were mostly originated? Which cities had specific characteristics for the
formation of authors? The balance between the writers who was born in Paris,
and the writers who were born in the rest of country was in favor of Paris in
the seventeenth century. In the eighteenth century writers who was born in the
rest of the country increased and after the revolution, with some exceptions,

the all regions of the country were producers and the determinant is the
population rate of the cities.”’

8<Si sa fondation a participé a I'origine, du processus d’autonomisation du champ litéraire,
I’Academie y represente, a partir du XIXeme siecle, plutot une source d’hétéronomie, véhiculant en son
sein des intérets extra litteraires qui vont de la preservation de l’ordre moral a la defense de [’ordre
social quand il est menacé.” Ibid. p. 250.

""“Yazarlar hangi iilkelerde, hangi ¢aglarda, en ¢ok hangi simflardan ¢ikmistir? Hangi
ozellikteki sehirler en ¢ok yazar yetigtirmistir? Fransa’'da tasrada dogmus yazarlarla Paris’te dogmus
yazarlar arasindaki denge onyedinci yiizyilda Paris’in lehinedir. Onsekizinci yiizyilda tasralilar agwr
basmakta ve bu tasralilasmakta hizlanmaktadir. Devrimden sonra az istisnalar disinda biitiin iilke
tireticidir, niifus stkligi en fazla bolgeler en ¢ok yazar ¢ikaran bolgelerdir.” Robert Escarpit, Edebiyat
Sosyolojisi (Istanbul: Remzi Kitabevi, 1968), p. 47.
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This meaningful research can be also done for the social origins of Turkish
authors and changes in the historical evolution. In this dissertation, however, | will not
be able to show this with qualitative datas, but even so I will try to share some
commonly accepted informations about the demographic or class origins of some of
these authors and circles. Social origins of the authors will be examined below.

A brief study about this subject has been done by Ozdemir who writes:

In the Tanzimat era, 79.5 percent of the authors and poets was born in Istanbul

and only 7.1 percent of them was born in Anatolia. In the era of Tanzimat, the

percent of the writer who was born in Istanbul was 73 and 11.7 in Anatolia;

After the foundation of the Republic, there was a big change in these rates, and

writers born in Istanbul were 29 percent and born in Anatolia were 67

percent.’

According to these data, it can be said that many of the Turkish writers of the
1960s had been born in Anatolia.

I will apply a sociological perspective in my work. The relation between the
social context and the characteristics of the literary works reflecting and producing
this context will be the main concern of my work, from the tradition that accepts that
art is a social product and arguing that the arts and literature can be understood
adequately only from a sociological perspective.”® For this sociological research, it is

necessary to discuss the Marxist dominance in this field and also in the field of literary

theory.

"®“Tanzimat déneminde yazar ve ozanlarimizin yiizde 79.5'u Istanbul’da, yiizde 7.1°i
Anadolu’da dogmustur. Serveti Funun déneminde ise Istanbul dogumlularin orant yiizde 73, Anadolu
dugunlularin orami ise yiizde 11.7 dir. Cumhuriyetten yani 1923 ten sonra ise bu oranlarda biiyiik bir
degisim ortaya ¢ikmus, Istanbul dogumlularin oram yiizde 29, Anadolu dogumlularin orani ise yiizde 67
olmugstur.” Emin Ozdemir, Tiirk ve Diinya Edebiyati, Kavramlar, Dénemler, Yonelimler (Ankara: Bilgi
Yayinevi, 1999), p. 171.

“Wwolff, p. 1.
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Marxism and Literature

Marxist literary theories and the sociology of literature are useful in the
examination of the period about which I conducted research, as most of the artists of
the period were Marxist oriented. It is argued that Marxism had a significant impact
on both of these domains, (literary theory and the sociology of literature), to analyze
the relationship of the reality and its representations by the works of art. Thus, It may
be argued that the Marxist literary critic prefers to situate a definition of literary in its
historical, cultural and social locations, functions and effects, rather than in terms of
its aesthetic essence.®

Therefore, many scholars argue that the Marxist critique insists on the
cognitive and communicative function of literature and neglects its poetic and
fictional dimension. According to them, it functions like an economic and social
barometer. Literature is not perceived as an object of permenant reinterpretation. In
my research, the external social factors affecting the literature and their social
dimension will be more important and primary, then Marxist literary and sociological
theories will be more appropriate for my research. Ahmad’s argument, “Marxism’s
statement success is to connect the cultural productions of a period with other kinds of

5581

productions and political processes™ " will be my guideline.

®peter Widdowson, What is Litterature (New York: Routledge, 1999), p. 117.

8 Ajjaz Ahmad, In Theory: Classes, Nations, Literatures (New York: Verso, 1992), p. 5.
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As mentioned above, Marxism insists on this dual nature of literature, which
registers the effects of social forces and redefines them at the same time.®? According
to Clark:

Marx’s influence on literary criticism rests wholly on the theory of knowledge

that insists on the interdependence of ideas and the organization of the society.

Because knowledge is ultimately conditioned by economic structures,

literature can be said to reflect or hold a mirror to the society, however the

Marxian theory of knowledge does more than specify the social and especially

economic locus of literature; it insists on the vital role these ideas play in

creating society.®

This role of ideas in the creation of social structures has also been underlined
by Marxist theoretians like Lukacs and Goldmann, who will be considered as among
the most important producers of the Marxist literary tradition.

Lukacs and Goldmann were literary critics whose works have been more
translated in Turkish than those of others since the 1960s and critics like Fethi Naci
and Selahattin Hilav referred to the works of these authors in their articles.®* Lukacs’
theory of Realism and Goldmann’s theory of Genetic Sturucturalism, which accepts
the role of social structures which determine literary production as well as providing a
freeedom of action for human subjects, and give for authors a possible role to
transform and influence public opinion. Burns writes that: “Lukacs and Goldman for

whom literature provides an objective demonstration of the articulation of traditional

values and of emergent values which in turn reflect the power structure of society and

8Clark p. 109.

Blbid.

#Selahattin Hilav knew Lucien Goldman very well from France when he lived there for his
university education. Fethi Naci in his book, Tiirkiye’de Roman ve Toplumsal Degisme refers to

Goldmann and Lukacs many times. The work of Lukacs, European Realism was translated by Mehmet
H. Dogan.
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the challenges to it.”® Then authors, writers can be defined as active producers or
bearers of the values of the dominant power structures and challenges to them.
Lukacs and his theory of realism grew out of the idea that all the great and
progressive literature shows the essence or the reality of a social, historical situation
by presenting personalities, actions, and typical situations by offering to the reader the
Zeitgeist, the spirit of the age. Realism is not a substitute for political action: it is the
structure of the consciousness that accompanies it. This constitutes the strenght of
Lukacs’s position.®® He argues that individual literary actors are the bearers of the
structural forms, but some of these individual actors are able to bring about the spirit
of these structural forms and their changes more effectively than others. Lukacs’
theory of realism is generally criticized of its overestimation of some authors in what
seems to be an arbitrary way and the exclusion of the modernist, individualist literary
tradition.
Goldmann, like Lukacs, also attempted to propose a resolution to the intricate
relationship between structures and human agency. According to Goldmann’s theory,
The genetic structuralism is a response for the most important discussions in
the human sciences is that of knowing whether men or structures generate
historical transformations...; genetic structuralism asserts that structures, being

a universal aspect of all human thought, sensibility or behavior, could in no
instance replace man as an historical subject.®’

®Burns, p. 11.
#Georg Lukacs, Essays on Realism (Cambridge, Mass. : MIT Press, 1981), p. 21.

8 ucien Goldmann, “Structuralism Génétique et Analyse Stylistique,” In Method in the
Sociology of Literature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1980), pp. 143- 161.
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This approach can be defined as a response to the approach that criticizes
Marxism for its underestimation of the role of the human subjects in the evolution of
societies.

According to Goldmann’s concept of genetic structuralism and totality, history
is a unified, knowable and social process which is comprehensible; this
comprehensiveness which allows people to carry out both a positive (descriptive) and
a critical (interpretive) analysis.® The role of the artist to comprehend and to analyze
this totality is described by Goldmann as:

The artist can begin to imagine a vision of society only from within the

totality. Thus he is determined as well as he determines and reveals his epoch

in the very act of transcending the immediacy around him. The flight of the

artist’s vision is defined by the objective possibility of his position within a

given culture.®

The capacity to describe and to interpret social events in their works makes
authors important social actors as they understand and reflect the totality in a
comprehensible way. They share a common ground with social scientists.

According to Goldmann,

The more the work is the expression of a thinker or a writer of genius, the
more it can be understood by itself, without the need of the historian to have
recourse to biography or the intentions of the creator. The strongest personality
is that which best identifies with the life of the spirit, i.e., with the essential
forces of social consciousness in its active and creative aspects.*

This approach of the strongest personality was an appropriation of the

Lukacsian theory of Realism. On the other hand, Goldmann argues that: “If one does

\bid., p. 43.
®1bid., p. 26.

%|_ycien Goldmann, Method in the Sociology of Literature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1980), p. 334.
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not relate historical facts and major cultural creations which are also historical facts to
a collective society, it is impossible for him to comprehend or to study their
meanigfulness.”®* He also describes literature as a product of a collective process, not
only a product of its producer. He attempts to show the collective process of the
production of literature in addition to his definition of the strongest personality that is
also part of a cohesive social group, but this strongest writer carried perfectly this
collective spirit.

Structuralism is one of the main literary studies also inspired by the approaches
of Marxist theory,*? but Goldmann’s position, Genetic Structuralism can be
considered as a critique of this theory and in his book, The Language of Criticism,
after making a long critic of non genetic structuralism, Goldmann argues that:

Above all, we must refuse such principles as the elimination of the subject or

the object, every attempt finally, to eliminate one of this basic aspect of reality.

We must study reality as a process made by man, created by them, and having

a human meaning.”®

As a result, it can be said that the sociology of literature of Lukacs and

Goldmann does not reduce individuals to the passive bearers of the mentality of some

*Introduction by William Q. Boelhower, In Lucien Goldmann, Method in the Sociology of
Literature (Oxford: Blackwell, 1980), p. 21.

%Goldmann and Lukacs were also important for the evolution of the Structuralist theory.The
structuralism of Roland Barthes who is one of the founders of this theory and who had an intricate
relationship with Marxist theory, who criticizes the possibility of transmitting meaning and significance
by the works of literature. In his essay “The Death of the Author” (1968), he argues that the whole
notion of the ‘knowable text’ acts as little more than another delusion of Western bourgeois culture.
Indeed the idea of giving a book or poem an ultimate end coincides with the notion of making it
consumable, something that can be used up and replaced in a capitalist market. “The Death of the
Author” is sometimes considered to be a post-structuralist work, since it moves past the conventions of
trying to quantify literature, but others see it as more of a transitional phase for Barthes in his
continuing effort to find significance in culture outside of the bourgeois norms. Structuralism and post
structuralism literary theories can be defined like the Nieztchean approach which ignores the research
of the content of truth in the work of art.

%Goldmann, p. 53.
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classes or other groups. There is room for a hierarchy of mediations, even where the
emphasis has been out on social rather than biographical issues.**

Another important position in Marxist literary theory is Ernst Fischer’s theory
which considers work of art to be a product of labor, not a mere reflection or a totality
as in the Lukacsian sense, but a creation which can help to protest or to go beyond
human alienation.* In this approach, the function of art is defined as a medium not to
moderate but to disturb. This approach depends on the Marxists view that the role of
art and literature were essential in human emancipation. For instance,

Human self realization means much more to Marx than the return of man out

of his alienated labour... The ending of economic alienation will mean the end

of the state, the family, law, morality etc, as subordinate space of alienation.

What will remain is the life of art and science in a special and vastly enlarged

sense of these two terms. Marx’s conception of ultimate communism is

fundamentally aesthetic in character. The acquisitive and therefore alienated
man of history is to be succeeded by the post historical aesthetic man. The
alienated world will give way to the aesthetic world. Accordingly Marx's
discussion in the manuscript on communism is largely taken up with aesthetic
questions. %

Burns also says that, “There is visible evidence in the diffusion and the
development of the Marxist vision of the litterature, as ideology, something of the
nature of self fulfilling prophecy.”®’ It is an important device for human self

realization. The hope that art can somehow break through the limitations of actual

consciousness and overcome human alienaton for a moment.

*Wolff, p. 69.

%Quoted in Selahattin Hilav, Roger Garaudy, Yén, no 100 (20 February1965), in
Entellektieller ve Eylem (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2008), p. 20, 21.

%Robert C. Tucker, Philosophy and Myth in Karl Marx (Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press,
1972), p. 16.

"Burns, p. 11.
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An important distinction between the Lukacsian aesthetic and Ernst Ficher is
the perception of modernist art. According to Lukacs, Kafka is the symbol of the art of
decadence, but Ficher argues that Kafka’s art was also a contestation against human
alienation even this art does not show the way for the realization of a human totality to
transcend the alienation caused by capitalist society.*®

According to Georg Steiner, Marxism has made four main contributions to
literary theory. Firstly, Marxism argues that writer may not be aware of the worth of
its work. It may be a conflict between his ideas and his works. As argued by
Goldmann, literary history is full of examples of writers whose ideas completely
contradicted.®® The history of literature, remarks Lucien Goldmann, is full of writers
whose thought was rigorously contrary to the sense and structure of their work
(among many examples given are Balzac and Goethe.)'*

According to Marxists, authors who are not Marxist oriented may more
succesfully reflect the social reality. In addition to this, Marx considers writers who
directly express class interests in their works as mediocre artists, for the immediate
transposition of economic and political interests in literature transforms it into
ideology and thus bad art.*%*

Engels says that “the more the opinions of the author remains hidden, the

better for the work of art” may be a good critique for literary criticism which states

%Selahattin Hilav, Yon, no 101 (5 March 1961), in Entellektueller ve Eylem, in Entellektiieller
ve Eylem (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Yayinlari, 2008), p. 23.

®Lucien Goldman “The Fictive and the Social World,” in Lucien Goldmann, Method in the
Sociology of Literature, Introduction by William Q. Boelhower (Oxford: Blackwell, 1980), p. 317.

WGeorg Steiner, “Marxism and Literary Critic,” in Sociology of Literature, Drama ed.
Elizabeth and Tom Burns (Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1973), p. 172.

%%an H. Birchall “Practices of Literature and Politics, The Novel and the Party,” in Sociology
of Literature, Drama ed. Elizabeth and Tom Burns, (Middlesex: Penguin Books, 1973), p. 169.
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that Marxism reduces literature to political ideas. However, in analyzing the literary
debates of the period in my research, | saw that in the criticism there was a negative
connection between aesthetic quality and the direct reflections of the political claims
of the writer who is generally Marxist or socialist oriented. Some Marxist-oriented
authors produced works with much lower aesthetic qualities to defend their political
visions, as it was the case in Turkey, but Marxist critics were sensitive about
criticizing this mentality with reference to Marx’s own position and Lukacs’
distinction between naturalist and realist literature.

It may be concluded that the analysis of a work of art and the study of its
author’s ideas belong to two different but related domains. In my research, | reveal
these contradictions in my analysis of the ideas and the works of the authors of the
period.

However, in the 1960s and 1970s, discussions turned to the problematic of the
reflection of political ideas in the works of art by shadowing the aesthetic values of
the works. A writer who desires to put his political ideas to his own work may not be
succesful, and some authors independent of their political ideas may reflect the social
context more succesfully than others. In this dissertation, 1 will use some political and
literary visions to categorize some tendencies; but these political and literary
categories will be defined outside of the aesthetic quality of the works of art. My
subjectivity will inform my choices, but | generally consider the works and their
authors in order to their significance (influence, sales, respectability from an audience,
whether they are part of the Turkish literary canon.) in the literary landscape in which
they were produced. This does not mean that many of the works that | will mention do

not have an aesthetic value.
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Second, Marxist literary ciritics, mainly Lukacs, proposed an important
distinction between realism and naturalism. This distinction may be one of the most
important of the Marxist literary debates.

Third, Marxism has sharpened the critic’s sense of time and place. According
to Steiner, the Marxist sensibility has contributed to a sociological awareness of the
best of modern criticism. Concepts like “spirit of the age,” “studies of the audience”
were developed by Marxist critics.

Fourth, for Marxist thought and politics, literature has always been very
important as well as a literary form and a social institution. For instance, in a
communist society, the poet is regarded as a central figure for the health of the
political body. The health of language is essential to the preservation of a living
society. It is in litterature that language is most truely challenged and guarded.

In addition to these four points, the most important success of the Marxist
critique is to change the perception of “ce n’est que de la littérature.” (this is only

102

literature)™ This is argued not only by Marxists, but the French poet Paul Valéry also

argued that “All artists are creators of their works of art and many other things at the

same time.”*%®

Literature’s significance is always a debated subject on the one hand,
as a most important part of the nation’s cultural heritage and on the other hand, an
imaginative world of bohemian, dreamer writers that may be dangerous for the unity

of the society .

1%2Steiner, p 175 - 177.

'%Quoted in Terry Eagleon, Criticism and Ideology : A Study in Marxist Literary Theory
(New York: Verso, 2006), p. 55.
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Insufficiency in the realm of poetry may be an important critique of the
Marxist literary theory. As argued by Eagleton, a Marxist who makes generally
conceptualizations and generalizations has difficulties in the poetry. He says, “for
instance, for Lukacs, literature is limited to the novel, Williams also limited his
researches to novel and the theatre, beceause there are social productions in which the
relation between history and aesthetics is more clear.”t®

As a result, even today after the loss of authority of Marxism in the social
sciences, the literary Marxist tradition remains influential by the works of Terry
Eagleton, Frederic Jameson and Aijaz Ahmad. Pierre Bourdieu and his colleagues
who adopt a sociological and Marxian approach are also influential in the field of the
sociology of literature. Pascale Casanova, Dena Goodman and Giséle Sapiro produce
significant works by representing and writing the social history of nineteenth and

twentieth century European and French literature. These authors are among my

sources.

What Are the Distinctive Measures of the Artists and Writers?

According to the literary theories we discussed above, writers and their
approaches to the literature vary. Literary theories defend or identify different types of
writers asserting different worldviews. The concepts of novel and novelist compose
very different styles, attitudes, works and authors.'® This is similar for poetry and

other genres of literature. But, as above mentioned, theories on the realm of literature

%bid., p. 45.

195Clark, p. 118.
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are generally centered on the novel. There are many different approaches to define a
novelist, a man of letters.

In the production of art, social institutions affect, among other things, who
becomes an artist, how they become an artist, how they are then able to practise their
art, and how they can ensure that their work is produced, performed and made
available to the public. The technological and institutional conditions of the
production are crucially important. These conditions, as Terry Eagleton argues, that to
create a literary mode of production is related to the general mode of production of a
society as well as to the general ideology of that society.*® In this social formation,
there is always a place for human agency and creativity. The political commitment or
isolation and loneliness are defined from two completely different points as essential
characteristics of the artist, and the author. In addition to these, the collective nature of
the production of literary work may require a more collective definition of the
concepts of “artist” and “author.”

Pierre Bourdieu responds to the question of “who is the artist” by saying that
this question cannot be answered, because to draw the limits of a domain is always an
issue for struggle. But different political, ideological views try to dominate this
definition. There are different approaches that seek to exclude some types of artist as
they do not fulfil some criteria. Commitment, collectivity, and individualism were the
basic axes of this differentiation.

First of all, the definition arguing that commmitent is the necessary condition

for an artist has its origins in the eighteenth century. For instance, Clark writes:

1%Terry Eagleton, , Criticism and Ideology : a Study in Marxist Literary Theory (New-York:
Verso, 2006), pp. 48, 53.
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Contrary to the expectation of one who is familiar with the notion of
committed or aligned literature on the Left, the first advocates of the idea that
writers should commit themselves politically and use the aesthetic means at
their disposal for the achievement of a political goal were the representatives

of reaction in the period that followed the French revolution of 1789.1%

In Marxist aesthetic theory, commitment should be distinguished from
“tendency.” Tendency and the bildungsroman tradition are harshly criticized by
Engels who argued that, “Commited art in the proper sense is not intended to generate
ameliorative measures, legislative acts or practical institutions like earlier
propogandadist (tendency) plays against syphilis, abortion law or borstals but to work
at the level of fundamental attitudes.”'*® The realist, naturalist distinction is also based
on this difference. The choice of Marx and Engels, Balzac over Zola was the main
aspiration for Marxist literary critics to make distinctions between ampiricist literature
and realism, which is not only a collection of data but reflecting the spirit of the age
even by contradicting by the political views of its author.

In Marxist theory, this problem of commitment is the direct product of the
freedom of choice of the artist. The artist is the more or less an active reproducer of a
social meaning, a maker as well as a product of the social.'® This interrelation may be
centered at the core of the domain. Lukacs and Goldmann regard artist as projecting

something essentially subjective into expressions, shapes, and statements which are

significant and meaningful for others, and thus as engaged in individual creativity.

YClark, p. 127.
1%8)bid.

%bid., p.114.
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This however is rooted in mankind’s collective experience.™® As an important thesis
of Marxist theory, people makes their own history, but under the circumstances
directly encountered, given and transmitted from the past. This essential doctrine of
the Marxist theory is applied to the domain of the production of a work of literature by
its author.

Jean Paul Sartre, as a part of his identity of philosopher sought to define the
functions of the literature and the writer. He developed the concept of literature
engage, arguing that the producer of the literary work has to make political choices.
Calinescu writes that,

For Sartre, commitment task as it seems contradictorily, is to awaken the free

choice of the agent, that makes authentic existence possible at all, as opposed

to the neutrality of the spectator. Literature with the exception of the poetry.

(Sartre defines as a non communicative, self referential and self objectifying

use of language) has no excuse for not choosing, with a full awareness of all

the tragic paradoxes involved in any specific act of choice.™*

Sartre also wrote that“ the author is a man of his age; Everything that he/she
says or does not say has an echo.”™*? This kind of close relationship between the work
of art and its public existence is very useful to comprehend the several debates of the
1960s. In the Turkish literature of the period, the political responsibilities of the
author were very frequently defended.

This problem of political commitment was seriously debated. Calinescu wrote

that:

19Burns, p. 15-16.

"Matei Calinescu “Literature and Politics,” in Interrelations of Littérature ed. Jean Pierre
Barricelli and Joseph Gibaldi (New York: Modern Language Assoiation of America,1982), p. 135.

2Jean Paul Sartre, “Les Temps Modernes,” in Mehmet Basaran, “An Introduction of

Existentialism,” Yeni Ufuklar, no 126, (Novembre 1962), in Tiirk Edebiyati ed. Memet Fuat, (Istanbul:
De Yayinevi, 1963), pp. 112-114.
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Although Sartre concept of literature engagé has been criticized for its
ideological and individualistic component by Orthodox Marxist critics, the
Satrean theory of commitment shares a basic element with the orthodox
Marxist view of literature: they are both content oriented. What makes Sartre
theory of commitment relevant to our discussion is its insistence that choice in
today’s world can be only political.**®

This political choice or awareness may conflict with the choice of Balzac by
Marx, but Marxist theory of literature defends the possibility of the author reflecting
unconsciously the true social meaning of his period.

Second, a more collective definition of the artist was produced by Lucien
Goldmann, who wrote that great literature is the expression of a cohesive social group.
In certain historical conditions, these ideas cohere in an explicit world vision or world
view, and this occurs when the group in question is forced to define its own identity in
struggle with and in opposition to other groups in society. Goldmann asserts that great
literature is the expression of a world vision and is a product of a collective group
consciousness.'* Therefore the author, at least the author of great literature is defined
by his membership in a collectivity.

Third, the emphasis on the creativity of the individual artist also may
differentiate the definition of the artist. The humanist criticism of the sociology of
literature and art often attempts to rescue a notion of “creativity” that allows art a
special transcendence over all contingencies, particularly social and ideological
contingencies.*™® A individualistic definition of the artist or author is that these people

were not ordinary mortals; that they necessarily work alone, detached from social life

and interaction, and often are in opposition to social values and practices.

BCalinescu, p. 135.
Whwolff, p. 57, 58.

51hid., p. 69.
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In every society.., there are some persons with an unusual sensitivity to the
sacred, an uncommon reflectiveness about the nature of the universe and the
rules which govern their 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 .... This interior need to penetrate beyond
the screen of immediate concrete experience marks the existence of the
intellectual or the artist in every society... It is practically given by the nature
of the intellectual's or artist’s orientation that there should be some tension
between the intellectuals and the value orientations embodied in the actual
institutions of every society).*°

The aesthetic dimension and the priority of the form in the works of art over
the content were defined against the content oriented and politically oriented
definition of the author. This individualistic definition certainly contradicted with the
politically affiliated artist.

The problem to which social classes an author belongs is important in the
sociology of literature. Pierre Bourdieu arrived at the conclusion that in the period of
consolidation, the situation of the artist and writer was characterized by a specific
ambiguity: he was a member and a dependent of the group in power simultaneously,
that is, he belonged to the oppressed fraction of the rulling class.*’

Second, Goldmann argues that it is an historical fact that writer groups nearly
always wanted to behave as a social class. He describes these groups as being a

position contradictory to the social classes on which they were economically

dependent, but to which they were ideologically and politically opposed.**® Works of

OFritz Ringer, “The Intellectual Field, Intellectual History, and the Sociology of Knowledge.”
in Theory and Society, no. 19-3, (1975), pp. 269-294: 281.

YSee Pierre Bourdieu, Champ de Pouvoir, Champ Intellectuel et Habitus de Classe (Paris:
Minuit, 1971).

8 ucien Goldmann, The Hidden God: A Study of Tragic Vision in the Pénsées of Pascal and
the Tragedies of Racine (London: Routledge, 1964), p. 120.
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art now appear as the product of social groups or oppressed part of the dominant
classes.

A third approach was to separate the artist or author from any social group or
class and from any secure form of patronage by the formation of the market in which
the artist is left in a precarious position.

The conditions for intellectuals and writers were transformed during all the
twentieth century. Lipset and Basu writes that,

The years 1967 and 1968 were marked by the rise of mass unemployment that

jobs were not available in sufficient quantity to keep up with the wave of

expansion of Universities. These contradictions affected the intellectual
community in the same way as they affected workers. 80 to 90 percent of the
intellectuals in the big capitalist countries are not wage earners. Few
intellectuals can earn a living from creative activity, that most of them devote
only their spare time to their vocation.*

To be intellectual or artist is not generally to be like an ordinary wage earner,
then what is the motivation for artists to produce literary works?

The authentic artist is conceptualized as somebody who continues to work for
impersonal ends (the advance of art) by personal means (an invention in his/her
original way), whereas in fields like diplomacy or administration a normal career
requires in continuing personal ends (promotion) by impersonal averages (obligated
steps from one post to another.) Under these conditions, to reduce a biography of artist

to a strategy of career may not be an appropriate description, and the authentification

of the efforts of artists is not precisely reducible in a career plan.*?°

119Seymour Martin Lipset and Asoke Basu, “The Roles of the Intellectual and Political Roles,”
in The Intelligentsia and the Intellectuals ed. Alexander Gella (Beverly Hills, Calif: Sage Publications,
1976), , p. 123.

120Nathalie Heinich, Ce que [’Art Fait d la Sociologie (Paris: Les Editions de Minuit, 1998), p.
19.
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Then, as being artist is more than a career plan; creativity, political
engagement, and identification with a collectivity are the key factors for authors to
produce works of art. But, on the other hand, being artists may give then the
opportunity of social mobility and reputation. These motivations are generally defined
as secondary or as a possibility.

Artistic activities are considered to be unlike those of other wage earners more
appropriate for social mobility and reputation, but only a very small percentage of the
artists have this opportunity, and also they can earn money from their artistic
production. If the author is a dissident public intellectual, his vision may be an
obstacle to the social mobility.**

Another important reason to write many to find a meaning for human life or to
make his own life meaningful. The novel was brought into being for men who wanted
to find their place in historical continuity, and moreover were aware of constituting a
certain stratum of society.'** Then, a writer was defined to be a person who have
ethical and political responsibilites. Zereffa writes that: “Those whom we know as
great writers are those who have informed us best about our relations with one
another.”*? This definition of author presumes an ethical or political consciousness

that in the act of writing, poet, novelist, and playwright is trying to make sense of our

lives by trying to make sense of his own.

1215ee Pierre Bourdieu, Les Régles de 1’Art, Genése et Structure du Champ Littéraire (Paris:
Seuil, 1992).

1227eraffa (1972) , p. 40.

bid.
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Jean Paul Sartre wrote that, one of the essential motivation of the artistic
creation is certainly a need to feel himself important in his relationship against the
world.*** Second, human beings are creative. Creation is more than a perception of a
landscape, but in the process of creation, the creator loses his ability to see from the
outside and to perceive his own creation. The strong feeling which motivates the artist
to create may be one of the essential factors to produce works of art.

The synthesis between perception and creation is provided by the reader.
Because the real creation is only realized by the reception of the work by the others.
The relationship between reader and author is determined by the concept of freedom.
Both of them are mutually respectful. The first step came from the author, by the
externalization of his perception, and the second step is the reader’s internalization.
Consequently the reader feel that “le monde est ma tache - the world is my spot” and
the reader’s feeling is defined as an aesthetic pleasure.'?

Sartre attempted to make a synthesis of aesthetic pleasure and political
engagement to describe the motivation to produce a work of art. As a result, | also
think that ethical and political consciousness and aesthetic creativity may not be
contradicted. But in literary theories, these axes are sometimes defined in a kind of
contradiction, and artistic creativity and political ideas are disintegrated. From

sociological perspective however they are defined in terms of an interrelation.

1243ean Paul Sartre, Qu est ce que la Literature? (Paris: Gallimard, 2005).

%Ibid.
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Who is an Intellectual?

What distinguishes the intellectual, artist, and author (a significant part of
intellectuals)? I will discuss different points of view about the functions and
definitions of the intellectual. I will not attempt to pigeonhole various role
intellectuals perform into a rigid logical framework. | will discuss the essential roles
which generally are expected from the intellectual.

First, the intellectual is defined as a person to express and reflect a good
example of the mentality and spirit of his people, and advises his people on the notion
of justice. Second is that he is capable of making a statement that goes beyond his
individuality and reaching universal realm. And last, he has the authority to speak on
matters even beyond its field, for the sake of the truth, not by a technical function, but
as a political, ethical right. Justice, universality, and truth are three concepts strictly
related to the values and responsibilities of the intellectual. Objectivity is another
concept that is generally used to define intellectuals. Zygmunt Bauman says that the
intellectual is someone who goes beyond the relation that he has founded with his
profession, or his vision of art, and he can contemplate subjects like reality,
judgement, and the taste of the age. *°

As Geérard Noiriel states in his book, Dire la Vérité au Pouvoir: Les
Intellectuels en Question — (Speaking the Truth to Power, the Intellectuals in

127

Question), " the reforms of the Third Republic in France caused the separation of the

126See Frank Furedi, Nereye Gitti Bu Entelektiieller? (Istanbul: Birlesik Yaymevi: 2010).

127See Gérard Noiriel, Dire la vérité au pouvoir: Les Intellectuels en Question (Marseille:
Agone, 2010).
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scientist and the political domain, creating a “vacuum” in the public space that
“intellectuals” sought to occupy. But with the Dreyfus case in 1898 in France, this
situation changed. After the Dreyfus affair, the word “intellectual” came to be used
specifically to describe someone who engaged in the public sphere to defend universal
values.

Even if the term was used the first time by anti Dreyfusards, after the initial
negative connotation (the intellectual thinker was defined like a refugee in an abstract
world, a person who has lost the feeling of reality, and a person who discusses topics
he does not know well) widely disappeared in favor of a positive image of men
belonging to the intellectual professions, but above all the intellectual’s duty was to
defend real causes, even by taking political risks. Intellectuals became an essential
part of the political field, with undeniable authority. As stated by Eagleton:

An intellectual is not a mere specialist, but somebody whose interest are wide

ranging and who graples with the important social issues of their time.

Intellectuals refused to be pinned in a single discipline. Instead the idea is to
bring ideas critically to bear on a social life as a whole.'?®

The formation of the intellectual

The formation of the intellectual may be seen as the product of the
Enlightenment period, and modern and representative democracy. With modernity, the
intellectual became part of a public space as a creator of public opinion. Four
components dominate public opinion: political parties, the press, the university and
literature. The process of formation and realization of the intellectual are related

closely with these four institutions. Meanwhile, as argued by Frank Furedi, the

128Terry Eagleton, New Statesman (13 September 2010).
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concept of intellectual is not a job description, it does not mean how someone makes
money.'?° But these institutions give intellectuals the opportunity to earn money for
the intellectuals, as they have special skills and they need free time to produce
intellectual works. | argue that modernity and these institutions fulfil the necessary
conditions.

Another factor is the technological development. Thanks to development and
innovations in the printing industry, print culture was developed very quickly. Books
and journals were the two key means for a communication at a distance. In
seventeenth and eighteenth century, a new social environment composed of
bourgeoisie and aristocracy was created in Europe.

The French revolution was a turning point at the end of the eighteenth century.
The intellectuals of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries saw that in the French
Revolution, thinkers through intellectual force of their writing, could change the
course of history. Intellectuals who are influenced by the philosophers of the
Enlightenment call themselves the guardians of universal values like truth, justice and
reason. If the intellectual is the possessor of truth, he sees an opportunity to share this
truth with his people, who cannot find the way without his voice.

This approach based on the philosophy of philosophers of the Enlightenment is
criticized. It is argued that intellectuals are not as influential over people as they
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imagine. For instance, Richard Rorty=*" argues that the rationalist scholars were blind

to the problem of the reception of their writings, acting as if the world was solely

2Furedi, p. 56.
Richard Rorty defends relativism, by arguing that the reality does not have any significance

in the wirtten text and the political and social messages of literary works can not be appropriated to the
larger public.
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composed of intellectuals. This critique is at the center of the populism and elitism
duality that grew out of the problem it looks at whether it is possible for intellectuals

to transmit messages or share their thoughts with larger audiences.

Two types of Intellectual

However, the philosophers of the Enlightenment and the nineteenth century
philosophers like Karl Marx, Immanuel Kant, and Auguste Comte are the source and
the essential reference of intellectuals. During the nineteenth century, positivism,
social darwinism may come to define the civilizing mission of the intellectuals of the
civilized countries for the rest of the world, and for the intellectuals of the rest of the
world in their own uncivilized countries, and this mission motivated intellectuals who
were in the service of colonial power and service of their state. On the other hand,
Marxism, other subversive ideologies, and socialism defended a kind of intellectual
who supported the oppressed or colonized nations and working classes. As argued by
Boggs:

The first type of intellectuals, technocratic intellectuals served to legitimate in

various ways, the effective functioning of bureaucratic state capitalism and

other forms of industrial society. They are primarily located in the state
bureaucracy, in the universities, in the private corporations, in the military, in
the media and in the culture industry. Evolving out of and against this stratum
is a critical intelligentsia situated in the higher education, the media and the

arts but typically confined to local spheres of influence and therefore lacking
the cohesion of the technocrats.*®!

B1Boggs, Intellectuals and the Crisis of Modernity (New York: New York State University,
1993), p.4.
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For instance, this distinction between these two kind of intellectuals was seen
in the English context, in which the French bohemian intellectual and novelist were
defined as abnormal:

The educated Englishman, according to Times Literary Supplement, pried

himself that ‘Oxford and Cambridge are more in touch with reality than the

Ecole Normale Superieure’ and that the existence of an Intelligentsia was an

abnormal phenomenon, an abberation in countries which took the political

views of their novelist seriously.**?

Selahattin Hilav, in his book Entellektueller ve Eylem (Intellectuals and Praxis)
defines two types of intellectuals. One of them is intellectual who distances himself
from political events, but in the domination of the dominant ideologies consciously or
unconsciously. The other intellectual is against the dominant power and his ideas have
grown not out of the existing situation of society but of an imaginative, ideal vision of
society.™* Carl Boggs underlines the same duality: “A recurrent theme within
virtually all currents of social and political theory has been the effort to conceptualize
the role of intellectuals in both reproduction of order and the struggle for change.”134

Since the 1890s, critical intelligentsia agenda is largely monopolized by
Marxism. According to the Marxist theory, the critical intellect needs to provide not
only historical analysis but also a vision and strategy of change and has to be engaged

within an evolving social totality. The dynamic core of that totality was of course the

proletariat, which is expected to generate its own democratic opposition to

B32Quoted in Alexander Gela, The Intelligentsia and the Intellectuals (California; SAGE
publications, 1976), p. 49, (Times Literary Supplement, 1955:533).

333elahattin Hilav, Entelektueller ve Eylem (Istanbul: Yapi Kredi Yayinlari, 2008), p. 12.

3%Boggs, p 1.
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capitalism.® But the critical intellectual may define himself outside of the Marxist
tradition. The critical intellectuals of anarchism, nihilism and modernism distanced
themselves from Marxism because of the central role of its transformative social
project and its undermining of individualism.

For two types of intellectuals, the traditional and critical, “ecconomic interest”
or “desire to govern” based explanations are generally proposed. Regis Debray
however argues that it is not their status that defines intellectuals but their project to

136 The ethical dimension of

influence the entire society, and this is an ethical project.
the intellectual has to be defended against the argument that his desire was for only
political authority or in some cases for economic interest.

It is clear that the authority of the intellectual is strictly depended on its power
to speak for the entire society. This discourse is also nourrished from ethical
responsibilites and political ideals. The intellectual’s own interests, or their “will to
power” should not be exaggerated. The radical and idealist dimensions of the
intellectual’s claims should not be reduced to personal interests.

In the twentieth century, the distinction between the scientist and politics was
completely rejected by many intellectuals. Especially, during the first half of the
century, the intellectual was always politically engaged. For example, Jean Paul Sartre
defines the intellectual as someone who graples with subjects that does not concern
him.

Therefore, being an intellectual implies social engagement. As discussed

above, commitment and engagement are also defined necessary by some scholars in

51bid., p. 38.

B%Furedi, p. 89.
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the definition of the artist. Thus, the artist, the literary man who specifically makes
political choice can be considered to be a public intellectual. Artists and authors are
also an important part of the intellectual stratum, and their creative power makes them
more influential than other political actors.

The artists and writers in my case in the 1960s were generally intellectuals
who prefered to be outside of mainstream politics and to resist the increasingly
developed mechanisms, like state instituions in which traditional intellectuals
reproduce social order. These definitions will be meaningful to think about in the later

discussion about the Turkish intellectuals of the 1960s and 1970s.

Intellectuals, Artists, and Politics and Their Role in the Public Sphere

The period of the Enlightenment and the project of modernization led directly
or implicitly to the creation of a public sphere. In the formation of the public sphere,
the role of the intellectuals was considerable. Goodman writes,

According to Jurgen Habermas, in the eighteenth century, the Republic of

Letters was the zone of interaction between the state and the individual that
formed the ground of an authentic public sphere, the realm of civil society and
the public. The Republic of Letters in France was at the dynamic heart of this
authentic public sphere.**

The notion of the bourgeois public sphere as a space to be entered with equal

rights and opportunities as rational-critical subjects was strictly related to the

37 Goodman , p. 13.
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existence of public intellectuals who were like assurances of this public sphere.
Intellectuals were generally defined in this public sphere like fish in water.'*

Intellectuals who were assumed to be rational and critical subjects aimed to
transform the whole society into critical and rational subjects. The ultimate goal of the
Republic of Letters (intellectuals) was to create a public in which they could diffuse
their opinions for the higher good of the society.**® In these circumstances, Goodman
writes, “Men of Letters (intellectuals) sought to establish themselves as the arbiters of
public opinion, they did so because they recognized its power. At the same time, they
were empowered by the public, or at least they arrogated to themselves the power they
claimed the public had vested in them.”**

The most important feature of the intellectual or writer in this new public space
was his affiliation to politics, a search for social justice, and a desire to be respected
by his audience. They contemplated the international world order, the political and
economic organization of contemporary society, the institutional and legal
frameworks that regulate the lives of ordinary citizens, the educational system, and
media networks that controlled and disseminated information. For instance, a
symbolic intellectual, Jean Paul Sartre systematically refused to keep quiet about what
he saw as the inequalities and injustices in the world.**

In the formation of this new public sphere, literature also played a significant

role, as already discussed. The intellectuals of the Republic of Men of Letters

38jurgen Habermas, “An Avantgardistic Instict for Relevances: Intellectuals and their
Publics,” available at < http://publicsphere.ssrc.org/habermas-intellectuals-and-their-public/>

39Goodman, p. 33.
“O1bid., p 40.

“Michael Scriven, Jean Paul Sartre: Politics and Culture in Postwar France (London: St
Martin’s Press, 1999), p : Xii.
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benefited generally from literature to express their political visions. The philosophers
of the Enlightenment, such as Rousseau, Voltaire and Diderot, produced literary

works to share their ideas with the larger public.

The Formation of a Public Sphere in Turkey

The formation of a public sphere in the European countries generally is
assumed to have occurred in the late eighteenth and nineteenth century. However, the
process of the formation of the public sphere in Turkey is an issue of debate. The late
Ottoman Empire or early Republican eras generally are considered as the beginning of
this kind of a public sphere.

Literature as a whole takes part in the construction and in the socialization of a
shared world, a common public life; it establishes reading instruments for society’s
readers, creating myths which help to reinforce or to question the seemingly natural
existence of some social groups. For instance, in the case of the 1960s, in Turkey the
educated middle classes’ existence was reinforced and bourgeois and feudal lords’
power was questioned by writers through their works.

In Turkey, in the 1960s, in a similar way, in the construction and in the
socialization of a shared world, intellectuals and writers became increasingly political
actors who reinforce some segments of the society as against the others in the public
life.

A public sphere in which intellectuals and writers exist in an influential
manner was not created in this period as is argued, but this period definitely can be

seen as the most visible and influential period of the formation of a rich public life and
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a formation of a larger audience who followed of the works and discourses of the

intellectuals.

New Public Life and Artists

In this new public life, I will mainly focus on the literary production, and
writers who became public intellectuals. I think that literature was at the core of this
intellectual world. 1 assert that, during these years, the process of formation of a more
vivid and dynamic public life was accelerated as part of a struggle of different sections
of the society. This process was triggered by the formation of many public
intellectuals and writers who motivated the ordinary people to declare their own
opinions about different social issues and political events.

In my study, | will focus on these Turkish authors as an important part of the
intellectual world. 1 also will show writers in their relationship with other areas of the
intellectual world. These intellectuals, who had been educated by the early Republican
institutions and became politically engaged during their university educations and the
social events of the 1960s, participated in political activity, opposed the existing social
order, and criticized the underdevelopment of the country and its dependency on
imperialism, became public intellectuals. Hence they lived under the oppression
institutionalized for the reestablishment of the social order by the coup d’état regimes
of 1971 and 1980. They were tortured, imprisoned, and killed; those who survived had
to live their everyday life in the paranoid atmosphere shaped by these threats. Thus,
“repression” and “struggle” are the key words for this period. This kind of repression

may be the basic threat for the relation of the intellectuals with the rest of the society.
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But this repression may be also the evidence of the influence of the writers over a
larger public.

During this period, as a result of the formation of a public sphere, intellectuals
and authors embraced a larger public and they became publicly known as they
maintained their power to influence public opinions. Thus, I consider the period
between 1960 and 1980 as a one of transformation in Turkish literature, just like in
theatre, cinema and painting, as all of these artistic activities were diffused in the
public life. I argue that intellectual specialization was very limited in these years.
Metropolises such as Istanbul and Ankara were the main centers for the emanation of
intellectual common space and discourse.

In addition, the intellectuals were not specialists of an isolated and determined
intellectual or artistic field; they shared a more common agenda. In their debates and
at their meetings they talked about issues from the vast area of intellectual culture.
These topics were connected closely to their everyday lives and actual political
circumstances.

A struggle over representations, meanings, and who had the right to use them
were the major characteristic of the period. Intellectuals and artists played an
important role by struggling over representations and meanings. These artists
produced symbolic books, films, theatre plays and cinema reviews for this new public.
The books of the authors were important symbols to show their political identities and
the myth of the Enlightenment. The myth of political identity was more powerful than
before and after. The myth of the Enlightenment was very influential in this period.

All of these symbols are conducive to carrying some specific meanings and

representations to a public. This public obtains a political and intellectual identity via
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these instruments. The intellectuals and artists who were the producers of cultural
capital created a public that was to a certain extent independent from the economic
capital as a result of the class struggles in the 1960s and 1970s. A public sphere which
consisted of transitory, free social spaces was established where the university
students and ordinary people could meet with the leading intellectuals of the time.
These cultural milieus provided an arena for intellectual and political debates.

| call these actors the “new public” of Turkey. This public was especially
consisted of the university and high school students as a product of the Turkish
education system which was in a complete change and development during the1960s
and 1970s. With the significantly increasing rate of the University students, the public
lives of the big cities were completely transformed.

The University students became an important focus of power: the cultural and
artistic transformation of the decade had correlations with this youth culture. Young
authors became key figures of this work. This increase in the number of university
students can be defined as a main cause of the increasing literary activities in the
1960s, which in turn led to an increase for the audience of literature and all of the
cultural activities.

The autonomy of the universities after the 1960s was an important change.
Due to this autonomy and emancipation of a new public sphere, university students
wanted to be part of the intellectual public space and they were always curious about
thought and artistic activities. Students who can also be defined as young intellectuals
had intrinsic interests as both young people and intellectuals.

| argue that literature, mainly poetry and short story, as well as cinema served

as a very adequate means to satisfy these needs. It is my contention that intellectuals
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and students were going through a period of individualization which was also part of
finding a political identity. Those individuals found ways to construct themselves by
exploring new films, new books, by meeting new people in cultural environments and
by writing poems and short stories. That is to say, their political ideals and visions
demanded a new conception of the socio-cultural whole, of society, and in terms of
themselves a new sense of subjectivity or individuality. They realized this with the
help of the cultural instruments that became indispensable activities of the public life.

Literature was an important part of this new public life, as well cinema and theatre.

The End of the Era of Intellectuals

As argued by Michael Ignatieff, the prestige of an earlier generation of writers
(he gives as examples, Sartre, Beauvoir, Camus; and in the British context, Priestley,
Berlin, Ayer, Gombrich in 50s and 60s.) “depended on habits of deference which have
rightly had day.” But however deferential it might have been, it was a public culture.”
He argues that “what we have lost is not merely intelligence disinterestedly and
visibly at work within public life (and therefore a good in itself) but a more active
custodianship of our cultural values.”*?

For the cultural industry, the notion of “the public,” with its contingent modes
of access and articulation, has been replaced by the notion of “"the market", implying

commodity-exchange and consumption as modes of access and interaction. This also

means that the idea of the Enlightenment, rational-critical subjects and a disciplinary

“2see Michael Ignatieff, The Needs of Strangers (New York: Penguin Books, 1986).
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social order, have been replaced by the notion of entertainment as communication, as
the mechanism of social control and producer of subjectivity. The classic bourgeois
spaces of representation likewise either have been replaced by markets, such as the
mall replacing the public square, or transformed into a space of consumption and
entertainment, as is the case in the current museum industry.

The explanation for this transformation lies, according to Furedi, in the rise of
an instrumentalist ethos which treats knowledge and culture as means to achieve
economic and political objectives rather than as ends in themselves.*** This
instrumentalist vision has led to the exclusion and marginalization of the intellectuals
to some extent in the public life.

| attempted to show that this new public culture and the intellectuals and
writers ability to dominate public life also existed in this period of Turkey. In this
public sphere, alternative and plural but also common trends were visible. But, as we
know, after the coup d’etat of 12 September, intellectuals lost relatively their
important roles in public life. The bureaucratic-technocratic tendencies were defeated
to a great extent and, according to Caglar Keyder solidarist-populist hegemony of the
60 years of the Republic were eliminated.** The modernist attempt of the 1960s and
the 1970s cannot be reduced to this solidarist and bureaucratic tradition. Although it
cannot be separated from this tradition easily, there were independent and popular
dynamics that triggered this evolution.

Finally, Helen Small, in her The Public Intellectual, argues that in the era of

3Simon Sheikh, Representation, Contestation and Power: The Artist as Public Intellectual
available at: <http://www.republicart.net> 10.2004.

YEuredi, p. 78.

Y5See Caglar Keyder, Tiirkiye de Devlet ve Siniflar (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 1984).
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globalism, the geographical fragmentation of cultural life is not conducive to the
emergence of a sense of cohesion among the intellectuals, nor does it encourage the
rise of a cohesive public for them and this leads to a decreasing prestige of
intellectuals.'* This total transformation transcends the limits of this work. New
technologies of communication diminished the public role of the intellectuals and
writers, but it can also be argued that thanks to these new opportunities, intellectuals

and writers would become once again as important social actor.

148See Helen Small, The Public Intellectual (Malden, MA: Blackwell Pub., 2002).
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CHAPTER TWO
THE INTERNATIONAL CONTEXT

Before discussing the Turkish context, it is necessary to examine the global
context during the years under discussion. The period between 1960 and 1980 may be
defined an era in which Turkey was the most open to worldwide political, social and
cultural events in its history. It can be argued that the world was also interrelated in
these decades and there was an important communication between different countries.

Hobsbawm states that the world has been transformed into a global unity. The
same book is sold at the same time in Buenos Aires, Rome and Hamburg.'*" There are
three important consequences of the international conditions which certainly affected
Turkey’s social, cultural, and intellectual life and these three points are particularly
significant for my subject.

First, the student movements of 1968, and the international environment which
was favorable to the leftist politics, will be considered. Second, counter-culture
movements in the realm of culture as a reaction to the capitalist order and to the
mentality of the consumption society (this counter-culture movement was especially
significant in analyzing the tension between social realist and modernist tendencies in
Turkey, which were defined as individualist) will be discussed and last the notion that
a common international, intellectual and artistic culture or a network between authors

from different countries existed during two decades will be defended.

“Eric Hobsbawm, The Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914-1991 (New
York: Vintage Books, 1994), p 446.
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Leftist Politics and the University Students’ Movement of 1968

The international environment in the 1960s was favorable to the leftist
movements all over the world, first as a result of the thaw started by Nikita Khruschev
in the mid 1950s, which continued until the government of Brezhnev in the USSR. In
the Thaw period, repression and censorship in the Soviet Union were reversed and
millions of Soviet political prisoners were released from Gulag labor camps, due to
Nikita Khrushchev's policies of de-Stalinization and peaceful coexistence with other
nations

The thaw in the Cold War prepared suitable conditions for liberal reformisms
by nullifying conservative paranoias, and opened room for leftist politics.**® Contrary
to the escalating conflicts and clashes of the Cold War conditions of the 1950s, during
these years, leftist ideas were more visible, tolerable and plural in many Western
countries, as well as in the Third World. In the Third World countries, repressions,
and reactions against leftist ideas and movements were more intolerant and also
physically and ideologically violent and inhuman.

Another reason for the suitable conditions for the leftist movements may have
been the reactions against U.S. involvement in the Vietnam War which led to the
questioning of the illegitimacy of the Western political governments as a whole. The
majority of the university students of the Western countries were attracted by the anti-
war leftist discourse. In addition to this, the myths of guerilla war, especially the

legendary myth of Che Guevara, made people interested leftist politics.

Y8 Alper, p. 35.
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Finally, the student movements of 1968 marked a turning point and the apogee
of the social struggles in the period, especially in France. The 1968 student
movements were also experienced in Turkey; this movement had powerful relations
with intellectuals and transformed to some extent cultural life.

The symbolic meaning of 1968 as an important turning point in world history
will be discussed in this part of my thesis. These cultural and political movements had
direct or indirect influences on the artistic literary production. First of all, I will
examine the particularities, reasons and demands of these international movements.

During the 1960s, most of the economies of European or Western societies
entered into a period of expansion and enrichment. There were some positive and
negative periods and differences in the economies of these countries. For instance, in
the 1960s, the prices fluctuated in France as a result of the immigration of one million
people, after the independence of Algeria. The expansion may not have had direct
consequences on the life standards of the Western youth because of the increasing
university capacities and high rate of supply of graduates to the market. Social
sciences students and art students did not benefit from the privileges of the enlarging
market and they were critical of the unifying mentality of the ideology of
consumerism.

1968 was a unigue Yyear in history on a global scale. The uprisings of students
were influential from the United States to India, Eastern Europe to Latin America, and
China to Western Europe, and certainly Turkey. The students shared some common
feelings and sympathy with each other. Fink writes that, “They believed that their

actions were linked to a global revolt against capitalism, imperialism, colonialism that
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spanned the First, Second and Third Worlds,”** and they had a sense of shared
identity. In this sense, 1968 was international and internationalist. The members of the
student movements in one part of the world were interested about the members of the
movements in the other parts of the world. They collected information about them and
discussed their faults and successes.**® Moreover some protests shared common
agendas. For instance, students in England protested the police violence against
students in France and when the prominent figure of a student movement in Federal
Republic of Germany, Rudi Dutschke was assassinated, students in many countries
protested this assassination.

The 1968 movement also was a spontaneous one. Cohn-Bendit said, “It all
happened so fast. It didn’t have time to work. The situation provoked decisions.”™*
This spontaneity may be seen as a result of the world political and social context.

There were main international events which contributed to the radicalization of
the university youth. For instance, the Vietham War was the main common subject of
protest, as was the reaction to US imperialism. Another important event for the
radicalization of the French youth was the Algerian War.** Guerilla movements and

the myth of Che Guevara, who was assassinated by the CIA in Bolivia, were also a

main inspiration of the youth.

¢, Fink, P. Gassert and D. Junker, “Introduction,” in 1968 — The World Transformed, Fink,
Carole, Gassert, Philipp and Junker ed. (London: Cambridge University Press, 1999), pp. 1-27.

*0Tanil Bora, “ikinci Eleme,” Birikim, no. 109 (May 1998), p 33.
1Cohn Bendit as quoted in Kurlansky, p. 224.

>2Mark Kurlansky, 1968: The Year That Rocked the World (New York: Random House,
2005), p. 217.
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Another very debated and influential event of 1968 was the Prague Spring and
the Soviet invasion of this country by other countries of the Pact of Warsaw. This
situation can be seen as an obstacle for the left-wing students to adopt the Soviet
ideology of the period, moreover, the strength of the Maoist or Trockyst fractions in
the University student movements may have been as a result of this alienation to the
Soviet regime and to its satellites.

Tarig Ali argues that utopian anarchism was one of the philosophies that
captured interest of the young; but 1968 mostly revived the early years of the Russian
Revolution. The youth who suddenly transformed into Leninists, listened to Bob
Dylan and the Rolling Stones. He writes that every activist led a double life.'>®

The media’s contribution to this internationalist culture and to the interaction
between the movements of different countries was great. This generation of 1968 was
the first to grow up with the TV broadcasting. For instance, the French student leader,
Daniel Cohn Bendit stated that they met through television. He said: “Through seeing
pictures of each other on television. We were the first television generation. We did
not have a relationship with each other, but we had a relationship with what our
imaginations produced from seeing the pictures of each other on television.” ***

Even though the students had their own communication network it cannot be
compared with the contribution of the press. Through the media they learned about the
latest events in other countries. Moreover, the media, using the term “world youth,”

made the people aware that students were affecting each other and had common

ground and interaction.

3Tariq Ali, Susan Watkins, 1968 Marching in the Streets (London: Bloomsbury, 1998), p.12.

Kurlansky, p. 224
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Uprisings in the West may be related to the students who were not satisfied
with academic life. The problems about the university life were an important
motivation of these protests. But these movements transcended the scale of the
University rapidly and, they focused on the problems of the capitalist system and to
some extent, the bureaucratic system of the real socialist countries, especially the
invasion of the Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Army and the Warsaw countries’
armies. As was mentioned above, the international agenda was a central motif of their
protests, especially the Vietnam War.

1968 in the West took its shape during the welfare state period and mainly
attacked the effects of consumer society. It sought to raise the awareness of the people
about it. Youth movements criticized the way of life that rapidly mechanized and
alienated humans from social and natural life. They also protested to the technology
that killed many people in the Vietham War. They wanted the production of
technology for human use rather than profit and the protection of the imperialist order.
The motto of the youth was that the world had to be rebuilt anew so that it served the
interests of the majority.*

Even though in the West the position of the youth was related closely to the
problems of Western societies, 1968 created the most powerful internationalist trend
of all time. It was felt that the entire world had become one and the same place.
Students’ criticism of the Western consumer society was side by side with their anti-
imperialist attitude and there was a great sympathy and support for the demands of
independence in the Third World countries. As Tanil Bora states their internationalist

position turned sometimes to the glorification of the struggles of the Third World

Tarig Ali, Susan Watkins, 1968 Marching in the Streets (London: Bloomsbury, 1998), p.8.
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countries” with nationalist and anti-Western tendencies.™® Contradictorily, these
struggles were also alien to the Western youth movements as well as they thought that
they were not totally emancipated from the Western imperialist culture.

The movements of 1968 were experienced differently in the Third World
countries. A leading theoretician of the postcolonial movements, Frantz Fanon
appealed to Third World revolutionaries not to imitate Europe, and to combine their
muscles and their brains in a new direction, and to try to create the whole man, whom
Europe was incapable of bringing to birth.**” This statement was meaningful and
significant for the social movements of these countries. In a period of decolonization,
they contested Western imperialism, and they tried to create independent movements
that were hostile to the West.

As argued by Emin Alper, the 1960s was a golden age of anti-colonialist
nationalisms and anti-imperialist feelings, and the most important event was the defeat
of the U.S. military forces in the Vietnam. Then, the anti-imperialist radicals of the
Third World countries, a significant portion of whom were young students, in an
escalating way, believed that they also could do what the Vietnamese people had done
and that they could build an independent country by evicting the imperialist forces
from their countries.**® The most important difference from the Western country was
this immediate struggle which might also have been an armed struggle. The counter-
cultural and libertarian connotation of 1968 was often absent in the Third World

countries’ movements. As argued:

*Bora, p. 33.
%7See Frantz Fanon, The Wretched of the Earth (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1967).

8 Alper, p. 36.
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In some of these countries, 1968 started a chain of events that would lead to
revolutionary situations in some countries, like Ethiopia in 1974. Many
countries replied to the 1968 events with increasing authoritarianism, like
Egypt, Mexico, Argentina, Congo, Brazil, and Turkey. The student protests in
1968 started the cycles of protests in many countries, which shattered the
regimes and which could be suppressed only by military coups or increasing
authoritarianism.™®
Turkey’s 1968 movement can be considered within the framework of the Third
World countries (but Western influence was also important in the Turkish case) in
which university student movements were transformed into guerilla movements and

increasing authoritarianism and civil war conditions resulted in a military coup d’état

régime. Turkey’s specific conditions will be discussed below.

Counter-Culture Movements

Student movements in the Western countries turned into or produced counter-
cultural movements against capitalism and consumer society, Western parliamentary
democracy, and also “real socialisms” which made people passive puppets in the big
machine of industry and bureaucracy. The point that was most stressed was autonomy
and freedom in everything personal, social, and sexual. It was against all
institutionalization and political goals that deprived people of using their own
autonomy.*®° As discussed above, the distinctive feature of the student movements
was their demand for personal and social emancipation.

According to some scholars, personal demands were more central and these

people were against the morality and culture that restricted human freedom in modern

51bid., p. 93.

®Taner Akgam, “68’den Geriye Ne Kald1?” Birikim, no. 109 (May 1998), p. 46.
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societies. As a central point, personal pleasure and the will not to abandon it for the
sake of society were the main motifs. Personal and social emancipation were
contradicted to some extent, as against the more traditional socialist approach of the
1930s and 1940s which united these two struggles in a single one and even reduced
personal emancipation to the condition of social freedom. So the protestors did not
want to die for the revolution; rather, they wanted to experience it and new ways of
life tried to create new ways of life immediately in communes or in everyday life. But
this interpretation excluded an important part of these movements, throughout the
world, especially in the Third World countries where a desire for personal
emancipation and political freedom were generally replaced by social equality and
national freedom.

But, even if individualism was more central in the Western countries, mainly
in the USA, this may not be generalized even for these countries. For instance, the
different forms of Maoism and Leninism which espoused by these countries’ youth
were generally defined as against bourgeois individualism. But it is plausible to say
that a cultural agenda was always accompanied to this movement, by trying to
redefine the intricate relationship of art, literature, culture, and politics.

This student culture provided suitable conditions in which arts and literature
would be more significant. In the literary circles of the young artists, there was a
search for an avant-garde and revolutionary art. Cinema or other artistic forms were
also used by the movements of the youth. The anti-war movement, women’s
movement, hippie, beatniks and gays were the oppositional movements that were parts
of the 1968 events in the West. These movements created counter-culture movements

and they gave full weight to cultural activities and they benefited from cinema and
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other artistic forms. In the US and European countries, but mainly, in France, there
were significant counter-culture movements, similarly in literature.

First, France was a country in which avant-garde movements were very
influential and these movements shared a common ground with the Communist Party
and leftist ideas. As Turkish intellectuals followed the intellectual, artistic movements
of this country, and they were attracted by them, it was necessary to bring about the
conditions of this country. In this period, as argued by Kauppi, in France, a unique
form of theoretical and political radicalism (later labeled “French theory”) was forged.
He writes that:

A cultural revolution provided the background for this radicalism. This

Cultural Revolution undermined the old social conventions and social

relationships of authority and power (Hobsbawm 1999: 334) and created new

types of intellectual identities. This development was embedded in broader
social and economic transformations that affected key social institutions such
as the university (Bourdieu 1984, Kauppi 1996). All parts of French society
were touched by these developments. Some major transformations took place
in French culture with the nouveau roman in literature, the new wave of

French cinema, and intellectual production with radical ideas that were later

labeled “French theory.”lﬁl

In this landscape, a key journal in the aspirations of the young intellectuals was
Tel Quel, a theoretical-literary publication.'®® In the 1960s, a significant group of

thinkers gathered around the journal, among them Barthes, Derrida, Foucault, and

Kristeva. In this period, another important review was La Nouvelle Critique®®® which

'8INjilo Kauppi, Radicalism in French Culture, a Sociology of French Theory in the 1960s
(Burlington: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2010), p.1.

1%2Tel Quel journal issued four times a year, edited from the beginning (1960) by Philippe
Sollers.

193 a Nouvelle Critique (The New Criticism) was a magazine founded in 1948 by the French
Communist Party. The philosopher Jean Kanapa was its editor. It was continued from 1967 to February
1980 by the journalist Francis Cohen. It is established to propagate analysis of the “Marxist” theory in
the literary areas, by the French Communist Party. Its subtitle was “the journal of militant Marxism.”
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is in the direct line of the French Communist Party. The Telquelians also worked
closely with communist intellectuals gathered around reviews such as La Nouvelle

Critique and La Pensée (Thought)***

During the May 68 events, most Telquelians
supported the main Communist trade union, Confédération Générale du Travail
(CGT), while a minority composed of Roland Barthes and Jacques Derrida, among
others, remained indifferent. Tel Quel succeeded at being close to the sensibilities of
the students and on the side of the CGT.

During the May 68 events, Sollers openly presented himself as the
representative of the Communist party and its main union, the CGT. For instance, he
did not sign the Writer’s Union (a writers’ pressure group led by former Telquelian
Jean-Pierre Faye) protest against the government’s extradition of student leader Daniel
Cohn-Bendit from France. After May 68 some Telquelians like Marcelin Pleynet
became Maoists, although the review as a whole continued to “officially” support the
Communist party until the beginning of the 1970s. 1¢°

Another important aspect of the members of the Tel Quel group is that they
developed what came to be known as the nouveau roman (the new roman).*® In the
1950s, the nouveau roman presented an alternative to young writers. This
development was linked with broader intellectual transformations, mainly the

development of the humanities and the social sciences. The nouveau roman presented

an objective, “scientific” literature that functioned also as a way to tap into the

%a Pensée (Thought) was a multidisciplinary journal, founded in 1939 by communist
intellectuals or supporters of the French Communist Party. Long subtitled Journal of modern
rationalism, arts-sciences-philosophy, it is currently edited by Gabriel Peri Foundation.

1%1bid. p.13.

1%Debates about, the Noveau Roman in Turkey will be determined at length in the followling
chapters. The nouveau roman was also introduced in Turkey by Memet Fuat’s Yeni Dergi.
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intellectual radicalism represented by Claude Lévi-Strauss and structuralism. This
radicalization culminated in the events of May 68 when students and writers occupied
the building of the venerated Société des Gens de Lettres (Society of the Men of
Letters).®’

The nouveau roman also attempted to question the roles of both the reader and
the author. In the 1950s, the philosophy of the nouveau roman was called
phenomenological realism, neo realism, or the school of the gaze. By admitting the
independence of fiction from reality, the genre attempted to get away from literature’s
function as a reference (conventionalism).'®® It also made a clear distinction between
political beliefs and literary praxis.*®® This distinction also was espoused by some
Turkish avant-garde writers; but most of the Turkish writers did not accept it.

From the beginning of the 1960s to the beginning of the 1970s in France, the
intellectual review and group Tel Quel provided a unique synthesis of all the major
theoretical innovations of the moment. At first a literary review, Tel Quel quickly
developed into an intellectual review and a symbol of radicalism for a whole
generation of French intellectuals.!”® Between approximately 1963 and 1976, Tel Quel
was a leftist intellectual review that published radical and innovative texts. As
explained by Kauppi,

Tel Quel’s ideological adventures were concordant with the ideological

evolution of the part of the audience that belonged to the same age cohort as
the Telquelians. First they were Communists, then Maoists, and then

¥bid. p. 23.
1%81bid.
9bid., p. 14.

bid. p. 17.
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apolitical. Little by little, opposition gave way to symbolic integration. The Tel

Quel saga ended as it started: as an apolitical literary and artistic review that

assembled a disparate group of thinkers and writers.*"

In comparison with this journal, in Turkey many radical journals of the
university youth followed a similar radicalization; however they did not have time to
develop an apolitical stance as they were closed by the martial law or by their owners.
This circle may be seen as a good example to study the relation of literature and
politics in the same period, but in another country’s social context.

The Situationist International circle was another artistic representation of the
French alternative artistic culture of the 1968. Guy Debord and his highly popular
book The Society of Spectacle must be mentioned. This circle tries to make a synthesis
of the European avant-garde ideas and Marxism. Henri Lefebvre was also a key
Marxist philosopher who had close ties with this group. The Situationist International
rejected all art that separated itself from politics, the concept of the twentieth century
art that was separated from topical political events. They believed that the notion of
artistic expression being separated from politics and current events is one proliferated
by reactionary considerations to render artwork that expressed comprehensive
critiques of society impotent.*’? For the Situationists, 1968 was the moment that their
dreams came true, because they believed that one had only to create a situation and

step back and things would happen.'”

bid. p. 24.

2Guy Debord, Report on the Construction of Situations and on the International Situationist
Tendency's Conditions of Organization and Action (Paris, June 1957).

3Kurlansky, p. 224.
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In France, as a result of these counter-culture movements, a political theory
which was generally known as a French critical theory was created from a
multidisciplinary framework. Literary critique, sociology and psychoanalysis were
main disciplines who contributed to the formation of this new theory, produced by
people like Roland Barthes, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and many others. This
critical theory became influential in Turkey in the 1990s.

Second, in the U.S. and in the U.K., a counter culture movement also
flourished mainly in the universities. The counter-culture movement, in the U.S. can
be considered as having been a consequence of the antiwar protest against Vietnam
War. Other reasons were the conflicts between generations regarding race relations,
sexual mores, women'’s rights, traditional modes of authority, and experimentations
with drugs. The American civil rights movements at the beginning of the 1960s and
the Free speech movement of 1964 were also significant in the formation of a
politically sensitive cultural movement.

The main elements of these cultural movements were like the formation of an
alternative culture, hippie lifestyle, a sexual revolution, and the increasing use of
drugs. The favorite artistic form was music which became an indispensable part of the
youth culture. A social anthropologist, Jentri Anders, argues that aesthetic sense, love
of nature, passion for music, desire for reflection, or strongly marked independence
were characteristics of a desire to create a new culture. *’* This culture also had
representations in the cinema culture. A movie, the Graduate (1967), and its

soundtrack, The Sound of Silence were two of the most significant cultural symbols of

174See Jentri Anders, Beyond Counterculture (Washington: Washington State University Press,
1990).
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this period. Dennis Hopper’s movie Easy Rider (1969) represented the atmosphere of
the counter-culture movements of the time.

Another important current was the Beatnik culture and its literary
representations. This culture dated late 1950s, but these works were adopted by the
counter culture movements of the 1960s. Allen Ginsberg's Howl (1956), William S.
Burroughs's Naked Lunch (1959) and Jack Kerouac's On the Road (1957) are among
the best known examples of the Beat literature. The works of this existentialist literary
culture were also published in Turkey.

Poetry was an important instrument of the counter-culture movements in 1968.
Allen Ginsberg was the most favorite of the university students, but Russian poets like
Yevgeny Yevtushenko and Andrey Voznesensky also garnered huge followings
among college students in the West.'”> Herman Hesse was also the most popular
author of the 1968 movement. Wilfred Owen who lived in the early 1900s wrote a
poem War Requiem. This poem written four soldiers who had been killed in the World
War |, was considered as an anti war poem and Owen became popular again. Rupert
Brooke, another young poet who also died in World War | was another symbolic poet

of 1968.17°

International Mobility of Authors

Competition of the Cold War

™Kurlansky, p. 134.

1% 1bid.
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During the nineteenth, but especially in the twentieth century, authors
participated in the social and political struggles of their countries, and even in an
international context, as in the case of the Spanish Civil War. The role of the
intellectual in the resistence movements, like in France, has to be noted. This role of
writers by participating into political and social struggles is important because of their
capacities to narrate the history of the social process in both realist and fictive ways.
These narratives were considered as real and romantic histories of the social struggles.

For instance, in the Spanish Civil War, many of the authors participated in the
international brigades, and some died, aothers after the War produced significant
novels. Ernest Hemingway’s For Whom the Bell Tolls and André Malraux’s famous
work Espoire (Hope) are novels that were popular in Turkey; these novels became
part of the leftist culture of Turkey.

Authors who participated into the French Resistence and who wrote the history
of this struggle, like Louis Aragon in his book Les Communistes (the Communists),
participated in political parties. Aragon was the public face of the French Communist
Party, which was attractive to the Turkish writers.

This relation between authors and politics was clear in the 1960s and the
1970s. These decades may be considered the golden age of the international mobility
of authors. The two camps during the Cold War separately organized literary events,
competitions, symposiums, and other activities. The USSR and its allied countries
established intricate relationships between authors in Western or Third World
countries, figures like André Gide, Jean Paul Sartre and Albert Camus from France,
and Walter Benjamin, Bertolt Brecht from Germany. They were attracted by these

“real socialist” countries, but after they had visited them, especially Gide was
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frustrated by these countries. The USA and other Western countries played important
roles against the socialist network. They supported anti-Soviet artists, even socialists
who did not appreciate the USSR’s ideological line of socialism.!’”

Jean Paul Sartre and his refusal of the Nobel Prize was the most spectacular
event of the 1960s. Sartre was the most popular left-wing intellectual of the decade.
He also supported the counter-culture movements of the youth. He criticized the
imperialism of the U.S. throughout all his life.

Meanwhile dissident Soviet intellectuals had also influential during this period.
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn is widely acknowledged to have been a notable Russian
intellectual, known all over the world as a Nobel Prize winner and the author of The
Gulag Archipelago, in which he described the totalitarian governmental system of
annihilating people in the USSR. During the period which has been called the “thaw”,
“Nonconformist” artists appeared and sought to find their way through the system.

The thaw was followed by a period of refrost. These artists in the USSR faced
difficulties of existence. They were called “unofficial artists,” and their art could not
find its place in the State artistic institutions. They were supported by the West (by
collectors or diplomatic members living in the USSR.) The Westerners gave
recognition to these artists; they bought their works, and exhibited them.*"

During the Cold War era, literature can be seen as having been a domain of
competition between the U.S. and the USSR. Other places like China, Albania,

Yugoslavia and Non-Aligned countries must also be noted. Turkish artists generally

'""See Frances Stoner Saundres, Paray: Veren Diidiigii Cald: (Istanbul: Dogan Yayincilik,
2004).

8Mathilde Chambard, Unpublished Master thesis, «L’Art non officiel soviétique de I'U.R.S.S

a 1’Occident de 1956 a 1986. Deux parcours : Oskar Rabine et la revue A-Ya.» (Grenaoble: Université
de Grenoble. 2010).
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sided with the socialist camp. However, following the Western, leftist, critical artists,
they also defended the autonomy of the artist from state institutions and political

dogmas.

International Relationships of Turkey

I will briefly bring about the main events of the foreign relations of Turkey
during these two decades. The most important case may have been the implementation
of the U.S.-NATO's military bases in Turkey and the starting of common military
activities with NATO and escalating protest movements against these events. As a
result, there were massive protests against the U.S. and imperialism. The protests
against the visit of the 6™ fleet of the USA in istanbul, in the 1960s were the top
moment of these protests. The Cuban missile crisis of 1962 was another worldwide
phenomenon of the period, before the thaw period of the 1960s; this was the last
confrontation between U.S. and USSR.

In the 1970s, the letter of Johnson" and the Cyprus crisis were the most
important international cases in which Turkish politics and the Turkish society were
significantly influenced. Another important event was the 1973 petrol crisis which had
direct effects on Turkish economic and social life. In this process, the Arab countries
were discovered by the Turkish political and intellectual elites. The ban of opium was
another important event by which the peasantry was influenced directly, and the

misery of peasantry cultivating opium and tobacco were reflected in the literature.

The letter of U.S. president Johnson sent to the Turkish prime minister ismet Inénii in 5 June
1964.
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Another important event was the attacks of the Armenian terror organization ASALA
(1975) which was founded in 1973, on Turkish targets. The Armenian problem
continued to be one of the taboos during those decades.

These international events were reflected directly in the artistic production and
were topics of debates in the literature of the era. For instance, the consequences of
the economic crisis such as the black market, and long queues to buy basic goods,
were represented at length in the novels. These direct influences within international
context discussed in the previous sections help to understand the context in which art

and literature were produced.
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CHAPTER THREE

TURKEY BETWEEN 1960 AND 1980

In this part, I will describe the main political and economic developments, and
ideological and social circumstances during the 1960s and 1970s, in Turkey. In this
time period, | will present an overview of a societal culture in which, after the
foundation of the Republic, many different cultural transformations took place. |
focused first on the international context, I will now depict the political, ideological
and social conditions of Turkey.

Turkey’s population increased throughout the Republican era, including the
1960s and 1970s by a high rate of 3 percent every year. As is well known, Europe had
already completed its transition from an agricultural, rural society to an urban one by
the twentieth century. Turkey, on the other hand, was in an unbalanced process of
urbanization in the period under discussion. The emergence of new cities lead to an
immense emigration during the 1950s and 1960s.

This great move in population meant drastic changes in the social and
economic life of cities like Istanbul, Ankara and Izmir as they became more and more
populated. Istanbul had a population of 770,000, in the 1950s, reached 1.5 million by
the 1960s. The percentage of urban population increased from a 18.5 in 1950 to 33.4
in 1970, when total population was 35,666,549. This rapid increase continued and at
the end of 1970s, the urban and rural populations became equal. In 1965, the
percentage of the population occupied with agriculture was 75 percent of the total
working population. But in the 1980, as a result of the rapid industrialization and the

urbanization, this proportion was completely changed and decreased to fifty percent.
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In 1971, the proportion of the peasant to urban population was 52 percent rural
population to 48 percent urban. In 1971, sixty percent of Turkish society was illiterate.
The first time that the urban population went beyond to the rural population was in
1980.

Immigration to European countries, especially to Germany, was one of the
main socio-economic events of the day. 20 July 1972 was the day that the 500.000"
worker immigrated to Germany. The industrial and general economic production on
the national scale was not sufficient to meet the needs of the rapidly increasing
population of Turkey. This phenomenon of the interior migration and emigration and
its consequences in the peripheries of the urban center was a significant topic of
literature during these decades.

As a part of the creation of societal cultures, the Republican elites in Turkey
had the desire to create a synthetic society in which a civil culture could develop
gradually. This development of a public sphere also was accompanied by the
development of the artistic and literary world. As Kemal Karpat writes by 1960, the
age-old process of the creation of a truly civilian society, entered its last and decisive
phase.*®° The Second Republic, a conceptualization made by some historians to
identify this new era, began as a completely new phase during which a plural and
political life was fulfilled. Specifically, it might be noted that the 1960s commenced
and ended with two military coups, namely those of 27 May 1960 and of 12 March

1971.

1805ee Kemal H. Karpat, Turkey's Politics; the Transition to a Multi-Party System (Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1959).
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After the coup d’état of 27 May 1960, in January 1961, a constitutional
assembly was established that started to prepare a new constitution. The main goal of
this new constitution, as a result of the lesson drawn from the DP era, was to “control
the assembly.” However, the constitution of 1961 intensified the division of powers
and guaranteed fundamental human rights and freedoms.

According to this new constitution, new institutions like the senate of the
Republic and the independent Constitutional Court were established; the new
constitution also granted autonomy to the press and the judicial authority and
universities. Fundamental rights and liberties were defined more extensively in this
constitution than in the previous and following constitutions. The document was
submitted to a plebiscite and it was approved by 61 percent against 38 percent.
However, this high proportion of denial vote was interpreted like the protest against
the overthrow of the DP government.

In January 13, 1961, the bans on political activities were lifted, and ten new
political parties were founded in addition to the RPP and RNPP (Republican Nation
and Peasant Party- Cumhuriyetci Koylu Millet Partisi). The most important of these
parties was the JP (Justice Party —Adalet Partisi) which can be seen as the
continuation of the DP. The first elections after the coup were held on 15 October
1961. In this election RPP won 34.7 percent of the votes and 158 deputies, and JP’s
rate was 36.7 percent and it gained 173 deputies.™®!

After the coup, another important change was the foundation of a socialist

labor party on 13 February 1961. The TLP (Turkish Labor Party) was founded by a

BIErik Jan Ziircher, Modernlesen Tiirkiye'nin Tarihi (Istanbul: Ilet1§1m Yaylari, 2003), p.
359. For deputies numbers, Gengler icin Cagdas Tarih, ed. Ahmet Kuyas (Istanbul: Epsilon Yaymevi,
2004), p. 315. For all other election results, | used the same sources.
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group of labor union members. After a year of inactivity, the founders invited Marxist
lawyer Mehmet Ali Aybar to become the leader of the party. Following Aybar, several
other Marxist intellectuals also joined the ranks and the party soon adopted a Marxist
programme. The party's breakthrough came in 1965 when it obtained three percent of
the votes in the national elections and won 15 seats in the parliament. The TLP
deputies' highly active participation in the parliamentary sessions contributed to a
radicalization of the political scene in the country. These debates also were reflected
to the press.

The TLP's entrance into the National Assembly was an important milestone
and a unique phenomenon in modern Turkish politics. The TLP's insistence on the use
of parliamentary and constitutional means to come to power was its distinctive
feature; and it was this characteristic that distinguished the party from the other main
organizations and movements of the Turkish left in the 1960s. TLP was considered to
be a symbol of the 1960s ideological representation and it will be discussed at length
below.

The proportional representation system that was used in the 1961 elections (in
this new election system, the total vote of a party obtained throughout the country,
allowed it to send a representative to the parliament) increased the number of the party
represented in the parliament. For this reason, instead of a one party government, the
RPP and JP coalition governments’ period was started in November 1961 under the
leadership of Inénii. This coalition did not continue very long and in May 1962 a new

coalition was founded by the RPP, CKMP (RNPP) and YTP (New Turkey Party-Yeni
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Tulrkiye Partisi). In November 1963, the JP won an undeniable victory in the
municipal elections, and this led to a fall of the coalition government.*®2

After the resignation of Ismet Indnii government, there were always problems
making up a government and in the 10 October 1965, JP won the new elections. The
results of the November 1965 elections was very significant victory of the right, JP
gained 52.9 percent of the votes and 240 deputies, RPP, 28.7 percent and 134
deputies, National Party (Millet Partisi) 6.3 percent and 31 deputies, New Turkey
Party (Yeni Turkiye Partisi) 3.7 percent, and 19 deputies, CKMP (RPNP) 2.4 percent
of the votes and 11 deputies. On the other hand, under the leadership of Mehmet Ali
Aybar, the TLP won 3 percent of the votes and 15 deputies.

In the 1965 elections, the RPP propagated a new policy, stressing on social
justice and social security, led by Bilent Ecevit. Ecevit’s new policy, “the left of
center” was planned to appeal to the public. This new policy in the beginning was
prepared with the support of the national chef Ismet Inonii, the “left of center” policy,
the new formation of the left-wing hand of the RPP started or tended to be part of an
ideological competition with the TLP which was a newly established but ideologically
influential socialist party among the young students. This new policy will be
explained detail in the following sections. This policy did not work successfully in the
politics of the 1960s, but in the 1970s it brought unprecedented success under the
leadership of Bilent Ecevit.

Biilent Ecevit was selected in 1966 to be the party's general secretary with the

support of Ismet Inénii. Ecevit aimed to appeal to the people living in shanty towns

182The result of the elections, JP 45.87 percent, RPP 36.97 percent, YTP 6.51 percent, CKMP
2.81 percent, MP 3.1 percent, TLP 0.38 percent and independents 4.3 percent votes. Source:
http://www.yerelnet.org.tr/secimler/secim_analizleri1963.php.
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(gecekondus) who moved recently from their villages to the cities and were about to
become gradually part of the working class. Demirel declared this new policy to be
communist propaganda and the popular slogan “the left of center is the way of
Moscow” was adopted by the right-wing politics. With the fiasco of RPP in the 1965
elections, the “left of center” policy was criticized within the RPP and it led to a deep
division in the party.

The JP’s leader, Stileyman Demirel became a very important public figure of
the Turkish right-wing politics after the 1965 elections. Although the 12 October 1969
elections results were a small decrease for the JP votes, this right wing party under the
leadership of Demirel became dominant. The election results were JP, 46 percent
votes and 256 deputies; and the RPP 27.4 percent with 143 deputies. Other parties
deputies numbers were: GP (Republican Trust Party) 15, TBP (Unity Party of Turkey)
8, YTP (New Turkey Party), MP (National Party) and the MHP (National Action
Party - Milliyetci Hareket Partisi) 6, TLP 2 and 13 independent deputies in the
parliament. At the end of the 1960s, University student movements became more
influential, and increasing left-wing youth movements faced with the reaction of the
state institutions.

The 12 March 1971 Military Intervention marked an important turning point in
Turkish politics on the justification of the rising political violence, the army gave a
memorandum to the prime minister Demirel on 12 March 1971. Demirel resigned
immediately, and a right-wing cabinet of technocrats from outside of political parties
directed by Nihat Erim was brought in to govern. This new government claimed to
provide public order and to make socio-economic reforms. Atilla Karaosmanoglu, a

technocrat who had before worked in the World Bank, prepared an economic reform
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program including land reform, agricultural taxational, nationalization of mining
industry, and protective measures. This program was accepted in the parliament.

In April 1971, martial law was declared including all major cities in 11
provinces and the hunt for the leftist militants was immediately started. Many
intellectuals, many managers and trade unionists close to the TLP, nearly 5000 people
were arrested. The main goal was clearly the suppression of the Left. The TLP was
closed in July 1971, and Necmettin Erbakan’s MNP in May 1972, and he later
founded the National Salvation Party (Milli Selamet Partisi - MSP). The MHP and
Nationalists were not arrested. In this period, Ecevit started to win more and more
power in the RPP and, in the May 1972 party conference, he came to power.

The Erim government gradually restricted political and individual freedoms. In
a military atmosphere, they governed the country with restrictive decrees and hard
pressure. In April 1972, the government resigned and Ferit Melen became the new
president. These military-oriented governments were criticized by the RPP, but
Demirel maintained a compromising relation with them. In 1973, the civil politics
footsteps were felt and instead of the candidate of the army Faruk Gdrler, Fahri
Korutiirk was elected.

After the coup d’état, the first free elections were held on 14 October 1973.
The elections results were: RPP voted by 33.5 percent of the electorate and 185
deputies, and JP 29.5 percent (a decline of 15 percent compared to 1969) with only
149 deputies. Other results were National Salvation Party, 45 deputies, Democratic
Party 45; Republican Trust Party 13; MHP 6; Unionist Party 3; and an independent

deputy in the Parliament. With these elections, a new period of coalitions was started.
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After long negotiations, prime minister Ecevit's coalition was established in
January 1974, between the RPP and the MSP. Raising ban on opium cultivation and
Turkey’s intervention on the Cyprus, in the 26 July 1974 made Ecevit very popular.
Because of the problems of the coalition government, Ecevit, on 16 September 1974,
resigned. He was unable to realize early elections, because Demirel’s AP founded the
Nationalist Front government with the MSP, MHP, CGP, and DP as a coalition of all
of the powers of the right. The first National Front (MC) government continued until
the elections of 1977. Although there was growing political violence and economic
crisis in the period before the 5 June 1977 elections, it resulted in the significant
success of the RPP. According to the election results, the highest rating of the RPP
was 41.4 percent of the votes and 213 deputies. The JP, by increasing the percentage
of the votes in the previous elections with 189 deputies dropped to 36.9 percent. In the
rest of the composition of the Assembly, there were 24 deputies of the MSP, 16 of the
MHP, 3 of the CGP, and 1 of the DP and 4 independent deputies. Ecevit’s RPP
established a cabinet with independent deputies transferred from the right, in January
1978, but this government lasted only until the end of the January 1978. After the
massacre in Maras, the government introduced a partial martial law in the country.

As a result of the rising political violence (the incidents of the first May 1977,
the Maras massacres in 1 February 1979, the assassinatios of Abdi Ipekgi, editor of
Milliyet journal; Gun Sazak, Deputy and General Secretary of the MHP in May 1980;
and former prime minister Nihat Erim, and Kemal Tiirkler [the former head of DISK]
in July 1980, and by the harsh opposition of Demirel against Ecevit’s government, the

government was forced to resign in October 1979. After his resignation, Demirel
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constituted two “national” governments. The National Front governments supported
directly or indirectly, right-wing circles against the leftist organizations of the period.

Before the coup d’état of 1980, the area of civil politics gradually weakened
and a civil war atmosphere was emerged after 1978. The parliament fell into a crisis.
For instance, the presidential elections were repeated 100 times and the results were
always inconclusive. The economy toppled into a severe recession.

Authors were always interested in the political process and satirized its
conflicts and absurdities. Aziz Nesin’s famous work Zubiik was a satiric narration of
the world of politicians. A pluralist political democracy led to the formation of new
political characters who assumed that they were pragmatist and corrupted. A possible

corrupted political person was always criticized from the world of writers.

Economic Model of the Period: Import Substitution Industrialization, 1960-1980

Intellectuals and state officers and bureaucrats, with the intention of supporting
a social policy, and for the sake of creating political equilibrium and a more coherent
administrative mechanism, proposed a new model of accumulation in the 1960s. They
applied this model to the country with the help of the 1961 constitution and by the
military support. During this period, countries with similar economic conditions used
similar formula. This is called Import Substitution Industrialization (I1SI). The
distinctive feature of ISI was the production of manufactured goods in the country
which had previously been imported from foreign countries. This model was

applicable with the help of customs protection of domestic industry.
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Another distinctive feature was the concept of planning. The State Planning
Organization was established in September 1960, and its plans on economic and social
issues were prepared by foreign consultants. It can be considered a turning point in the
economic history of Turkey. First, starting in 1963, with three five-year plans, public
investments and private investments were programmed in a very detailed way. This
period of development as a form of protectionism provided the protection of the
domestic market from the effects of foreign trade. The state provided formation of
domestic industry in basically three ways: by applying heavy import restrictions and
high customs tariffs, by intervening into the exchange rates, and by high wage policies
and a policy of agricultural support.

During the period, the context of industrialization, as the distribution of
investments, and the priority of the sectors changed drastically compared to the
previous periods. This period was marked by the industrial sector, by the production
of “durable goods” like refrigerators, washing machines, vacuum cleaners, televisions,
kitchen and household items. In this industry, technology was imported initially and
continued to be dependent in terms of basic inputs to foreign countries.

The new target of durable consumer goods in these decades was the working
classes in the cities and farmers who had relatively a high level of prosperity in the
villages. This industry was completely designed for the needs of the import
substitution system. For instance, the contribution of the public sector, especially iron-
steel, copper, aluminum, chemical and petro-chemical construction, such as basic and
intermediate goods, was significant. The public sector produced these goods to
provide the input requirements, in a cheaper way than private industry and the

agricultural production was provided very cheaply in the cities due to the support of
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the state to the farmers. This created a significant relationship of interdependence
between these sectors.

Another feature of the economics of this period was the populist policies, like
the redistribution of sources. One aspect of this process was the increasing purchasing
power because of the application of high-wage policies. Between 1964 and 1978,
average wages increased two-fold. A high growth of national product was performed
in these years. The average annual growth rate was 6.6 percent for all of the 1962-
1976 period. The industrial sector contributed more than agriculture. The most
dramatic development was that the services sector recorded excessive increase.
During this period, there were two important turning points: One was the big
devaluation which was done on 10 August 1970; the other was the world oil crisis of
1974, which led to an economic crisis that continued for many years.

The crisis of the inward-looking, export-dependent, interventionist, and
populist model could be observed clearly in the period between 1977 and 1979. In
1977, foreign trade indicators were strongly distorted and all channels of credit were
blocked. Meanwhile, Ecevit’s RPP came to power, and did not accept the IMF
agreement that proposed not to control prices, and to abolish wage and agricultural
subsidies. They could not find solutions to alleviate the import bottlenecks and
confusion in the market.

As a result, oil and gasoline shortages and the black market became the reality
of the day. The rise in the general level of prices of goods and services was 53 percent
in 1978, and increased to 64 percent in 1979. It was impossible to solve the problems,

despite the devaluation and other economic measures taken by the government in
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February 1978 and in June 1979. In a symbolic speech, Demirel in 1979 said “we
need even 70 cents” and admitted that economy was in a real crisis.

The end of the ISI period may be marked by the decisions formulated by
Turgut Ozal in 1979. This plan reflected the wishes of the IMF on 24 January 1980.
The implementation of the economic occurred after the September 12 coup, because
this plan could not be implemented in an atmosphere of an average of 190 strikes per
year between 1977 and 1980. These strikes had a total cost of 3.7 million working
days lost.

Emin Alper writes that the ISI model became the main one for Latin America
and for the independent part of the non-Western countries after the Second World
War, with the consent of the U.S. There were however differences between the
different countries.'® In some countries in which the nationalist, bureaucratic elites
were powerful, this project was realized in a more conservative way, like in Turkey.
But in others, there emerged also a radical bloc of nationalist leftists and communists
who considered the ISI model a transitional model for a non-capitalist way of
development, and later socialism.

In these countries, they thought that to take one step further than the generally
accepted reforms and to nationalize all foreign companies, foreign trade and big
industries, to achieve a radical land reform, and to create a self-sufficient economy
developing with its own resources was sufficient to start the way of non-capitalist

development, the first step of socialist transformation. However, the conservative bloc

8 Alper, p. 123.
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just took ISl as a technical model for a temporary stage to integrate the economies of
the peripheries to the world market, like in Turkey.'®*

The IS1 model also was interrelated to another economic and social reality of
Turkey. The workers who immigrated to Germany were important suppliers of foreign
exchange that the industry needed to export technology which was dependent in terms
of basic inputs to foreign countries. Immigration led to many economic and social
transformations which have been represented in the artistic productions.

The ISI model was an integral part of the world and Turkey’s economy until
the 1980s. The consequences of these economic transformations were all largely
reflected in the realm of the literature. This new economic model and its consequences
produced conflicts between different classes and motivating new life styles, and
helping to create a new industry of popular culture. This model of economy was

generally defined by many scholars as Taha Parla’®

and Caglar Keyder, as a
solidarist, corporatist model.

This model’s direct or indirect consequences were described in the novels and
short-stories. For example, social realist or dissident literature reflected the social
inequalities as a result of this model. The social consequences of this model, like the
inflation and the economic crisis were criticized, reflected and the social struggles
were also described to some extent in the works of art. Realist and modernist works of
art reflected many faces of this economic transformation. Internal migrations,

emigration to European countries, rapid urbanization, and the difficult conditions in

the shanty towns were represented in the realist novels; and urban life centered

841bid., p. 96.

185See Taha Parla, Ziya Gokalp, Kemalizm ve Tiirkiye’de Korporatrizm (Istanbul: Deniz
Yayincilik, 2009).
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problems were also depicted in the modernist novels. For instance, the changes in the
lives of the ordinary people with the use of durable consumer goods, and foreign
automobiles and people’s desire to buy these new cars were represented. Adalet
Agaoglu’s novel Fikrimin Ince Giilii (1976) tells the tragic story of a migrant worker
returning to his country with his own beautiful, yellow car. This story was also
adapted to the cinema in a movie called Sar: Mersedes (Yellow Mercedes) by Tung

Okan, in 1992.

The ldeological Framework and its Social Dimensions

The military coup of 1960 and the constitution of 1961 opened a new era, one
of cultural and political debates. The turning point in the changing ideological climate,
after the coup d’état, was related in general to the new constitution.

The main characteristic of the constitution was the aim to limit the executive
and legislative power of the governments, and distributing this power to other bodies.
The parliament was divided into two houses. A constitutional court was established in
order to control the correctitude of the laws to the constitution. The majority system in
the elections was changed to a proportional system, to prevent any political party from
gaining an open majority in the parliament. The two house character of the parliament
limited the effect of the government on the legislation. Consequently, the political
regime of the constitution was sought to prevent the possibility of the former
authoritarian administration.

Another distinctive feature of the 1961 constitution was that it involved basic

rights and freedoms. For the constitution, democratic life was not limited only to free,
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fair and regular elections. The constitution recognized basic freedoms and rights as it
was the case in the Western countries. The freedom of speech, freedom of the press
and autonomy of the universities were traces of the reaction to the former
totalitarianism.

Ahmet Insel argues that the agency behind the 1960s military coup sought to
change the previous choices of the ideological and political system:

The powers behind the 27 May coup d’état had a desire to realize and to

implant as soon as possible the economic, social and political institutions of

the West in Turkey as a model of civilization. They preferred the unitary,

centralist model of democracy, mainly the model of France instead of the

model trying to make Turkey like a little USA and which had symbolized in

the DP tradition. *%°

Thus, one of the main ideological themes of the period was the ideology of
modernization, and this ideology was produced by the Kemalist bureaucratic elites
aiming at the rapid development of the country. Intellectuals who were affected by
developmentalist and modernist ideas did not position themselves in opposition to the
Kemalist and Republican ideals of the early Republican period. Many Turkish
intellectuals believed that Kemalism was the foundation for Turkish modernization;
hence they tried to transcend Kemalist ideology by relying on a vision that was at
once populist and modernist and which aimed at a more egalitarian, free, and
economically independent, self-sufficient society.

A bureaucratic tendency or hegemony was the reality of the period as a result

of the planning economy and the belief of the superiority of these well-educated

18527 Mayis 1 gerceklestiren giiclerin tasidigi bir ézlem de vardi: Cumhuriyet’i kuran kusagin
cagdaslasmanin ornek iilkeleri olarak benimsedigi kita Avrupa’simin iktisadi, sosyal ve siyasal
kurumlarmm bir an dnce Tiirkiye'de gerceklestirmek. DP gelenegini temsil eden Tiirkiye'yi kiiciik
Amerika yapmak fikvine karsi, 27 Mayis hareketinin muasswr medeniyet Ornegi, ozellikle Fransa’da
yirirkikte olan merkeziyetci, iiniter demokrasi modeliydi.” Ahmet Insel, “Demokrasinin Sancili
Yillar1,” in Cumhuriyet’in 75 Yilr, vol: Il, (Istanbul: YKY yayinlari, 1998), pp. 476, 478.
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pioneers. The most important instrument of these intellectuals, Yon journal, will be
discussed as it was the main forum for this political approach.

According to Dogan Kuban, in 1974, there were four or five currents of
thought in Turkey: Islamism, which had deep-rooted origins; Marxism, with all of its
branches; Panturkism which had developed in the era of Sultan Abdulhamit in form of
ultra nationalism; and humanism which had been adopted from the West and, finally
Kemalism.'®” Kemalism and its constitutive ideology of Nationalism and its
transformation into an anti imperialistic culture, or in other words, redefinition in a
leftist framework will be analyzed first. Then, 1 will try to bring about the formation
of leftist politics with it relations to humanism which was brought with the Kemalist
ideology. Islamist and nationalistic ideologies will not be discussed at length because

of their limited influences on the literary world.

The Nationalism and Solidarity of the Oppressed Nations

First of all, the debate over the modernization of the society without leading to
a collapse of national identity coincided with an anti-imperialistic emphasis brought
on the scene by the leftist political discourse of the time. This discourse was shaped by
such factors as the then ongoing process of decolonization, the disputes over the
precise nature and import of theory of the Asiatic mode of production, the influential

Non-Aligned Movement of the Third World countries, and the Chinese Cultural

¥"Dogan Kuban, Yeni Ufuklar Dergisi, no. 253 (October 1974), p. 11.
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Revolution. International developments like the conflicts in the Cold War, the rise of
Third Worldism, and the world-wide reaction against the Vietnam War were
influential in Turkey as in other parts of the world.

Concerning Turkey, the basic ideological and philosophical influences of these
debates can be outlined. Third Worldism may be seen as a significant ideological base
of the decade. For instance, the rise of Third World countries and Third Worldism as
an ideology with an independent model of industrialization significantly affected
Turkish intellectuals and some of the Kemalist elite in the sixties. The rise of anti-
imperialist sentiment in the world encouraged them to question the submissive attitude
of Turkey toward the US, which had lasted throughout the 1950s.'%®

It is argued that nationalism in Turkey substituted religion as an important
power.'® However, between 1960 and 1980, nationalism lost its hegemonic power, or
was redefined in different ideological contexts. For instance, the left espoused the
Kemalism as necessary ground for its existence, especially in the 1960s. The
international sensitivities of the left changed the nationalism’s position to be
predominant to all other ideologies, to some extent.**

It is necessary to bring about the anti-imperialistic discourse by the example of
a declaration of the 4 May 1968, criticizing the US intervention in Vietnam by the

students associations like FKF (Fikir Kultpleri Federasyonu, Federation of Thought

Clubs), Talebe Cemiyetleri (Association of Students), that were supported by other

188 Alper, p. 45.

B9Herkil Milas, “Milli Tirk Kimligi ve Oteki, Modern Tiirkiye’de Siyasi Diisiince,” in
Modern Tiirkiye de Siyasi Diigiince, Milliyetgilik (Istanbul: Iletisim Yaynlari, 2002), p. 200.

199See Tanil Bora, “Introduction,” Modern Tiirkiye'de Siyasi Diisiince, Milliyet¢ilik (Istanbul:
Iletisim Yayinlari, 2002).
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social organizations. In this discourse, an internationalist message of solidarity was
declared by comparing these anti-colonialist struggles to the Turkish War of
Independence. Their anti-imperialism was more than nationalism, and an
internationalist concern of solidarity of the oppressed countries was clear.
However, the anti-imperialistic element in these movements also encompassed
a critical approach to western values and ideals, which were seen as products of the
imperialist world system, the imperial heritage of the Ottoman Empire, and the
Republic’s model of modernization. These seen as presented obstacles for intellectuals
in adopting an anti-colonialist discourse as such a discourse naturally problematizes
the western cultural and political tradition. Kemalism and its model of civilization
grounded itself on the values of Western civilization and hence took the realization of
these in Turkey as its principal task. This alignment with the West on the part of the
Kemalists was a pervasive feature of their political perspective. This attitude also can
be seen as the result of their political choices:
The republican elite had inherited an imperial past altered into a narcissistic
nationalism that stayed foreign to the Indian cause or the Third World in
general. They proposed that Turkey set an example for the Third World
countries in the creation of an independent state, but thus at the same time also
imagined themselves as above other Third World countries, closer to Western
countries and only slightly less developed than they. It is no wonder that while
sending troops to Korea in return for being a NATO member, Turkish
politicians never tried to participate in the Bandung Conference of 1955.*
Therefore, their modernist tendencies prevented these intellectuals to some
extent from adopting the extreme anti-Western, anti-colonial and populist perspective

that prevailed in the Third World countries. Then, by clinging to the imperial heritage

of the country and to the Western culture as the epitome of civilization, Turkish

YSavas Arslan, Hollywood Alla Turca Ph.D. Diss. (Ohio State University, 2005), p. 58.
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intellectuals put themselves into a very complex situation, enveloping many
contradictions.

In this era, the key political concepts were being redefined. The 1960s and
early 1970s was a period in which the intellectuals, who generally had been
accustomed to thinking in a more solitary vein until then, began to engage themselves
more in broader political and social issues. This intermingling of elitist, populist,
nationalist, and internationalist aspects that can be seen in different approaches, was
possibly on the basis of a common agenda that had been solidarist before and
increasingly socialist in a broad sense. The modernist hegemony was in the process of
adapting itself to the populist and socialist approaches, that is, of incorporating these.
The paradigm of modernity, as an experience of westernization and modernization,
came to be more seriously contemplated. The state lost its monopoly on the
circulation of these ideas as they became the objects of public discussion.

The nationalist or conservative line is also a significant expression of an
opposition in the social and cultural sphere which took various forms. Ultra-nationalist
and religious movements are the basic political representatives of the opposition to the
modernist tendencies. Nationalists and conservatives focused on the issues of identity,
of national culture in general, with an emphasis on the particularities of Turkey and its
internal dynamics whereas the modernists sided with universal values, and identified
broadly within the parameters of the western idea of progress. Modernist intellectuals,
with their emphasis on social progress and economic development, represented a more
influential or dominant axis. In this work, this modernist attempt of the 1960s and the
early 1970s will be considered as a phase of the Turkish modernization movement and

will be evaluated as a comparatively democratic, participatory historical period, and
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its relative success amidst the fierce state opposition that incessantly sought to
suppress these attempts will be emphasized.

These attempts on the part of state were given an institutional footing with the
coup d’état regimes of 1971 and 1980. The military intervention of 12 March 1971,
however, did not put a complete end to the political struggles or conflicts. In the late
1970s, the radical student and worker movements of the late 1960s were transformed
into a deeper polarization throughout the country, which led to what was nearly a civil
war between the extreme nationalist political powers and radical leftist groups. It was
only in the 1980s that this struggle lost its power after the blow of the military coup of
12 September 1980 and the beginning of the neo-liberal period.

All of these ideological tensions also were reflected in realm of literature. The
tenisons between nationalist and internationalist intentions, and populist and elitist

attitudes will be discussed below.

The Foundation of the Left Politics and Thoughts in Turkey

Cahit Kayra writes that, “My generation got to know Left Doctrine and Leftist
politics after the age of forty. We were brought up as nationalists and statists.”**?
Leftist thought became suddenly dominant after 1960. In this process, intellectuals,
artists and their productions, and the periodicals in which they discussed matters,

played important roles in the formation of the leftist politics. As will be discussed

below, this leftist culture was absolutely influential on the literary and artistic world.

92 «“Benim kusagim, Sol Doktrini ve Solculugu kirk yasindan sonra 6grendi. Bizler milliyetci ve
devletci olarak yetistirildik.” Cahit Kayra, 38 Kusagi: Anilar (Istanbul: Turkiye Is Bankas1 Kaltur
Yayinlari, 2002), p.316.
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In the formation of the leftist culture, intellectuals and their political and
artistic reviews had central roles. In the shaping of the intellectual life, the function of
the Forum and Akis magazines on intellectual atmosphere of the 1950s and 1960s can
not be underestimated. But Yon, Devrim, and Ant in 1960s were also very important
political reviews in which there were always pages concerning developments on the
cultural and artistic agenda. These reviews were all leftist and were published by a
large number of leftist intellectuals. In these political reviews a political program was
shaped. Cetin Altan, Sadun Aren, Dogan Avcioglu, Mehmet Ali Aybar, Mihri Belli,
Niyazi Berkes, Pertev Boratav, Behice Boran, Sencer Divit¢ioglu, Selahattin Hilav,
Abdi ipekei, Mehmet Kaplan, idris Kiiglikomer, Siddik Sami Onar, Tarik Zafer
Tunaya, were very significant intellectuals in the intellectual climate and the
formation of the new political tendencies. In the next part, I will discuss these
periodicals, intellectuals, and parties, and the organization they established, supported

and in which they participated.

Yon (Direction) Magazine and the Association of Socialist Culture

YOn magazine was an important common venue for leftist intellectuals, starting
with December 20, 1961. Yon magazine under the leadership of Dogan Avcioglu,
defended rapid industrialization with social justice, the elimination of the feudal
relationships, land reform, state intervention in the economy and an anti-imperialist
stance, mainly against the USA. It was published for five and a half years and during
this period in the leadership of Dogan Avcioglu. A study about Ankara University

students in 1962 showed that by a rate of 40.4 percent, Yon was the most popular
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periodical among university student leaders.'*® Its circulation increased to 30,000 at
the beginning, but by 1965, it was printed of only 6000 or 7000 copies.

Rapid economic development was one of the leading statements of the Yon
circle. Etatism and state interventionism were defended by the circle of Yon.

The journal’s significance for our subject was its pages concerning the cultural
subjects and events, which were prepared by the notable intellectuals like Fethi Naci
and Konur Ertop. Yon magazine was the first to publish Nazim Hikmet’s many poems
in 1964 and in 1965. This is credited to the acknowledgement of Hikmet and
accordingly socialist ideas.

The Association of Socialist Culture (Sosyalist Kiiltiir Dernegi) deserves
mention. The planners who resigned from the State Planning Organization established
this association with other significant left-wing intellectuals.’®

This association represented the developmentalist, modernist tendencies of the
intellectuals. With many other associations, many people began to have sympathy to
socialism by separating it from the Soviet type communism. The legitimate ones were
the European type socialism and the Third World socialism based on postcolonial era

struggles of independence. This association reflected the intellectuals’ relative

autonomy from the state and engagement to alternative political visions.

193Quote_(_j in Jacob M. Landau, Radical Politics in Modern Turkey (Jerusalem Academic Press,
Leiden, 1974; Ozer Ozankaya, Universite Ogrencilerinin Siyasal Yonelimleri (Ankara: Ankara
Universitesi Yayinlari, 1966), p. 35.

YMiimtaz Soysal “Sosyalist Kiiltir Dernegi,” Sosyalizm ve Toplumsal Miicadeleler
Ansiklopedisi Vol. 8, (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 1986), p. 2022.
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Tiirkive Isci Partisi (Turkish Labor Party)

After the coup, another important change was the foundation of a socialist
labor party on 13 February 1961. The Turkish Labor Party was founded by a group of
labor union member, by twelve trade unionists in Istanbul as a consequence of the
emerging working class, and the movement of trade unions. In the beginning, the
party was clearly pro-worker (ouvriériste), but in 1962, associate professor Mehmet
Ali Aybar became the head of the party and he brought together the unionist and
socialist intellectuals in the same organization. Following Aybar, several other
Marxist intellectuals joined the ranks and the party soon adopted a Marxist
programme. The party rapidly was transformed and organized as a modern socialist
party.

The TLP was always subjected to pressure and political violence from the
right. The party meetings and congresses were attacked by conservatives in such
places as Akhisar and Bursa. Up to the 1965 elections, the TLP was unable to hold
local organizations in all provinces. However, the radio speeches of the party in the
election campaign made the party known to the public. The language of the party was
very different from that of the other parties. Social justice was the essential subject of
the party discourse. As mentioned, the party's relative success came in 1965 when it
received 3 percent of the votes in the national elections and won fifteen seats in the
parliament. The TLP deputies’ highly publicized, active participation in parliamentary
sessions contributed to a radicalization of the political scene throughout the country.

The TLP’s entrance into the National Assembly was an important milestone

and a unique phenomenon in modern Turkish politics. The TLP's insistence on the use
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of parliamentary and constitutional means to come to power was its distinctive
feature; and it was this characteristic that distinguished the party from other main
organizations and movements of the Turkish left in the 1960s. The TLP was
considered to be the symbol of the 1960s ideological world.

Consequently, in the early stages of the party, its pro-worker character
prevented the party from becoming influential, but the party escaped from this with
the leadership of Aybar. The most important success of the TLP was not electoral but
its ideological agenda which changed the previous ideologically ambigious Turkish
politics. The program of the TLP was a synthesis of a populist, radical, Kemalist,
nationalist, and socialist ideas.*®

After the transformation of the Workers’ Party by Aybar and other
intellectuals, the TLP immediately became a center of attraction among intellectuals.
Behice Boran and Sadun Aren were other intellectual figures of the party. They had
conflicts after the invasion of the Czechoslovakia by the Soviet Union and Aybar
resigned and Behice Boran continued to determine the ideological line of the party.

TLP was a very influential organization among intellectuals, artists and literary
people. Fethi Naci, Siikran Yurdakul, Ferit Edgii, Yasar Kemal, Fakir Baykurt, Leyla
Erbil and Demir Ozlii were some of these writers. The TLP’s circle of intellectuals

and artists are discussed below.

Y Artun Unsal, Unuttan Yalmizhiga Tiirkive Is¢i Partisi 1961 — 1971 (Istanbul: Tarih Vakfi
Yurt Yayinlari, 2002).
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The RPP’s Left of Center Discourse

When discussing the late 1960s and 1970s, the transformation of the
Republican’s People Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi), the work of Bulent Ecevit
Ortanmin Solu (left of center) must be discussed. This policy can not be considered to
have been like the realization of the social democracy of Western Europe in Turkey.
The social democracy of Western Europe and the RPP’s left of center had clearly
dissimilar features; moreover, in many aspects, they had exactly contrary perceptions.
Yunus Emre writes that,

The left of center emerged as re-production of Kemalism in the conditions of
1960s’ Turkey. This re-production was realized via the hegemonic views of
the 1960s, nationalism and developmentalism. Thus the link between the left
politics and Kemalism that was socially and culturally constructed was called
left of center in terms of a special blend that was peculiar to the 1960s.'%

The clashes between the Kemalist elite were also important during the 1960s.
It may be necessary to remember that the DP elite were also part of the RPP in Turkey
until 1945."" The new clashes between Kemalist elite in the 1960s were visible after
the left of center positioning of the RPP. The term of “left of center” was first used by
Ismet Indnii before the 1965 elections, but just after the 1965 elections, the RPP gave
it up. As Yunus Emre writes,

This demonstrated the pseudo-importance of standing on the left of center for
the RPP. However, the formation of two groups as the supporters and
opponents of the left of center soon revived the term “left of center.” The

struggle was at its peak between 1965 and 1967. And Ismet Inonii’s open
support of the supporters of the left of center that were led by Bilent Ecevit

%yunus Emre,“The Genesis of The Left of Center in Turkey: 1965-1967,” Master Thesis
(Bogazici University Istanbul: 2007).

YEmre Kongar, Imparatorluktan Giiniimiize Tiirkive 'nin Toplumsal Yapisi (Remzi Kitabevi,
Istanbul: 1997), p. 470.
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changed the inner-party balance, and left of center became the official party

policy.**®

The working class was more visible after the events of 15 and 16 June 1970.
The RPP became more engaged in working class politics after 1970. The election of
1973 and the success of the left of center were significant in the transformation of the
Turkish politics, even a turning point. According to Kongar, instead of the Kemalist,
statist front, a popular leftist front had been established by the success of the left of
center policy of the RPP. Building a left-wing coalition between the Kemalists and the
urban poor and landless peasants became a prevalent strategy for the 27 May
coalition.™® This strategy could not be achieved, but in the 1970s, Turkish politics
consisted of many leftist political organizations and strategies.

200 \with literature and authors must be noted.

Bulent Ecevit’s close relationship
Left-wing Kemalist artists supported his left of center policies. Intellectuals like
Sabahattin Eyuboglu and Haldun Taner who also supported the TLP during the 1960s
supported Ecevit’s RPP in the 1970s, by arguing that even if the RPP did not

completely represent its political vision, it had to support the RPP, because of its role

against the right-wing powers.

%8Emre, p. 12.
9 Alper, p. 49.

20 A5 a good example, after the death of Eyuboglu, Ecevit wrote an article in Yeni Ufuklar
magazine.
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The Significance of 1968 in Turkey

As well as its shared forms of actions like boycotts, faculty occupations and
spontaneous movements, both in the West and Turkey, the student uprisings targeted
not only university systems, but they also revolted against the establishment, and even
detached themselves from leftist political organizations, socialist or communist parties
and acted independently from them. Like their European counterparts, students in
Turkey became deeply concerned with questions of social justice, social equality,
economic development, and socialism and again as the students in Europe they
rebelled against the TLP for its political line that defends parliamentary way of power
struggle.

Believing in and desiring revolution, radicalism, non-parliamentary ways,
opposition outside the parliament, guerilla warfare, Marxism, Maoism, Leninism and
anti imperialism were common means and ideological tools for the movements both in
the West and Turkey. The movement in Turkey also has shared anti-authoritarianism
with the youth movements of the West, at the very beginning to a limited extent. For
instance demands for self-rule or autonomy demands in the universities, the
questioning of daily culture, and forming a new art form or revolutionary morality,
creating anti-authoritarian and egalitarian society were the issues of student
movement.?® Even though some students in Turkey read Marcuse and Sartre, whose
books were appreciated very much by the Western youth, unlike the Western youth

who stressed on anti authoritarian and libertarian Marxism different from Soviet

1 Bora, p. 32.
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Marxism and the “bureaucratic and oppressive real socialism,” these tendencies were
not really observed in the Turkish case.

For instance, a modernist tendency can not be observed in the Turkish youth
movements. Soviet literature, a social realist approach, and an orthodox way of
Marxism were more common than the modernist literature and theoretical Western
Marxism. The Turkish youth read the social realist novels of the writers who will be
discussed below. But the modernist literature of the West, Kafka, Sartre, and Faulkner
were also translated and reached to the Turkish public. Modernist literature and avant-
garde cinema were also popular in this period in Europe. In the 1960s, cinema
increasingly took into consideration the problems that individuals faced in their
everyday lives, their inquietudes, their desperation in the flux of modern life, bringing
the modernist perspective of the novel and poetry to the realm of cinema.
Philosophical and theoretical debates about the constitutive and representative notions
of cinema and literature, and especially a search for new narrative systems, flourished
in these areas. However, there was a reaction to the modernist and avant-garde
literature and cinema of these movements in Turkey. They were considered
individualistic and to symbolize the mentality of the petit-bourgeoisie.

The cultural and political tools of anti-war movement, women’s movement,
hippie, beatniks and gays were also present in Turkey but to a very limited extent.
These kinds of movements were underestimated generally by the Turkish political left
and cultural circles.

But in fact, contrary to the shared common characteristics, each country
experienced 1968 according to its own peculiar social and political conditions. Thus,

the events of 1968 took place across the globe, but happened within national
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contexts.’®? The student movement in Turkey was influenced by the ideological
orientations of its European fellows, but it was interpreted according to the particular
ideological and cultural climate of Turkey and some of the ideological tendencies of

d.2%® Moreover, a one dimensional

the student movement in the West were not adopte
perception of events of 1968 in the West was produced. The radical individualist
dimension of these movements were criticized and considered as petit bourgeois
radicalism, or a different form of Western individualism.

The SFK (Sosyalist Fikir Kullpleri- Clubs of Socialist Thought) and the FKF
(Fikir Kulupleri Federasyonu- Federation of Clubs of Thought) and especially Dev-
Geng (Organization of the Revolutionary Youth) were the main associations of the
progressive university youth. 1968 university events gave the revolutionary fervor to
the youth to break up the elder TLP and to establish Dev-Geng. This independent
organization of the left was an important ground for different political movements that
would be influential in the 1970s. Students criticized the degradation of all political
elites. This age group movement especially started to define itself with more
universalistic leftist ideologies. This youth is very important for our subject because,
they were the audience for literary and artistic productions as well as political thought.

As was mentioned, this period was the only period in Turkey in which radical
leftist movements and labor organizations were powerful and influential in the public

scene. A literary movement which supported these movements was also developed in

these decades, as will be discussed in the following chapters. The university youth and

22Eink, p. 1.

2BGiin Zileli, “68’in ideolojik Kaynaklar1,” Birikim, no. 109 (May, 1998), pp. 96-104, p. 100.
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their search for a revolutionary art led to involvement and intervention in the artistic

milieus. Literature was possibly their most important ideological medium.

The Development of a Societal Culture in Turkey

First of all, it is taken for granted by many scholars that modern conception
regarding social and cultural institutions is formed within the sphere of the social-
economic development of the modern state since the 18th century. The process of
modernization went hand in hand with the realization of societal cultures.?®*
Modernist ideologies subscribe to the thesis that it is possible to create a common
societal culture. The core element of this culture is a standardized language, allowing
the possibility of a system of social and cultural institutions. This need for the
uniformity of language arises from the necessity of maintaining a high level of
solidarity within modern democratic states, and can only be secured through these
cultural and social institutions. To provide a common, equal, homogenous education
system is an important responsibility of the state.

The search for the proliferation of culture and art is also defined as the
responsibility or duty of the state. As a core elements of a societal culture, education
and common public sphere in which artistic production and interrelations between
artists and audience can develop, were defined as necessary conditions. Education and
the institutionalization of art and literature were very important for the intellectuals of
the 1960s and 1970s. These policies and their transformations in the creation of a

societal culture in the 1960s and the 1970s are critial to understanding the

2will Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship (London: Oxford University Press 1995), p. 5.
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transformations in the realm of education, language and popular culture. The
formation and conceptualization of the artistic mainly literary common space will be

discussed below.

Education and Its Transformation: Students, Intellectuals of the Future - Literature a

Relevant Way to Find New ldentities

Education in the early years of the Republic was in a state of total change and
in a process of construction as a result of the language and other educative reforms.
Some scholars argue that the educational mentality of the Kemalist elite was
significantly far from encouraging the education of the lower classes apart from in
primary and vocational schools and hardly aimed to create a meritocratic elite from
the popular classes.?®

In my opinion, the Kemalist elites sought to create a meritocratic elite in the
early years for the realization of the modernization project of Turkey. This ideology
led to the creation of an educated people irrespective of class origins. This goal was
the motivation of their project of modernization. With the rise of the leftist ideologies,
however, this project led to the formation of an educated leftist community that tried
to reach the uneducated, poor masses. The mentality that their first mission was to
educate the people was evident in the leftist discourse of the intellectuals. Then this

project of creating a meritocratic elite was disturbed and transformed after the 1960s.

2% Alper, p. 137.
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The illiteracy of peasantry was the main challenge. However, it is possible to
think that more peasants could afford to send their children to towns and cities in the
1960s relative to the early Republican era since their incomes had significantly risen
in the 1950s.2% Even so, in 1969, only one percent of five million young people who
were living in the villages had the chance to study after primary school, In this
minority, 50 students went on to the normal school, 30 students went on the religious
schools, and 20 students went on other schools. The rate of literacy increased
throughout this period.

This was a period of mass education. In the 1960s, institutions of education
were in a complete process of transformation. This period was very important for the
proliferation of a new societal culture because of the change in the meaning of
education. Education became a national policy of the state which aimed for a rapid
development. Increasing numbers of university students formed different and new
cultures in Turkey, and certainly provided the formation of the student movements.

The student movements unquestionably were among the most significant actors
of this period between 1960 and 1980, especially as catalysis for all different social
movements. The prominent role of students in the uprisings of the period depended on
the reality that they were not satisfied by the existing education system. According to
some scholars, this was a result of the positivistic and monolithic understanding of the

Kemalist education system.?”

21hid., p. 141.

2Serif Mardin, “Sosyal Yapimiz ve Ogrenci Eylemleri,” Milliyet'den Se¢meler Dizisi 1975
Yuli (Istanbul: Milliyet Yaynlari, 1976), pp. 24, 25.
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Another reason may have been the capitalization of the education system. As
education became increasingly organized around the needs of the market, universities
became places of political struggle and anti-capitalist student movements arose.

This sharp political radicalism in the universities had connections with other
social and cultural developments, too, but its essential character as a student
movement was necessarily shaped by the problems and conflicts produced by this
transformation in the universities. The status of the private schools was a subject
criticized frequently by the leftist discourse of the time. For instance, nearly 50 private
colleges were opened with the promulgation of law No. 625, private educational
institutions, which started on 3 July 1965. The students of these schools numbered
more than 40,000.2% These private schools were criticized for increasing the
privileges of the upper classes and the inequalities in the education system.

In the 1960s, an important factor in the growth of the political radicalism of the
youth was the increasing rate of participation in higher education which produced far
more graduates than could be absorbed by the professional market.?®

The massive spread of university education took place all over the world,
almost at the same time. All developed and underdeveloped countries experienced

major increases in the enrollments of university students from the second half of the

1950s.%'° Before the 1960s Turkey’s educational process had many phases, but the

28«3 Haziran 1965 tarih ve 625 sayili “Ozel Ogretim Kurumlari Kanunu nun yiiriirlige
girmesinden sonra ogrenime agilan yiiksek dereceli 6zel okullarin sayisi 50’ye yaklasmistir. Buralarda
okumakta olan 6grenci sayisi ise 40 binin iizerindedir.” Stkrii Kog, Aksam Gazetesi, 18.January.1969,
“Ozel Okullar Facias1,” Varlik Yillig1 1970 (Istanbul: Varhik Yayinlari, 1971), pp. 218, 219.

29gee Eric J. Hobsbawn, Age of Extremes: The Short Twentieth Century, 1914-1991 (London:
Abacus, 1995).

2OAlper, p. 125.
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1960s was very important for the increase in the number of students in the
universities. The number of university students increased to from 65,000 in 1960 to
97,000 in 1965. In 1970, there were 159,000 students in higher education.?!*

To show the changing structure of education, it may be also necessary to talk
about increasing rate of lower class students in the university education after the
1960s. In every ten thousand people, the following numbers of university students
corresponded in different countries in 1968: 26 in Turkey, 34 in France, 23 in
Switzerland, 24 in Germany, and 27 in Holland. Sixty four of 100 students in Turkey
were studying social sciences and literature, while 20 of them were studying positive
sciences and engineering, 11 medicine , and 5 agriculture. In 1968, the number of
students studying in a foreign country was 4756.%2

As a center of the university student movements of 1968, in France, there were
an important increase in the number of university students. For instance, in 1958, there
were 175.000 University students and by 1968 there were 530.000, twice as many
students as Britain had.?"

The oversupply (the unversity student boom) thesis and the status decline thesis
(Bourdieu thesis that upper or middle classes which have a fear to loose their status)***

are developed to understand the causes behind these student revolts as the student

boom of the 1960s was a global reality.

lhan Tekeli, “Osmanh Imparatorlugu’ndan Giiniimiize Egitim Kurumlarmm Gelisimi” In
Cumhuriyet Dénemi Turkiye Ansiklopedisi, VVol. 3 (Istanbul: fletisim Yayinlari, 1983), p. 666.

2Cavyit Orhan Tiitengil, “Sayilarla Tiirkiye’nin Bazi Toplumsal Gériintiileri,” in Varlik Yilligi
1972, pp. 195-209; “Sayilarla Tiirkiye’nin Sosyo-ekonomik ve Kiiltiirel Durumu,” in Varlik Yilligi
1974, pp. 209-225, “Cumhuriyet’in 50. Yilinda Sosyo-ekonomik ve Kulturel Gostergeler,” in Varlik
Yilligi 1973, pp. 199-211.

2BKurlansky, p. 217.

M Alper, p. 17.
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The cultural and artistic transformation of the decades in question certainly
correlated with this youth culture. This increase in the number of university students
cited as the main reason for the increasing literary activities in the 1960s. This
increase provided a larger audience of literature and other cultural activities.

The autonomy of the universities after the 1960s provided by the new
constitution was an important change. Thanks to this autonomy, more critical and
independent academic works were started to be produced. Due to this autonomy and
emancipation of a new public sphere, university students wanted to be part of an
intellectual public space and they were always curious about new intellectual and
artistic activities. Students, who can also be defined as young intellectuals, had
intrinsic interests in the cultural activities, as both young people and intellectuals.

The youth also challenged the older generations, criticizing their conformism
and their political visions. They argued that to be older was to be passive, conciliatory,

and even corrupt.?*®

They tried to create a new tradition which was active,
transformative, and revolutionary. Memet Fuat writes that,
The intention to go to the sources was dominant. The youth was more
revolutionary than the older generation, which is more conformist and
conservative.*'®
An important feature of these young intellectuals was their interest in art,

mainly literature. However, it was important for the youth of the period to acquire an

identity as well, a search for subjectivity or means for personal emancipation. The

2 bid.

218 «Kaynaklara yonelme istegi baskin A dergisi, Degisim dergisi Gengligin baskaldirist,
Yalana, sahte tavirliiga, kofluga, kulaktan dolmaliga, diizencilige karsi, yikicilikla degil de,
kuruculukla el ele veren bir baskaldirma. Bu karisik durumun onceki kusaklarin kolaya kagist,
diistinceye uzak duruslart hazirlad: diyebilirim.” Memet Fuat in “Kaynaklara Yonelen Kusak™ defends
the youth generation. Mehmet Fuat, “Kaynaklara Yonelen Kugak,” Yeditepe (16 January 1962).
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basic economic or social motives of their revolt also required a cultural agenda to
provide a sense of integration. | would argue that literature; mainly poetry and short
story as well as cinema served as very adequate means to satisfy these needs. It is my
contention that intellectuals and students were going through a period of
individualization. Those individuals found ways to construct themselves by exploring
new films, new books, and meeting new people in cultural environments. Their
political ideals demanded a new conception of the socio-cultural whole, of society,
and in terms of their selves a new sense of subjectivity or individuality.

On the other hand, this new period was not only limited to the movement of the
University students. For instance, Zafer Toprak compares this new period with the

Young Turk revolution:

Another factor is the way the 1960s functioned as a particular “era of
enlightenment.” There have been two periods in Turkish history that have
cleared the way for enlightenment. The first one is the “Kanun-1 Esasi” years
following the Young Turk revolution; the other is the years of the 1961
Constitution after 27 May. The Turkish intellectual and the youth have never
read as much as they did in those years. Translations were made and the world
was perceived differently in those years. In both phases, the Ottoman and the
Turkish people opened up to abroad respectively. In the first one, they read
Durkheim, Seignobos, Cauwes; in the other, Marx, Engels and Lenin. The
search for a nation-state rendered solidarist thinking in the first. In the second,
the longing for a social-state brought the class question to the fore.?’

A new educated middle classes was on the rise in Turkey, as it was throughout

the world during these two decades. As many scholars note, new educated middle

AT“Diger bir etmen 60’ yillarin bir tiir'aydinlanma ¢ag’ islevi gérmesi. Tiirkiye tarihinde iki
donem aydinlanmayr getiriyor. Biri Jon Tiirk devrimi ertesi Kanun-1 Esasi yulari, digeri 27 Mayis
devrimi ertesi 61 Anayasast yillari. Tiirk aydini ve gengligi, ¢aglar boyu bu donemlerde oldugu kadar
hi¢bir zaman okumuyor. Ceviriler yapiliyor, diinya bir baska algilaniyor bu yillarda. Disa agilyor her
iki evrede Osmanl, ardindan Tiirk insani. Ilkinde Durkheim’, Seignobos’u, Cauwes’i okuyor;
digerinde Marx", Engels’i Lenin’i. Ilkinde solidarist diisiinceyi hikim kiltyor ulus-devlet arayigi.
Tkincisinde sinif sorununu on plana ¢ikariyor sosyal-devlet ézlemi” Zafer Toprak, “1968’i Yargilamak
Ya da 68 Kusagina Mersiye”, Cogito, no. 14 (Spring 1998).
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class and student youth were the main political agents behind the moderate
liberalization and social movements in the 1960s, mainly in Europe.

Turkey did not have a privileged status but did have some differences from the
developed European countries. Serif Mardin consideres the period as a period of
cultural chaos and conceptualized it in terms of an encounter between the culture of
the center and cultures of the periphery. “Possibilism,” that is, the attitude of “we can
change the current political situation” also played a role.?8

In this atmosphere of class politics and in a search for a social justice,
intellectuals saw it necessary to awaken the people. Urban intellectuals believed that
the masses were uncultivated and hence open to reactionary ideologies. They engaged
themselves in society engineering and adopted the modernizing ethos of the Western
countries as the right path on which to proceed. These intellectuals considered art to
be a complementary tool for their political agenda and by considering the “people,” or
“society” as an object to be manipulated by political parties, mainly right-wing
political parties, and they wanted to make the “people”, or the “masses” the object of
their projects. The modernization ethos as the cultural and symbolic capital, which had
been inherited from bureaucratic families, also strengthened the view that they were
the responsible for the direction of the country. Coming from the most modern stratum
of the country was an additional factor pushing these intellectuals to modernize it.?*°
This conception was important. Whether this was true for literature is difficult to say

as many of the authors were from middle or lower class. This will be discussed further

below.

“Mardin, pp 24-25.

“Alper, p. 165.
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Popular Culture, New Life-Styles, Artistic Production

After the 1960s, as a result of the rapid industrialization and urbanization, the
population of the cities increased significatively. Populist economy policies, and a
developmentalist model provided an important increase in readership of newspapers
and a huge audience for movies. In these decades, the proliferation of the mass media
and cultural products was very important. The quantity and quality of newspapers
were highly increased. This can be seen as the new age of a more profound print
culture.

The profile of the readers was completely changed. To read journals was no
longer considered something only well educated, privileged people did. For instance,
the Hirriyet newspaper circulation increased from fifty thousands, in 1948 to one
million in 1968. Milliyet, Cumhuriyet were other significant newspapers of the period.

Hurriyet as a mainstrem right-wing political newspaper excluded many left-
wing intellectuals. As a very symbolic example, Hurriyet distributed a book titled
Tlrk Edebiyat Tarihi (Turkish History of Literature). in 1969, in which Orhan Kemal,
Yasar Kemal, Attila {lhan, Sabahattin Ali, Nazim Hikmet, Kemal Tahir and Aziz
Nesin were not considered as a part of the history of the Turkish literature, as well as
these authors were the most popular Turkish left-wing authors of the period.??°

Another book, however, Sovyet Tiirkologlarimn Tiirk Edebiyati Incelemeleri

(Researches of Soviet Academician on Turkish Literature) included articles by Soviet

“T{irk Edebiyat Tarihi (Istanbul: Hiirriyet Gazetesi Yayinlari, 1970).
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scholars about left-wing writers such as: Sabahattin Ali, Sait Faik, Nazim Hikmet,
Kemal Tahir, Orhan Kemal, Aziz Nesin, Fazil Hiisnii Daglarca and Yasar Kemal.

First, as a part of this print culture, another format that became part of the
public life was cartoon journals. These journals were functioned as a part of the
dissident political identity and also part of the sexual emancipation for the young male
public. This popular culture in the realm of mass media led to the formation of a
specialized domain, creating sexual satisfaction or education for a larger public who
were interested with them.

Second, it is necessary to add the introduction of a visual culture with a vast
cinema production and, finally, with the establishment of T.R.T. (Turkish Radio and
Television) Another significant development was the inroduction of the telephone
which became widespread in homes.

In Turkey there was ambivalence in attitudes about Western youth culture.
Until approximately 1969, the long hair, rock music and miniskirts were welcome by
leftists, and consumed side by side with Turkish folk music. This was changed in the
following years as leftists began to position themselves as the representatives of the
people.??! Meanwhile, many new habits, generally imported from the West were
espoused by a larger part of the Turkish society, especially the Turkish youth. Pop
music, football culture were all developed during these decades; as already mentioned
cinema was an undeniable part of this rapidly expanding popular culture.

Avrtistic or literary production also may be defined as an important part of the
popular culture. One of the main instruments of the popular culture was artistic

productions.

2! Alper, p. 114.
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Artistic Fields: Theatre, Cinema, Visual Arts, Music

In the 1960s, a national cinema appeared as a notable domain of popular
culture, as many other national cinemas did in parts of the World. Before the 1960s,
American cinema had been very popular throughout the world. Before Turkish cinema
became a considerable industry, many debates about its quality and problems were
held. Intellectual debates, which always occupied intellectuals in the areas of
literature, theatre and music, found a new interesting and fertile arena.

The 1960s were both a turning and a transition period for the cinema. In these
years it was changing throughout the world; the social movements and problems of
countries were reflected in their national cinemas. The 1960s were the golden years of
Turkish cinema. Turkish movies were increasingly popular among people, and they
constituted a considerable commercial market.

The Social Realist movement also produced significant films during the first
half of the 1960s. To name few of these films, Yilanlarin Ocii (The Vengeance of
Snakes 1962); Susuz Yaz (Dry Summer 1963), which brought Metin Erksan the Best
Film Award at the Berlin Film Festival; Otobiis Yolcular: (Bus Travelers 1961);
Karanlikta Uyananlar (Those Awaking in the Dark) by Ertem Goreg in1965;
Haremde Dért Kadin (Four Women in the Harem 1965) by Halit Refig; and Bitmeyen
Yol (Road Without End 1965) by Duygu Sagiroglu.

This trend was effective, as also argued by Asli Daldal, thanks to the
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Yesilcam®?? system which still left a room for alternative ideological attitudes.?*
Producers who did not maintain a considerable capital in the conditions of an
undeveloped cinema industry were interested less in ideological matters. They did not
attempt to determine the ideological choices of the directors, and there was a closer
and more complex relationship with directors, scenarists and producers.

The 1960s were marked by an unprecedented flourishing and politicization of
film magazines, festivals and clubs. Si-sa, Yeni Sinema, Sine-Fil and Sinema 65 were
some of the new intellectual film reviews. In 1962, the first private cinema club was
established by Sami Sekeroglu: Kullip Sinema 7. This club was founded in the Art
Academy of Mimar Sinan University. The Ankara Film Society and the Film Club of
the Institute of French Studies are also noteworthy.?**Sinematek founded in 1965,
attracted intellectuals and educated youth as an alternative to Yesilgam Sinema. It
promoted the “universal art” or “European art cinema.”

During this period, Sinematek was one of the most active organizations
providing a lively atmosphere for the educated middle classes, intellectuals and
university students. For instance, Sinematek had a variety of intellectuals, such as
Sakir Eczacibasi, Onat Kutlar, Aziz Nesin, Yasar Kemal, Yilmaz Giiney, Aliye Rona,
Atif Yilmaz, Ali Ozgentiirk, Selim ileri, Dogan Hizlan, Gencay Giirsoy, Dora
Karabey, Yavuz Ozkan, Umur Bugay, Atilla Dorsay, ilkay Demir and Zeynep Oral,

These were the cinema critics, directors, freelance writers and journalist. Onat Kutlar,

22y esilcam” is the name of the street in Beyoglu where cinema companies and coffehouses of
“extras” are located.

22 Ash Daldal, Art, Politics and Society: Social Realism In Italian and Turkish Cinemas
(Istanbul: Isis Press, 2003), p.148.

*!|bid., p.141.
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in his book Sinema Bir Senliktir®® gives the names of significant intellectuals of the
period: Sabahattin Eyiiboglu, Azra Erhat, Kuzgun Acar, Prof. Cavit Orhan Tiitengil,
Oguz Atay and Hasan Ali Ediz, who participated in a film screening at Sinematek.

In this climate, Y1lmaz Giiney produced popular, commercially successful
films, which were welcomed by the Sinematek group. The first film of Yilmaz Giiney,
Seyyit Han (Seyyit Khan), despite its technical failures, received a positive review
from Onat Kutlar in Yeni Sinema. After this, Gliney wrote, directed and performed in
Umut (Hope) in 1970. The first screening of this film was held in Sinematek’s hall in
Mis Sokak. After the film, Omer Liitfi Akad embraced Y1lmaz Giiney and said, “This
is our first realist film.”??® Umut came to be one of the most debated films in Turkish
cinema and was evaluated as a milestone.

According to Glney, art was the most important device for class struggle. Its
function was to motivate people to think about political and social issues. Giney
dominated and also was affected by the Sinematek circle. Salom said,

In other words, the Sinematek association, by arguing for the impossibility of
attaining the good and the beautiful, in the “corrupt order” of Yesilcam, relied
on the youth, and on a director like Y1lmaz Giiney who struggled against the

Yesilcam conditions from within.?’

Giiney’s masterpieces Arkadas (Comrade), Sur(, (The Heard, with Zeki
Okten) and Yol (The Road with Serif Goren) were all very significant films. Yilmaz

Giiney, Atif Y1ilmaz and Omer Liitfi Akad, who were the most creative and productive

225 See Onat Kutlar, Sinema Bir Senliktir: Sinema Yazilar: (istanbul, Can Yayinlari, 1991).

2|nterview with Giovanni Scognamillo (May 2007, Istanbul).

221 «Yesilcam'n "bozuk diizen"i icinde daha iyiye, daha giizele ulasmanin olast olmadigint bir
onyargt gibi ileri siirerek, genclere, Yilmaz Giiney gibi Yesilcam ortaminda "kacak" giiresen bir

sinemaciya bel baglamisti.” Interview with Jak Salom (May 2007, via Internet, e-mail.)
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directors of the period, were endorsed by the Sinematek circle, and directors like
Erden Kiral, Omer Kavur, and Nuri Bilge Ceylan were deeply influenced by them.

It is also necessary to note the National Cinema Debate. The nationalist
tendency of the decade had its followers in the cinema circles, who criticized the
Sinematek circle (National cinema was defended by Halit Refig and Metin Erksan,
who were also directors of social realist films of the first half of the 1960s, against the
Sinematek with an emphasis on the possibilities of producing cinema in an alternative
way in the actual cinema industry.) They criticized the Sinematek members for
underestimating national values and for adopting the western heritage, and moreover,
for avoiding the popular, authentic values of the people.

The response of the members of Sinematek was that the production of national
films necessitated adopting the values of universal cinema and an independent and
alternative position to the current capitalist system. After 1968, a political and
revolutionary radicalization on the part of students affected the inner dynamics of the
Sinematek Association and led to a split with these students who criticized the elitist
atmosphere of the association by an emphasis on populism, and these students formed

the circle of Geng Sinema (Young Cinema).

Theatre

The 1960s was also a brilliant decade for Turkish theater. Metin And says that

“the 1960s was the golden age of our theater.”??® Nadire Mater writes that there was a

22Metin And, Baslangicindan 1983 e Tiirk Tiyatro Tarihi (Istanbul: iletisim, 2004), p. 160.
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great interest in theatre in the epoch; she argues that there were 43 theatrical
companies in Istanbul.?*

There was certainly a boom of theatres and plays. In this period, when
political, social and economic matters were consciously debated, plays were
themselves engaged in these problems, and the problems of peasants and workers.
While on the one hand, plays about middle class families were written, on the other
hand, plays about the life in villages and shanty-towns were brought to the stage.

Other popular themes in this period were the Ottoman history and Antique
mythology in a lyric style. Antique tragedies were also interpreted as metaphors to be
able to make a criticism of the actual political life. For instance, a modern adaptation
of Antigone by Jean Anouilh was played by Kent theatre in 1961. This play was a
feminist and political allegory against dictatorships. The play Kurban of Glingor
Dilmen was also inspired from the stories of the Antiquity.

At the end of 1960s, some political and documentary plays were written.
Sermet Cagan’s play, Ayak Bacak Fabrikas: (Factory of Feet and Legs, 1964), an
adaptation of the Brechtian lyric style, is a good representative of social realism in the
theatre.

In the 1960s, Glingdr Dilmen, Orhan Asena, Turan Oflazoglu and Necati
Cumal1 were the most famous playwrights. Haldun Taner provided a base for the
transformation of both the form and the content of Turkish theatre. Taner’s plays were
generally performed by Gllriz Sururi-Engin Cezzar company. For instance, Kesanli

Ali Destani, which opened in 1964, that tried to combine traditional values with a

“Nadire Mater, Sokak Guzeldir: 68 'te ne oldu? (Istanbul : Metis, 2009), p. 306.
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modern political point of view. In the 1970s the role of the political theatre became
more important. In this period, foreign or native documentary plays were staged.
Many realist peasant, musical, cabaret, and epic plays were written. Turgut Ozakman,
Oktay Arayici, and Vasif Giingoren (with his play 4siye Nasil Kurtulur) were
important playwrights.

The Ankara Sanat Tiyatrosu (AST, Ankara Art Theatre) which was a real
phenomenon for the “leftist art” in Turkey staged the plays like 72. Kogus (Dormitory
72 which was written by Orhan Kemal), Godot yu Beklerken (Waiting for Godot,
Samuel Beckett) Sarpinar 1914, Maymn (Mine), Kiicuk Burjuvalar (The Petit-
Bourgeosy), Zengin’in Maceralar: (Adventures of a Rich Man), Miifettis (Inspector),
and Durdurun Diinyay: Inecek Var (Stop the World, Someone will Descend). These
plays were a large collection of modernist and realist, and international and national
literary works. In 1966, the AST with Genco Erkal, a significant actor staged Bir
Deli’nin Hatira Defteri (Memory Book of an Idiot) and Arthur Ui nin Yiikselisi (The
ascension of Artur Ui) in 1973, Jeanne D 'Arc (Joan of Arc) which was put on a show
by Rutkay Aziz, first was forbidden by the martial law, but then it was allowed. Asaf
Ciyiltepe, the director of AST and the most prominent figure of this circle who
directed these plays died in 1967, in a car accident.

Dostlar Tiyatrosu (Theatre of Comrades), which was opened in 1969, for the
1970-71 seasons, staged plays like, Rosenbergler Olmemeli (The Rosenbergs should
not Die), Jean Paul Sartre’s Nekrasov, Turgut Ozakman’s Asiye Nasil Kurtulur (How
Asiye can Save Herself), Hans Magnus Enwensberger’s Havana Durusmast (The

Trial of Havana), and 4slan Asker Svayk (The Good Soldier Svejk, adaptation of the
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work of Jaroslaw Hasek) in 1972. Throughout these years, Ankara had a vivid cultural
life like that in Istanbul. ?*°

Two other interesting and revolutionary theatrical companies were Halk
Oyuncular: (People’s Actors) and Devrim igin Hareket Tiyatrosu (Theater of Action
for Revolution, DIHT). These two companies sought many ways to take theatre to the
urban poor and peasantry, people who could not watch plays in the buildings. They
also aimed to make political propaganda by using their plays.

Devlet Tiyatrolar: (State Theatres), Sehir (Municipal) Thaatres were also very
productive during all of these decades. Many of the actors who played in the private
companies were originated from these institutions in which they were educated.

New trends in theatre, such as experimentalism, should also be taken into
consideration. Theatre in cafes and pubs, lunch theatre between 12:15-13:15, theatre
in schools, plays without speeches for the working people, and pantomime were
different experimentations, as well as cabaret theatres, especially the Devekusu
(Ostrich) Cabaret theatre. Political and social satires and musical plays flourished.

In 1969, Halk Oyuncular1 (People’s Actors), including young actors Tuncel
Kurtiz, Umur Bugay, and Aydin Engin, during their representation of Devri Siileyman
(The Age of Suleyman, this play was an allegorical way of making a critique to the
Justice Party government of Stileyman Demirel) were attacked by reactionary and
ultra-nationalist groups. In Tunceli, the interdiction of the play led to clashes between

demonstrators and police in the city, people contested to this decision.

20Deylet Tiyatrolari, Devlet Opera ve Balesi, Sehir Tiyatrolar1, Ayfer Feray, Bulvar, Kenterler,
Kent, Bizim Tiyatro, Dormen, Gazanfer Ozcan-Goéniil Ulkii, Bizim Tiyatro, Dormen, Gazanfer Ozcan-
Goniil Ulkii, Istanbul Tiyatrosu, Istanbul Sanat Tiyatrosu, Nejat Uygur, Nisa Serezli theatres in 1970s
were the most popular theatres. Ankara Sanat Tiyatrosu and Dostlar Tiyatrosu were located in Ankara.
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In 1969 and 1970, there were strikes at Sekir (Municipal) Theatres and AST,
as a result of the struggle of the Tiirkiye Tiyatrocular Sendikas: (Syndicate of the
Turkish Theater Actors, Ti-SEN) a union was established to protect the drama
domain. Art periodicals focused on foreign plays on their pages. International prizes in
theatre were also given.?®** Another development was the publication of a journal

about theatre, such as in 1970, the Tiyatro 70.

Visual Arts and Music Production

I would also like to note briefly the developments in the fields of the visual and
plastic arts within the Istanbul Art Academy and in France. Figures like Bedri Rahmi
Eyiiboglu, Fikret Mualla, Abidin Dino, Avni Arbas, Nejat Devrim, Selim Turan,
Hasan Kaptan, Osman Ding¢, Mehmet Guler, and Komet produced masterpieces of
Turkish painting and visual arts; these were the general positive dynamics of the
period.

Finally, Music production was also at the apogee, especially in the field of
popular and alternative music. In the realm of popular music, there were alternative,
innovative trends and also a discovery of musical traditions, such as Asik ihsani and
Asik Fermani. Turkish folk music was reconstructed with a new, politically engaged

interpretation. A modern interpretation of folk songs by Ruhi Su influenced the young

#lprizes were given to Haldun Taner’s play Kesanli Ali Destan: in Czechoslovakia, Yasar
Kemal’s play Orta Direk in Finland, Nazim Hikmet’s play Sevdali Bulut, under the direction of Haluk
Ulusoy, in France, and Keloglan played by Anadolu Cocuk Oyunlari in Hamburg International Child
Plays Festival. Selmi Andak, 1965-1975 aras1 Tirkiye’de Tiyatro Varlik Yilligi 1976, ed. Yasar Nabi
Nayir (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinlari, 1976).
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intellectuals. Ruhi Su and Tulay German performed Turkish folk songs in modern,
Westernized styles.

Additionally, in the style of Western musical production, there were significant
developments in the production of pop and rock music. There was also a search for a
synthesis between Anatolian folk and Western rhythms, like Anatolian Rock as
performed by Mogollar and Cem Karaca. A tradition of protest music became popular
during these years. Turkish pop music reached a larger public, and hand in hand with
Yesilcam cinema industry, became a significant part of the Turkish popular culture.

Moreover, many popular journals of music and cinema were also published.

Transformation and Reconstruction of the Turkish Language

during the 1960s and 1970s

In this section, before observing the direct consequences of the Turkish
language reform, which took place in the 1960s and 1970s, this reform from the early
years of the Republic will be discussed. The transformation of the Turkish language is
a very important process for the discussion of literature, as the changes in a language
influence significantly the literary realm, and in turn, literature is one of the main
factors which determines and influences this change and tries to appropriate this
change to a larger public. I think that this “new language” was definitely accepted
primarily by the intellectuals, the media, and the people during the 1960s and 1970s.
During this period many words were adopted by the general public.

The real transformation or revolution of the Turkish language, as is well
known, started early in the young republic. It was a necessary initiative from a

modernist and nationalist movement to transform especially the written language, and
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then spoken language. The other intention of this reform was to detach people from
the heritage, tradition and culture of the Ottoman Empire. This approach was intended
to adopt the universal culture, that is, Western culture with all of its cultural
institutions, and to bring it to the people. According to the late Ottoman and early
Republican elites, to fulfill this purpose, it was necessary to implement a
simplification, purification and nationalization of the Turkish language.

According to Murat Belge, Ottoman intellectuals from the end of the
nineteenth century, as in the example of the Gen¢ Kalemler (Young Pens) who
thought that the purification and simplification of the Turkish language would ensure
the country's total progress and thanks to this reform, the various problems of the
country could be resolved. The purification of the language was always seen as a part
of the civilization, modernization, nationalization process of the country.

The reform of the language was certainly part of the nationalist policies of the
early Republic. This policy of nationalism was not unique to the Ottoman Empire.
One can find several examples during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries in many
different countries. For example, the reform of the Hungarian language was started in
the early 1800s. The reform of the Albanian language transformed Albanian language
in the early 1900. It is possible to argue that all nationalism passes through a phase of
linguistic reform.

Language and translation had many links in the case of Turkey. It has often
asserted that at the end of the Ottoman Empire, the Turkish intellectual was born in
the Bureau of Translation (Tercime Odas:) at the end of the nineteenth century. The

translators of the world classics during the 1930s and 1940s, under the direction of

132



Nurullah Ata¢ and by the initiative of Hasan Ali Yucel minister of education, were all
intellectuals who supported the reform of the Turkish language.

During the 1930s and 1940s, this transformation of language was not
completely accepted by many people who continued to use Ottoman Turkish
Language, especially in written language. Turk Dil Kurumu (Turkish Language
Association) was founded in 1932 by Atatirk under the name of Turk Dili Tetkik
Cemiyeti. Subsequently, it was renamed Tiirk Dili Arastirma Kurumu and finally it
was changed to the Tirk Dil Kurumu.

At that time, the minister of education, Hasan Ali Yiicel, was the president of
the institution. The institution was very anti-Ottoman. At the third congress of Tlrk
Dil Kurultayr (Turkish Assembly of Language), the theory of Sun-Language (Giines
Dil Teorisi) was accepted by the Congress and by the institution in1936. According to
this theory, Turkish was one of the sources of the Indo European family of languages,
so it did not pose any problem to use foreign words. This decision greatly slowed the
movement of purification and during the 1950s under the government of Democrat
Party; the ancient Ottoman language was considerably returned to institutional life.
The Society for the Study of the Turkish language lost its semi-official status in 1950
and Persian and Arabic words started to reappear in the government publications.

After 1960, the institution was again supported by the state. Although during
this period, critics and many of nationalist-conservative intellectuals were critical of
the transformation of the language, on the other side, especially, modernist
intellectuals supported this trend. During the 1960s, there was a real debate between

conservatives and modernists.
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Oktay Akbal, a passionate modernist writing an article in the newspaper
Cumbhuriyet said that “the language is changed, even if you are not happy with this
situation (olan oldu, biten bitti!)” He argues that the language reform was the most
successful transformation of the Turkish Republic. Reha Oguz Tirkkan, professor and
ultra nationalist who had measured the skull of Nihal Atsiz, one of the founders of the
extreme nationalism in Turkey, said that nationalists did not approve the changes
completely. He suggested that the real supporters were the leftist intellectuals, with
some exceptions of the conservative intellectuals, like Ismail Hakki Baltacioglu and
Nuri Pakdil.

The defenders of the language reform pointed out that their opponents were
using several of the words produced during the language reform even if they criticized
this reform. Moreover, it was in the 1960s that the success of these reforms became
clear. We can mention some statistics. The language of the periodical Varl:k in 1933
contains a proportion of 57.3 percent of Turkish origin, and 31.6 percent of Arabic
origin words. In 1965, the proportion of words of Turkish origins had increased to
82.3 percent, and the frequency of words of Arabic origin was reduced to a proportion
of 11.6 percent. It was analyzed in Aksam newspaper in 1925 and it was found a ratio
of 26 percent Turkish words, and 68 percent of Arabic and Persian, and 6 percent of
Western origin. The same analysis was conducted in 1962 of the same paper, and this
time it was found a 61 percent use of Turkish words, and 29 percent of Persian, and

Avrabic, and 10 percent of Western origin.?*?

“2Emin Ozdemir, “1973’de Dilimiz,” Varlik Yillig1 1974 (Istanbul: Varlik, 1974), p. 103.
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It is necessary to define an approach that always wanted to ridicule the
institution, claiming that they made up absurd words that had not been produced by
the institution, as gokkonuksal avrat which means airline hostess. The real words
which are offered by the institution were: alan, (space) ayra¢ (parenthesis) aylak
(idle), bencil (egoist), caba (effort), denetlemek, (to control) doruk, (peak) giney,
(sud) iskil, (doubt), kavsak (crossroads), kusku (doubt), 6dl, (award), sivil, (civil)
uyarmak (to alert), Griin (product), yank: (echo), yitirmek, (to lose), and yogun
(intense). These are words which were frequently used in the language of the day.

Tarik Bugra, in an article written in 1972 criticized the use of words, yarg:
(judgement), yargi¢ (justice), and bakanlik (ministry) that are now impossible to
delete from the language.?*® Cemil Merig was strongly against this reform, writing in
June 1973,

If civilization, national income could be increased by the change of the

alphabet, the Russians and the Chinese people would have change theirs, None

of the nations have changed their own alphabet so far, (which is far from
historical reality) so why this madness, to return to the old characters would
not make much profit in the short term to increase our national income, but
that we can ensure our leadership position in the middle East.?**

The Turk Dilini Koruma ve Gelistirme Cemiyeti, (Association for Developing
and Preserving the Turkish Language) was a harsh opponent of the reform. In its
foundational General Congress, it criticized the defenders of the purification of the
language by arguing that the reform had led to the alienation of generations from their

identities and their social existence. The Kubbealti Cemiyeti (Kubbealt: Association)

was founded by the association against the reform of language.

“Emin Ozdemir, “1972°de Dilimiz,” Varlik Yillig: 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik, 1973), p. 105.

24Cemil Meric, Sosyoloji Notlari ve Konferanslar (Istanbul: iletisim, 2008), pp. 271, 272.
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In an article in 1973, many words were criticized such as boyut (dimension),
siyasal (political) saptamak (to determine), kanit (evidence), kusit (constraint), arag
(instrument), gereg (device) kosul (condition) birey (individual), uzay (space), and
yasam (life) which today are used frequently in spoken and written language. In 1973,
TRT prohibited the use of some words, by a circular, however these words continued
to be used by the invited guests on TV and this prohibition could not be applied.
Moreover, in 1972, Tirk Dil Kurumu proposed the words that are used now such as,
secenek (option), yasamdykiisii (biography), iletisim (communication), bilgisayar,
(computer), kadins: (effeminate), ozelestiri (self-criticism).

In my opinion, changes in the language might not have been as successful
without the factor of progressive intellectuals and progressive movements. For
example, the periodical Déniisiim (Transformation), a cultural review which was
published by the University youth of the Turkish Labor Party and several other names
of periodicals of the labor movement and the left were selected from these new words,
like Devinim (Movement), Yordam (Procedure), and Soyut (Abstract). Zetisim
(communication), baglam (context), tetikci (gunslinger) were produced in the 1970s,
and words like sinav (exam), neden (cause), kimlik (identity), genel (general), gdzlem
(observation), all of which had been invented during the 1930s and 1940s, started to
be used routinely in the 1960s.

After the coup of 12 September 1980, the TDK and TTK were completely
transformed and the Turkish-Islamic synthesis began to dominate the institution. The
modernists founded another organization called Dil Dernegi (Language Asociation).
TDK changed numerous official rules of writing that were created in 1930 and they

published a new dictionary of spelling.
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Language issues continue today to be part of political debates. Since the death
of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk in 1938, each decade brings its discussions on whether to
favor a more traditional lexicon or a more modern one. Admittedly, the language
reform has fostered an undeniable convergence of oral and written language and,
consequently targets the elimination of illiteracy. We can say that modern territorial
nationalism contributed by providing the conditions needed to the success of these
reforms.

There are many criticisms against the breakdown of culture and historical
memory disappearance because of the language reform. This reform was part of total
transformations of the Turkish society and it is argued that even if there are things to
be approved of, in this process of the Turkish modernization, we must not forget the
factors to criticize such as the policy as against minorities and so on. Then the
language reform was considered as a part of the very sudden, unexpected, even violent
intervention and as against the will of the people.

A specialist of this issue, Geoffrey Lewis’ directed four main criticisms to this
refor. Firstly, he argues that reformers were unable to bridge the linguistic distinction
between intellectuals and non-intellectuals, and what they did was to create a new gap.

Second, the language reformers changed the language without conscience
replacing many Persian and Arabic words, which made impossible for people to
express their feelings. Third, many of the replacements that were produced were far
from purely Turkish words. Last, most of the Turkish citizens under the age of fifty do
not have access to the literary works of the 1920s and 1930s, one of the greatest

periods of modern Turkish literature.
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The critics are correct, to a certain extent, but the Turkish words which are
now used by the Turkish writer then increased to a ratio of ninety percent with a
significant increase since the 1950s which had the proportion of thirty five percent.
Even some writers who were against these reforms often use these new words as it is
impossible to speak Turkish in today’s Turkey without using these new words.

The Republican educational system, which was stronger than that of the
Ottoman Empire fought against illiteracy. The number of literary works which
published in six months now is almost equal to all of the works that had been
published during the entire last century in the Ottoman Empire. Things were
completely changed with the influential reform of the Turkish language.

The transformations in the realm of the language were essential to the subject
of this dissertation. The main instrument of the literature is language; and
transformations in the language naturally influences the literature itself. Literature is a
domain in which the changes can be directly observed. It is also a good instrument
with which to view for the diffusion of the new words and adoptation of them, by a
larger public. The transformations in the language was more visible, during the 1960s
and 1970s.

| argue that, if these changes had not been adopted by the modenist movements
of the period, the reforms would have not been succeeded. These changes, and the
transformations in the Turkish language, were more easily adopted by the people
thanks to the contributions of the modernist, literary and political movements of the
1960s and the 1970s. This new literary generation of the period especially preferred to
use these new words, to manifest their novelty, and to create a more profound rupture

with the old literary generation.
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CHAPTER FOUR
LITERARY PRODUCTION AND ITS IMPULSES BEFORE
AND DURING THE 1960S AND 1970S

This chapter aims to map the landscape of this literary culture and associations
such as literary journals, works, circles, trends, and genres and to show the diversity of
this literary culture and what its role was in this landscape, that is, in Turkey before
the 1960s and after. Before discussing the 1960s, the long history of Turkish literature
will be elaborated with the intellectual history of the country as the two intersected
and literature played a significant role in the formation of the intellectual identity in
Turkey.

In this chapter, my objective is to show the consequences of the social,
economic, ideological and cultural structures in the realm of literature and to think
about these representations in order to prove or test the described social and cultural
history in the special limits of an artistic area.

To be able to demonstrate the elements of this intellectual or artistic culture, |
based my research on the discourse of the reviews, journals of literature and content
analysis of the some literary works that | brought together. 1 used literary reviews such
as Varlik, Yeni Ufuklar, Yeni Dergi, Papirs, Turk Dili (Turkish Language), Yeni a
Dergisi (New a), Sanat Emegi (Labor for Art), Yeditepe, and Milliyet Sanat as my
primary sources and political reviews concerning literary debates like Yon, Ant as the
secondary resources. Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Azra Erhat, Vedat Giinyol, Tahir Alangu,
Yasar Nabi Nayir, Mehmet Fuat, Haldun Taner, Attil& Ilhan, Orhan Kemal, Yasar
Kemal, Guzin Dino, Aziz Nesin, Edip Cansever, Ferit Edgu, Onat Kutlar, Fethi Naci,

Cemal Sireya, Tomris Uyar, Sevgi Soysal, and Kemal Tahir are some of the writers
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and critics on whom | will mainly focus. | almost completely analyzed all the
complete collections of Variik Yillig1, Yeni Ufuklar, Yeni Dergi which were published
during the 1960s and 1970s. | identified the main trends and collected relevant
information to show the scale of the literary production.

The discussion begins with the historical background followed by an
examination of the literary culture of Turkey between 1960 and 1980. In this chapter,
there will be a general analysis of three literary genres, the poetry, novel, and critiques
and essays. An overview will be given of the literary journals on which this literary

production was based.

The Intellectual and Literary History in Turkey before the 1960s:

The Significance of Literature in the Formation of the Intellectual Culture

I will identify the role of the intellectuals, specifically the writers, in Turkey
from a chronological perspective beginning from the late Ottoman Empire and to the
evolution of the modern Republic. I will argue that literature and authors who
produced this literature were an important part of the intellectual culture. As already
discussed above, several types of intellectuals that existed in the European context,
had correspondences in the Turkish context. These intellectuals followed types such as
affiliated, rebellious, independent.

From the Ottoman era, most of the intellectuals had close links with literary
production. Journalists and bureaucrats were also authors and public intellectuals,
such as Namik Kemal, Sinasi and other young Ottomans. They represented their social

and political beliefs by producing literary works in general. They expressed
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themselves and their political and social ideas in a literary form and context by using
allegories. People who were called intellectual and men of letters were similar or same
people, these two qualities, identities intersected in the same person. Two concepts,
intellectual and author or man of letters coexisted together from the very beginning.
Writers as intellectuals had absolutely the right to declare their opinions about
the actuality and political problems, and even defended or diffused them against their
opponents in the public scene. But this intellectual attitude of the writers is generally
criticized by underlining the autonomy of the artistic realm from the political realm.**®
However, in the modern Turkish case, the distinction between the scholar, the scientist
and politics is almost never realized. Intellectuals, writers participated frequently into
political activities and they are producers and products of the modernization of
Turkey. Intellectuals constructed close, powerful relationships between literature and
politics. This phenomenon may not be a particularity of the Turkish context, as argued
by Frederic Jameson,?* but a Third World phenomenon in which the political,
cultural, and intellectual elites were not excessively separated in distinct groups.

Murat Belge writes that:

#°Ramis Dara, Edebiyat¢i Aydin Degildir (Ankara: Oteki Yayinlari, 1997), p. 66.

Z6«Erederic Jameson, in his article “Third World Literature in the Era of Multinational
Capitalism,” argued that the Third World Literature is based on national allegory and its relation with
social events is not similar to the modern canonical literature. The sentence famously quoted from his
article is this: “Third-word texts, even those which are seemingly private and invested with a properly
libidinal dynamic necessarily project a political dimension in the form of ‘political allegory.”” Frederic
Jameson’s argument, which attempts to show the distinctiveness of the countries’ economic or
historical circumstances to be reflected to the artistic productions, was realized or defended by Turkish
writes and intellectuals, and also including all artistic products, with a very similar comparison or
separation twenty years before that the argument would be defended, in a coherence with Jameson’s
assertion. For instance, many Turkish intellectuals, mainly the category of “sui generis” intellectuals
believed in the incoherence of Western products dealing with the libidinal dynamics of the western
individual to the Turkish case.” In Hakki1 Basgiiney, Turkish Cinematheque Association: Cinema and
Politics Master Thesis (Bogazici Universtiy, 2007).
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As well as political conflicts were assembled in the superstructure like an
Eastearn and Western debate, to produce literary works was a political
activity. Simple love stories and theatrical representation were considered
equivalent to represent a political attitude. Literature, which has been
considered a “serious literature,” from its beginning was constructed as an
important device for political agitation and propoganda.?®’

As a result, literature generally replaced and played the role of philosophy,
politics and other disciplines. Because of the insufficiency of intellectual works, in
these eras, literature was the medium of communicating political thoughts and all kind
of human ideas. Cemal Sireya writes that: “in Turkey, poetry has been a substitute for
philosphy for long time.”?®

The significance of literature in the role of understanding the Turkish social,
political and economic structure is also assumed by Kemal Tahir. He argues that in
Turkey no worldview could take root and flourish without having any philosophical
and cultural foundation and adds that due to the lack of such an infrastructure,
literature replaced politics and social action. It is impossible to think of literature
independent of the history of society and the social reality.?**

According to Kemal Karpat, the most important characteristic of Turkish

literature was its interest to the social and political events, even the most famous

“"Murat Belge, Edebiyat Ustiine Yazilar (Istanbul: letisim Yayinlari, 1998), p 84, 85.

28« Tiirkiye de siir nicedir felsefenin de yerini tutmakta.” Cemal Sureya, Sapkam Dolu Cicekle.
(Istanbul: Y6n Yaymcilik, 1981), pp. 30-32.

2% Tiirkiye'de hicbir diinya goriigiiniin  felsefi ve kiiltiirel temeli olmadan yerlesip
gelisemeyecegini belirtirken, boyle bir altyapinin olmamasi dolayisiyla da Tiirkiye 'de politik ve sosyal
aksiyonun yerini edebiyatin aldigini belirtir. Ona gore edebiyatin toplumun tarihinden ve sosyal
gercekliginden bagimsiz olmast diisiiniilemez.” Ismet Bozdag, Kemal Tahirin Sohbetleri (Istanbul:
Bilgi Yaylari, 1980), p.100,101.
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authors of the Turkish literature gained their celebrity from the social and political
approaches that they declared in the guise of their literary works.?*

Therefore, in the 1960s, writers like all intellectuals, even if taking a political
attitude contradicted with individual tendency, were part of the politics. It required
much more time to establish literature as a field in which intellectuals could escape
from politics. According to Murat Belge, the second important feature of the Turkish
intellectuals and writers is the fact that they were naive about politics, although to
their affiliation with politics was much more stronger than that of their Western
colleagues. According to him, it can be explained by two factors. The problem grew
out of the freshness of the political consciousness. Because the concept “Turkish
intellectual” was a very new one gained consciousness during the Tanzimat era, at the
second half of the nineteenth century, he/she does not have time to learn politics in a
more profound manner. Therefore, their political ideas and desires were both vivid
and childish.***

This paradox is not difficult to explain. Turkish intellectuals, unlike Western
intellectuals, were not estranged from political life or had not grown tired of politics.
From the Tanzimat era, Turkish intellectuals were faced with a problem of social
change, and this problem was vital for them. Intellectuals who could not exist outside
the state mechanism were in close relationship with the state. Educated people forced

to take all responsibilities for political missions. Because of the weakness and

unstability of the society’s structure, they had to be interested in political problems.

*OKemal Karpat, Cagdas Tiirk Edebiyatinda Sosyal Konular (Istanbul: Varhk Yaynlari,
1971), p. 30-58.

*"Murat Belge, Edebiyat Ustiine Yazilar (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1998), p 84 85.
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Therefore, even intellectuals whose character, their individiual taste, and tendencies
were completely apolitical, were forced to have political attitudes. For instance,
Tevfik Fikret may be one of the best examples.?*? Fikret was a modernist author who
had to interest in Turkish politics as a result of the political atmosphere of the country.

The young Ottomans, such as Namik Kemal, Sinasi and a significant symbol
like Ahmet Mithat Efendi who tranlasted and wrote many works of art, in a pedagogic
and didactic manner to educate and to inform of a large Ottoman public, were the first
generation of Turkish intellectuals who provided from different literary genres to
transmit their ideas, and especially political ideas.

A second generation of authors who were interested wholeheartedly with
politics were Gen¢ Kalemler (Young Authors) circle, Ali Canip Yontem, Ziya Gokalp
and Omer Seyfettin, who defended a reform of the Turkish language, and they
participated into the the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) which was also
established in Salonika.

Omer Seyfettin has been defined as the consititutive symbol of the Turkish
nationalist literature by many scholars. Nuket Esen writes that, the most important
thing for the authors of the Tanzimat period was not to write a good novel but to
transfer their own ideas to the reader by way of the novel.?** They are generally
compared to the encycplopedists of the Enlightenment philosophers.

Huseyin Cahit Yal¢in was a leading author of the Servet-i Funun period of

Turkish literature. He was especially known as journalist and politician. Among the

*21bid.

*3Niiket Esen, Modern Tiirk Edebiyati Uzerine Okumalar (Istanbul: iletisim, 2006), p. 79.
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authors of the Jeune Turque and the early Republican period, he may be the best
example of those who were engaged in politics.

Therefore, Turkish intellectuals and writers sought solutions to save the
Ottoman Empire and then to found a new Republic, using their literary works. Their
positions were constructed and developed in relation to the process of political and
social modernization of Turkey.

Thus, in the early years of the Republic political debates mainly were
determined by two main trends: the nationalist intellectuals and radical modernists, on
the one hand, and the conservative intellectuals on the other who were part of this
modernization project. The modernists focused on social progress and reorganization,
economic development and the subsequent derivation of the cultural from the social,
while the conservatives focused on the particularities of Turkey, on its internal
dynamics. The problems of identity, or culture in general were defined as essential to
deriving or imagining a social life depended on the cultural base. The emphasis on
cultural and social dimensions still reflected a relationship of intellectuals with the
people, to protect and respect to the cultural values of the people or to transform them.

In any case, the relationship between the “intellectual” and the “people” led to
the distinction of elites and intellectuals who were the subject, or dominant force, and
the people, who were the object of important changes and transformations or an
abstract glorified value. A third axis can be defined in the 1960s and 1970s, with the
introduction of another type of intellectual, more rebellious and politically leftist who
wanted to integrate with his people by transcending this duality.

In Turkey, the process of modernization is considered to have been a political

synthesis or as a process of conflicts because of the confrontation between the current
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situation of the country with the new social, cultural and economic transformations as
a result of the adaptation of the social, cultural and economic values of European
society.

The first effort to create a new Turkish society was proposed by Ziya Gokalp,
member and ideologue of the CUP. According to him, Ottoman society had to adopt a
synthesis of Turkishness, Islamization and Civilization (Western civilization).
However, he reconsidered his plan, by placing nationality and national culture at the
center, as the essence of an organic society, in the foundation process of the Republic
of Turkey, he adopted the vision of the secular nation and he eliminated the concept of
Islam. Ziya Gokalp was one of the most important intellectuals of the founding
generation. His duality between material innovations and novelties of the West and
cultural values of “our own civilization” may be an important distinction to
understand the conflict between the universalist intellectuals and the defenders of the
native values.

However, the political project of Kemalism and its intellectuals was to raise
the cultural level of the people by the educational reforms and to educate the activists
who would be the vanguard of the entire society, which was mostly composed of
illiterate and non-cultivated people. In other words, they sought to develop society's
intellectual and cultural life through the development of an educated public. And, for
the unity of society, it was necessary to found a nation-state. Thus, they wanted to
create a more culturally homogeneous Turkey to provide a sense of national
consciousness among individuals.

The modernization of Turkish society and Turkish people sought to replacing

the traditionalist, emotional and religious practices with rationalist and modernist ones
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that were products of the ideas of the the positivism of the nineteenth century
European thinkers, especially August Comte. Faith in progress and the modern values
defined in Western countries was the main reason behind their policies. They wanted
to create a new model of a Turkish citizen as a rationalist, modern and anti-
traditionalist person. The elites and intellectuals wanted to reduce the influence of
religion on the everyday lives of the people. To achieve this goal, the application of
certain cultural practices was prohibited (such as polygamy, traditional customs,
Arabic religious rituals and religious education). The Swiss civil code, the French
administrative law and the Italian Penalty Code were adopted.

On the other hand, the Turkish state tried to transform public life by
establishing and renewing education, socio-cultural institutions, military, and
economic institutions. During this process, the production of ideology was taken into
possession of intellectual actors, among them there several writers. The action of
realizing this ideology required the transformation of the life styles and mentalities of
the people to be able to create a new society. Boggs describes this attitude of
intellectuals in the Third World context by comparing these intellectuals with the
intellectuals of the European capitalist countries:

Preindustrial settings in the twentieth century produced yet another type of

relationship between intellectuals and modernity. In many Third World

countries the dominant classes (in tandem with Western imperialist powers)
generated intellectual strata that, while isolated from the populace as a whole,
drew inspiration from secular ideologies of change and development:
nationalism, liberalism, socialism, even religious ideology itself, which
sometimes took on the character of a political theology. These intellectuals
were more integral to political struggles of the post war period, more keenly

focused on the unity of knowledge and power... the Third World model gave
educated elites a more directly political and active role...The “ascetic
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vanguard” of Europe corresponded to the modernizing intellectual elite of the

Third World. **

In the Turkish context, these intellectual elites were formed beginning in the
Tanzimat era, but increasingly after the Republic.

The efforts of the Republican elite to create a systematic ideology led to the
publication of a monthly magazine called Kadro. Kadro, which began to publication
in Ankara in 1932, aimed to create an “original ideology for the Kemalist revolution.
They made their main configuration of the Marxist class warfare as the conflict
between developed and underdeveloped nations. The combined effect of their
positions was to highlight the indispensable role of intellectuals as agents of social,
cultural, and economic transformation. Kadro tried to reproduce the idea of the
official ideology of Kemalism to establish a society without class distinctions and to
transform the society into a totality of non privileged people.

In this first period of the Republic, committed intellectuals gathered around
Kadro. Asim Karaé')merlioglu245 describes this Republican mentality as “for the
people, in spite of the people” and he says that this mentality was very strong among
the politicians and intellectuals. The elites thought that they had the right to think and
decide for the entire society and to carry out policies independently even if people do
not approve. For example, intellectuals throughout the country made proposals to
increase the educational level of the people and to create cultural institutions to
cultivate them. This generation is described having constituted and supervised the

Republican ideals.

#4Boggs, p. 13.

2% Asim Karadmerlioglu, Orada Bir Koy Var Uzakta: Erken Cumhuriyet Déneminde Koyci
Soylem (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 2006).
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The intellectuals who edited Kadro journal were also significant producers of
literature, like Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu and Sevket Siireyya Aydemir. These two
authors were also active in the 1960s, to some extent.

Kemal Karpat explains the factors that underlying these characteristics of the
intellectuals. The reason underlying the regime’s depression was the clash between a
social structure and a social organization left from the old age, a scholastic and
formalist philosophy, an authoritarian attitude with respect to the state and the
individual developed according to the needs of the twentieth century. The intellectuals
who administered and the people who were administred appeared as two distinct
social groups which had been brought up separately and whose cultural levels and
understandings and life standards had been differentiated to the utmost degree.

According to Karpat, the place and function of the body of intellectuals had
been determined by means of historical and social developments, at a distance from
the people and in a wrong way. This was a product of one or two past centuries. He
says that in the 1960s and 1970s, the intellectuals see themselves at the top of society,
and view themselves as its owners. They see themselves as responsibles for educating,
and developing the people. They regard the people as if they were inferior, they avoid
them, and they always say that the Turkish people are reactionary. This is the heritage
of the Ottoman period. The republican system firstly aimed to transform this
understanding but in the course of time, they also maintained this duality and they
continued the old sytem.?*® In this social system, intellectuals, who were not

economically productive, always depended on the absolute authority of the state

#°Kemal Karpat, “Collective Survey,” in Varlik Yilligr 1962 (Varlik Yaynlari: istanbul,
1961), p. 167-220.
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institutions and they did not hesitate to defend the use of force against the people to
change their cultural, religious beliefs.

In the period between 1930 and 1950, a new generation gained its theoretical
and cultural knowledge from literature. Some of the most creative people decided to
produce works of art. Belge writes:

Until the 1960s, people in Turkey were more interested in the arts and
literature. | mean an elitist approach, people who were genius, for instance
Orhan Veli, Sait Faik, and the following generation of Edip Cansever, Turgut
Uyar, Cemal Siireyas. They were most intelligent, sensitive, creative people of
their period. But after, everything changed. Until the 1960s creative people
oriented toward these domains. Some special people were interested in these
things. The most important reason may have been the capitalist development.
There occured jobs which were more attractive for creative people. Before, as
a rule, these people had worked in jobs like civil service jobs and at the same
time they were interested in art and literature.?*’

In the 1940s, the close relationship between the state and some intellectuals
and writers continued:

In the totalitarian period, Inénii declared that he began an era of culture and, he
supported three distinct circles of writers. These circles which had conflicts
between them were, first, Atag, Garipciler, and Eyuboglu, Giinyol, Erhat,
Halikarnas Balikgisi, who were around the Ministry of Education; second, in
this period, Suut Kemal and the people around him, Fazil Hiisnii, Cahit

Kilebi, Behcet Necatigil, Oktay Akbal, Salah Birsel were considered like the
B team, and third, Ulkii review and the Anatolians. In the course of time a
fourth circle, Village Institutes-originated writers, who were the defenders of
the single party regime, participated into the world of literature.*®

%7Belge (1998), p. 488 489.

28« A tatiirk 'ten sonra bir sanat ve kiiltiir devri baslatngini ilan eden Inonii totaliterligi, ii¢ ayri
edebiyagt grubunu tek partinin nimetlerinden yararlandwrryordu: Aralarinda hi¢ geginemeyen bu
gruplardan ilki, Atag¢, Garipgiler, Milli Egitim Bakanhgi etrafindaki Eyuboglu, Giinyol, Erhat,
Halikarnas balikgist vs., o tarihte B takimi muamelesi goren Suut Kemal ve ¢evresindekiler yani Fazil
Hiisnii, Cahit Kiilebi, Behget Necatigil, Oktay Akbal, Salah Birsel vb.; giincisii ise Ulkii dergisi ve
Anadoluculardi. Zamanla bunlara dordiincii bir grup olarak Koy Enstitiilerinden yetismis, tek parti
sanatimin neferleri olan edebiyatcilarda katildi.” Attila Ilhan, Hangi Edebiyat (istanbul: Tiirkiye Is
Bankasi Kiiltiir Yayinlari, 2002); Edebiyat Ceteleri (27 Nisan 1995), p. 382 383.
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During the 1940s, the three official currents were first, Variik, Yasar Nabi

Nayir, Atag, Eyuboglu, Institute graduates; secondly Yeditepe review,

Hisamettin Bozok; Garipgiler; and last Yenilik review of Suut Kemal and his

circle still represented the really Westernized and original face of Turkish

literature. A young poet and writer who was not approved of by these circles,
could not defined like a writer and sometimes he was excluded from
anthologies. In most of the anthologies published in this period, Nazim,

Dinamo and some others were absent.”*°

But in the 1940s, there were also dissident intellectuals who were excluded
from the established culture of literature. In the generation of the 1940s, alternative
thoughts multiplied. This generation struggled in an humanistic way for freedom
against the totalitarian regime. These intellectuals came from peasant families and
these families who were generally poor or lower class. The following generation of
these writers flourished in the 1960s. Most of these dissident intellectuals of the 1940s
would be more influential in the 1960s with the creation of a tradition of leftist
intellectuals.

A more conservative cultural synthesis was favored by other intellectuals. The
significance of religion and tradition was emphasized by the supporters of this
approach. They suggested the need for the protection of the institutions and cultural
values and defended the argument that Turkish society was, in all its forms, carrying
an almost intrinsic specificity. According to the argument, which | called “the cultural

thesis” the “existing culture” had an absolute value and it had to be supported because

of the dynamism and vitality it contained and other were trying to destroy or reject it.

540’ yullar boyunca agrhigi hissedilen ii¢ resmi akim, Varlik, Yasar Nabi Nayiwr, Atag,
Eyuboglu, Enstitii ¢ikishlar, Yeditepe Hiisamettin Bozok, Garipgiler, Yenilik Suut Kemal ve takima,
Tiirkiyenin hala gercek Batili ve yeni edebiyatini temsil ediyorlardi. Geng sair ve yazar bu odaklar
tarafindan tezkiye edilmedikge, edebiyatgidan sayilmaz, bazi hallerde antolojilere bile alimmazdi. O
zaman yaymmlanmig antolojilerin ¢ogunda Nazim, Dinamo ve bagskalar: yoktur.” Attila llhan, Hangi
Edebiyat (istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Kiiltiir Yaynlar1, 2002), “Soguk Savasin Ceteleri Nasil Olustu?”
(1 May 1977, 29 April 1995), p. 384 385. p. 424.
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In this context, culture was essential. This attitude can be described as “partial-
modernism.” Their position was based on the tension between the universal and the
local, the West and East. In this tension, the intellectuals faced the problem of
destruction of the old civilization to which they thought that they belonged, while
rejecting to understand this problem as a question based on the underdevelopment of
the country in the capitalist world system.

These intellectuals, most of them writers, Peyami Safa, Ahmet Hamdi
Tanpinar, Yahya Kemal Beyatli, Nurettin Topgu, Necip Fazil Kisakiirek, Mehmet
Akif Ersoy, Hilmi Ziya Ulken, and Ismail Hakk1 Baltacioglu, were especially
influential during the first half of the twentieth century. Even if they had many
differences between them, especially in their relations with modern ideologies, they
suggested alternatives to the process of nation building, generally by proposing the
East-West synthesis. These intellectuals were not central to the tradition which had
been established by Kemalism. They criticized the approach which denied the
Ottoman heritage.

These movements of thought were transformed into political movements after
1950. This can be explained with the relative autonomy that conservative thought
obtained after the establishment phase of the state. During the early years of the
Republic, the Turkish elites had tried to create a new country in a nationalist context
with an emphasis on secularism, but starting with the 1950s, and especially after the
1980s, the Turkish-Islamic synthesis challenged the radical modernist hegemony on
nationality. The relationship between nationalism and Islamism is redefined, and after
the 1980s, the radical modernist synthesis which was defended by bureaucrats,

technocrats, intellectuals was almost completely liquidated. It is generally argued that
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conservatives were less “intellectual,” and rationalized their defense of the traditional
order in reaction to arguments of their opponents. This argument is not applicable to
the case of conservatives like Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar, who had a very powerful and
profound intellectual identity.

The 1950s is generally considered to have been a period distinguished from the
single party governments. Zeynep Yasa Yaman writes that many important changes
took place in the 1950s, in the field of art after the single party governments:

In the 1950s, the romantic atmosphere of the early years of the Republic came

to an end. During these years DP governments were inactive in the realms of

art and culture. The head office of fine arts was closed. The museum of
sculpture and picture which had been founded in 1937 was always kept closed.

Associations had been founded in the 1950s were the Association of

Philarmony (1954), Sanatsevenler Cemiyeti (1950), Sanat Dostlar1 Dernegi,

Helikon Sanat Dernegi (1952) tried to create an independent artistic world

which was independent from the state.”*°

In the 1950s, intellectuals defended a more critical perspective in the realm of
the literature; artists and writers tried to transform traditional forms of the poetry and
novel. The relation of art and politics was debated. Innovative attempts were discussed
in their environment not only for dealing with social topics in terms of realist, critical
and political dispositions, but also for transforming conventional, repetitious and static
artistic forms. In an extremely limited atmosphere, especially in the late 1950s,
intellectuals and artists began to become a part of these debates as well as having an
interest in the current situation of the artistic field in the world. They were curious

about the international artistic developments, and wanted to make Turkish art a part of

this intellectual. They were not totally indifferent in politics. State oppression forced

207 eynep Yasa Yaman, “1950’lerin Sanatsal Ortami ve Temsil Sorunu,” Toplum ve Bilim, no.
79, (1998), p. 97.
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them to adopt a more abstract, individualistic artistic attitude. This individualism was
against the state oppression and it reflected the alienation and angst of the intellectuals
from the society in which they belonged.

Within these debates, social realism which was more effective, especially in

the field of poetry,?®* was transformed during the 1950s by the movement of the Jkinci

252

Yeni (Second New),” when poets in the avant-garde movements wrote their poems in

a more symbolic and allegorical styles. These poets continued their search for new
artistic styles. Existentialism which was held as a reaction to the social realist
movement in the realm of novel and poetry, for instance against peasant realism,?**
was defended and adopted by some of the poets, writers and philosophers of the
period, such as Demir Ozli, Ferit Edgii,>* Orhan Duru, and Selahattin Hilav. Yiicel
criticizes the oppressions of the state institutions:

Literary language generally questions, it interrogates, everything ranging from
itself to the whole world; the dominant discourse, on the other hand,
determines, assures, as it were. Perhaps because of this fundamental
differentiation, most of the powers, especially authoritarian powers always had
been suspicious of about literary people. For example, between 1950 and
1960, have those who made the power most suspicious were literary people.
They were the ones who were monitored and harassed most. When looked at
from the perspective of power, this attitude was not unwarranted. Questioning
involves freedom; conservative and authoritarian powers require citizens not
needing freedom.*®

»IThe Social Realist movement of poetry was very influential during the 1940s. This
movement maintained its importance during all the 1960s and 1970s. The leading figure were A. Kadir,
Rifat Ilgaz, Arif Damar, Ahmed Arif, Hasan Hiiseyin and Enver Gokge.

%25econd New poets were also productive in the 1960s and this circle will be discussed below.

%3This movement was very effective in the 1940s, and 1950s. The prominent figures of the
movement were Fakir Baykurt and Mahmut Makal. These two figures and the followers of this
movement were also active in the 1960s and they were the subject of an important critique which
argues that this movement’s approach is more close to a documentary than a work of art.

#Demir OzIi and Ferit Edgii were close members of the Sinematek Association. This

existentialist movement was also called as 1950 Oykiculeri (Short-stroy writers of the 1950s). These
authors will be largely discussed below.
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In the 1950s and at the beginning of the 1960s, philosophy and literature
journals like Yeni Ufuklar (New Horizons), Variik, Yeditepe (Seven Hills), Cep
Dergisi (Pocket Journal), and A Dergisi (Journal A) were published. The hard state
oppression was transcended by these independent intellectuals and by their
publications.

For instance, while the peasant realism trend was embraced by the Republican
project to transform rural life with the help of educational reforms and by the
foundation of the Village Institutes (Koy Enstitlleri), existentialism was a very
individualistic and modernist theme, which defined its position regarding the social
projects of the state from a distance. This meant a real clash with the monopoly of the
state over the cultural sphere during the early Republican period.

Between 1950 and 1957, Turkey experienced an expansion in the area of
literature. There were new publishing houses, literary journals; foreign literature,
especially from the U.S. with authors like Steinbeck, Hemingway, and London were
very popular. Between 1957 and 1960, intellectuals were faced with hard political
repression. Writers were generally discontent from the policies of the DP government.

During these years, literary production decreased.

B«Genellikle yazinsal dil sorgular, kendi kendinden diinyaya degin herseyi sorgular; egemen
soylemse yalnizca kesinler. Belki de bu temel ayrilik nedeniyle ¢ogu iktidarlar, ézellikle de yetkeci
iktidarlar, yazin adamlarindan hep kusku duymuslardir. Ornegin 1950 1960 yillart arasinda iktidart en
¢ok kuskulandiran kisiler yazin adamlariydi. En ¢ok onlar izlenir en ¢ok onlar rahatsiz edilirdi.
Iktidarin kendi agisindan bakilinca haksiz da sayilmazdi bu tutum, Sorgulama 6zgiirliigii icerir, tutucu
ve yetkeci iktidarlar ise, ozgiirliige ihtiva¢ duymayan yurttaslar ister.” Tahsin Yucel, Kaan Ozkan ile
soylesi kitabi, Goriinmez Adam, Tahsin Yiicel Kitabi (Istanbul: Tiirkiye Is Bankas1 Yaymnlari, 2001), p.
246.
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The Increasing Visibility of the Literature
in the 1960s and 1970s

In the 1960s and 1970s, literature’s visibility increased and its influence grew
over a larger part of the population. In the following sections, this visibility will be
demonstrated. Three dynamics contributed in this visibility. First newly established
cultural institutions, reviews, journals and publishing opportunities appeared at the
public scene. The number of publications of native books gradually increased. Second
the role of the new schools of thought was central for the increased popularity of
literature. Literature also functioned as a medium to introduce thoughts such as
thougts from philosophy, sociology, history, and other theories. Finally, as a catalyzor
of this visibility, the formation of a concept of public intellectual in the domain of
literature will be examined.

The Development of Cultural Associations and Publishing Houses,
and Increase in the Quantity of
Works of Literature

As discussed in an earlier part, in the 1960s, institutions such as cinema clubs
like the Sinematek Association®®, theatres like AST (Ankara Art Theatre), and the
Association of Men of Letters (Tiirkiye P.E.N.Yazarlar Dernegi),”>’ and T.Y.S
(Turkish Authors Union-Tiirk Yazarlar Sendikasi)*>® brought together intellectuals and

artists from various fields in a more defined way. They became better able to present

%8The Sinematek Association was founded by Onat Kutlar, Sakir Eczacibast and Hiiseyin Bas,
in 1965.

#This association was established by Halide Edip Adivar in 1950, but it became a major
institution only in the 1960s.

»%This association was founded in the leadership of Aziz Nezin, at 7 May 1973.
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their political and cultural views in the public sphere rather than only in the spaces in
which they had existed before, such as the Kullik Coffehouse in Beyazit and Markiz
and Baylan patisseries in Beyoglu, as well as pubs and restaurants. Tlrk Yazarlar
Sendikast (Turkish Union of Writers-TYS), under the leadership of Aziz Nesin, was
an influential association. The Sinematek association was also significant for literary
actors to introduce with a universal cinema culture. Turk Dil Kurumu (TDK) was also
a significant association for literary actors, especially, in the late 1970s. As an
example, Yagar Kemal, Fakir Baykurt and Ulkii Tamer, as members of TYS were
accepted also as members of the TDK on 10 March 1977. This institution like TRT
was the subject of a conflict between the right-wing and left-wing artists who all
sought to benefit from it for political and professional reasons.

Several literary reviews were published in the 1960s: Varlik, Yeditepe, Cep,
Papirus, a Dergisi, Yeni a, Yeni Dergi, Dost, Yeni Edebiyat, (New Literature) Ycel,
Hisar, Ufuklar and Yeni Ufuklar, Tiirk Dili, Milliyet Sanat, Tiirk Edebiyati, Halkin
Dostlar, Tiirkiye Yazilari, (Writings of Turkey), and Turkiye Defterleri (Books of
Turkey) were the most important literary reviews of the period. The four main reviews
were: Varlik, (1933-present), Yeni Dergi (1965- 1975), Yeditepe®*°(1951- 1984), and
Yeni Ufuklar (1951-1975). There were also many small reviews which were not
regularly published. Some of them, however, such as Turkiye Defterleri, Turkiye
Yazilari, Papiris, Halkin Dostlar: and Olusum (Being), even if they were published
for a small time period, were also influential. In 1966, Varlik was in its 33" year, and

Yeditepe and Yeni Ufuklar were 15 years old. They were indispensable and significant

259Em__el Yiyen, Yeditepe Dergisi Etrafinda Gelisen Sanat Faaliyetleri, 1970 1983 Master
Thesis (Gazi Universitesi, 2007).
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instruments of the literary world. Yeni Dergi, Siir Sanat:, Soyut, Yordam, and Papirls
were newly published but popular reviews.

As stated below, the cultural and intellectual enrichment of the country was
also augmented by the establishment of the new publishing houses such as Ant (Oath),
Cem (established in 1964 by Oguz Akkan), De, Yon (Direction), Habora, Muzaffer
Erdost’s Sol (Left), Dost (Friend) and Bilgi (Knowledge, established in 1965). Some
of the old publishing houses such as Varl:k, Can, Remzi and Dost (Friend) were very
productive during these years. Two of them, Can and Varlik publishing houses which
established in the 1940s by Vedat Glinyol and Yasar Nabi Nay1r, provided the
translations of world classics, like Steinbeck, Hemingway, Tolstoy and many others
during the 1950s and 1960s. These works of art were masterpieces of the World
literature. These books sold very well.

During this period, there were some developments in the quantity of
publication thanks to increasing paper production of the SEKA foundation (State
Paper factories), as the supplies of paper increased. Despite this increase of paper
production, the rate of printed material per capita was very low compared to other
developing countries in the 1960s.2%° But, this fact started to be gradually changed. At
the end of the 1970s, printed material per capita reached higher levels. It can be also
argued that the print technologies certainly developed. New print machines were
imported to the country.

Another point is that the prices of printed material were not high for a larger

literate public. For instance, according to Kemal Tahir, books in general were cheap.

#0Cavit Orhan Tiitengil, “Varlik Dergisi’nde toplu sorusturma”, Varlik Yillig: 1970 (Istanbul:
Varlik Yayinevi, 1971). p.166, (the 187th page of Il. Five Year Development).
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He writes that, “Especially recently, the most expensive book was cheaper than a
bottle of raki and the average book was cheaper than a waiter’s tip. Especially, the
reader who can choose books which are resistent to the time, can buy a value which
will be effective for the rest of his life.”?** Tahir also says that, in 1969, the
publication and sales of books increased to the significant numbers in Turkey.?®?

There are data to show the increasing rate of publication of books. The number
of books published in 1959 was 4124; in 1963; 3440, in 1964; 5744, in 1965; 5442, in
1966; 6100, and in 1972; 6542. According to rough estimation, the number of books
published in 1963 was 11 million. Of this amount, 7 million were school books and
the number of books per capita is 0.36. This number reached hundred millions by the
end of the 1970s.

The number of novels published in 1961 was 15. In 1965, the number was 19,
but it rose to 30 in 1969. Throughout the 1970s the average was more than 40 novels.
The number of books of short story, poetry and essay were also increased. The total
number of native literary production did as well. | know that these numbers are not
huge numbers, but many of these publications sold well and were appreciated by a
large public.

There was also a major increase in the sales of the newspapers. Between 1920
and 1960, the number increased six times. In 1962, the number of different
newspapers and magazines was 1653. It continued to escalate throughout the 1960s

and 1970s. This number was continued to increase in the 1970s. The quantity of sales

#Genellikle Tiirkivede kitap ucuzdur. Hele son zamlardan bu yana en pahali kitap bir sise

rakidan, ortalama kitap garson bahsisinden daha ucuzdur. Hele eskimeyen kitaplar: segebilen okurlar
icin bu ucuzluk omiir boyu ise yarar bir deger satin almak demektir.” Kemal Tahir, 1968, Notlar Sanat
Edebiyat (Istanbul: Baglam Yayincilik, 1989.), p. 408.

%21bid., p.409.
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of newspapers increased, such as in the case of Hurriyet reached to one million. The
newspapers were important for the introduction of literary work, as a tradition of
feuilleton. Writers had also opportunity to write articles in newspapers such as
Milliyet, Hurriyet and especially Cumhuriyet. | think that newspapers contributed to
the increasing visibility of the literature and writers.

Many critics agree that at the end of the 1960s, Turkish literature underwent an
important expansion. According to Mehmet H. Dogan, Turkish literature was not
attractive for the Turkish public until the end of the 1960s, but after 1969, this
situation changed little by little and literature gained more significance. After the
1960s, the revolution in the field of the expression of thought motivated large numbers
of people to read books. In addition, authors began to earn money from the literature.
First, he argues, an important number of the translations of foreign literature came
together with a larger audience and then Turkish authors’ works of art were published
as they now were appreciated by the reading public. The 1969 and 1970 were
important years for the growth of Turkish literature.?®® For instance, in 1970, 5854
works were published. The works from the literature numbered 935.%

This vivid atmosphere survived throughout the 1970s, although there were
some interruptions during the coup d’état period of 1971. But, after 1973, at the end of

the martial law, another big boom in the production of books occurred.

2341969 dan sonra bu durumun yavas yavas degismeye basladigini, edebiyatin kendini kabul
ettirdigini goriiyoruz. 1960 °dan sonra diisiince ozgiirliigii alaninda gergeklesen devrim sonucu yagmur
gibi yagan kitleler zaten var olan okuma potansiyelini harekete gegirdi. Kitap para etmeye basladi.
Once yabanci dillerden ¢eviri yapitlarla zamanla yerli diisiin ve edebiyata dénecekti. 1969 ve 1970li
yullar yerli yapitlarin basarili agilim yillar oldu.” Mehmet H. Dogan, Tekrarin Tekrar: (Istanbul: Yapi
Kredi Yaynlari, 1999), p. 30.

%*Cavit Orhan Tiitengil, “Sayilarla Tiirkiye'nin Sosyo Ekonomik ve Kiiltiirel Durumu,” in
Varlik Yilligi 1972 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymlari, 1972), pp.209, 225, p. 224.
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Increasing production and all of these changing material conditions contributed

naturally to the increasing visibility of the literary world.

Literature and the Social Sciences

Another reason for this increasing visibility was the new intellectual trends
from the social sciences that were carried by the form of literature or directly by the
authors in the literary reviews. This period of getting to know the world motivated
Turkish intellectuals to embrace all of these sources both by developing sensitivity to
the social realities of their country, but also through the experience of the individual
tensions of human life. During this period, socialism, existentialism and other
modernist theories became widespread among the university students and
intellectuals. These ideologies were closely related to the literary field as they were
introduced by the works and journals of literature to some extent, and the authors and
literary critics introduced these ideas, throughout their articles in literary journals. The
attractiveness of these ideas and literary world went hand in hand.

The modernist, humanist tradition had more profound origins in Turkey,
beginning with the translation of the modern classics by the minister of education of
the period, Hasan Ali Yicel. This period of the 1960s however also had a specific
weight for the diffusion of the Western intellectual modes of thought. Furthermore,
the translation of dissident books contributed not only to the flourishing of

social/political movements and provided nourishment for intellectual hunger, but also
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were by themselves the constitutive products of this development.?®® Ataol
Behramoglu writes that: “the translation of the Marxist classics on the one hand and,
on the other hand, trends like existentialism and surrealism that aim to transform the
artistic and aesthetic perception of the reader went hand in hand in the beginning of
the period.”266

Enis Batur, in a similar vein, notes that in the 1960s and 1970s, the Kemal
Tahir “line” that emphasized the particularity of Turkey, denying to some extent the
Kemalist tradition by criticizing it for being despotic and thereby defending the
Ottoman heritage, was accompanied by the line that adopted and introduced the
political and cultural agenda of the international socialist movement looked at the
world from the same perspective as Western socialist intellectuals and emphasized the
international dimension of art and politics in contradistinction to the narrow
nationalist conception. He also was a proponent of another line which had
existentialist and modernist tendencies.?®’” All of these projects, even the one
represented by Kemal Tahir were modernist viewed from the perspective of the
circumstances in Turkey. Literature played a key role for the diffusion of all of these

intellectual projects. As Murat Belge claims, the 47liler (people born in 1947 and at

university in the 1960s and 1970s)%®® began to learn intellectual theory and socialist

%5gee Erkal Unal, Invited Sojourners: A Survey of Translations into Turkish of Non-Fiction
Left Books Between 1960 and 1971 (M.A. Thesis, Bogazigi University, 2006).

%6 Ataol Behramoglu, Conference under the moderation of Hasan Biilent Kahraman, 7 March
2007, Aksanat Centre of Culture.

%"See Enis Batur, Alternatif Aydin (Istanbul, Hil Yayimnlari, 1985).

28 niversity students in 1968 who had been born in 1947 were called as 47 liler. Fiiruzan
wrote a book about them, with the title 47 liler.
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ideas with art, literature, and history.?*® Academics, intellectuals and students
interested in socialist, modernist and existentialist ideas at the same time as their
interest of literature.

Literary journals were places were philosophical ideas and different schools
from the general field of thought. The social sciences were also introduced in these
journals to some extent. Political journals also provided space for social scientists and
philosophers. Avsar Timugin, Cengiz Gundogdu, Nermi Uygur, Ali Karatay, and

Onay So6zer produced articles in these literary journals.

Literature and Public Intellectuals

This visibility can be also seen as a result of the formation of a public
intellectual. Another significant characteristic of the period is the fact that a
considerable number of intellectuals were at the same time, artists, and authors; the
intellectuals that will be discussed below were with some exceptions, the producers of
art or critics of art. This might not be a specific dimension of Turkish intellectual life
but the interrelation between intellectuals and art can not be underestimated. There
were certainly intellectuals other than writers and artists, but even these intellectuals
had interactions with this world of literature. For instance, Dogan Avcioglu, who
edited Yon political journal worked with many writers and poets.

An atmosphere was taking shape in which the artists could express themselves

more freely. They introduced new styles and innovative, revolutionary forms in the

*Murat Belge, “Introduction,” in Modern Tiirkive'de Siyasi Diisiince, Sol (Istanbul: Iletisim
Yayinlari, 2007), p. 20.
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artistic domain. This resurgence was effective in the artistic field in itself, for
defending the importance of art in the everyday lives of the people and for the
intellectuals adopting specific political attitudes. To be artist meant to have capacity to
affect public life, and art was a more visible activity in the public sphere during this
period. I do not assert that the decade of the 1960s was a period of total freedom, but
in these years, democratic and participatory organizations appeared and a struggle for
a freer public life was started. | argue that, in the 1960s and 1970s, the domination of
the state in the artistic field was replaced by such new institutions and thus
independent intellectuals mainly were influenced by the social movements of the
period, which transformed the relation between society and the intellectual field.

The political and ideological attachments and dissident nature of these
intellectuals requires some discussions. As mentioned, in the 1930s and in the 1940s,
there were two leading figures of the leftist thought in Turkey. They were Sabahattin
Ali and Nazim Hikmet who were the founders of a tradition of a socialist writers.
Young people introduced leftist ideas thanks to them:

Virgul review: Can you explain to us how you came into contact with
leftist thought?
Selahattin Hilav: In the library of Beyazit we read the books of Nazim

Hikmet.They forget the books there. It was in the years 1943 and 1944. The

leftist people began generally with reading poetry books and especially Nazim
Hikmet, because there were not books about ideas and philosophy.?”

20Solla nasil tamstigimzi  anlatr misiiz? Beyazit Kiitiiphanesinde Nazim’in Kitaplarim
okuyoruz, adamlar unutmuglar orada kitaplari. 1943 ve 1944 seneleri bunlar, asiinda biliyorsunuz
solcular genellikle ige siir ve Nazim Hikmet okumakla bagslarlar, ¢iinkii fikir diye birsey yok, felsefe
kitabi yok.” Selahattin Hilav, “Bu Insanla Basa Cikilmaz,” in Entellektueller ve Eylem (Istanbul: Yapi
Kredi Yaymlari: 2008), p. 102, Selahattin Hilav during his residence in France had a close relationship
with the important sociologist of literature, Lucien Goldmann.
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This tradition was continued with significant competence and undeniable
dominance in the 1960s and in the 1970s by different writers, but five of them were
also close friends or disciples of Nazim Hikmet and Sabahattin Ali: they were Aziz
Nesin, Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal, Kemal Tahir and Attila Ilhan.

These authors influenced each other, even though sometimes they disagreed.
Yasar Kemal and Orhan Kemal were close friend, as were Aziz Nesin and Kemal
Tahir but there was an important personal conflict between Orhan Kemal and Kemal
Tahir continued in the 1960s. These authors were influential between 1965 and 1975
by their productivity and by opening new intellectual topics. They assumed their
socialist identities in a very active way and discussed the problems of the socialist
movement and the social realist literature. Literature was defined by them as an
instrument which helped to provide a consciousness to the public.

Attila iThan and Kemal Tahir, contrary to Aziz Nesin, Yasar Kemal and Orhan
Kemal, defended a more authentic version of socialism. Their original approaches in
the literary realm were both criticized and accepted by younger authors. Attila llhan
and Kemal Tahir were considered to be as independent and sui generis intellectuals.
Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal and Aziz Nesin were three socialist authors who had an
important legacy and authority in the circles of the socialist writers and in socialist
parties.

These seven authors were some of the more charismatic and influential public
intellectuals of Turkey. They also started many debates about the social and historical
circumstances of the country. They wrote articles in the daily journals and participated
in the collective surveys of the literary and political reviews; and these reviews made

interviews with them. They were also important for different academic disciplines like
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history, sociology, political science and certainly literary studies. The topics which
were developed by the social sciences also were mentioned by these authors and all of
them, sharing a common but variable socialist agenda, supported the socialist
ideology. They brought about their own particular, original style to the problems of
socialism. Their works can be considered as representating the social realities. By
showing the poverty, inequality, ignorance, they tried to show the demand of a
socialist order for the country. They attempted to show the oppressive nature of the
capitalist order and the state bureaucracy. Their works led to the formation of a
socialist public as they introduced many young people to the leftist ideas The socialist
movement was endorsed by these writers.

The dominance of the socialist movement in the cultural and the literary realms
was an undeniable reality of the period between 1960 and 1980. This process was
two-sided. Writers were attracted by the increasing influence of the social movements;
however they contributed to the attractiveness of the socialist movements with their
works of art. These writers dealt with the economic and social system of the country.
In their novels, they criticized of the official history writing and proposed a different
perspective. The problems of the Turkish society in betwenness of the East and the
West were also depicted, but with also an economic and social approach. For instance,
Turkish society’s problems were considered to have been the results of the Western
cultural and economic imperialism. Researches into the roles of the imperialist powers
(Diveli Muazzama) during the period of the late Ottoman Empire were started. Novels
about the War of the Independence also were written from this anti-imperialist
perspective. This interest in historical issues was important in that these public

intellectuals reflected their opinions about the actuality.
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Another important topic was the poverty of the working classes, their
problems, and the exploitation they faced. The problems of the peasantry were an
important topic of these works of art. A different from the tradition of the Kemalist
writers, who insisted on the ignorance or illiteracy of the peasantry, the socialist-
oriented approach focused to the problem of the peasantry mainly on the economic
dimension and the problem of the feudal or newly developing capitalist relations.
These two beliefs existed at the same time. Economic and social privileges of the
feudal lords, in Turkish “agalik diizeni” and the oppression of the peasantry were
constant topics of thr novels written in the 1960s. Necati Cumali, Fakir Baykurt,
Orhan Kemal, Kemal Tahir, and Yasar Kemal were socialist writers who wrote these
novels and many articles in the socialist reviews about the problem of peasantry, the
underdevelopment of Turkish society, inequalities between the classes and the concept
of the people.

Kemal Tahir was the most original and debated of the period. He was criticized
by the other socialist writers like Can Yiicel, Mete Tungay and Yalgin Kiigiik and he
also constantly criticized the Turkish socialist intellectuals and movements. Another
sui generis writer of the period was Oguz Atay who maintained original ideas in the
domain of form and content. He used innovative techniques of writing. Another very
original author, Attila Ilhan will be also particulary discussed.

In addition to these social realist writers, most of the avant-garde and
modernist authors were also socialist oriented. Especially, the representatives of the
groups ike Second New and 1950s short story writers who were productive in the
1960s. Turgut Uyar, Cemal Surreya and Can Ycel shared many common points with

the social realist authors, but their style was more different and they thought that
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revolutionary content also needed a new, alternative form and style. The debates
between avant-gardes and social realists will be discussed below.

It is generally accepted that there is not an evolutional history of the Turkish
novel. Oguz Atay and Yasar Kemal produced works of art, in the same period.
Turkish literature did not follow the European classical scheme of development which
is assumed to have existed; realist and modernist tendencies were observable at the
same time.

Another literary tradition of the 1960s was the circle of writers who had a
special attachment to the process of the Kemalist foundation, they had had close
relations with the state institutions of the 1940s. For instance, the circle of Mavi
Anadolucular (Blue Anatolians) were translators in Terciime Odas: (Translation
Office) with Nurulllah Ata¢. Another circle of peasant realists were writers who were
first students and then instructors at the Village Institutes.

These two left-Kemalist circles had different syles, the first one was more
Western oriented with a humanist perspective. The most important conflict and
tension of these writers was the dichotomy between the educated and urbanized parts
of the society and the ignorant, illiterate, rural population. In this dichotomy, on the
one hand “our people” were the source of all of the richness, and on the other, “our
people” were ignorant and could not find true way without the guidance of the
intellectuals. These left-Kemalist intellectuals supported the Turkish Labor Party
(TLP) in the 1960s and also the RPP of Bulent Ecevit in the 1970s. Throughout these
two decades, this literary tradition was an important tendency in the Turkish literature.
These authors generally were considered to be politically leftist and they represented a

modernizing elite who tried to transform cultural habits of its country by introducing
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Western, humanist cultural values which were not always accepted easily. They may
be also described as the traditional intellectuals of their time.

These writers, from all of these various circles, worked in journals, reviews or
in other professions like Cemal Suireya who was a bureaucrat in an important state
institution. They participated in political parties, and had close relationships with the
Universities, and they even generally replaced the public intellectual missions of the
University professors during these years. However, the works of these authors were
constantly excluded from the school libraries. Some of them were arrested and had to
leave the country, especially after the 12 September 1980 coup d’état.

A more conservative and nationalist political attitude had also its literary
representatives. These writers as public intellectuals, such as Necip Fazil Kisakiirek,
and Tarik Bugra will be also discussed.

The politically engaged literary tradition of the period was harshly criticized.
For instance, Belge criticizes this tradition for developing new methodological
approach which underlined the role of social and economic factors. He writes, “In the
1960s, there was an important revival in all the fields of the intellectual life. An
important aspect of this revival was a search for method. To make critiques or
revolutions no longer mattered, if you can find the true method, you can resolve the
problem. This led to a dogmatic belief in method, and method became a goal.”*"*

Another important criticism of Turkish literature in the 1970s is that its
political dimension shadowed its aesthetic qualities. The value of a writer, or a poet

272

was considered to be the extent of his contribution to politics.”"“ Hizlan argues that

" Belge, p. 488, 489.
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literary actors were situated themselves against the state.?” I will mention these

considerable critiques below.

Poem; Novel and Short Story; and Essay, and

Literary Critiques Production during These Years

This section of my thesis examines the three main genres of the Turkish
literature during this period under discussion. The most influential literary events,
works, figures will be introduced. Literary production will be seen both as the fruit
and the producer of the social context. In this plan, I argue that social contextual
actions and interactions were observable in this process. As a part of this section,
different themes and motifs will be discussed.

This discussion will make it easier to understand interrelations, differences and
influences of the intellectuals and their circles and their relatively independent
positions that will be examined on the following section. In this part, novel and short
story, poetry, and essay and critiques will be the three main literary era in which many
of the Turkish writers produced significant works of art, during this period. In this
context, I will show the increasing or decreasing impacts of different genres

throughout a process of change.

21241970 lerin edebi ortaminda siyasi olciitler edebi olgiitlerin dniine geg¢misti. Bir yazarin
sarin degeri edebiyata degil siyasete katkisi dl¢iisiindeydi,” Dogan Hizlan, Edebiyat Daima (Istanbul:
Dogan Yaycilik, 2006), p. 318.

2B«Edebiyat énce devletin yamndaydi, sonra karsisina gecti, simdi politika disinda kaldi.”
Ibid., p. 299.
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Poetry

First, it is necessary to stress the distinct and special prominence of poetry in
Turkey. There was a rich tradition of poetry throughout the Ottoman Empire. During
the epoch of the Tanzimat, Constitutional Monarchy and in the early years of the
Republic, there were many significant poets who were also politically and
intellectually committed followed by a larger public. The 1950s and 1960s may be
considered to have been a turning point in the Turkish poetry with the formation of a
modernist tradition and proliferation of a realist tradition.

I will focus on the main poetry tradition of the decade. First, after 1960, while
the Jkinci Yeni (Second New) circle was disintegrated,?’* but poets, like Cemal
Siireya, Edip Cansever, Ulkii Tamer, Ece Ayhan, Can Yiicel and Turgut Uyar
remained significant, respected intellectual figures of the period. I will discuss this
tradition at length below in the section on the modernist literary tradition.

In addition to the Second New circle, Fazil Hiisnii Daglarca, Behget Necatigil,
Metin Eloglu and Giilten Akin were also significant poets. They developed very
original and private styles by synthesizing the possibilities of Turkish folk poetry.
Giilten Akin was sensitive to gender problems and she severely criticized the social
injustices. It may be noted that she was one of the first female poets of the age. Metin
Eloglu, in his poems generally described the everyday lives of the little men of the

suburbs.

2" [kinci Yeni movement will be largely debated in the next chapter; but many of the poets who
were considered members did not approved of this collective identity. They wrote many poems in the
litrary journals of Ankara, as they were also known by a large public, but they were also gathered in
Memet Fuat’s Yeni Dergi after 1965.
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Moreover, the social realist poets of the 1940s, who before had been isolated in
the literary realm because of their political views, became more visible after the
1960s. Among them were Ahmed Arif, Arif Damar, Rifat [lgaz, A. Kadir, Enver
Gokee, and Hasan Huseyin. This poetry tradition of the 1940s was disapproved of by
the actual political power but then in the 1960s, these poets were more influential in
the public life and they came together with a new audience.

Another considerable categorization of the Turkish poem was proposed by
Uyguner, in 1971. In an article of Varlik Y1llig1, he wrote that there were three main
tendencies in the realm of the Turkish poetry, the Second New, the Social Realist
poetry and poets who were difficult to reduce into a single category but who were
nourished from the tradition of folk poetry, such as Daglarca, Kiilebi, Rifat.?”

Varlik, Papiriis, Yeditepe and Yeni Dergi were more popular magazines which
published poetry during the 1960s. In addition to them Halkin Dostlar: at the end of
the 1960s and Sanat Emegi in the 1970s often featured young poets. Socialist
intellectuals, mainly the Yon milieu, began to publish mostly the previously
unpublished works of the poet Nazim Hikmet. In addition to Yon, in the middle of the
1960s, Varlik, Yeni Ufuklar and Yeni Dergi started to publish his poems. The role of
his son Memet Fuat in the publication of these poets, in Yeni Dergi journal has to be
noted. These poems introduced many people to leftist thought and the new poets
espoused the Nazim’s way of poetry in the style or content of their works. The social
realist poets of the 1940s were all attracted to his political and literary approaches.

This tradition was also very active in the 1960s and 1970s.

“Muzaffer Uyguner, “1971°de Siirmiz,” in Varhik Yilligi 1972 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymlari,
1972), pp. 48 79, pp. 49-50.
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The poets of the Second New generation appreciated Nazim’s poetry and
generally his political vision. For instance, Cemal Sureya argues that: “If we keep
Nazim separate, the poets who grew up before the World War Il period compromised
with the existing social system; in this period, nearly all poets were in a similar
position. However, this denial was sometimes escapism, sometimes to destroy all of
the entire values, but the poets were generally in an attitude of protest.”?’®

Sureya considers Turkish poetry after the 1940s:

The shining simple present tense of the Divan poem (the Ottoman Poetry

Tradition which was a rich and ancient poetic tradition that lasted for nearly

700 years) had ended. The past tense which was used from the Tanzimat to

Yahya Kemal had also ended. A present tense which represents the pessimism

of the Second World War was adopted. In this period, the lover’s preference

for Istanbul girls was replaced with the lover from the people.”’’

And after the 1960s, this pessimism which before had been shared by all of
these poets, was transformed into a more optimistic attitude. They firstly thought that
something could be changed during these years. For instance, poems about freedom
and in support of social and political struggles were written.

In the second half of the 1960s, especially in 1966 and in 1967, there were
many poems sharing similar themes such as social problems, inequalities and

injustices. Ataol Behramoglu, Ahmed Arif, Fazil Hiisnii Daglarca, Necati Cumal,

Oktay Rifat, Rifat llgaz and Ceyhun Atuf Kansu wrote poems about freedom, political

218« (hte yandan Nazim Hikmet'i ayri tutarsak, Ikinci Diinya savasindan énce yetismis sairler
toplum duzeniyle bir uzlasma igindeydiler. 1940'dan sonra ise temelde toplum duzenini yadsuma
egiliminde olmustur sair. BU donemde belirmis, kendini kabul ettirmis biitiin sairlerin hemen hepsi
boyledir. Ger¢i bu red, bazen kagma, bazen alaya alma, bazen yerlesik degerleri ufak ufak yikma
seklinde belirmistir, ama sair temelde hep bu red tavri igindedir.” Sureya, pp. 30-32.

“Divan siirindeki parlak genis zaman bitmis, Tanzimattan Yahya Kemal'e kadar uzayan
gecmis zaman bitmis, Ikinci dunya savasimn kétimserligini yansitan bir simdiki zaman baslamistir.”
diyor, ayrica bu zamana kadar hep Istanbul kizlarindan secilen sevgili bu kez halktan secilmektedir
dye ekliyor.” 1bid.
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struggle and against social inequalities. They also benefited from the ways of
expression of the popular tradition of poetry. These artists wanted to escape from their
loneliness as they had before and they wanted to influence people.

These artists created a common literary tradition that was politically oriented,
and social inequalities and international themes were represented. They attempted to
be part of the creation of a new public life. Different poets even if they produced in
very different styles, represented escalating common political attitude.

These poets were also appreciated by the social and political movements.
Among the university students, to write poems and to recite the poems of social realist
poets was fashionable. This period can be seen as the golden age of the modern
Turkish poetry, as many young, educated people wrote and read poems. In these
decades, to write poetries was a fashion which adopted by a wide spectrum of people,
especially by the university students.

Love and revolution were the two main topics of the poetry. In the
contemporary European and US poetry, as a result of the counter culture movements,
poetry was suitable for expressing powerful feelings and to fulfill human self
realization and emancipation. The dissident and innovative nature of poetry became
more visible, contrary to the more conventional, traditional way of writing poetry. As
mentioned by Enis Batur, in Turkey, during this period, because of the miserable
conditions of the school books, high school students had contact with the
contemporaneous poetry only through reviews. When he firstly read Yeni Dergi, his

world was totally changed.”’

#"®Enis Batur, Conference in moderation of Semih Giimiis and Omer Tiirkes, Istanbul Modern
Museum, (20 March 2012).
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During all of this period, poets and their poems became deeply engaged into
the social and political movements. There were many symbolic poems representing
the spirit of their epochs. Nazim Hikmet’s poems, which before had been unknown by
an important part of society, were discovered especially by the university youth.
Ahmed Arif poems were also emblematic for the social movements and they were
important for the recognition of the social realities of the Eastern part of Turkey. For
instance, his poem, Otuzii¢ Kursun (Thirty Three Bullets) of 1969 was about the
massacre of 33 Kurdish peasants who had been executed, shot to death for smuggling.

In these years, poets and their poems were at the forefront of the social
struggles. They were written about social topics, and they were used by the social
movements. This close relationship, however, was criticized for its underestimation of
other topics which could have been made the subjects of poetry. For instance, Ahmet
Oktay in 1966 wrote that the exploitation of Turkey by foreign powers, the
appropriation of the labor, land problem of the peasantry, and imperialism were all
sacred problems. But these topics could not be defined as the only content of poems.
Poems which were not based on the economics but on the philosophical consequences
of this economic base should not be judged by general social criterion.?”

| will attempt to discuss a general overview of poetry in Turkey in a
chronological manner. For instance, in the 1962 almanac of Variik, the poem section

of 1961 was written by Memet Fuat. He continued to write these articles in his own

2%y erk ve net Grneklerle konusalim: Tiirkive nin sémiiriilmesi, emegin ¢alinmasi, koyliiniin
topraksizligi, emperyalizm, kutsal sorunlar hepsi, kabul. Ama su da kabul edilmeli: Siirin biricik
icerik’i haline getirilemez bunlarmn hi¢ biri. Birakin toplumcuyu, bi¢imci bir sair bile uzaginda kalamaz
bu sorunlarin. Ne var ki bu sorunlarin disindaymis gibi gériinen bir siirin varolabilecegi de dikkate
alinmalidir. Somut durumlara yaslanan, kendini dolaysiz bigimde ekonomik olana degil, ekonomik
olamin yarattigi felsefi sorunlara ¢eviren bir siir genelgeger toplumcu dlgiilerle yargilanmamaldr.”
Ahmet Oktay, “Toplumculuk, Yabancilasma ve Siir,” (Socialism, Alienation and Poetry), Papiris, no.
4 (September 1966) .
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literary almanac, Memet Fuat’in Tiirk Edebiyatindan Sectikleri. In 1963 Varlik Y1llig,
the poem section of 1962 was written by Behcet Necatigil. And, many other articles
were written by Rauf Mutluay and Muzaffer Uyguner in the following years. These
comprehensive articles provide us the possibility of gaining general overview of
Turkish poetry.

At the beginning of this new decade, in 1961, Memet Fuat wrote that a
plurality of modernist, social realist and poets benefiting from the popular, rural
poetry produced many significant poems.?®® According to Behget Necatigil, the most
important poetry books of 1962 were ilhan Berk's Misirkalyonigne, Attila Ilhan’s Bela
Cigegi (Flower of Trouble) A. Kadir's Dort Penceresi (Four Windows) and Arif
Damar's Saat Sekizi Ge¢ Vurdu. In 1963, according to Fuat, the most significant and
productive poets of the period were Fazil Hiisnii Daglarca, Behget Necatigil and
Kemal Ozer, and he insists on the fact that social realist poets had come to the fore.?®*
The increasing influence of the social realist poets, and legitimacy of writing about
political topics led to the formation of a more political and contentious poet.

In addition to this realist tradition, a modernist one also flourished in many
significant poets. For instance, in 1964, a notable modernits artist, Turgut Uyar wrote
that,

The insufficient idealism of the 1930s, the realism of the 1940s and the invalid

romanticism of the 1950s are not sufficient to describe today’s human being. It

is clear that poetry is in a dilemma. Because the human being is in a dilemma.
But the main problem is to have a consciousness of this dilemma. We do not

'Memet Fuat, “1961 Yilinda Siiirimiz,” in 1962 Varhik Yilhig: (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi,
1962), pp. 21-42:35.

“Memet Fuat, “1962 Yilinda Tirkiye’de Siir, Oykii, Inceleme,” Tiirk Edebiyati 1964
(Istanbul : De Yayinevi, 1963), p. 6.
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think that Turkish poetry is not in a dilemma. We think that this dilemma is an

opportunity for consciousness, knowledge, coherence, and modern poetry.?®?

Turgut Uyar’s approach represented that of modernist circles. He thought that
social conflicts could be represented in poetry, but in a modernist style and in
innovative forms. According to avant-garde artists, revolutionary or innovative art
needed new and innovative forms. He always used a sociological perspective to
consider the development of Turkish literature.

Another dynamic of the period was the rediscovery of the dissident poet of the
1930s and 1940s, Nazim Hikmet. According to Memet Fuat, the most important event
of poetry in 1964, was the publication of the poems of Nazim Hikmet for the first

time, after a long prohibition.?®

The poems of Nazim Hikmet were published by
many literary and political journals, especially Yon. Memet Fuat continued to publish
the poems of Nazim Hikmet in the 1980s and 1990s.%%* He was a key figure in the
introduction of the poems of Nazim Hikmet as he was his son. His assessment may be
considered to have been subjective, but during all the 1960s, the poems of Nazim

Hikmet were undeniably appreciated by a large public.

Another critic, Rauf Mutluay wrote that,

282 “Tiirkiye'de siir i¢cin soyle diyor: 1930'larmn eksik idealizmi, 1940 realizmi ve 1950'lerin

hastalikli romantizmi ile bugiiniin insanini betimlemek miimkiin degil. Evet siir ¢ikmazda. Ciinkii insan
¢tkmazda. Ama biitiin sorun bu ¢itkmazin bilincine varmakta. Siivin ¢ikmazda olmadigim diisiinenlerden
yana degiliz. Ciinkii bu ¢ikmaz, bilince, bilgiye, uygunluga, ¢agdas siire ve insana yeni bir imkandir.”
Turgut Uyar, Donem, no. 2, (November 1964), in Tiirk Edebiyati 1964 (Istanbul : De Yayinevi, 1965),
pp. 90 92, p. 91.

%341964iin Gnemli bir siir olay! da uzun yillardan sonra Nazim Hikmet'in siirlerinin yeniden
Tiirkgede yayinlanmasiydi.” Memet Fuat, Tiirk Edebiyati 1964 (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1965), p. 5- 9.

%4Ataol Behramoglu indicates that Adam publishing house under the direction of Memet Fuat,

published Nazim Hikmet’s collected works and between 1987 and 2001, the 26 books were sold, in all,
1.500 000 copies. Ataol Behramoglu Kendin olmak ya da Olmamak (Istanbul: inkilap, 2003), p. 166.
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More than hundred poetry books were published in Turkey, in 1964. In all of
the reviews contained articles on poetry. Some reviews contained only
poetry... jammed and troublous translations of poetry. As a result, thrown
peeples in a revolted sea. Peeples inefficient, powerless, silent... There is no
reason to be optimistic. Most of them were solace, imitation and dawdling,
verses of enthusiasm of poetry enthousiastics.”®

This pessimistic attitude would change in the course of time, but this
represents the impatience of the Turkish critics who desired a more advanced Turkish
literature.

Turgut Uyar’s poem Olii Yikayicilar (Corpse Washers) was a very important
poetry event. The most significant poem of Oktay Rifat, Elleri Var Ozgiirliigiin
(Freedom has Hands) was also published in the first number of Yeni Dergi in October
1964. This poem represents the socialist approach which sought social and political
freedom which generally had been under repression in Turkey, in the previous
years.?®® The poem of Necati Cumali in June 1965, Kismeti Kapali Gen¢lik®®' (The
Youth who Has no Future) represents perfectly the spirit of the period and the
mentality ofthe lonely intellectual. The newly increasing social struggles, a reaction
to the state oppressions and atrocities, and the ordinary people keeping a distance from
the intellectuals and a need for alcohol. But this situation was finally started to change.

The most important event of 1965 was the publication of Yeni Dergi by Memet

Fuat. Yeni Dergi provided a platform for modernist poets during ten years in the pages

285 < Jyil ufakli yiizden ¢ok siir kitabu...Biitiin dergilerde siir tizerine yazilar...Salt siirle sayfalari
dolan kicgucuk dergicikler...Kalabalik ve karisik siir ¢evirileri...Sonu¢: Biiyiik dalgalarla ayaklanmig
bir denize atilan kiigiik, kiiiik tas parcalar; etkisiz, giicsiiz, sessiz. Iyimser olmak igin hichir sebep yok.
Biiyiik ¢ogunlugu avuntu, ozenti, oyalanma; siir heveslilerinin heves siirleri.” Rauf Mutluay, 1964
Varlik Yilligi (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1965).

%6Tomris Uyar wrote an article about this poetry in which he criticized and even if he
appreciated and respected Rifat, she expected new and innovative styles from him. Tomris Uyar,
Papiriis, no. 1, (June 1966).

*Necati Cumali, Yeni Dergi, no. 9 (1966).
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of this review. Thanks to this journal French or Western intellectual life, especially
including its avant-garde dimensions were largely introduced to he Turkish reading
public. Mutluay notes that there were two tendencies which transformed the
conventional style of publishing of reviews. Yeni Dergi was very careful in its choices
of poems and Y&n published many significant, forbidden poems which were attended
by a large public. Kemal Ozer began to publish the Art of Poetry (Siir Sanatr).?®®

Mutluay also thinks that the Yeni Dergi editors resisted without sacrificing
their art to their beliefs or to the needs of society, they took the risk of not reading too
much, not to be comprehended. At this point, Memet Fuat, personally was very
important to continuing this resistence. Yeni Dergi published on the one hand, articles
about Nouveau Roman (New Novel), Kafka, and on the other hand, masters of the
Turkish poetry as Oktay Rifat, Edip Cansever, Behget Necatigil, Cemal Siireya, UlK{
Tamer and Nazim Hikmet.*®°

Mutluay states that “Briefly, 1965 was a very hopeful year for our poetry”*®
According to Fuat, 1965 would be remembered with the old and new poets and with
some people who firstly published their poems, as a very diversified, very powerful

year of poetry.?** However, according to Mutluay, there were too much books of

poem in 1965, and this quantity did not go hand in hand with a similar quality. The

288Rauf Mutluay, “1966 Yilinda Siir,” in Varlik Yilligi 1966 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1967),
pp. 24- 39, p. 24.

bid., p. 27.
20«xsaca siirimiz icin 1963, ayrt dallarda yari ¢icekler acan umutlu, miijdeli bir yil oldu
yeniden. Daha iyilerin bekleyisiyle birlikte, siire ve sorunlarina layik oldugu yeri verme diisiincesini de

getirecek...” 1bid., p. 39.

%1965 yili edebiyatimizda eskileri, yenileri, hatta ilk siirlerini yayimlayanlarla, ¢ok yonlii,
cok ¢esitli, cok giiclii bir siir yili olarak anilacak.” 1bid.
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publication of Yeni Dergi and the publication of the poems of Nazim Hikmet (this
year was seen as the year of Nazim Hikmet) were considered as important events. He
argues that this was a hopeful and good year for Turkish poetry.?

In the mid 1960s, in the domain of literature, as a result of the social realist
movement, the everyday lives of the peasants and lower classes were represented by
the writers. Another concern was the internationalist concern. Poems were written
supporting the Vietnam resistence. The Viet Cong forces and its prominent leader Ho
Chi Minh were popular figures of the counter culture - anti war movements and
generally the leftist culture of the epoch. The disaster of Hiroshima was also
commemorated in many works of art. Another topic was the decolonization of the

293 who

Africain countries. For instance, Arif Damar wrote a requiem for Lumumba
had been assassinated, and in his poet, he quotes from Daglarca who wrote:
“Lumumba you were killed barefoot but the world also walks barefoot.”?** This poem

reflects the internationalist intentions and a feeling of solidarity with the social

movements of the world.

2%2Rauf Mutluay, “1966°da Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1966 (Istanbul: Varhk Yaymevi, 1967),
pp. 25 39.

#3patrice Emery Lumumba (2 July 1925 — 17 January 1961) was a Congolese independence
leader and the first legally elected Prime Minister of the Republic of the Congo after he helped win its
independence from Belgium in June 1960. Only twelve weeks later, Lumumba’'s government was
deposed in a coup during the Congo Crisis. He was subsequently imprisoned and executed by firing
squad, an act that was committed with the assistance of the government of Belgium, for which the
Belgian government officially apologized in 2002

2%Sen Lumumba. Yaln ayak oldiirildiin. Ama yeryiizii de yiirimektedir yalin ayak.” Arif
Damar, In Varlik Yilligi 1964 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1967), p. 105.
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In 1966, Rauf Mutluay wrote that Turkish poetry was in a dilemma, waiting
for something from the past and preparing itself for the future, in a different way. An
important change was coming.?*

The most interesting poetry books of 1966 were Edip Cansever’s Cagrilmayan
Yakup (Yakup who Was not Invited), Oktay Rifat’s Elleri Var Ozgiirliigiin (March
1966), Ulkii Tamer’s Icine Cektigim Hava Degil Gokyiiziidiir. (What | Breath is not
Air but the Sky - April 1966) >

Modernist poems were endorsed by Memet Fuat: “The most succesful poem of
the year was written by Turgut Uyar, but the most beautiful poem of the year was
possibly the poem of Cemal Siireya’s Ortadogu (Middle East), but I prefer Ulkii
Tamer’s Giyotin (Guillotine).”**’

Social realist poets were also very productive. For instance, in the review
May, there was published some verses of Hasan izzet Dinamo and Rufat Ilgaz; and
Ahmet Arif’s verses were published in Soyut, and Nazim Hikmet’s poems, in Yeni
Dergi.

The most popular artist of 1967 was Nazim Hikmet. The sales of his book

which declined somewhat in 1966, once again increased. Another interesting thing is

that Second New poets appreciated Nazim Hikmet more than the generation of Orhan

295“Bug1'4'm'4'n siiri, gecmisten birseyler beklemenin umuduyla yarina bagska tiirlii hazirlanmanin
kararsiz bunalimi i¢inde. Yakinda ¢ok seyler degisecek. Hi¢bir sey bilmiyorum ama seziyorum bunu.”
Rauf Mutluay, “1966°da Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1967 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1967), pp. 31 51:
51.

2% |bid., p.47.
Zvilin en basarili sairi Turgut Uyar’di ama yihn en giizel siiri Cemal Siireya’nin
Ortadogu’su da denebilir ya, bence Ulkii Tamer’in Giyotiniydi.... May dergisi Hasan lzzet Dinamoya,

Rifat ligaza, Soyut Ahmet Arife, Yeni Dergi Nazim Hikmete yasland.” Memet Fuat, Tiirk Edebiyati
1967, (Istanbul: De Yaymevi, 1967), p. 8.

181



Veli Kanik.?® Second New poets were politically and ideologically followers of the
Nazim Hikmet’s tradition which undeniably flourished during these two decades.

According to Memet Fuat, the most important poetry book of 1968 was
Ahmed Arif’s Hasretinden Prangalar Eskittim (Fetters Worn Out by Longing for
You). This book of poems was enormously appreciated by a large public and also by
the members of the left-wing social movements. Memet Fuat noted that “There is a
need for artists who are also intellectuals and who are supporting the social
movements with their thoughts. 1968 may be described as a succesful year, but it is
difficult to say that it was a hopeful year.”**® This statement shows us the synthesis of
intellectual and artist in the same figure.

The militant, revolutionary trend of the young poets escalated in 1969. Many
young poets participating in the University movements wrote also poems defending
revolutionary themes. For instance, the poem of young poet Sureya Berfe’s Giin Ola
(One Day) was published in the journal of the association of the youth (Fikir
Kuliipleri Federasyonu.)*®
In 1970, according to Memet Fuat, the leading poetry books of the year were

Melih Cevdet Anday’s Gogebe Denizin Ustiinde (Above the Nomadic Sea), Fazil

Hiisnii Daglarca’s Hirosima (Hiroshima) which was also translated in French and

2841967 de en ¢ok amilan, incelenen sanat¢r Nazim Hikmet oldu. Kitaplarinin bir onceki yila
gore duralar gibi gériinen satist yeniden artti, adina ii¢ ozel sayi ¢ikarildi...Bu arada isin en ilging yonii
Tkinci Yeni kusagi sanatcilarimin, Orhan Veli kusagina oranla, Nazim Hikmet’i sair olarak daha fazla
sevdiklerinin goérilmesiydi.” Ibid., p. 9.

29%41968"in siir olayi denebilecek kitabi Ahmed Arif’in Hasretinden Prangalar Eskittim’i.
Sanatgt olarak ta agirligini koyabilen, toplumcu gidisin diisiince yoniiyle olusabilecek iceriklerini

bir yul oldugu soylenemez. ” Memet Fuat, Tiirk Edebiyati 1969 (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1969), pp. 5-7.

¥0Dogan Hizlan, “1969°da Siirimiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1970 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1971), pp.
46- 64: 46 - 47.
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English, and also an epic play Vietnam Korii (Blind of Vietnam). Attila ilhan’s
famous poetry book of Sisler Bulvar: (Boulevard in Fogs) was published in its third
printing. Edip Cansever’s Kirli Agustos (Dirty August), Turgut Uyar’s Divan, and
Ataol Behramoglu’s Birglin Mutlaka (One Day Absolutely) were significant works of
the year. Birgiin Mutlaka became one of the emblamatic poems of the 1968 student
movements in Turkey. Another significant person at the end of 1960s was Arkadas Z.
Ozger, who died in 1973, in the age of 25.%°* His poems reflected a revolutionary
desire, but without hate and propogand. The student movements of 1968 reflected by
the poems of these authors, who expressed love, passion, enthousiasm, and desire for
a new country.

Turgut Uyar’s book Divan was read and debated on a wide scale. Kemal Tahir
in an article in Yeni Edebiyat supported this book, considering it as a return to the
powerful history of the Ottoman Empire. Ece Ayhan’s Orta Ikiden Ayrilan Cocuklar
(Children Leaving the Secondary I1) was also an important poetry event.*%

In 1971, the TRT prize for poetry was awarded to Tahsin Sara¢ for his poetry
book Direnme (Resistence). An interesting poetry book of this year was Giilten Akin’s
Kwrmizi Karanfil (Red Carnation). Many translations of poems from various foreign
languages were produced. For instance, Varlik review, in its section called Dunyaya
Acilan Pencere (Window Opening onto the World), published many translated poems.

Other poetry reviews were Tirk Dili, Yeditepe, Oziin, (Essential) Dost, Halkin

Dostlari. European poetry including the poetry of the real socialist countries (these

¥ There are suspicions that he was asssasinated as a result of an atack of right-wing students to
the leftist students in 1968.

%2 Memet Fuat, < 1968°de Siir, Oykii, inceleme,” in Tiirk Edebiyat: 1968 (Istanbul: De
Yaymevi, 1969), pp. 6-7.
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countries, especially that of Yugoslavia, Romania and Bulgaria) was the most
translated. But poems from all over the world, Latin American, Australian, African
poetries, were also translated.®*® These translations activities will be discussed at
greater lenght below.

One of the important poetry events of 1971 was the organization of a
symposium on Yunus Emre sponsored by Akbank (leading private bank). Yunus Emre
was discovered and appreciated by the populist, leftist tradition of the age, along with
the discovery of the popular literary tradition. They discovered an author like Yunus
Emre who had also universal dimensions.***

Uyguner, in his analysis on the poetry of 1971, argues that many poets who
were politically oriented did not produce works of any aesthetic values. Art created for
political propaganda was criticized by many of the critics.**® However, after the
military coup, this politically engaged poems could not be published in the reviews as
some of them, like Halkin Dostlar: was closed by the martial law.

In 1971, Turkish poems received attention in the international context. For
instance, a featuring anthology of the Turkish poems was translated into German by
Yuksel Pazarkaya, 52 poets like Yahya Kemal, ismet Ozel and many others. Poems of
Melih Cevdet Anday, Kollar: Baglh Odisseus (Odyseus) and many other poems were

also translated and published in French. Orhan Veli’s poems were translated into

$B3Muzaffer Uyguner, “1971°de Siirimiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1972 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi,
1971), pp. 68, 71.

%bid., p. 51.

®3pid., p. 50.
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English by Talat Sait Halman and there were published in the US, with the title of I
Am Listening to Istanbul, as the title of his most famous poem.**

Giilten Akin broke the tradition of male dominance in 1972 with her works
Kirmizi Karanfil and Marasin ve Okkesin Destant; she broke the male dominance of
the world of poetry. Akin was one of the few female poets who were able to challenge
to the mentality defining poetry as a male pursuit.

Metin Eloglu’s book Dizin (Index) achieved the prize of Turk Dil Kurumu
(Turkish Association of Language). In 1972, an anthology of Turkish poetry was
published in Italy. The poems of Behcget Necatigil were translated to German
language; Daglarca’s selected poems were translated and published in Hungarian
language.

Foreign poets’ works were also translated in the Turkish language. Many
books of Pablo Neruda were translated in 1972, Henrich Heine’s poems were
translated by Behcet Necatigil, and poems of Bertolt Brecht were translated by A.
Kadir and A. Bezirci, in the same year.

In 1972, a review of the nationalist-conservative axis which was published in
Konya called Cagri (Invitation). Turk Edebiyat: (Tukish Literature) review published
poems by Arif Nihat Asya and Ilhan Geger with a nationalistic vision.**’

It is generally accepted by many critics that there were two axes during this
period, a social one, and the other a more individualistic axe. An important critic,

Muzaffer Uyguner harshly criticized some poems which were designed to transmit

%%)hid., p. 53.

9"Muzaffer Uyguner, “1972 Yilinda Siirimiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi,
1973), pp. 54-76.
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only political ideas; he argues that ideas must melt inside a poem, like the melting of
sugar inside an apple.*®

The books of poems which were published in 1973 were about social realism,
the economic and social development of the nation and desires about the fulfillment of
the social justice throughout the country. Cahit Kiilebi’s book Turk Mavisi (Turkish
Blue) was different from these politically engaged books. Cahit Zarifoglu’s book Yedi
Guzel Adam (Seven Beautiful Men) which follows the Islamic tradition and beliefs
was an example of the existence of an Islamic poetry tradition as a part of the
nationalist-conservative literary tradition. This book was published by Edebiyat
Dergisi. Other nationalist-conservative poets’ works were published by this publishing
house, such as works of Erdem Beyazit and Riiya Cagrisi (Call of Dream) of Mustafa
Miyasoglu. Aksamla Gelen (Road Coming with the Night) of Yahya Akengin was
translated by Hisar publishing house.

Left-wing poets were also very active and passionate during this era. Some of
the titles of the poetry books, such as Aciyr Bal Eyledik by Hasan Huseyin, Direnmeler
(Resistance) by Tahsin Sarag, Kavgamn Yiiregi (Heart of Combat) by Kemal Ozer,
and Agit Yok (No Requiem) by Tekin Sénmez are meaningful to understand the spirit
of the age; all of them were about sufferings, struggles and resistance. After the
military intervention of 1971, the poets who supported social struggles resisted and
suffered, but they were at the heart of the struggle.

In 1973, a book about modern Swedish Poetry was published by Yeditepe

publishing house of Hiisamettin Bozok who also edited Yeditepe journal which

$%®Muzaffer Uyguner, “1973 Yilinda Siirimiz” in Varlik Yilligi 1974 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi, 1974), p. 52.
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represents the Westernized and modernist face of Turkish literature. Another book of
poetry was Vietnam Siiri (Poem of Vietnam) which was edited by A. Kadir and Afsar
Timucin. These books were efforts to bring in international dimensions to the Turkish
world of Turkish poetry.

The most influential line of poetry was the line of the social realist poets in
1974. The oppressions of the young poets, their arrests and their sentencing were all
represented in these poems.

There was an increase in the publication of books after the ending of the
martial law. The main topic of this poetry was society and human being in this
society. Anthologies of Turkish poetry were published in 1974, in Bulgaria and
Azerbadjian.***People in these two countries were especially interested in the Turkish
poetry.

Some of the titles of the books of poetry in 1974 were Ozgirlik i¢in Olmek
(To Die for Freedom) by Sinasi Ozdenoglu, Bir Yeni Diinya Kurmusum (1 Found a
World) by Mehmet Cinarli (Hisar), Hem Hurriyet, hem Ekmek (Both Freedom and
Bread) by Nuzhet Erman, Tutuklunun Giinliigii (A Diary of an Arrested Person) by
Attila llhan, Kelepgemin Karasinda bir Akgiivercin (A Black Pigeon in the Dark of
my Handcuff) and Hiicremde Ay Isigi (Moonlight in my Cell) of Hasan Hiseyin,
Furtinayla, Borayla Denenmis Arkadasliklar (Friendships Testified by Storm and
Hurricane) by Nihat Behram and Mapusanemden Siirler (Poems from Inside) by

Hasan Izzettin Dinamo, and Dost Dost illa Kavga (Friend, friend, Always Struggle)

$¥Muzaffer Uyguner, “1974 Yilinda Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1975 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi, 1975), p.59.
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by Enver Gokce gives us insight into the spirit of the age. They were all about the
political and social topics, as is represented in the titles.

Toplandilar (They came Together) by Turgut Uyar and Siragéller of Ulki
Tamer were also good examples of the Second New poetry which became more
political, as in the book of Can Ylicel, Bir Siyasinin Siirleri (Poems of a Political
Person).

Cicekleri Yemeyin (Do not Eat the Flowers) of Ozdemir Asaf and Cinayetler
Kitabi (Book of Crimes) of ismet Ozel*'® were important works of 1975.

Daglarca wrote about the Turkish War of Independence, with an anti
imperialistic spirit, in 1975, like Memleketimden /nsan Manzaralar: (Human
Landscapes from my Country) of Nazim Hikmet. Muzaffer Uyguner wrote that in the
realist poems of 1975, there was a change. Instead of imitating Latin American
passionate and crying poems, poets returned to their own culture. 3

In 1976, in his annual observations about the evolution of Turkish poetry,
Uyguner noted that Turkish poetry had become part and instrument of a harsh struggle
between the radicalized left-wing and nationalistic youth circles; to be revolutionary
had to exclude acts of violence and to appeal for humanity, fraternity, and love. Even
if he was closer to the left wing ideology, he tried to have an objective attitude and he
always criticized the over politicization of the Turkish poem. As | have already
mentioned, at the second half of the 1970s, there was an intensive influence of

political and ideological visions on artists that was reflected in their art and especially

1% smet Ozel is of the most complex personality of the Turkish poetry; he had during these
years, his leftist, revolutionary political identity, he adopted an Islamist worldview after 1980s and then
he became a Turkish nationalist.

S\ uzaffer Uyguner, “1975 Yilinda Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1976 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi, 1976), p. 51.
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poems. This trend was disapproved of by traditionalist, left-Kemalist literary critics,
like Uyguner with a humanist and universalistic vision.

There was a notable increase in the number of the poetry books published in
1976. This increase may have been the consequence of many factors, but the
expansion of the literary public and increasing production were incontestable realities
of the day. As I have already mentioned, titles of books were radicalized in these
years; an example is a book by Nihat Behram titled Doviise Doviise Yiiriinecek (\We
Will Continue to Walk by Fighting).

In 1976, the works of many famous Western poets were translated, among
them, works of Guillaume Apollinaire, Aragon’s Elsa ya Siirler (Poems to Elsa),
Reiner Maria Rilke and Paul Eluard’s collective poems. In addition to this, Sezai
Karakog translated many Arabic, Islamic poems with the title of Islamn Siir
Anitlarindan (From the Islamic Monuments of Poetries). At the same time, left-wing
Latin American poems which appealed to the struggle continued to be translated.

Edip Cansever’s modernist work, Ben Ruhi Bey Nasiim (Me, Ruhi Bey How |
Am?) was also written in 1976. Another important modernist work, Yort Savul, the
collected poems of Ece Ayhan was published in 1977. Two notable works, Attila
Ilhan’s Boyle Bir Sevmek (To Love like That) and Horoz (The Cock) of Fazil Hiisnii
Daglarca have to be remembered. The international mobility of the Turkish writers
continued during this year. For instance, in 1977, Giilten Akin, Sennur Sezer, Kemal

Ozer and Adnan Ozyalciner participated in a poetry festival in Yugoslavia.?*?

$12\Mehmet H. Dogan, “1977°de Siir,” in Nesin Yillig1, (Istanbul: Nesin Yayinevi, 1978), p. 50.
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In 1978, poetry continued to be a popular domain of art production. Unlike
today’s literary production, during the late 1970s, books and reviews of poetry were

an important part of literature.

Novel and Short Story

In Turkey, in spite of the peculiar and specific status of poetry, the novel,
which came from behind but powerfully with novelists like Orhan Kemal, Yasar
Kemal and Kemal Tahir, entered in a period of productivity and creativity in the
1960s. Melih Cevdet Anday, Fakir Baykurt, Adnan Binyazar, Samim Kocagdz, Salah
Birsel, Cemal Siireya, Necati Cumali, Tartk Bugra and Oktay Akbal were significant
novelists. Feyyaz Kayacan, Demir Ozlii and Ferit Edgii have to be noted as they had
modernist sensibilities in the early 1960s.

Tomris Uyar, Sevgi Soysal, and Selim ileri were significant, young and
modernist novelists of the late 1970s. In addition to the novel’s leap in popularity,
short story, with prominent figures like, Rifat Ilgaz (Hababam Sinifi Class), Necati
Cumali (Ay Biyirken Uyuyamam, | Cannot Sleep when the Moon is Raising), Aziz
Nesin (Sosyalizm Geliyor Savulun, Socialism is Coming) and again Orhan Kemal
have to be remembered. Vusat O. Bener, Bilge Karasu, Sevgi Soysal, Tomris Uyar,
and Selim leri came on the scene in the 1970s. A modernist, individualistic
perspective was acquired due to the efforts of these writers. This modernist tradition

was respectful of individuality.
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However, a social realist approach had been dominant throughout the novels
and short stories of the 1960s. The number of published social realist tales and novels
grew during both the 1960s and 1970s.

As one of the leading figures of the social realism, Kemal Tahir wrote novels
that had social dimensions. His works started to be increasingly published with
increasing frequency (some of them were completed before the 1960s) as well as other
social realist novelists. Orhan Kemal, who had published many books in the 1940s

and 1950s, reached full maturity in his novels. Bereketli Topraklar Uzerinde®*®

(Upon
Fruitful Lands), Bir Filiz Vard: (There was a Girl, Filiz 1965) and Murtaza
republished in 1968 by rewriting some parts of the novel were the “good examples” of
the social realist novel and they met the expectations of the audience. Yasar Kemal’s
works, especially fnce Memed 11 and 111 (Memed my Hawk), Ortadirek, Yusufquk
Yusuf, Adk¢asazin Agalari (Aghas of Akcasaz) and Demirciler Carsisi Cinayeti
(Murder at the Blacksmith’s Market) invigorated the relationship between literature
and the problems of people. In 1969, his /nce Memed II, and Orhan Kemal’s Murtaza
were published. These novels marked the height of the very influential social realist
school.

Haldun Taner, Flruzan, Tomris Uyar, Sevgi Soysal, Fliruzan, Oguz Atay,
Adalet Agaoglu and Leyla Erbil were the most creative and innovative writers of the
following decade. Adalet Agaoglu’s novel Olmeye Yatmak, (To Lie to Die) Sevgi

Soysal’s Yenisehir'de Bir Ogle Vakti (Noon in Yenisehir, 1973), and Oguz Atay’s

Tutunamayanlar (Disconnected Erectus 1972) are the modern masterpieces of Turkish

#3This famous novel of Orhan Kemal was firstly published in 1954, but it twas republished
many times in the 1960s and after. This book was also adapted to the cinema by Erden Kral in 1979.
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literature. This modernist tradition also can be seen as a proliferation of a tradition of
women authors who would be very successful. Gender problems and women’s
sensitivities were strongly reflected in their works. Sevgi Soysal, Tomris Uyar and
Adalet Agaoglu were the most popular.

Two politically engaged authors, Vedat Tirkali and Bekir Yildiz were also
very productive during the 1970s. Vedat Tiirkali’s Birgiin Tek Basina (One Day
Alone) tells the secret love story of a middle class intellectual man and a young
female university student who participated in the University student’s movements
before the 27 May of 1960. Bekir Yildiz’s short story Kacakg: Sahan (Sahan the
Smuggler) describes the smuggling, an important social fact in the Eastern regions,
especially in the city of Urfa.

Then novels which written by Fakir Baykurt, Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal and
Kemal Tahir made up a significant percentage of the total novels published during all
the 1960s. The everyday lives of the ordinary people were narrated in many of the
works of authors like Orhan Kemal, Haldun Taner and many others.

Between 1960 and 1980, the traumatic and violent political transformations
and an implicit class struggle and class distinctions were also reflected in the Turkish
novel.

During all this period, leading publishing houses were Varlik, Remzi, Cem and
after 1965, Bilgi publishing houses. They supported the publication of the works of
Turkish authors during all of these decades. In the tradition of serials in newspapers
like Hirriyet, Milliyet and Cumhuriyet, novelists published their works in installments

before they were published in full.
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The significance of the Turkish novel is discussed by Hobsbawm in the Age of
Extremes testifying to the central role of literature in society at that time also
emphasized the significance and the success of the Turkish novel. According to Tahir
Alangu, writing in 1966: “Since 1960, in our literature, a literary genre has been
shining, another genre has been diminishing. First, novels overtook instead of the
short story, and then a rapid rise took place in the theatre. In 1966, intellectuals
became interested in literary and social research.”®* Necati Cumali said “If I compare
with the 1950-1960 period, our literary life, and especially our novel is in a process of
enrichment.”**

Another writer, and a historian of literature, Cevdet Kudret wrote that the
distribution of the famous review Servet-i Finun, during the late Ottoman Empire had
been much more than a thousand. Even in the Republican era, until the 1930s, books
of poerty and short story that sold more than one thousand copies were considered to
be as succesful. But in the 1960s, Dogan Avcioglu’s book Turkiye'nin Diizeni
sold 22,000 in eight mounths. Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal, Necati Cumali, Fakir
Baykurt and Kemal Tahir’s books sold in amounts of more than 10,000 and 50
thousands.>'®
N. Ziya Bakircioglu's book Baslangicindan Giiniimiize Tiirk Romant (Turkish

Novel from Its Beginning) indicates that from the first Turkish novel Semsettin Sami's

Taassuk-1 Talat ve Fitnat (Taassuk-1 Talat and Fitnat) the number of novels published

314 Tahir Alangu, “1965°de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” in Varlik Yilliklar: 1965 (Istanbul: Varhk
Yayinlari, 1966), p. 41.

$5Necati Cumali, “Collective Survey,” in Varlik Yiligi 1968 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymnlari,
1969), p. 150.

$1°Cevdet Kudret, “Varlik Dergisi’nde Toplu Sorusturma,” Varlik Yilligi 1970 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi: 1971), pp. 154-155.
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between 1872 and the end of 1979, during 110 years was 1106. The golden years of
the novel production were between 1960 and 1979, a third of the Turkish novels, 432
novels were published during this period. In this period 41 novels in 1976, 34 in 1974,
33in 1973 and 32 in 1975 were published.*'” This data supports our thesis that the

novels had increasing visibility.

Table 1  Numbers of the publication of the Turkish novels

List is stated below:

Date Historical Events Period Novels
1872-1901 The abolishing of Servet-i Finun 30 years 71
1901-1908 Declaration of 2nd Constitution 8 7
1908-1923 The End of War for Independence 13 48
1922-1950 The Beginning of Multi-party Political Life 28 400
1951-1960 The 27 May Coup d’état 10 149
1961-1979 18 43238

Table 2 Collection of Novels and Short Stories:

In 1960 9 novels 10 story books

1961 11 4
1962 10 20
1963 6 11

$1N. Ziya Bakarcioglu, Baglangicindan Giiniimiize Tiirk Roman: (istanbul: Otitken Yayinlari,
1973), pp. 11, 12.

*¥1bid.
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1964 5 9

1965 4 15
1966 12 8
1967 8 8
1968 10 13
1969 12 18319
1973 33

1974 34

1975 32

1976 41

1977 30

1978 21320

The transformations and changes the Turkish novel underwent began in 1960.
First, 1960 and 1961 can be considered as Orhan Kemal’s (Kl¢ticik, Dunya Evi
[Home of the Earth] (1960) Hanimun Ciftligi [Farm of the Lady (1961)) period of
maturity as he made his marks on the realm of the novel. Second, Yasar Kemal, he
published his important novels fnce Memed®** and Orta Direk (Mainmast), in 1960.
This second novel was lauded by Fethi Naci and Hasan Bilent Kahranan as one of the

ten most important Turkish novels.

$9Tahir Alangu, <1967 yilinda Tiirk Roman1,” Varlik Yilligr 1967 (Istanbul: Varhk Yaymlar,
1968), p. 33.

$20Bakarcioglu, p 11, 12; Fethi Naci, Tiirkiye 'de Yiiz Soruda Roman ve Toplumsal Gelisme
(Istanbul: Gergek Yayinevi ,1981), p. 349.

3215econd edition.
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In this period, social realist works were written at the same time with some
avant-garde works like the very original and surrealist novel of Ahmet Hamdi
Tanpinar, Saatleri Ayarlama Enstitisii (The Institute for the Readjustment of Clocks).
Other significant novels of 1961 were Fakir Baykurt’s Irazca 'nin Dirligi, Onuncu Kéy
(Tenth Village), and Kemal Tahir’s Esir Sehrin Mahpusu (The Detainee of the
Captive City).

An important literary critic, Tahir Alangu prepared the section for novel as
well as that for short-stories of Variik Yiiligi in 1962.%%% In an article, he criticized the
low quantity and quality of novels. But this critical opinion would change in the
following years. The number of novels, however, produced at the beginning of the
decade was very low, a few works were written. In 1962, Orhan Kemal (Gurbet
Kusglari,[Expatriate Birds] Eskici ve Ogullar: [Secondhand Dealer and his Sons) and
Kemal Tahir (Kelleci Mehmet) were the most productive novelists of the year.

In a considerable analysis, in the novel and short story section of the Variik
Yillig, Tahir Alangu presented the balance sheet of the year.*® He stated that Turkish
literature was not sufficiently attractive for the Turkish public; the reading public
prefered to read foreign authors. Publishing houses published authors like
Hemingway, Steinbeck, London, Gorky and other world classics.

In 1963, the leading novels were written by Attila ilhan (Kurtlar Sofrast,
[Dinner Table of Wolves]), Tarik Bugra (Kiigiik Aga, [Petty Lord]), Orhan Kemal,

(Kanli Topraklar, [Bloody Lands], Sokaklarin Cocugu, [Children of the Streets])

$22Tahir Alangu, “ 1961 Yilinda Roman, Oykii,” in Varlik Yilligr 1962 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yaymevi, 1962), p. 36 - 49.

*Zbid.

196



Yasar Kemal (Yer Demir Gok Bakir), and Sevket Sureya Aydemir (Toprak Uyanirsa,
[If the Land is Awakening]). In the field of short story, authors like Oktay Akbal,
Samim Kocagoz, ilhan Tarus and Orhan Kemal were most popular.®** The young
authors as Bilge Karasu, Demir Ozlii, Adnan Ozyalgimer were appreciated by Fuat as
promising writers of the future.3®

1964 was not a productive year. Two novels about peasantry, Talip Apaydin’s
Ortak¢ilar (Shareholder) and Samim Kocagoz’s Bir Karis Toprak (A Little Land)
were written, and the second volume of Attila Ilhan’s Kurtlar Sofiras: (Dinner Table of
Wolves) was published. In the literary reviews, writers from the “socialist countries”
and their literary acitivities were some of the most discussed topics. Turkish writers
participated in meetings in these countries and some of them adopted ideologically the
real socialist vision of these countries. The novels and poems of authors such as
Sholokhov, Gorkiy, Mayakovsky, and Andrey VVoznesensky were translated. Hasan
Ali Ediz was an important translator of some of these works.

In 1965, Tahir Alangu’s third volume Cumhuriyetten sonra Hikaye ve Roman
(Novel and Short Story in the Republican Period) and Cevdret Kudret’s Tlrk
Edebiyatinda Hikaye ve Roman (The Novel and Short Story in the Turkish Literature)
were published and served as the main guides of literary historians. Orhan Kemal’s
novel Bir Filiz Vardi, Melih Cevdet Anday’s Aylaklar (Idles), and Kemal Tahir’s
Yorgun Savas¢: (Weary Combatant) were published in 1965. Nazim Hikmet’s novel

Kan Konugmaz (The Blood Has no Voice) was also published during this year.

$2“Memet Fuat, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda Siir, Oykii, Inceleme,” in Tiirk Edebiyan 1964 (Istanbul:
De Yayinevi, 1965), p. 7.

51hid., p. 8.
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In the mid 1960s, social realist novels were at the center of the literary
production. Kemal Tahir and Orhan Kemal grew increasingly popular. Most of the
popular novels were written by these three emblematic social realist novelists, Orhan
Kemal, Yasar Kemal and Kemal Tahir (U¢ Kemaller- the Three Kemals). If we add to
them, a symbol of the peasant novelists, Fakir Baykurt, one can say that a significant
percentage of the novels were written by these four writers.

Tahir Alangu makes important observations about the evolution of literature in
1966: he argues that the parts (tefrika) of novels (feuilleton) which were published in
the journals could not be finally published by the publishing houses, in the end. The
publishing houses did not accept to publish Turkish novels. Turkish novelists
complained of this fact. The owners of the publishing houses defended themselves by
pointing out that foreign novels sold more than Turkish novels, another reason may be
that in this period, the copyright system for foreign novels was not yet completely
established and then for the houses, it was cheaper to publish them.

Writing in 1966, Alangu stated that the decrease which started in the second
half of the 1950s had been caused by two things: first, the publishing houses had not
prefered to publish their works, and second it was not possible to earn money by
publishing literary works.*?® He described also the progress of the novel and short
story since the Republican period. In the field of literature, in the first years of
productions, the realist tradition, pioneer authors, thanks to innovative observations,
and the freshness of their literary experience produced significant works, but after the

first descriptions, if they did not work about economics, sociology, history and other

$6«Gazetelerde tefrika edilen romanlarin yayimlanamamasi, yaymevierinin Tiirke roman,
hikaye basmak istememeleri 1950 lerin ikinci yarisinda roman alamindaki stkismanin altinda yayin
imkanlarmmin daralmasi ve gegim dertlerinin artmasi gosterilebilir.” Tahir Alangu, “1965’de Roman ve
Hikayemiz,” in Varltk Yillig: 1966 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1966), pp. 40-41.

198



sciences which were necessary to understand the people and society in which they
produced their works, could not avoid superficiality.*’

In 1966, as in the previous years, Orhan Kemal published several novels
(Miifettisler Miifettisi, Yalanci Diinya, and Evlerden Biri). The first novels of Oya
Baydar, Savas Cag: (Year of War) Umut Cagi (Year of Hope) and Bekir Yildiz’s
novel Tiirkler Almanya’da (Turks in Germany) were published.®?® Turgut Reis (Turgut
Reis) by Halikarnas Balik¢is1 was also published in 1966.

Tahir Alangu’s article “The Avant-garde role of the Literature - Edebiyatin
Oncii Roli” argued that “the most important problem of the majority of our writers is
that they could not find a publishing house which would accept to publish their works

of art.” Writing in 1966, he said:

After the 1960s, literature was incapable of surveying the rapid evolution and
consequences of Turkey, but before, first, literature represented the problems
of Turkey and because of this pioner role of literature, it was attracted a larger
public. When these avant-garde realist artists were on the scene, these
problems were not debated in the media and in the scientific circles of the
universities. But, after 1960, all of these problems by the role of politics were
generalized to larger publics. And literature was replaced by these mediums.
In the underdeveloped societies, when literature lost its role of representing the
problems of the country, it was replaced by other mediums.>?

%1“Ldebiyatta gercekgilik yoluna girince ilk basamaklarinda gézlemlerin yeniligi, cevrelerin
ilk edebiyata acihiglarimin verdigi tazelikler, onciilerin ilk eserlerini ayakta tutabiliyor. Ilk tasvirlerin
ardindan, temeldeki biiyiik sorunlara, tarihten gelen belirleyici niteliklere c¢arpinca, artik oncii
gergekgilerin  yetersizlikleri ortaya ¢ikmaya baglyacaktir. Bundan boyle gercekgiler ekonomi,
toplumbilim, tarih ve o memleketin insanlarini belirlemede ise yarayacak bilimlere ulasamazlarsa
ylzeyde kalacaklardir,” Tbid. p. 44.

*®Halikarnas Balik¢is1 was the leading figure of the current which can be called Mavi
Anadolucular with Azra Erhat and Sabahattin Eyuboglu.

32941960 dan sonra ¢ok hizli bir tempoda gelisen Tiirkiye sartlarindan ve evrilisinden gittikge
uzaklasan oncii edebiyat, baslangicinda biiyiik ve dalli budakli goriiniisii ile ortaya ¢ikan Tiirkiye
sorunlarini yansitiyor, bu yoldaki énciilgiidiir ki, okuyucular: genis él¢iide ¢ekiyordu. Oncii gergekgiler
ortaya ¢iktiklart zaman, Tiirkiye gercekleri ve sorunlari ne basinda, ne iiniversite bilim ¢evrelerinde
tartisulyyordu. Ama 1960°dan sonra iistii agilan biitiin sorunlar, biitiin bir alam kapladiktan baska,
radyolar ve agikoturumlar, politikayla beraber biiyiik kitlelere dogru yayildi. Boyle olunca vaktiyle yeni
gercekgilerin eserlerini yalniz sanat ve edebiyat merakiyla degil, yurt sorunlarina duyduklar: merakla
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In an article, in Tiirk Edebiyati of 1966, Memet Fuat described the main events
of the literary world. He wrote that the famous novel Castle of Kafka was sold fewer
than 3,000 copies, but it was one of the most popular books of the year. The best-
selling book on the year was Sozcukler (The Words) of Jean Paul Sartre with 6,000
copies. In 1965, the sales of poems of Saat 21 22 reached 7,000 copies. Another more
important book Memleketimden Insan Manzaralar:, (Human Landscapes from my
Country) in 1966 sold only 2500.%%° Sartre’s other novels like the Nausea (Bulant1)
and Camus’ novel the Plague (VVeba) were also popular. These existentialist,
modernist works were read by a large urban, educated public.

In 1967, according to Fuat, Bilge Karasu was a very productive author in the
realm of the short story writing. Accurate, intellectual, extremely Westernized pieces.
Tomris Uyar and Sevgi Sabuncu®** were more succesful than the others who were
represented as important.®* As is known, Soysal and Uyar were considered two of the
most succesful female authors. Fuat’s prediction and encouragement have to be noted.
He played an important role for the recognition of these authors.

Tahir Alangu wrote that in 1967, the field of novel was very active and this

was hopeful for him as new publishing houses had begun to publish Turkish short

da okuyan aydinlar yavas yavas edebiyattan koptular, ilgileri aksiyona ve baska yayinlara dogru
kaydi.” Tahir Alangu, “1966’da Roman ve Hikayemiz,” (Novel and Short Story in 1966), Varlik Yillig:
1967 (Istanbul: Varlik Yilligi, 1967), pp. 52 84, p. 53-54.

$%Memet Fuat, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda Siir, Oykii, Inceleme,” in Tiirk Edebiyat 1966 (Istanbul:
De Yaymevi, 1967), p. 5.

#15abuncu is the early name of Sevgi Soysal.
$2«Sonra Bilge Karasu vardi hikayede: Titiz, bilgili, asir1 Batih. Birka¢ yildir adlar

strilmekteyse de bana bir turll yeterli gdrinmeyen geng hikayecilerden daha iyisini R. Tomris gibi,
Sevgi Sabuncu gibi disaridan oynayanlar da bulmak vard:.” |bid., p.8.
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stories and novels.*** Even so, he also thought that since the beginning of the 1960s,
the scarcity could not be transcended. Although the number of publishing houses and
bookstores increased, translations and works about social events were appreciated and
demanded by a public; and Turkish books did not enjoy enough success.***

In 1967, six long and two short novels were published. Devlet Ana by Kemal
Tahir with 625 pages was an important social event of the year. Tahir introduced a
theory similar to the Asiatic Mode of Production which was developed in the
historical context of the foundation process of the Ottoman Empire.3®

Another novel of Orhan Kemal, Sokaklardan Bir Kiz (A Girl From the Streets)
was published in the journal Milliyet in 1968. Fakir Baykurt’s two novels
Kaplumbagalar (Turtles) and Amerikan Sargisi, were published. Kemal Tahir’s
Bozkirdaki Cekirdek (A Grain in the Dessert) and Tarik Dursun K.’s Sabah Olmasin
were also published during this year. Nazim Hikmet’s Yasamak Giizel Sey be
Kardegim (To Live is Beautiful, my Friend) has to be noted. Nazim Hikmet novels
were published after the widespread popularity of his poems.

In 1969, Adnan Binyazar wrote that 1968 had been a productive year for
novels and short stories. Publishing houses had oriented themselves toward the native

novels. It is possible to feel that the reading public was ready to pay attention to these

¥3Tahir Alangu, “1967 Yilinda Roman ve Hikayemiz,” in Varlik Yilligr 1968 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi, 1969), pp. 44 -75: 45.

84 «1960°dan beri siiriip giden darhigin heniiz ortadan kalkmadigi goriilmektedir. Yeni
yaymevlerinin ortaya ¢itkmalari, basimevlerinin, kitap¢i diikkanlarimin, dagitim orgiitlerinin ¢ogalip
gelismeleri, kitap baski sayilarmmin gittikce artmalari, ¢eviriler ve toplum konularindaki eserlerin
ragbet gérmelerine karsilik, telif roman ve hikaye alanlarindaki bu siirekli azalma dikkati ¢ekecek bir
anlam kazanmaktadwr.” 1bid., p. 47.

%% bid.
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novels.**® Peasant novels and novels about the War for Independence were the most
popular ones, whether reinterpretation or revision of the official history.’

Two novels (Arkadas Isliklar: [Whistles of friends], Sokaklardan Bir Kiz [A
girl from the streets]) of Orhan Kemal and two (Ankara Mahpusu, [A prisonner of
Ankara] Fosforlu Cevriye) of Suat Dervis>>® were published in 1968; Yasar Kemal’s
Olmez Otu (Plant who Does not Die) was also published during this year.

Another interesting novel, Hekimoglu Ismail’s (Omer Okgu) Minyeli Abdullah
(Abdullah from Minye) was published in 1968. This book was republished many
times. The story was about an Islamic hero. This book became one of the symbols of
the Islamic and conservative thought in the realm of literature.

Fuat stated that in the field of the short story, some authors imitated the
Western examples to such a degree that if someone said that they have had been
translated, nobody would have been astonished. He also argues that, in 1968, as a
result of a desire for social realist art, as the youth had not been able to produce what
had been expected from them, the older artists continued to be appreciated. And artists
who were leftist but leaving themselves outside of the politics because of their

approach to the arts were criticized by a large public.®*°

3361968 roman ve hikayemiz igin hareketli bir yil oldu. Yaymnevleri yerli romanlara egilmek
gereksinimi duydular. Okurlarda da yerli romanlari tanmima egilimi sezilmektedir.” Adnan Binyazar,
“1968’de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” in 1969 Varlik Yillig1 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1969), pp. 49-82:
49,

%7 Ibid., p. 49.

$38Suat Dervis was an important Turkish female author who was also wife of Resat Fuat
Baraner who was the national secretary of the Turkish Communist Party.

$%Hikaye icinde umutlu sozler edilemez bu yonden. Onceki yillarda oldugu gibi, gene iki tiir
hikaye siirdiiviiliiyor. Biri, toplumcu sanat¢ilarin gelistirdigi, bir ara ¢ok giizel ornekleri verilen,
diizanlatimli hikaye tiirii. Obiirii, bicim oyunlari, anlatim incelikleriyle siislenen hikaye tiirii. Birinci
tiirii stirdiirenlerin tek diizeligi, cogaltmaciligy yiiziinden, yeni yetisenlerin daha ¢ok ikinci tiir hikayeye
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Fuat argues that the debates around the novel Devlet Ana, excluding some
articles, can not go beyond to a compliment or a satire.>*° Devlet Ana represents the
most symbolic debate of the Turkish literature. This novel was a symbolic work as a
ground to discuss the Turkish society’s economic and social characteristics in
comparison with the Western societies.

The second volume of Yasar Kemal’s /nce Memed (Memed My Hawk) was
published in 1968, in Hurriyet journal with a massive promotion campaign, this was
increased the sale rates of the journal, the book reached the second volume in a little
time, in 1969.%*' Another important work of literature was Orhan Kemal’s famous

342 Nedim Giirsel and Hasan izzettin Dinamo wrote articles about this

novel Murtaza.
novel.>* This novel, Murtaza was extended by his autor, by rewriting the first and the

third chapters, and published by Cem publishing house. Orhan Kemal’s two other

yéneldikleri gériiliiyor. Sanat¢i olarak gosterdikleri basart umut verse de, toplumsal yasanti eksikleri,
batili 6rneklere ¢ok yakin bir yerde kalmalarina yolagryor. Aralarinda oéyleleri var ki, yazdiklar
hikayelerin ¢eviri oldugunu séyleseler kimse yadirgamaz. 1968’°de, toplumcu sanata duyulan ézlem
genclerden beklenen atilim gelmeyince gozieri eski toplumcu sanat¢ilara ¢evirdi, giiniin sol diistinceli
oldugu bilinen, ama sanat anlayislar: yiiziinden politika disi kalan iinlii sanat¢ilarina karsiysa gittikce
artan bir éfkenin yayginlagsmasina yol acti.” Memet Fuat, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda Siir, Oykii, Inceleme,” in
Tiirk Edebiyat1 1968, (Istanbul: De Yaymevi, 1969), p. 8.

¥40«Kemal Tahir’in Devlet Ana romani ¢evresinde kopan tartismalar da birka¢ yazi bir yana
bwrakilirsa dvgii ya da yergi olmaktan dteye gecemedi.” 1bid., p. 9.

#1Rauf Mutluay “1969°da Roman ve Hikayemiz,”(Novel and Short Story in the 1969), 1970
Varlik Yilligr pp. 23-45. Yasar Kemal, ince Memed (istanbul: Ant Yayinlar1, 1969), p. 30, (590 pages,
15 liras).

¥2This book was also filmed by Ali Ozgenturk in 1986, The name of the film was Bekgi
(Watchman) Sources for the adaptation in Turkish cinema: Aylin Sayin, (2005), Tiirk Sinemasinda
Edebiyat Uyarlamalart ve Bu Uyarlamalarm Toplumsal Yapiyla Etkilesimi, Mimar Sinan Glzel
Sanatlar Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii (Istanbul: Master Thesis) Another source:
http://w3.gazi.edu.tr/web/bucelik/bucelik/pedi/cil.pdf. Several works of Orhan Kemal were adopted to
the cinema. In 1979 Bereketli Topraklar Uzerinde by Erden Kiral (Orhan Kemal 1954) In 1974
Sokaklardan Bir Kiz by Nejat Saydam (Orhan Kemal 1968). Works of Necati Cumali, Bekir Yildiz,
Aziz Nesin and Rifat llgaz were also adopted to cinema during the 1970s and 1980s.

*3|pid., p. 32. Orhan Kemal, Murtaza, (Istanbul: Cem yaynevi, 1969). In Yeni Ufuklar journal,

in the 206th issue, Nedim Gursel published an article about this novel, Hasan izzettin Dinamo
published also an article in Yeditepe, in its 160th issue.
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novels, K6ti Yol (Bad Way) and Ugkagitc: (Cheater) were also published in 1969.
These works were about the lives of the ordinary suburb people. The book of Sevgi
Sabuncu, Tante Rosa (Tante Rosa) was published in the December 1968.3* This short
story book was an outstanding modernist work of art, which is developed in a satiric
and surrealist style.

Another important novel by Kemal Tahir, Kurt Kanunu was published in this
year. This novel offered an important critique of the official history writing, and it

may be seen as a part of the trend of the historical novels.3*

Halikarnas Balikc¢is1’s
novel Deniz Gurbetcileri (Expatriates of Sea) and Rifat llgaz’s Karadeniz Kiyisinda
(At the Seaside of Black Sea) also were published in 19609.

In 1970, the novelists of the year were yet again social realist artists such as
Kemal Tahir (Buyuk Mal), Fakir Baykurt (7irpan, Scythe), Orhan Kemal (Kagak,
Escapee), Yasar Kemal (4Agr: Dagi Efsanesi, The Legend of Mount Ararat). Sevgi
Sabuncu (Soysal) with his novel Yirimek and Demirtas Ceyhun with his novel Asya
(Asia) were new members of the social realist, politically socialist literary tradition.

The prominent short story writers were Haldun Taner, Tarik Dursun K., Fakir
Baykurt, Mehmet Basaran, Bilge Karasu, and Bekir Y1ldiz with his famous short story
Kacgakci Sahan, and Samim Kocag6z. According to Fuat, the most important author
was Firuzan with his short story Edirne 'nin Kopriileri (The Bridges of Edirne) and Su
Ustast Mira¢ (Mirag, Expert of Water).

In 1971, the most important event of the year was the announcement of the

TRT novel competition. There were other important novel prizes, T.D.K. prizes, Sait

$435evgi Sabuncu Tante Rosa (Istanbul: Dost Yayinlari, 1968).

#°K emal Tahir, Kurt Kanunu (Istanbul: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1969).
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Faik Abasiyanik prizes, and Orhan Kemal novel prizes which were started this year by
his family. In 1971, the TRT novel for best novel was awarded to Oguz Atay with his
novel Tutunamayanlar (Erectus Disconnectus).>*® Forty-seven works of art were
participated into this competition of novel. For the section of short story, nearly 500
works were submitted. These datas show the increasing interest of an array of people
who desired to be men of letters, to the competitions.

Significant novels of this year were Yilmaz Giiney’s Boynu Biikiik Olduler;**
Kemal Tahir’s Yol Ayrimu (Separation of the Ways), Yasar Kemal’s Binbogalar
Efsanesi (Legend of Binbogalar) and Orhan Kemal’s EI Kizi. Fiiruzan’s short story
book Parasiz Yatilr was appreciated by Rauf Mutluay in 1972. He said that an
important progress in the realm of books of short stories had occurred during this year.
The change and progress in the realm of the short story reflected evident progress in
comparison to earlier years.>*®

In 1972, authors who were considered to be part of the Peasant Novels
movement wrote books such as Talip Apaydin’s Defne and Boz Davar, and Kemal
Bilbasar’s Baska Olur Agalarin Diigiinii and Umit Kaftanciogl’s Yelatan. Yusuf Ziya
Bahadinli and Cetin Altan were two former deputies of the Turkish Labor Party and

they wrote novels; Giilliiceyi Sel Aldi (Gulliice Left under Inundation) and Buyuk

#$Tutunamayanlar (in Eng. Erectus Disconnectus) is the first novel of Oguz Atay, one of the
most prominent Turkish authors. It was written in 1970-71 and published in 1972. Although it was
never reprinted in his lifetime and was controversial among critics, it became a best-seller when a new
edition came out in 1984. It has been described as “probably the most eminent novel of twentieth-
century Turkish literature.”

*"This novel will win the Orhan Kemal novel prize in 1972.

¥8Hikayedeki yenilesme ve degisme, gecen yila gore ¢ok belirgin bir diizer yiikselisi
gosteriyor. Romanda hep eskiden yazilmig eserler ¢ikti ortaya. Sonunda bir yetinme, bir susma, bir
mayalanma yili oldu 1971.” Rauf Mutluay, “1971°de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1972
(Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1973), pp. 40, 47; Firuzan, Parasiz Yatil:, (Istanbul: Bilgi Yaymlar1, 1971),
(180 pages, 10 Lira, 12 short stories).
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Gozaln (Big Detention). Furuzan’s Parasiz Yatili (Tuition Free State Boarding School
Students) was awarded by the Sait Faik Abasiyanik prize. They questioned in the
Varlik Yillig: of 1972 the quality and value of the Turkish novel in its collective
survey. This important question was answered by many authors. A common opinion
was that the Turkish novel was in a good way by constant progress.>*®

According to Talip Apaydin in 1972, the Turkish novel, with its quantity and
quality, it was undergoing the most shining period of its history. This progress did not
mean that in the future, there would not be more powerful novels. But compared with
the past, especially, before the 1950s, the Turkish novel was in a good place, because

the novelists had begun to look into the basis of Turkish society, to the majority of

society.*®

Kemal Bilbasar argues that:

Since 1961, Turkish production of novel has had important success in finding
its own character and an integration with the larger part of society. Universal
novels which were well-established structures, and also a Turkish attitude
were written and would be written in Turkey. Therefore, due to many literary
works of translation, the Turkish novel was able to find a large literary public.
There are many novels and short stories with 4 or 5 printings. Aziz Nesin’s,
Yasar Kemal’s, Orhan Kemal’s, Rifat Ilgaz’s, Kemal Tahir’s, Baykurt’s,
Yildiz’s, Fiirlizan’s, Korcan’s, Tuncer’s, Akbal’s works are examples of this
process.*!

39 Tiirk romanimin bugtin varrmis oldugu asama daha onceki donemlerle karsilastirildiginda
nitelik ve nicelik bakimlarindan, i¢inde bulundugumuz kiiltiir diinyasi olgiitleri icinde hangi
durumdadir? Baslica nitelik ve eksikleri nelerdir?” Sennur Sezer, “Collective Survey,” in 1973 Varlik
Yillig, p. 212.

80« iirk romani nitelik ve nicelik bakimindan bugiin en parlak donemini yasiyor kanisindayim.
Bu gelecekte daha gii¢lii romanlar yazilmayacak anlamina gelmez. Ge¢misle karsilastirilinca, ozellikle
1950°den sonra Tiirk romant olumlu bir ¢izgiye girmis ve gercekten basarili érnekler vermistir. Bir
kere romancilarimiz dikkatlerini Tiirk halkinin tabanina, biiyiik ¢oguniuguna ¢evirmislerdir.” 1bid., p.

246.

8141961 den bu yana Tiirk romancihigi, 6z kisiligini bulma, halkla biitiinlesme yolunda biiyiik
basarilar saglamistir. Yapisi saglam, evrensel ama Tiirk tavri belirgin romanlarimiz yazilmigtir ve
yazilmaktadwr. Bu yiizdendir ki ¢eviri eserler saganagina karsin Tiirk romani genis bir okuyucu kitlesi
bulabilmektedir. Birkag¢ yil i¢inde 4, 5 baski yapan hikaye ve romanlarimiz az degildir. Aziz Nesin'in,
Yasar Kemal’in, Orhan Kemal'in, Rifat ligaz’in, Kemal Tahir’in, Baykurt'un, Yildiz'in, Fiiriizan m,
Korcan’in, Tuncer’in, Akbal’in eserleri bunun a¢ik kamitidwr.” 1bid., p. 248.
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On the other hand, Halman, in 1974 thought that the Turkish novel had many
problems; its tragic approach and sensitivity were poor and a satiric social novel had
not yet been produced.®? Attila llhan also said,

The Turkish novel is a poor novel, contrary to what is supposed. When you

leave the individual authors aside and consider the level of the novel as a

whole, the level you are facing is a novel narrating the miserable conditions of

the society. This novel developed within the capacities of the classical
architecture of the novel writing. That was the nineteeth century novel school
following some certain mottos, based on primitive observations with a narrow
psychological dimension, and loaded with almost no original ideas. The present
day Turkish novel does not experience the transformations that have been lived
all over the world. The Turkish novel’s only developed axis is a social realist
dimension and this was an imitation of the nineteenth century’s Russian novel,
and this was not a genuine one. If it is compared by the world literary
production, it is enough to say that the Turkish novel is undeveloped.>*®

[Than’s evaluations has to be taken into account as a product of his sui generis,
original attitude. His comments which contradicted most of the authors who were
more optimistic, were accepted by them, after the 1990s. They also accepted that the
Turkish novel had been sacrificed to the need to give political and social messages,
during this period.

Writing in 1973, Tarik Dursun K. cited three different generations of Turkish

literature. The first generation was part of the transformation period during the

foundation of the Republic, and included such authors as Halit Ziya Usakligil, Yakup

%2Talat S .Halman, Varlik Yillig: 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik yaymevi, 1974), p. 251.

S3<Tiirk romam samldigimin tersine yoksul bir roman gibi gériiniir. Tek tek romancilart
bwrakin da, biitiiniiyle romanin ulastigi diizeyi diigiiniin, goreceginiz, klasik mimari igerisinde
gelistirilmeye ¢alisilan, toplumcu ozellikleri agir basan yoksulluk¢u miserabiliste bir roman diizeyidir,
ruhbilmsel boyutlari hayli dar, fikir yiikii yok denecek kadar az, gozlemleri ilkel ve sonuglart belli
sloganlart igleyen bir 19. yy roman ¢izgisidir bu. Giiniimiiz Tiirk romaninda, romanin diinya halinde
yasadigi degisiklikler yasanmamus, sadece toplumcu roman damari, o da ozgiin bir bilesim olmaktan
¢ok, Rus toplumcu gergekgiligine oykiinerek, yari natiiralist bir deneme olarak gelistivilmistir. Bu bizim
romanimizin oteki romanlarla karsilastirildiginda yoksul kalmasina yeter.” Atila ilhan, in Varlik
Yillig1 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinlari, 1973), pp. 253.
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Kadri Karaosmanoglu, Halide Edip Adivar and Peyami Safa. These may be called
traditionalist and their aim was traditionalization. The second generation was the
Peasant Novelists, who neglected the urban life, beginning by the 1950s. The third
was a new group who had begun to write short stories who would overcome the
qualitative and quantitative imperfections, and write the story of the urban life.**
Samim Kocag6z was very optimistic about the quality of Turkish literature,
saying that “until the 1960s, the Turkish novel took in hand studies and the political
and social observations of the realities in the social, historical and economic way that
scientists did.”** He also argued,“until the 1960s, artists were in front of the
scientists, Turkish novelists had to do science with their intiution, research, and
observations. In other words, the Turkish novel, in terms of nativity, nationality,
social issues, and humanity, had an undeniable significance.”**®
Aziz Nesin said that Turkish literature, because of its special conditions, was

not suitable for Marxist theory as “the superstructure reflects the economic and social

base.” According to Nesin, underdeveloped Turkey had a very developed literature.®’

®Tiirk romaminda 1973'de ii¢ kusaktan bahsediyor. Ilk olarak Cumhuriyet'e gecis doneminde
Halit Ziya, Yakup Kadri, Halide Edip ve Peyami Safalardan bahsediyor, geleneklesme ve
geleneklestirme. Ikinci kusakta sehrin biraz geriye diistiigii K6y romancilarindan ve bir éncekilerin
nitelik ve nicelik eksiklerini tamamlayacak, su anda hikaye dolaylarinda gezinen ama romana gegecek
bir 3. kusaktan bahsediyor.” Tarik Dursun K, Varlik Yilligi 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinlari, 1973), pp.
254 255

5« Romanimizin niteligine gelince ¢ok iyimserim. Bir yol 1960 yillarina gelene dek Tiirk
romani; sosyal alanda, toplumsal alanda, tarihsel alanda, iktisat alaminda bilimcilerin yapmalar
gereken arastirmalary, gergeklerin siyasal toplumsal gozlemciligini, toplumsal yasantimizdaki
kaynasmalarin pek bilimsel olmasa da arastirmalarini yapmayr da yiiklenmistir.” Samim Kocagoz,
Varlik Yilligi 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynlari, 1973), pp, 257, 258.

%56 «1960'lara degin, eski dénemde Ziya Gékalp bir yana, bilmciler hep, sanat¢ilarn ardinda
kalmistir. Bir baska degisle bilimi de romancilar gézlemleriyle, arastirmalariyla, sezgileriyle yapmak
zorunda kalmistir. Bu a¢idan bakarsak yoresellik, ulusallik, toplumculuk, insancillik bakimindan Tiirk
romani, biiyiik, yiiklii, yabana atilamayacak bir nitelik taswr. Bu soylediklerim Tiirk Hikayeciligi i¢cin de
gecerlidir.” 1bid., p. 258.
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Mehmet Seyda wrote that first the problem of bread had to be taken into

account.®®

This led to the underestimation of pyscological profoundity, and new
techniques of style in the domain of literature.

In 1973, 31 novels and 21 short stories were published in Turkey.**® This was
an increase in the number of pubished novels. Among the most successful authors
were Necati Cumali (Yagmurlar ve Topraklar, Rains and Lands), Atilla ilhan,
(Bicagin Ucu, Knife Edge), Erol Toy (Imparator, Emperor), Sevgi Soysal
(Yenisehir de bir Ogle Vakti, Noon at Yenisehir), Mehmet Seyda (I¢e Déniik ve Atak,
Introverted and Militant), Yusuf Atilgan (Anayurt Oteli, Motherland Hotel), Adalet
Agaoglu (Olmeye Yatmak, Waiting for Death), Yasar Kemal (Demirciler Carsis
Cinayeti, Murder at the Blacksmith’s Market), Oguz Atay (Tehlikeli Oyunlar,
Dangerous Games), Fakir Baykurt (Kéygdgtren, Destroying Angel), and Selim Ileri
(Destan Gonuallller, Legendary Hearts).

This important increase in the number of the published novels in 1973 was
continued in the following years. In the conditions of the period of the martial law,

h.360

contrary to the poverty of the journals, the world of books was very ric Oguz

Atay's Tehlikeli Oyunlar, Adalet Agaoglu's Olmeye Yatmak and Sevgi Soysal's

87 “Fizikteki bilesik kaplar kanununda oldugu gibi, bir toplumdaki iistyap: gii¢lerinin asag
yukart bir diizeyde olabilecegi gercegine, kendine ozgii toplumsal kosullardan otiirii, Tiirk edebiyat
uymaz. Az gelismis Tiirkiye'nin ¢ok gelismis bir romani vardwr.” 1bid, pp. 260 261

*8bid., pp. 262, 263.

$¥Rauf Mutluay, “1973’de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” in 1974 Varlik Yilligi (Istanbul: Varhk
Yayinevi, 1975), pp. 27, 51.

00<Sikiyonetim  kosullarinda, gazete sayfalarimn kuruluguna karsin, kitaplar diinyasimin
zenginligini getirdi.” bid., p. 27.
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Yenisehir'de bir Ogle Vakti were considered to be masterpieces of Turkish literature in
their portrayal of the paranoid and depressed world of the Turkish writers.

Mutluay underlined in 1974 the increase in the number of novels and short
stories thanks to the hard work of the responsibles the publishing houses, the growth
of the reading public and the proliferation of prizes for novels.** This increase was
considered by Mutluay as superfluous inflation.3®? 1974 also can be seen as one of the
golden years of Turkish literature, when many classical works were written.

The most interesting event of 1974 was a competition organized by Milliyet
newspaper. A huge number or novels were submitted to the council of competition.

The competion led to surface many interesting realities. For instance, 174 of

the 274 novels which were accepted to the competition were about social

problems. 126 of 174 chosed villages as the scene, and main characters were
state official doctors, idealist instructors, university students, and peasants who
had become more conscious. Agha and peasant; sheikh, agha and village
headman; official charged with governing a provincial district, instructor and
peasant relationships were discussed with great skill. Inequalities in the
distributions of land and water, and injustice in the elections, etc. were most

favorable topics. The ending of the novels were also similar and most of them,
even if they were honest, can not be considered as novels.**

®lYayinevlerinin sorum gorevieri, okur kalabahgimin artisi, giincel sorunlari konu eden
kitaplarin etkisi, siyasal yasamin ardinda kalmayan c¢alismalarin vakitliligiyle bu yil da gerekli ve
yararly eserler yayimladi. Roman odiillerinin artisi, tiiriin halka yonelmis etkisini belirlemeye yaradi.
Hikayedeki zayif sese karsilik roman alamindaki emek cesitliligi, toplumsal yasami yansitan ve ilgi
goren bu edebiyat dalimin yayginlastigini gésterir.” Rauf Mutluay, Varlik Yilligi 1975, (Istanbul: Varhik
yayievi, 1976), p. 32.

$62py yil roman ve hikaye kitab1 sayisinda biiyiik bir artis var;, bunu Mutluay gereksiz
kabarma olarak degerlendiriyor.” 1bid. p. 58.

$3“Yarigma bircok ilging gercegin de su yiiziine ¢ikmasim sagladi. Sézgelimi yarisma
kosullarina uyan 274 romandan 1747 toplumsal sorunlardan yola ¢ikmigti; 1747in 126 sinda ise
mekan koydii; bagskisilerse hiikiimet tabipleri, iilkiicii 6gretmenler, tiniversite égrencileri, bilinglenen
yoksul koyliiler. Aga - koylii, seyh, aga — muhtar, kaymakam, égretmen - kéylii ilgkileri ustalikla ele
alinyor, aradaki kopukluklar ustalikla vurgulaniyordu. Suyun ve topragin dagilimindaki esitsizlik, oy
vurgunu, kan davasi, o¢, wrza ge¢me, bashk sorunu, eskiyalik, dil ve tére ¢atismalari, din somiiriisii,
alevilik, suca itilis nedenleri baslhica konulardi. Romanlarin sonu da degismiyordu. Ne yazik ki bu
diiriist ¢ikislarin ¢ogu roman niteligini tasimiyordu. Tomris Uyar, “Millyet Yaymlarinin roman
yarigmast neler getirdi,” Milliyet Sanat, no. 130, (2 May 1975).
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These novels proposed such solutions as Atatiirkgiiliigiin dogru anlasilmas: (A
good interpretation of Kemalism), Kooperaticiligin yayginlastirtimas: (Becoming
Widespread of the Cooperatives), Aydinlarin halka inmesi (Intellectuals’ access to the
people), Kiz ¢cocuklarinin okumasi (Instructions of the girls). These novels reflect
perfectly the over politization of the literary world.

There were also novels about urban life: Pansiyon (Pension), Huzur (Peace of
Mind), Koca Kurt (Monstrous Wolf), Grevden Sonra (After the Strike) can be
considered as critiques of the capitalist system, the petit bourgeosie as a social class,
the corruption of state institutions and the violence exercised against their opponents.
They analyzed class inequalities. The most important novels of the year were Erdal
Oz’s Yaralisin (You are Wounded), Attila Ilhan’s Sirtlan Pay: (Share of the Hyenas),
Kemal Tahir’s Namuscgular (Honesty), and Karilar Kogusu (Women’s Dormitory),
and Aziz Nesin’s Tatli Betiis (Sweety Betiis).

The novels published in 1975 were about many different subjects but mainly
about the disastrous consequences of the miltary intervention. Among them were
Sevgi Soysal's Safak (Dawn), Furuzan's 47'liler and Vedat Tirkali's Bir Gln Tek
Basina (One Day Lonely). They were all focused on the young people, University
students who participated in the social struggles of their period. According to Memet
Fuat, the most succesful authors of the year were Attila llhan and Flruzan; the
surprise of the year was Birgiin Tek Basina; Yasar Kemal and Sevgi Soysal were also

productive during this year with their new novels.*®*

%4 “Yilin bagar: sahipleri 1974’ten kalan eserleriyle Attila Ilhan, Fiiruzan; 1975’in biiyiik
stiprizi Vedat Tiirkali, yeni eserleriyle kendine deger katan Yasar Kemal, Sevgi Soysal..” Rauf
Mutluay, “1975’te Roman ve Hikayemiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1976, (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynevi, 1976), p.
45,
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In 1975, Mutluay wrote, “some very brillant books of short story and
significant novels were written. This is important because a year was not a long period
in social and political life.”>*® His comment was about the increasing quality of the
literary production.

Some of the novels of 1976 were Aziz Nesin’s Surname, Rifat [lgaz’s Sart
Yazma, Yasar Kemal’s Yilan: Oldiirseler and Al Goziim Seyreyle Salih, Pinar Kiir’s
Yarm...Yarin (Tomorrrow... Tomorrow), Selim Ileri’s Her Gece Bodrum (Every Night
at Bodrum), and Aziz Nesin’s Surname and two modernist authors, Ferit Edgi and
Demir Ozl wrote respectively, Kimse (Nobody) and Bir Uzun Sonbahar (A Long
Autumn).

Some of the novels of 1977 were Piar Kiir’s Kiciik Oyuncu (Little Player)
Aziz Nesin’s Yasar ne Yasar ne Yasamaz, Y1lmaz Giiney’s Soba, Pencere Camu, Iki
Ekmek Istiyoruz (We Want a Heater, Window Glass and two Breads), Demirtas
Ceyhun’s Yagmur Sicagi (Hot Rain), and Giiney Dal’s Iy Siirgiinleri (Exile Workers)
Political novels were especially produced in these years; but they were criticized for
being mediocre novels which could not really be said novels, but to be rather political
declarations.

Filler sultant ile Kirmizi Sakalli Topal Karinca children storybook by Yasar
Kemal, was published. This book represented the political vision of Kemal. He used
allegory to represent an imaginary vision of socialist society. Some of the novels of
1978 were Cetin Altan’s Kiigilk Bahce (Small Garde), Attila ilhan’s Yaraya Tuz

Basmak, Aziz Nesin’s Tek Yol (One Way), Yasar Kemal’s Deniz Kustl, and Erol

51975 de birkag giizel hikaye kitabiyla birka¢ roman basarist ¢ikti ortaya. Az mi? Bir yil
dediginiz toplum ve sanat yagsaminda ne ki? ” 1bid., p. 50.
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Toy’s Kuzgunlar ve Lesler (Crows and Death Bodies). At the end of the 1970s,
publication of of novels and short stories boomed. Starting with 1973, for seven years,
unlike the previous years levels of ten novels maximum, thirty or fourthy novels were
produced, and some of them came to be recognized as very important works of

Turkish literature.

Translations of the Foreign Literature

Another important development was the escalating of translation activities
during these two decades. Translations of modernist, realist and the classics of
Western literature had started in Turkey during the Ottoman Empire. Translations
activities were started in Terciime Odalar: (Chambers of Translations), in 1821, in the
era of the Mahmut I1. But the real increase in the numbers of translations from authors
of foreign countries, mainly from France occurred in the 1880s.

This increase may be seen as having been a result of the lack or insufficiency
of the native novels. The translations were done mostly from artistically poor, second
class French authors like Pierre Zaconne, Emil Richebourg, and Jules Mary. In
addition to these, a few translations of the works of significant authors were also done,
like Victor Hugo, Paul Bourget, and Emile Zola. There were very few translations
from German, Russian and British literature, only a few translations, like the works of
Shakespeare were done from the French.

In the Republican era, translation activities were accelerated. The translations
of the world classics on the initiative of Hasan Ali Yicel, who was the Minister of

Education, was a turning point. Nurullah Atag and his disciples Sabahattin Eyuboglu

213



and Azra Erhat translated many world classics within the Terctime Birosu (Institute of
Translation). Other publishing houses, like Varlik and Remzi in the 1940s and 1950s
and then Cem and De in the 1960s translated many significant works of literature from
foreign languages.

Cem and De publishing houses had critical roles in the publication of many
modern world classics. Cem published in 1964, as a part of the Nobel prize series,
Jean Paul Sartre's novel 4kl Cagi (The Age of Reason) as a first novel of the triology
Hiirriyet Yollari (The Roads to Freedom) with the translation by Giilseren Devrim. In
1965, other novels of the triology Yasanmayan Zaman (The Reprieve) and Yikilis
(Troubled Sleep) were published. In 1966, in addition to the Nobel series, another
series Yirminci Yiizyil Klasikleri (Classics of the Twentieth Century) was also started.

Among the most significant translations were for instance, in 1964 and in
1965, the translations of the Trial and the Castle of Kafka by Kamuran Sipal. An
article by Jean Paul Sartre, “Cagdas Yazarin Durumu, The State of the Modern Artist”
was published in June 1968, in Yeni Dergi. The debate about the current situation of
the New Novel and its leading author, Michel Butor, were published in Yeni Dergi’s
109th issue. Yeni Dergi introduced this trend to Turkey.

The significant influence of the Russian literature or in other words, Soviet
literature, can be observed as well. For instance, the works of an important poet,
Voznezenski, were translated.

Panait Israti was the most translated social realist author of the period. It is
argued it was in Turkey that the works of this writer were the most translated and

appreciated.
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Significant translations of the modernist and realist art were Cesar Pavese’s
Olum Gelecek (Death Will Come), André Malraux’s Umut (Hope) in 1968 from
Agaoglu publishing house, Ilya Ehrenbourg’s Paris Diiserken (The Fall of Paris),
Reiner Maria Rilke’s Malte Laurids Brigge 'nin Notlar: (The Notebooks of Malte
Laurids Brigge), Jean Paul Sartre’s Edebiyat Nedir? (What is the Literature?) and
Sozcukler (The Words), Kafka’s Sato (The Castle), James Joyce’s Sanat¢inin Bir
Bilimadami Olarak Portresi (A Portrait of the Artist as a Young Man) and Howard
Fast’s Hurriyet Yolu (Freedom Road) from De publishing house in 1966. These books
were meaningful for a Turkish reader who was ready to read modernist works of
Western literature.

Ferit Edgii compares the social realist authors like Solohov, Fadayev, Bilbasar,
[lhan Tarus with Joyce, Kafka, Proust, and Faulkner, who were modernist. Edgi
supported the translations of these modernist works of art during the period in which
social realism had an indisputable hegemony. He and other modernist authors
defended the modernist axis. They thought that problems based on human alienation,
human psychological complexity deserved to be developed in Turkish literature.

The translations of poems from foreign countries were also very popular during
this period. Literary journals published many poems from a wide array of countries.

In the 1980s and 1990s, other publishing houses were founded such as Metis,
[letisim, Can, YKY. These would play important roles in the translations activities
which would make Turkey one of the countries in which the translations of Western

works of art were most published.
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Critiques and Essays

Literary criticism, essays, and political and social analysis including also
academic ones were produced by some literary figures and intellectuals, like Mehmet
H. Dogan, Hilmi Yavuz, Selahattin Hilav, Metin And, Asim Bezirci, Dogan Hizlan,
Murat Belge, Suut Kemal Yetkin, Mehmet Kaplan, Azra Erhat, Vedat Giinyol,
Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Mehmet Fuat, Yasar Nabi Nayir, Rauf Mutluay, Konur Ertop,
Adnan Binyazar, Ferit Edgi and Fethi Naci. These critics produced many articles in
the literary reviews and journals of the period. This period, especially the 1970s, was
the golden age of the critics and essayists. In many reviews and journals, critiques and
essays about literature, the social system and politics as a mixture or synthesis of
artistic and social issues were published.

As a part of a common intellectual atmosphere, an effort to create a common
artistic public was the motivation behind the debates and surveys in art periodicals.
Literary critics played an important role in the formation of a common public of
literature; by criticizing and recommending novels and poems. By introducing new
novelists and poets, they became authorities on literature. For instance, it is argued by
Dogan Hizlan that the most important progress in Turkish literature was experienced
in the realm of critique, essays and theater.

These literary critics and essayists also produced political articles, and they
declared their political opinions in public. | argue that they were the most popular and
influential public intellectuals of their time. As a result of this active participation,
they were seen as threats by the political authorities. For instance, Sabahattin

Eyuboglu, Azra Erhat and Vedat Gilinyol were humanist intellectuals who were
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arrested in 1971 and released after a few months. Many others also were arrested in
the following years. The military coup d’état of 1980 treated these men more brutally.

Fethi Naci was a leading character of the leftist literary critics. He was very
active during all the two decades under discussion. His identity as a leading literary
critic was increasingly transformed into one of a political, intellectual and cultural
authority. He was also very active as a member of the Turkish Labor Party; he was a
public intellectual and he largely dominated the literary world with his Marxist literary
aesthetics. He referred to Lukacs and Goldmann as sources of inspiration for his
approach.

Murat Belge, Ataol Behramoglu and Asim Bezirci became also important
critics as they gained experience in the literary journals and by working with the older
critics. Vedat Giinyol, Yasar Nabi Nayir, Hiisamettin Bozok and Memet Fuat were
considered to be literary authorities. Thanks to their journals and publishing houses,
they introduced many young authors to Turkish literature. Ferit Edgu, Konur Ertop
and Rauf Mutluay wrote regular articles in the main magazines, reviews, and art pages
of the journals.

The rate of publication of essays and critics as published books escalated in the
middle of the 1960s. Important essayists of the 1960s were also editors of literary
journals and publishing houses. Yasar Nabi Nayir, a leading figure of Turkish
literature, published many books of essays about literature and social issues. For
instance, Kemal Karpat’s book about the social history of Turkish literature was
published by him. Another publishing house was Can Yayinlari1 by Vedat Gunyol and
Sabahattin Eyuboglu. For instance, Vedat Giinyol’s book Dile Gelseler (If They can

Speak) and Yeni Tiirkiye Ardinda (Behind New Turkey) and Sabahattin Eyuboglu’s
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Yunus Emre’ye Selam (Salute to Yunus Emre) and Mavi ve Kara (Blue and Dark)
were significant collective essays of 1966 published by Can. Memet Fuat and his
publishing house De and its review Yeni Dergi were also important forums for
essayists and critics.

In the second half of the 1960s, Memet Fuat, Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Vedat
Giinyol, Nermi Uygur, Konur Ertop, Dogan Hizlan, Asim Bezirci, Hiiseyin Contiirk,
Muzaffer Erdost, Berna Moran, Onat Kutlar, Ferit Edgli, Rasih Guran, Ilhan Berk and
Attila ilhan were more productive critics, essayists of the Turkish literature.3®

Yasar Nabi Nayir, Tahir Alangu, Memet Fuat, Behget Necatigil, Rauf
Mutluay, Adnan Binyazar, Dogan Hizlan, and Hasan Bulent Kahraman were literary
critics who shared their observations in literary almanacs like Varlik Yilligi, Memet
Fuatin Segtikleri Tiirk Edebiyati, and Nesin Yillig: that | benefit. In these almanacs as
in the literary reviews, | argue that it would be possible to survey the main trends,
debates, and events of the literature. Yasar Nabi Nayir, editor of the Varlik review and
Varlik Almanacs published articles, to comment on the political events of the year.
The Vietnam War, the Cold War, the relationship between the USSR and the USA,
and the entire international agenda discussed above were all debated by Nayir. He also
made comments about Turkish politics; he was a good example of a Kemalist,
Republican who distanced himself from the Democrat Party tradition. His most
important concern was secularism. In the international issues, Nayir was not totally
against the U.S. imperialism; moreover, he had more detachment towards the USSR.

He generally defended the Third Way (other than capitalism and socialism), but this

%CMemet Fuat, “Siir, Oykii, Inceleme,” in Memet Fuat’in Tiirk Edebiyatinda Sectikleri, Tiirk
Edebiyati 1966 (Istanbul: De yayinevi, 1967), p. 8.
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way was not the way of the Third World countries vision of Non-Alignement, but
rather the European countries’ position, like De Gaulle’s France. He reflected left
Kemalist intellectuals in a very symbolic way. In these articles, over the two decades,
a transformation, a more evident support of leftist thoughts, can be observed. These
articles in literary almanacs represented the close relationship between politics and
literature. An important literary figure made important observations about the Turkish
and international politics. Topics and developments in the domain of politics
discussed above were largely analyzed in these articles.

Memet Fuat, another important literary critic and author of the Turkish
Literature almanacs assessed every year the position of Turkish literature, and the
intricate relationship between politics and literary events. All of them focused on the
social context and political and social process in which literature was produced, and
the role and intervention of the literature in this context. For instance, in 1966, Fuat
argues that the most interesting essays were written by Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Vedat
Giinyol and Asim Bezirci. %’

In the 1970s, there was certainly an important increase in the publications of
books of essays, ciritiques and research. Many writers produced essays about politics.
The close relation between literature, politics and social sciences can be observed in
many different works.

For instance, Attila Ilhan as a notable writer produced also books about
politics, like Hangi Sol (Which Left) in 1971, and Hangi Bat: (Which West) in 1972.

These were popular books of essays which reflected his ideologically authentic vision.

7By yilin ilgi ¢eken denemeleri Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Vedat Giinyol ve Asim Bezirci.” Ibid.,
p. 8.
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Yasar Nabi Nayir’s book, Degisen Dinyamiz (Our Changing World) in 1973 can be
also considered like good evidence of the public identity of writers and their intentions
to interest with actual politics.

The main books of references were also written during this period. For
instance, in 1973, Metin And wrote many works such as Elli Yilin Tirk Tiyatrosu,
(Fifty Years of the Turkish Theatre), Tiyatro Kilavuzu (Guidebook of Theatre),
Cevdet Kudret published his work Ortaoyunu, Rauf Mutluay accomplished his works
Tlrk Halk Siiri Antolojisi (The Anthology of Turkish Folk Poetry), and 50 Y:/in Tlrk
Edebiyati (Turkish Literature of the Fifty Years).

In 1976, Adnan Binyazar wrote that 1975 had been a very productive year for
essays, critiques and social research.*®® In some reviews like Halki:n Dostlar: which
had been closed in 1972, Militan, Yansima, Tiirkiye Defterleri, Tiirkiye Yazilar: and
Birikim, many articles on literay criticism, and social and economic research had been
published.

In 1975, books of essays like Bedri Rahmi Eyuboglu’s Delifisek (Delinquent),
Vedat Gunyol’s Bu Cennet, bu Cehennem (This Heaven, This Hell), Attila ilhan’s
Fagizmin Ayak Sesleri (Footfalls of the Fascism) were all about Turkey’s politics,
social system, intellectual life and especialy artistic culture. Cavit Orhan Tutengil’s
Atatlrk’t Anlamak ve Tamamlamak (To Understand and to Complete Atatlrk’s
Vision) perfectly reflects the left Kemalist ideology of the age.

Many of the titles of the books of essays and critiques that were published in

1976 reflected the close relationship between writers and politics: Melih Cevdet

%8Adnan Binyazar, “1975’te Deneme, Elestiri ve inceleme,” Varlik Yilligi 1976. (istanbul:
Varlik Yayinevi, 1976).
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Anday’s Sosyalist bir Diinya (A Socialist World), Fakir Baykurt’s Samar Oglanlart
(Problems of the Turkish instructors as they were insulted by all governments), Adnan
Binyazar’s Kiiltiir ve Egitim Sorunlar: (The Problems of Culture and Education),
Necati Cumali’s Senin i¢in Ey Demokrasi (For You, Democracy), Asim Bezirci’s
Bilimden Yana, Sosyalizme Dogru (Close to Science, Towards Socialism), Aziz
Nesin’s Boyle Gelmis, Boyle Gitmez were all collections of political articles and
analysises of these authors. They wrote these politically engaged works as a result of
their public intellectual identities. Cemal Sureya’s Sapkam Dolu Cicekle, Tahsin
Yicel’s Yazin ve Yasam (Literature and Life), and Fethi Naci Edebiyat Yazilar
(Writings of Literature) were all literary critiques written by left-wing authors from
different approches. In contrast to them, Mehmet Kaplan’s book, Tiirk Edebiyati
Uzerine Arastirmalar (Studies for Turkish Literature) published by Dergah Yayinlar1
can be considered a Turkish literary history from a nationalist-conservative
perspective. Metin And’s works on Ottoman theatre were also published in 1976.

Memet Fuat, Asim Bezirci, Siikran Kurdakul, Metin And and Hilmi Yavuz
were considered the leading literary critics of 1977 by Murat Belge. He wrote that
there was no one approach, but many different ones which had to be discussed in the
realm of the Marxist aesthetics. He criticized the one dimensionality of the Marxist
critiques.®®®

Many of the writers who wrote in the daily newspapers published their essays
in the form of books. For instance, Oktay Akbal’s book Gengler Bize Bakiyor (The

Youth is Looking to Us), and Melih Cevdet Anday’s book, Yasak (Forbidden) in 1978

*9Murat Belge, “Deneme,” in Nesin Yilliklar: 1978 (istanbul: Nesin Yaynevi, 1978), pp. 83
89.

221



were two of them. In these books, the two writers see it as responsibility as part of
their public intellectual’s identity to share their observations about Turkish intellectual
life, literature, politics, youth and the problems of the country.

Haldun Taner, a leading play and short story writer, who wrote in Milliyet
newspaper, and collected his articles in many books, like Devekusuna Mektuplar
(Letters to the Ostrich) in 1977. Cetin Altan’s Bir Yumak Insan (A Bobble of Humans)
and Ugur Mumcu’s Sakincalr Piyade (Unfavorable Infantry) were collected essays of
the notable public intellectuals of their time, in 1977. Sevgi Soysal’s Bakmak (To
Look) and Fiiruzan’s Yeni Konuklar (New Guests) were also significant books of
essays.

In 1978, Nedim Giirsel’s book Cagdas Yazin ve Kiiltiir (Modern Literature and
Culture) and Selim ileri’s book Cagdaslik Sorunu (Problem of Civilization) focused
on modernity and to its cultural and literary dimensions and represented the topics of
debates of their age.

As a conclusion, it can be said that these books of essays of the period were
increasingly about social topics. The writers reflected the social realist, humanist and
Universalist spirit of their period. Notable books of references were also produced as a
result of an effort to create a more powerful Turkish common intellectual culture. In
the domain of literary criticism, it may be argued that literary critics became a

significant part of the Turkish literature and intellectual life.

The Development of Literary Reviews
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As discussed, literary reviews, journals were augmented in the 1960s. In these
literary journals, many literary debates took place; a literary and cultural world was
shaped thanks to them. Yeditepe, Yeni Ufuklar, Varlik and Yeni Dergi may be
considered as the most important common forums for authors from different age
groups and schools of thought and places of origin. These reviews and journals
presented many interviews with different authors, generally about the problems and
the definition of the Turkish literature. For instance, in the 132th issue of Yeditepe, in
April 1967, an important survey was answered by many authors like Attila Ilhan,
Selahattin Hilav, Behget Necatigil, and Konur Ertop. The authors were asked what
they understood when they heard the term “literary generation,” and what the qualities
of the Turkish works of literature had been translated to the foreign languages was,
and last, if it was necessary to be national to be also universal.

All of these questions were important in the search for the definition of
different literary generations, efforts to get Turkish literature to be acknowledged in
the international arena, and topics of nativity and universalism. Another survey was in
Yeni Dergi, in February 1967 to identify the generation of the 1950s and 1960s as a
young generation. The Second New poets were debated; Mehmet H. Dogan argued
that this generation was born in a poor social and economic context in which literature
lacked capacity to reflect the social reality, but everything was attended from it. The
frequency of the debates about the actual situation of literature increased in the 1970s.
In these journals, mainly in Varlik, many questions about the actual politics were also

asked of the authors as will be discussed below.
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In 1965, Osman Mazlum*"°(Cemal Sureya’s pseudonym) wrote that the center
of Turkish cultural life were reviews. Every poet published first his poems in a
periodical and later, all of these poems were collected and published in the form of
books. And this process provided the formation of a common literature.>”* Cemal
Sireya very often emphasized the significance of the literary reviews. He edited many
of them.

Firstly, It is necessary to cite the most productive literary reviews, in 1961, as
Varlik, Yeditepe and Yeni Ufuklar. The most productive and significant critics of the
Varlik reviews and almanacs were Yasar Nabi Nayir, Behcet Necatigil, Tahir Alangu,
Rauf Mutluay, Adnan Binyazar, Memet Fuat and Konur Ertop. During this year, the
prominent publishing houses were Varlik, Remzi, Dost, and De.

1965 may be defined as a turning point with the publication of Yeni Dergi and
Siir Sanati. Soyut, Yordam and Papiris began publication in 1966. Variik, Dost, Yeni
Ufuklar, Yeditepe, Yeni Dergi, Soyut, Hisar, and Cep Dergisi>’? were the significant

literary reviews of the second half of the 1960s.

¥%0sman Mazlum was one of the pseudonyms of Cemal Siireya.

$Dergiler.Osman Mazlum dogru séyliiyordu: “Sanat hayatimiz dergilerde soluk alyor.
Onlar sanat verimlerini sadece zenginlestiren degil, dogrudan dogruya yaratan bir gériiniimdeler. Tiirk
sanat hayatinda birim kitap degil dergidir. Her sair, her yazar yapitlarim énce dergilerde sunuyor,
sonra da o parcalart birlestiriyor oluyor kitap. Bir kere sanat¢imin her yapitini énce par¢a par¢a
dergilerde yayimlamasi genis 6l¢iide bir ortaklasa edebiyatin dogmasina yol agmistir.” Cemal Sireya,
Yeni Dergi, (13 October 1965), Quoted in Rauf Mutluay, “1967°de Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1967
(Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1970), p. 24.

$2This review was a publication of the Varlik Publishing House which was published by the
sake of reflecting the intellectual and artistic events of the foreign especially Western countries.
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Yon was a significant political periodical that published poetry and articles
about art until 1965, but then Devrim, and Ant periodicals replaced it by publishing
two art pages in the editorial of Fethi Naci, and Ferit Edgu."”

In 1970, the leading literary reviews of the period were: Yeni Dergi (New
review), Hisar, Soyut, (Abstract), Dost (Comrade), Yeditepe, Gliney (Sud), Yeni
Edebiyat’’*(New Literature),*” Varlik and Halkin Dostlari. Halkin Dostlar: as a
symbolic left-wing literary review was followed by many of the similar reviews.
Papirus reflects the great power of resistence of a one person, it is Cemal Siireya. This
review was continued to be published until its 47th issue.*"®

The literary reviews which were published in 1971 were Halkin Dostlari,
Hisar, llgaz, Orziin, Tiirk Dili, Soyut, Varlik, Yeditepe, Yeni Dergi, Yeni Edebiyat,

377

Gelecek, Gliney.*"" Devrim, Ortam, Halkin Dostlar: (it was closed by the martial law),

Gelecek, Yeni Edebiyat were closed, but Yansima (Reflection) Tiirk Edebiyatt,
(Turkish Literature), and Akademi (Academy) were started in 1972.3'8

In 1972, Yeni a (New a) review was considered by Adnan Binyazar to be an

important forum for young authors. Hilmi Yavuz, Adnan Ozyalginer, Dogan Hizlan,

$3Rauf Mutluay, “ 1966°da Siirimiz,” Varlik Yuligi 1967 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynevi, 1968), pp.
3151

$“Dogan Hizlan, “1970°de Siirimiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1971 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi,
1972), pp. 19, 41.

¥ the editorial of Dogan Hizlan was started this year.

$7%«papiriis 46 47. sayiya dek giiciinii siirdiiriiyor. Papiriis Cemal Siireya’min biiyiik direnme
giiciiniin sonucudur.” Adnan Binyazar, “1970’de Deneme, Elestirme, inceleme,” Varlik Yilligi 1970
(Istanbul: Varlik yaymnevi, 1971) pp. 72 102, p. 78.

$"This review’s many numbers were prepared by Metin Eloglu.

¥®Rauf Mutluay, “1972°de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” Varlik Yilligr 1973 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi, 1970), p. 35.
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Konur Ertop, Kemal Ozer, Asim Bezirci, Onat Kutlar contributed to this journal. They
debated several political and social topics, like the problems of Turkish
Westernization.>

In 1973, Varlik, Soyut, Yeni Dergi, Tiirk Dili, Yeni Ufuklar, Yeditepe, Giiney,
Tiirk Edebiyati, Yansima, Yeni a, Kitaplar reviews and Miliyet Sanat were the art and
literary reviews of the year in which political and social problems were also depicted
by authors.® In 1975, many journals, Tiirkive Defteri, Yansima, Koken and Suut
Kemal Yetkin’s old review, Sanat ve Edebiyat ended their publications.*®*

In 1976, Devrimci Sanat ve Kiiltiir Kavgasinda Militan (Militancy in the
Revolutionary Struggle of Art and Culture) and Yeni Ufuklar reviews were closed.
Vedat Giinyol’s Yeni Ufuklar, in its last issue by organizing a collective survey with
the participation of many authors, many authors that answered to these questions were
notable public intellectuals of the age. In 1977, with the personal effort and initiative
of Cemal Siireya, a review Turkiye Yazilar: was started to be published. This review
may be seen as a good example of a synthesis of literary review and political opinion
periodical, this may be called as an opinion magazine.

In 1979, Devimci Savasimda Sanat Emegi (Labor of Art in the Revolutionary

Struggle), Yaz: (Article), Felsefe Dergisi (Journal of Philosophy), Sanat ve Toplum

%% Adnan Binyazar, “1972°de Elestiri, Deneme, inceleme,” in 1973 Varlik Yillig: (Istanbul:
Varlik Yaynevi, 1973), pp. 81, 82.

%80 Adnan Binyazar, “1973’de Elestiri, Deneme, inceleme,” in 1974 Varhik Yilhig: (Istanbul:
Varlik Yaynevi, 1970), p. 36.

811975 de birkag giizel hikaye kitabiyla birkag roman basarisi ¢ikti ortaya. Az mi? Bir yil
dediginiz toplum ve sanat yasaminda ne ki? Yeni Dergi 1975 yilinda kapatilir. Kapanan diger dergiler
Tiirkiye Defteri, Yansima, Koken ve Suut Kemal Yetkin'in ¢ikardigi Sanat Edebiyat dergisi de yayinina
son veren dergilerden...”” Ibid., p. 50.
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(Art and Society), and Ulusal Kaltar (National Culture) were started to be published.
Sesimiz (Our Voice) and Olusum (Being) reviews were renewed.**? Propoganda
journals of literature like Devrimci Savasimda Sanat Emegi were disapproved of even
by the leftist authors for having close relations with the socialist organizations of the
period. These authors defended the freedom and independence of writers vis-a-vis the

politics.

¥2Adnan Binyazar, “1978’de Deneme, Elestiri, Inceleme, Arastirma,” in Varlik Yilligi 1979
(Istanbul: Varlik Yaymlari, 1978), p. 82.
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CHAPTER FIVE

LITERATURE AND POLITICS

The Intricate Relationship between Authors and the Social Circumstances and Politics
during These Two Decades

In this chapter, I will focus on the relationship of literature with social
circumstances and politics as a reciprocal process. This chapter will discuss the
evolution of literature in relation with changing political process. | will discuss the
main politically determined literary circles of the period. | will argue that dissident,
politically committed, socially engaged leftist culture was influential in the literary
field, and I will try to identify this culture’s sociological and political dimensions. |
will formulate the four typologies to identify main literary traditions of the period,
from an axis as a combination of the political and literary identities of the authors.

These four typologies were defined as traditional, left-kemalist authors;
Marxist, affiliated, social realist authors; modernist authors and three sui generis
authors as Attila Ilhan, Kemal Tahir, Ouz Atay as they were popular, authentic and
influential intellectuals. In this literary landscape, I will also attempt to show the role
of the conservative, nationalist currents and authors who resisted and even challenged
to some extent, this hegemonic literary culture and produced also very political works

of art.
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Evolution of the Relation between Artists and Politics

In 1961, the debates and articles of many authors were influenced by the 1960
coup d’état regime. Many of them openly supported the coup d’état and the process of
making of a new constitution.*®® They argued that the new constitution might be a
good development or a turning point to create a more democratic and developed
society in which they supposed that art would be more influential.

They hoped the constitution would overcome the imperfections of the social
transformations that had been introduced in the early years of the Republican period
and they supported the reconstruction of social institutions like the Village Institutes
and the Public Houses and the restarting of the social reforms of the early years of the
Republican period, which had been weakened by counter-attacks during period of the
the DP governments. They demanded from political authorities to make reforms in the
realm of education and to raise the cultural level of society. They wanted to realize a
cultural transformation as a part of the social changes.

At the beginnig of the 1960s, writers declared that a new era, in which social
struggles would be more influential, had begun. For instance, Melih Cevdet Anday in

1% stated that a social

his article, “Korkunun Geregi Yok!” (To Fear is not Necessary
awareness had grown in Turkey, after the 27 May coup d’état. He asks to himself:
“How it can be defined the relation between the artistic intention and political action?”

Anday said that this topic which was discussed in France had no significance in

$83Yasar Nabi Nayir, “Collective Survey,” in Varlik Yilligi 1961 (istanbul: Varlik Yaymlari,
1961).

%¥Melih Cevdet Anday, “Korkunun Geregi Yok,” in Tiirk Edebiyati 1962, (istanbul: Varhk
Yaynlari, 1962), pp. 34-37.
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Turkey; he mentioned that in Turkey there was no artists who questioned being a
member of political parties or any limitation to produce his work of art.%®* He
criticized those who imitated the debates and fashions of the Western countries. In
Turkey, writers were voluntarily part of the political activities.

Another important topic was the problems of social realism, and peasant
novels. Attila Ilhan argues that: “For many years, many writers have lost their realist
beliefs with their characters and after that, their joi de vivre, and their power to
struggle and finally their art. According to me, peasant novels and poets transformed
realism into a confomism which was bloodless, inflexible and has lost its capacity to
understand its period.”386

IThan insists on the problem was whether realism dealt profoundly with the
interior problems of the social circumstances and historical evolution or on the
contrary like a large number of novelists, in a superficial way and in an everyday life
manner.*®” Suut Kemal Yetkin, as a one of the literary critic, known for his
conservative, traditionalist political tendencies, also criticizes the peasant novel for its
superficiality. He wrote that art was not an explanation but a creation, “Peasants do

not want to read their own lives. Urban people are reading about the lives of the

peasants.” He made a distinction between a document and a work of art. He asked a

$8«Sanatsal egilimle siyasal eylem arasindaki iligki nasil olmalidir? O giinlerde Fransa’da
ylratilmekte olna bir tartismanin Tiirkiye 'de karsiligr olmadigimi, Tiirkiye’de siyasi partilere katilmak
ve eserini ozgiirce vermemek gibi bir giindemin olmadigini savunuyor.” Ibid.

®<yillar var ki nice sanatcimin gercekgilik inamslariyla birlikte once kisiliklerini, sonra
yasama sevinglerini ve savagma giiclerini en sonrada sanatlarimi kaybedip durduklarini gériiyoruz.
Bana sorarsaniz kéy romanlart ve sairleri gercek¢iligi donuk ve kaliplasmis ve ¢agini kapsamak
yetisini kaybetmis bir conformism haline getirmistir bile.” Attila ilhan, “Gergekgiligin I¢ Sorunlar1,”
Atac no 2, pp.38 40.

81 Biiviik gercekeilik toplumsal ortamin i¢ problemlerini derinlemesine ve tarih érgiisii icinde
mi alacak bizimkiler tam tersine ve ¢okluk ylizeylemesine ve giindelik olarak ele alryorlar” Ibid. p. 40
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work of art could be considered as a document or whether it had to be an artistic
expression of reality. He cited the example Yaban by Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu as
an example of this kind of novel which had artistic qualities and represented the
problematic relation of the intellectual and peasantry.®

In the literary reviews, the relation between the work of art and the reality was
debated at length. Political and social approaches intervened into the autonomy of the
artistic domain. This was criticized by many of the authors. This debate was focused
on the instrumentality of the work of art for political and social causes; many authors
thought that it was legitimate to think about and bring up social and political
problems in the works of art, but they warned not to ignore the artistic values. The
novelist might be influenced from the different realities of his country, but he
continued to exist on the condition that he really produced a work of art.*®°
Memet Fuat, in 1963 wrote that: “Since the 1960s, politics have attracted every

kind of concern to itself.3®

This statement reflects the increasing legitimacy of writers
to participate in the political developments. Memet Fuat said, “the circumstances in
which we found ourselves were unavoidable results of our conception of education. In

the cities with millions of people, books which were sold only two or three thousand

copies.”**! This declaration shows us a desire of the artists to be known and to be read

88«Sanat bir ¢ikaris degil bir yaratistir. Koyliiler kendi hayatlarimi okumak istemiyorlar, kéy
romanlarint sehirliler okuyor. Belge mi, sanat eseri mi, sanat eseri belge midir yoksa gergekligin bir
sanatsal ifadesi mi? ” Suut Kemal Yetkin “Kéy Romamt” Turk Dili, no. 145 (1964), p. 126.

%89y asar Nabi Nayir, “Collective Survey,” Varlik Yilligi Yilligr 1964, (Istanbul: Varlik
Yaynlari, 1964), p. 111.

$90<1960 lardan beri politika ilgileri hep kendine ¢ekiyor.” Memet Fuat, “Tiirk Edebiyatinda
Siir, Oykii, Deneme,” in Tiirk Edebiyat: 1964 (Istanbul: De Yaymevi 1964), p. 5.

¥ “feinde bulundugumuz durum egitim anlayisimizin kagimilmaz sonucu Milyonluk sehirlerde
iki bin ¢ bin satamayan kitaplar. ”Ibid.
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by a larger public. Therefore, they think that education reform was necessary to create
a new literate public that would be interested in literature.

In 1963, art for art’s sake and art for politics debates started. This debate also
continued during the following years, but even today, it is argued that the approach of
political art which overwhelmed art’s for art sake approach, dominated Turkish
literature, and political actors severely intervened in the field of art.

As a good example, Ayperi Akalin, a young critic (she was a member of the
Socialist Culture Association, defending wholeheartedly principles of the social realist
art) wrote an article about the relationship between art and politics. This article was
contrary to Memet Fuat, she emphasizes the social responsibilities of the artist. In this
article, the autonomy of the art from politics was denied. She argued that freedom of
the artist could only be realized in a new society, and to attain to this new social order,
the artist had to be part of politics. This approach was increasingly espoused by the
artistic circles of the young revolutionary artists. The autonomy of art was strictly
denied.>*

Modernist poet Edip Cansever participated in this debate writing that, “the
glorious side of the relationship between art and politics is to reach to the universal
and humanist values initiating from the point of unique eternity lying on the unique

borders.>*® Cansever also stressed the universal value of art that had to be defined

%2 Ayperi Akalim, “Sanat ve Politika iliskisi,” Tiirk Edebiyat: 1964 (Istanbul: De Yaymnlari,
1964), pp. 127 132, In Y6n, no 74 (15 May 1964).

393 “j . . . . .. . . .
sin gorkemli yani bu essiz simirlar igindeki o egsiz sonsuzluktan yola §1kmqk, insancil ve
evrensel olana bu yoldan ulasmaknr.” Edip Cansever, “Sanatgi ile Politikaci,” Yeni Insan no. 5 (4
May1964), in Tiirk Edebiyati 1964 (Istanbul: De Yayinlari, 1964), pp.139, 142.
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above politics. In his opinion, the politician had should not interfere in politics and
artist should not think that he was independent from everything.*

The approaches of Melih Cevdet Anday and Memet Fuat also can be
considered as a response to Akalin. They emphasized the universal and autonomous
role of art. All of them tried to mediate between two extreme approaches, one arguing
the absolute autonomy of art and the other which is reducing art to politics.>*

These writers thought that this was the first time that the desire for freedom,
and demands of emancipation could be freely raised. For instance, Rauf Mutluay
emphasized that there was an increasing social awakening. He wrote that in 1964 the
social awareness of the last years, increasing domestic and international political
problems, journals which had become widespread, the cheapness of the radio, the
liveliness of the theatre were significant social changes.**®

In his important analysis of the literary events of 1965, Memet Fuat wrote
about the political intentions of the literary world. In that year intellectuals became
completely interested in politics. A similar process was also dominant in the realm of
publishing; books about politics, economics, underdevelopment, and especially books

about Marxism and socialism were wery popular.

¥4 “Sanatin politika iistii evrensel degeri vurgulaniyor. Politikaci sanat¢rya karigmasin,
sanat¢t da kendini herseyden bagimsiz gormesin.” Ibid., p. 142.

$%Memet Fuat, “Sanat Politika ilskisi,” in Tiirk Edebiyati 1964, (Y6n, no. 75, 23 Mayzs), pp.
133 138. Melih Cevdet Anday, “Sanatin ve Politikanin Ozii,” in Tiirk Edebivat: 1964 (Yeni Ufuklar, no.
134, July 1963), pp. 143, 147, p. 146.

3% «Son yullarin toplumsal uyamsi, ard arda gelen canli olaylar; biitiin ilgiyi toplayan i¢ ve dis
politika sorunlari, gazetelerin siiriimii, radyonun ucuzlugu, sinemann kolayligi, tiyatronun canliligi ¢ok
artti biliyorum..” Rauf Mutluay, “1967°de Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi1 1965 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynevi,
1966) pp 23 43, p. 17 20.
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Second, books of Nazim Hikmet attracted a wide array of people. Turkish
literature had a lively year, and this was a strong year of poetry. National culture, and
Western Influence in the Literature were the topics of the debates that appeared in the
pages of the literary reviews.*¥’

In Varlik Yillig1, every year, the results to important surveys in which many
authors declared their opinions were seen. One of these surveys was the Collective
Survey of 1966.%%

In this survey, the questions were: first, “Can you assume that there may be a
restriction on freedoms?”” Second, “Can economic development be realized only by
investments? The devolopment of the education may be seen as a result of the
economic development or for the economic development, is it necessary to promote a
campaign of education?” Last, “some intellectuals think that in the last elections
people voted against their own rights and interests. Can it be argued that Turkish
people may really vote with this wrong consciousness?”

There were other questions in the domain of art:**° First, to be avant-garde in

the art and arguments about the difficulties of comprehension and adaptation of the

ST gydinlarin kendilerini biitiiniiyle politikaya verdikleri bir yil gériiniimiindeydi 1965 yil.
Yayin hayatinda da buna paralel bir gelisme, biiyiik bir hareket vardi,; politikayla, ekonomiyle, az
gelismigslikle ilgili kitaplar, 6zellikle sosyalizm, Marksizm iizerine olan kitaplar kapis kapis gitti. Bir de
Nazim Hikmet'in kitaplari...Gii¢lii bir yil yasadi edebiyatimiz, giiclii bir siir yili...Cesitli dergileri
dolduran "Ulusal Kiiltiir", "Edebiyatta Bati Etkileri” tartismalari, acikoturumlar: da yasandi. Memet
Fuat Ocak 1966'da yayimlanan Tiirk Edebiyati segkisinde 1965 yilini boyle degerlendirmis.” Memet
Fuat, “Introduction,” in Memet Fuat’in Segtikleri Tiirk Edebiyat1 1966 (Istanbul: De yaymevi, 1970), p.
5.

38«1, Mutlak ézgiirligii insan topluluklarinda gerceklesmeyecek bir iitopya olduguna gore,
toplumumuza uygun bir ozgiirliigiin nelerle suirli olmast gerektigini kisaca belirtir misiniz? 2.
Ekonomik kalkinmamizin yalmiz yatirimlar yoluyla gergeklesebilecegine inaniyor musunuz? Yani
egitimin gelismesini ekonomik kalkinmadan mi1  beklemeliyiz, yoksa ekonomik kalkinmanin
gergeklesmesi icin genis bir egitim seferberligini mi gerekli goriirsiiniiz? 3. Bazi diisiiniirler son
se¢imlerin sonucu halkimizin kendi hak ve ¢ikarlarina karsi oldugunu ortaya koydugu sanisindadiriar.
Halkimizin oyunu gergekten bilingle bu agidan kullandigi éne siiriilebilir mi? ” Sennur Sezer, “1966
Collective Survey,” in Varlik Yillig: 1966 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynevi, 1967), pp. 141 142.
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people to this kind of art and the necessity of establishing a balance in this domain
was an important debate in the world of literature. In relation to this debate, they
asked,““Can you define Turkish artists’ responsibilities?”” Second, literature and the
adaptation, imitation, and copying of Western trends were debated. The third question
was about the argument that every novelties brought with him some kind of
corruptions.”

These questions were answered by many of the authors. I will consider these
questions to show the literary climate which was too close to politics. The responses
of Oktay Akbal to the first two questions of art are notable:

Our society is an underdeveloped society. Works of a certain quality have not

been adopted by a large part of society. There will not be appreciated for a

long time, because, an artist who produces works of art in a Westernized style

can only attract three or five thousand people. However, an artist producing
significant, functional works of art does not have to forget that he is a member
of an underdeveloped society. An artist will struggle for a more superior, more
abundant, more correct order, but he will not lose his artistic values. He will
not say that his mission is completed after he wrote his work of art.*®

Second, Akbal thought that in Turkey in 1965 there were two seperated society
as two different nations, “Cetin Altan says that there was a kingdom of Istanbul, in

Turkey, where isolated intellectual circles were dominant. An important critical

approach is that as long as Turkish authors imitated or adopted unconsciously, isolated

$9%<Sanat onciiliigii ile hallkin anlama ve sindirme giicii arasindaki dengeyi saglama geregi
diinya edebiyat ¢evrelerinde yine genis olgiide tartisilirken sizce bu a¢idan bizde sanat¢ilara diisen
gorevler var midir? 2. Edebiyat ve 6biir sanatlarda yeniye yéneliste gercek bir gereksinme yaninda
sadece modaya uyma ve kopyacilik gayretlerinin de etkisinin gorildiigii, boylece de gercek ve sahte
yeniler ortaya ¢iktig ileri siiriiliiyor. Bu konuda ne diisiintiyor sunuz?3. Her deformasyonu yeninin
sasmaz kosulu sayan elestirmenlerin bu goriisiinii paylastyor musunuz?” Ibid.

400<Bizim toplumumuz geri kalmis bir toplum. Iyi yapitlar benimsenmiyor. Benimsenmeyecek
de...Bati anlayisinda yapit veren bir sanat¢i ancak ii¢ bes bin kisiyi ilgilendiriyor. Ister toplumcu, ister
bireyci olsun, ilgilenen halk degil, yiginlar degil, ii¢ bes bin aydin...Ama sanatgt iyi sanat yapitlari,
yararl sanat yapitlar: yaratirken geri kalmis bir toplumun kigisi oldugunu unutmamali. Sanatiyla sanat
degerlerini yitirmeden yurttashk gorvevleriyle, insanliga daha iyi, daha iistiin, daha dogru bir yasam,
bir diizen icin savasacak... Oykiisiinii, romanini, siivini yazip gérevini bitirdim demeyecek.” Ibid., p.
144.
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and avant-garde Westernized intellectual, their work could not reach a larger
public.”** This was a standard approach which emphasized the problematic
relationship between Western art and its negative influences on the Turkish artist.
Necati Cumal1 wrote,
On the other hand, as in all underdeveloped countries, we have also an avant-
garde minority. This minority has a constructive, creative, and deconstructive
power for the preparation of the future of our country. The revolutions that we
have had since hundred years were the result of the struggle of this minority.“%
These questions and their answers were significant. Cumali represented a
direct Jacobin and Republican attitude; he stressed the significance of the intellectual
minority for the realization of political and social developments.
During 1966, artists and authors were arrested and put on trial. Many
intellectuals blamed Justice Party (JP) government.*®® Fuat wrote,
Another important aspect of 1966 was an increase in the numbers of the men
of letters who were arrested. First, Orhan Kemal was arrested and he was put
on trial. He was put in jail and then he freed. Then, the book of Asik Thsani, |

Will Write was withdrawn from circulation, he was arrested. He was put on
trial, jailed for a while and then freed. Fazil Hiisnii Daglarca was put on trial as

401 “Bugiin Tiirkiye'de iki ayri toplum yanyana. Iki ayri ulus gibiyiz. Cetin Altan Istanbul
diikaligt diyor ya, onun gibi Istanbul’da, Ankara’da birkac bin kisilik aydin cevreler, birka¢ Anadolu
sehrinde yer yer yanip sonen 151k noktalari. Geriye kalan kapkaranlik... Gazete girmiyor, radyonun sesi
ulsamiyor, 6gretmen, okul yiizii gérmiiyor. “Sanat diikaligi icinde sairler, ressamlar, éykiiciiler ¢cagdas
yapitlara dykiinerek yapitlar yaratiyorlar. Iyisi de var, kotiisii de. Ama ayiran yok, segen yok, alan yok,
gercekten anlayan yok. Siir kitaplar: bin tane satilmiyor, dergilerde oyle...Bir mutlunun mutlusu azinlik
ki sormayin sayisini! Gelecege kisiligi giiclii olanlar, moda akimlarin etkisini kisiliginin giicii ile
yenebilenler, kalici yapitlar: yaratanlar kalacak. ”1bid.

402 «Oe yandan biitiin geri kalmig tilkelerde oldugu gibi bizde de nasilsa yetisebilmis bir oncii
azinlik vardir. Bu azinlik, yapici, yaratici hatta yikici toplumumuzun gelecegini hazirlayici bir gii¢
tasir. Yiiz yildir gerceklestirdigimiz devrimleri bu azinligin savasina bor¢luyuz. Mutlu azinlik soziinden
anlasilmas1 gereken dogru anlam budur. Bazi dar gorisli toplumcularin kullandigi anlamda,
somiiriicii bir azinligi multu olarak gérmek, mutluluk séziine aykirt bir anlam vermek, mutlulugu
ugramadigi bir yerde aramak olur. Bu azinligin ozgiirliigii kisitlandigy éigiide, bu toplumun devrimci
giicii baski altina girer. Bunun i¢in ki bu konuda hi¢hir pazarliga yanasimamaldur. Ozgiirliigiin tek
olciisti zora basvurmanin akla getirilmemesi, ahlak disi sayilmasidir.” Necati Cumali, “Collective

Survey,” in Varlik Yilligi (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1970), p. 162.

“%Halit Refig, film director, argues that after the Justice Party government, their social realist
movement of cinema was liquidated because of the state represssion by censorship.
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he pasted his poem, Horoz (Cock) up on the window. The poetry book of
Nazim Hikmet, New Poems was whitdrawn from circulation and his publisher,
Nezihe Meri¢ was put on trial. And the collected poems of Nazim Hikmet,
From Four Prisons was withdrawn from circulation and his publisher,
Mehmet Fuat, was put on trial. Again, the book of Nazim Hikmet, Saat 21 22
Siirleri (The Poems of 21 22 Hours) was not withdrawn from circulation, but
his publisher was put on trial. All of these trials are continuing. As a whole, in
1966, only for works of literature, apart from books and articles of thought, the
prosecutors demanded 40 or 70 years of punishment.*%*

In 1966, Vedat Giinyol, in his article “Burjuvalik Ozentisi” (Admiration to the
Bourgeoisie) wrote,

After the Constitutional era of the Ottoman period, a counter intellectual

movement was started. Artists, gnd intellectuals returned to the sources, to the

realities of their country and to the people, by slowly leaving aside their

bourgeois desires. In the Republican Turkey, today, you cannot find any real

artist or intellectual who does not challenge the bourgeois life styles and

thoughts. **®

In 1967, Memet Fuat wrote that in Turkey most of the artists shared an evident

desire, a trend, for social realist art.**® In many different articles of the period social

realist art was already defined as an ethical and political obligation for the artists.

40441966 "nin bir ozelligi de mahkemelere, cezaevlerine diisen edebiyat¢ilarin sayisinda gozle
gorulir artma idi. Once Orhan Kemal tutuklanip mahkemeye verildi, bir siire cezaevinde kaldi, sonra
¢tkti. Arkasindan Asik Ihsani’nin Yazacagim adl kitabi toplatildi, kendi tutuklandi, mahkemeye verildi,
bir siire cezaevinde kaldi, sonra ¢ikti. Memet Fuat was put on trial Fazil Hiisnii Daglarca Aksaray daki
kitapgi diikkaninin camina astigi “Horoz” siiri icin mahkemeye verildi. Nazim Hikmet'in Yeni Siirler
adli kitabr toplatildi, yaywincisi Nezihe Meric mahkemeye verildi. Gene Nazim Hikmet’in Dort
Hapishaneden adli kitabi toplatildi, yayincisi Memet Fuat mahkemeye verildi. Gene Nazim Hikmet’in
Saat 21 22 gsiirleri adli kitabinda sug¢ gozetilerek kitap toplatilmadiysa da yayincisi Memet Fuat
mahkemeye verildi. Biitiin bu mahkemeler siirtiyor. Topluca hesaplarsak 1966 yuinda yalniz
edebiyatgilar icin diisiince kitaplari, yazilart icin istenen ayri savcilar 40 ila 70 yil arasinda ceza
istediler.” Memet Fuat, “1966°’da Siir, Kisa Hikaye, Elestiri,” Tiirk Edebiyati 1966, (Istanbul: De
Yayinevi, 1967), p. 6.

“O«Megrutiyetle birlikte, ters yonlii bir akim bashyor. Sanat¢ilar, aydinlar yavas yavas burjuva
ozlemlerini bir yana atip, kaynaklarina, yurt gerceklerine, halka doniiyorlar. Cumhuriyet Tiirkiyesinde
bugtin halka dayanmayan, halktan yana olmayan, burjuva diisiiniis ve yasayislarina kafa tutmayan bir
tek gercek sanat¢i ve diigiiniir bulamazsiniz.” Vedat Giinyol, “Burjuvalik Ozentisi,” Yeni Ufuklar, no.
169 (June 1966), p. 26.

8<Bir yandan da toplumcu sanata dogru bir gidis, agik bir ozlem...” Memet Fuat,
“Introduction,” Tiirk Edebiyati 1968 (Istanbul: De Yaynevi, 1967), pp. 5-10, p. 10.
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Cemal Siireya’s approach in 1967 was significant. He argued that Turkey was
living in the psychology that it had before the revolution. The stream of history had
been accelerated, and they were in the middle of a great change of humanity. If the
poet wanted to be in communication with his reader, he had to collect material about
human lives more closely. He had to call great change which was in the profoundity of
the poem to the surface.*”’

There would be an important change in the next years, in the literature as
argued by Mutluay, but he was not yet satisfied by the actual conditions of literaure,
as can be seen in his early observations of previous years. Mutluay complained from
the postponement of literature as a result of unclear social circumstances. Even so, he
respected the real poetry which resisted the easy call of actual conditions.**® The
transformation of the reading public from a common reading public of poetry and
journals to one only journals had already been criticized.*® Critics complained of

from the over politization of the intellectual world and the interest in the social topics.

0T <Siir sanatlar arasinda eglence niteligini en az tasiyan sanattir. Son yillarda daha da éyle

olmustur. Eski siirin aliskanligindan yeni siirin havasina girebilmek icin okurun da kendi yoniinde
kii¢tik bir adim atmasi gerekiyor. Yeni siirin reklami da yoktur. Edebiyatin ara kurumlart olan okullar
ve gazeteler siiri tanitmak kaygisini hi¢ duymamaktadirlar. Ote yandan Tiirkiye bugiin bir devrim
oncesi psikolojisini yasamaktadwr; tarihin akisi iyice hizlanmustir; biiyiik bir insani degisimin
ortasindayiz...Sair okurla bir ilgi kurmak istiyorsa bu durumun insani malzemesini daha yakindan
harmanlamalidwr, siirinin dibindeki biiyiik degisimi yiizeyde adlandirmaya ¢alismalidir.” Rauf
Mutluay, “1966°da Siirimiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1967 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1968), p. 30.

“8«[ste bes yildir aym sey: Edebiyati hep geriye iten, siiri okuyucusuz, ilgisiz birakan bir
ortamin karisikligindan yakinma; siirin yalnizliginin, uzaklhiginin, toplumdan ayriliginin sorumunun
arama, yeni umutlarin tesellileriyle sevinmeye hazir bir bekleyis gerginligi; ortalart dolduran ozenti
orneklerin bollugundan bikkinlik; bunca dergiyi, kitabi, yaziyi taramanin, derlemenin usanci i¢inde en
iyiyi gormeyi bekleyerek harcanmis uzun sabwr ve bezginlik siireleri; gene de sanatin, has siirin,
giinlerin kolay ve hazir ¢agrilarina yenilmeyen direncine saygi ve ézlem.” Rauf Mutluay, “1967’de
Siirimiz,” in Varlik Yilligi1 1968 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1968), p. 27.

“|id., p. 30.
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The collective survey of 1967, which was prepared by Sennur Sezer in Varlik,
was about the intellectual’s tendency to detach themselves from the people.*® Most of
the authors did not accept that there was any detachment in the literature from the
people. On the contrary, they thought that the literature was excessively influenced by
the politics, and highly interested in the social problems...

For instance, Tiirker Acaroglu, who was a critic and researcher*'* thought
completely in the opposite way to the question:

In recent years, | have not observed a tendency in our literature to distance

itself from the people. In direct contradiction to this statement, our literature,

every year has grown closer to the people, he embraces people in a more
profound way and it chooses its topics from the people.”*?

Fakir Baykurt was of a similar opinion; he wrote that artists thought about
ways to reach the majority of the people. If they could not reach the lager reading

public, this was not their fault, but the circumstances of the society in which they

live 43

M0y Edebiyatimizin son yillarda halktan kopma egilimi yiiziinden yeteri kadar basilip
yayimadig giintin konusu haline geldi. Siz ne diistintirsiiniiz bu konuda? 2. Toplum gériisleri “Halk
icin” deyimiyle ozetlenebilecek bazi yazarlarimizin sanatta en yiisek diizeyde bir azinliga seslenmesini
nastl agiklryor sunuz? Some socialist writers appeal to a very little minority. 3. Gergek edebiyattan
habersiz yasayan genis yiginlara seslenmek icin edebiyat¢ilarin hi¢ degilse ¢alismalarinin bir kismini
cocuklar ve halk igin yararl yayinlara ayarmalart geregini duyar misiniz?” Sennur Sezer, “Collective
Survey,” Varlk Yilligi 1968 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayevi, 1969), p. 158.

*He was originated from Bulgaria, he was well known with his many works about the
conditions of the Turkish minorities in Bulgaria, he was also librarian and documentarist.

M2%<Son yillarda edebiyatimizda bir halktan kopma egilimi gormiiyorum. Tam tersine Tiirk
edebiyati her yil halka biraz daha yaklasiyor, halki biraz daha derinden kapsiyor, konularint daha ¢ok
halktan alyor.” Ibid., p. 159.

Sanatcilar cogunluga ulasmanmin yollar: iizerine diigiinmeye basladilar. Edebiyat halk
iligkisi kurtarici kurban iliskisi. Giiniimiiz sanat¢ist dilini, duygusunu, diisiincesini halkla birlestirmig ve
halkla bulusmayr gerceklestirme yoluna girmistir. Sanat¢inin bu olumlu ¢cabasina ragmen bu bulusma
heniiz geregince gerceklesmemisse bunun nedenleri sanat¢ida degil, baska yerlerde, sanat igin pek
elverigsiz bulunan yasama kosullarinda aranmalidir. ” 1bid., p. 192.
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The famous Marxist literary critic Fethi Naci brought up the illiteracy of
Turkish society, and said half of the population was illiterate. As there were not
changes in the objective conditions, there occured a gap of communication. He said
that there were 25 millions over the age of six, and 48 percent of them were illiterate.
58.4 percent of this population were graduated from primary schools; and 28 percent
of them were not graduated from any institutions of education. The reasons for the
failure of literature to reach the large public has to be sought in these numbers.*

Turgut Uyar, like many of his colleagues, thought that there was no
disconnection of literature from the people. According to him, this approach was the
result of a speculation of some circles against a new sensitivity in the realm of
literature. People, who did not understand social changes and progress thought that it
was not difficult to attack to the literature. He thought that at the beginning, avant-
garde works were always written in a complex structure and they were not easily
received by the ordinary people. Avant-garde or modernist works were not always
suitable for some section of society as they continue to live in a traditional manner. He
also emphasized that in a society in which all values were in a permanent change, the

concept of people did not mean much.*" Uyar challenged to the left Kemalist and

MLdebiyatimiz ne zaman halkla kaynasmisti kim simdi halktan kopma egiliminden
bahsediyor sunuz?... Nesnel sartlarda bir degisiklik olmayinca ister istemez edebiyatla halkin arast
agimis, edebiyat sadece okur yazar takiminin mesgalesi olarak kalmistir. Tiirkiye’'de altidan yukar:
yast olanlarin sayisi 25 milyon; bunlarin yiizde 48°i okuma azma bilmiyor. Okur yazar sayilan niifusun
da yiizde 58.4’t ilkokul mezunu, yiizde 28°i belli bir egitim kurumundan mezun olamayanlar.

Edebiyatin yeteri kadar basilip yayilamamasinin sebeplerini asil bu rakamlarda aramak gerek. ” Tbid.,
p. 205.

M5 “Bdebiyatin halktan kopmasi diye bir sorun séz konusu degildir; bu kurgu bazi ¢evrelerin
veni bir duyarliga karsi bir spekiilasyon egilimi iginde bulunmalarindan dogmaktadir. Sosyal
gelismeleri ve degismeleri kendi terimleriyle tartismayan herkes, edebiyata saldirmayr kolay
bulmaktadir; kaldi ki, soyle bir gercek te var: edebiyat ileriye doniik bir etkinlik oldugundan, yiizeyde
hep halktan kopuk sanilabilir, oysa olsa olsa sartlandwriimis kitelere uzaktir, kaynagindan kopmaz,
kopamaz. Halkin belli bir edebiyat goriisii, kategorisi vardir, ama diizen degistikce tipki siyasal ve
dinsel alanda gordiigiimiiz gibi degerlerini ve olgiilerini o diizene uydurmayi becerir. O diizenin i¢inde
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populist, socialist tendencies which favored the people’s values, arguing that
innovative works were not suitable for the people.

To make an interim evaluation, the educated parts of the society were not
satisfied with the Turkish literary works; foreign literature were popular, howewer, in
the course of the time, native works of art became increasingly more popular. It must
be taken into account, however, that the half of the society were illiterate.

In another article, Eyuboglu discussed about the complex relationship between
politics and culture. He wrote,

What | am briefly trying to say is that one of the main problems of our

civilization is the intricate relationship between politics and culture, if there is

no coherence between them, humanity will continue to have some important
problems. This accord can only be realized by politicians who are really want
the social justice instead of politicians who voluntarily continue the social

sos s 416

Injustice.

The direct political commitment of writers was clearly visible in Eyuboglu’s
statements. He supported socialist politics and he defended that culture would be only

emancipatory on the condition that socialist system could be built in which social

inequalities, or injustices were suppressed.

yva da disinda ¢ikiglar yapan ve biitiin bir iilke edebiyatini temsil etme durumuna gelen edebiyatcilarla
bir ilgkisi yoktur; o derinden derine kendi geleneksel hayatini yagar, bir yerde bu geleneksel yagamanin
ve degerlerin disina ¢ikilmasina dayanikhihigi yoktur. Ileriye déniik bir yazara karsi ¢ikan ilk kendi
halkudir. Ustelik biitiin degerleri karmasik hale gelmis bir burjuva diizeninde “halk” kavramindan ne
anlasildigi, bu kavramin hangi sosyolojik katlart kapsadigi da ayrica tatisilabilir. Biitiin diinya
edebiyat diisiiniildiigiinde ileriye doniik edebiyat ne zaman halkla altbas: gidiyordu? Halktan yanaydi
demiyorum. Yazan adam yazar, kendisini zorla halktan koparmigsa yazar, bu ¢esit sorularin hi¢bir seyi
¢oztimleyecegini sanmiyorum.” 1bid., p. 213.

M Cagimizin biiyiik sorunlarmdan biri kiiltiiriin politikayla ve politikamin kiiltiirle uzlasmakta
cektigi zorluktur, bu uzlasma olmadik¢a insanlik rahat etmeyecektir. Bu uzlasmada ancak ve ancak
sosyal adaletsizligi siirdiirmek isteyen devlet adamlar: yerine sosyal adaleti gercekten ozleyen devlet
adamlarimin gelebilmesiyle gerceklesebilir.” Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Yeni Ufuklar no. 192 (May 1968),
pp. 12, 16, p. 16.
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The interesting question of the collective survey of Varlik Yilligr in 1969 was
about the crisis of the writer in Europe. This title was also the name of a conference
of the World Union of Men of Letters in Switzerland, in which this subject was
proposed to be debated by the participation of more than a hundred writers from

different countries. This conference could not be realized however, because of the

R.417

invasion of Czechoslovakia by the USS Adalet Cimcoz answered the question

about the crisis of the European author as follows:

In my opinion, today, not only the effort of the European writers, but all of the
world writers’ effort is to be to defend liberty for the emancipation of the
conditions in which human beings can develop in the equal conditions as a
function of society. Human beings have to be emancipated from economic and
political oppressions. Technology is a human product. This product has to be
used not for the exploitation of human beings, but for the happiness of the
humanity.**8

Tomris Uyar criticized in Papiris in May 1968, another collective survey that
was published in Ant review, he found fault with the emphasis on reductionism to the
scientific resarch as a source of art. He argues that there were other sources, like a
large cultural heritage:

Turkish art undoubtely can be always mercilessly criticized. It can be
criticized by everyone. What is important to bring about some problems, is not
only the qualities of these problems, but also the attitudes against these
problems. In Turkey, it is clear that people who speak in the name of science
do not survey artistic progress, they do not have the right to condemn art
totally and neither men of politics. Eveyone can condemn the other in these
circumstances, but the most important is to maintain permenant and
widespread gains in this atmosphere.**

7 Adalet Cimcoz, “Collective Survey,” in 1969 Varlik Yilligi (istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi,
1970), pp. 161- 193.

M8 “Bence, bugiin yalniz Avrupa yazarlarimin degil, biitiin diinya yazarlarimin ¢abasi, toplumun
gorevi olan insanlarin esit kosullar i¢inde gelismesini saglayacak ozgiirliigiin savunulmast olmalidir.
Ekonomik ve politik baskilardan kurtulmalidir insan. Teknoloji insan iiriiniidiir. Bu iiviini insanligin
somiirtilmesi i¢in degil, mutlulugu i¢in kullanmak gerekir. ”1bid., p. 175.
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Uyar also said that the authors who answered the questions of the collective
survey meant leftist artist, when they said artist; according to her, “legitimate” artists
were artists of the left-wing.*?° She criticized the fact that political problems and an
urgency to resolve social problems were put against the essential values of art, she
also criticized people who used the expression of the “imitation of the West.”
According to her, this was used against the Western and world civilization’s heritage.

In 1968, the collective survey of the year in the Varlik Yillig1 was about the
increasing role of radio, television and popular theatre. Radio, television and theatre
were criticized for diminishing the influence of literature. The question was whether
radio, television and cinema could replace the role of literature? This question can be
interpretated as a reflection of the dilemma between low culture and high culture.**

Metin And thought that these entertainment mediators like cinema, television,
radio, theatre, and musical plays could be both functional and poor in quality. There
was an exaggerated multitude in the publications of the right and left radicals.
Including the Ministry of Education, many circles published right-wing works, but on

the other hand, there was an abundance of socialist works and also avant-garde works

M9 “Tiirk sanan her zaman kiyasiya elestirilebilir kuskusuz. Herkesge elestirilebilir. Ne varki
bir takim sorunlarin desilmesinde yalniz bu sorunlarin niteligi degildir 6nemli olan, bunlara karst
takimilan tavirdir. Tiirkiye’de su anda ne bilim adina konusan ve sanati izlemedikleri agik sagik
goriilen, (listelik belki de islerinin ¢oklugundan otiirii izlemeleri beklenmeyen) bilim adamlarinin hakk
vardw sanati biitiiniiyle mahkum etmeye ne de siyasilerin. Keske olabilseydi ama bugiin herkesin
birbirini az, eksik bulacagi, yargilayabilecei bir ortam icinde soluk aliyoruz. Onemli olan, bu
dogurgan ortamdan sanat, siyasa ve bilim adma kalici, yaygin kazanglarla ¢ikmak”’Tomris Uyar,
Kitapla Direnis, Yazilar, Soylesiler, Sorusturmalar (Istanbul: YKY, 2011), p. 83.

“bid., p. 79.

“2YRadyo, televizyon ve bunlarin yamnda sulandirilmis tiyatro edebiyatin etkisini azaltmakta
mudr?  Popiiler Kiiltiir yiiksek kiiltiire karst mi?  Sorumuz radyo sinema, televizyon edebiyatin yerine
mi ge¢mektedir?” Sennur Sezer, “Collective Survey,” in Varlik Yilligi (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi:
1969), p. 141.
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which were in extremes.*??

Metin And emphasized the two-dimensional nature of the
popular culture and damages of the extreme political polarization.

Necati Cumali declared that the entertainment industry excluded real art. This
entertainment industry tried to erase literature because of its independece from the
interest of capitalist society.*?® This was a very important statement, because, it is
argued that popular culture’s new mediums were more appropriate to the needs of
capitalist society, but the dissident nature of novels was not approved of by the
ideological mechanisms of capitalist society.

According to Vedat Nedim Tor, throughout the world, there was an enormous
attack against good taste and the mental health of the people.*?* Popular culture was
declared to be a danger to the taste of people, and to the intellectual health.** This
debate between “high culture” and popular culture, which was considered as a

banalization or negation of this culture has to be mentioned. These intellectuals, like

European philosopher Theodor W. Adorno, thought and felt that the consumption

22 Her seyden once eglence araglart olarak nitelendirilen televizyon, sinema, radyo, tiyatro,

miizikli sahneler gibi goze kulaga seslenen yayin araglarmmin kétisiiniin yaminda ¢ok iyisi de var.
Ornegin ticari televizyon yaminda iinli edebiyatcilarin  metnini  yazdigi degerli  televizyon
programlarmin bulunusu gibi... Bizde asiri u¢larin yayinlarinda gereksiz bir siskinlik goriiliiyor. Milli
Egitim Bakanhgi'nin da son yillarda katildig1 sagci yaywlarla, gezdigim iilkelerin hi¢hbirinde bizdeki
bollukta gérmedgim kadar sosyalist yayinlar ve gene asirt ug sayilabilecek avant garde yaymlarin
bollugu erge¢ bu yaymlarin satisin tikayacaktir. ” 10id., pp. 143, 144.

423 Niteliksiz programlaryla ozellikle iilkemizde radyo ve televizyonun, yerinde deyiminizle
sulandiriimus bir tiyatro ve sinemanin, ve bunlar gibi daha baska eglence araglarimin edebiyatin yerini
almak, hatta onu ortadan silme ¢abasinda oldugu bir gercektir. Her seyden dnce bir diizen geregidir
¢linkii bu. Anamalci diizende, edebiyat ve sanat tiviinlerinin ayakta kalabilmesi, 6biir sanayi kollarinin
bir uydusu olma olanagina baghdir. Sanat bir eglence niteliginde oldugu siirece, bu diizende bir yeri
olur, yoksa olmaz.” Ibid., p. 150.

%24 “Yalniz bizde degil, biitiin diinyada, halkin zevk kalitesine ve akil saghgina karsi korkung
bir saldiris var: Yaywin piyasasinda menfi selectin kanunu biitiin hoyrathigi ile icrayi habaset etmekte.”

Ibid., p. 165.
2% «“Massmedia denilen gazete, dergi, kitap, radyo, televizyon, film, tivatro, reklam, sarki vs

gibi biitiin yayin ve haberlesme araglari, ¢okluk hallkin zevkini, akil saghgini soysuzlastirmak,
carpitmak i¢in birbirleriyle yaris halindeler.” |bid.
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based culture industry had become increasingly dominant over their dissident, elitist,
and qualified productions. This approach was shared by many traditional intellectuals.

Different artists and intellectuals complained of the mass media and popular
culture because of their negative influence over the aesthetic qualities of their works
of art and because of their ideologically deforming and delusive affects. An important
critique was made by Kulebi, who cited about the underdevelopment of Turkey. In
1969, in Hafik, in a district of Sivas that was only at 28 km. far from the center, no
newspapers were sold. He also thought that popular culture works were obstacles on
social development. He defended the necessity of introducing the Enlightenment
values to a wide array of people.*?® The underdevelopment of Turkish society was also
expressed as against life styles of the privileged minority who lives in the big cities.
This populist intention went hand in hand with discontent with the influential popular
culture. Many of the writers were against the popular culture which they viewed as
against their ideas about art.

Memet Fuat wrote that 1970 was a disorganized year for the progress of the
Turkish literature because of many conflicts, misunderstandings and gossip.
Cumhuriyet, Yeni Gazete, and Ulus newspapers started to publish special pages for
artistic and literary events. Thanks to this, artists become part of the public life, and

even came to the fore. Fuat criticized this event for the popularization of artistic

42641969 yilinda Sivas’a 28 km uzakliktaki Hafik ilesinde bile gazete satilmamaktadir...69 da
elestirmek icin iilkeyi Cahit Kiilebi soyle demis bicaklanan bir agcimin, yiyip icmekten catlayan Israilli
bir sarkicimin 3. suuf bir magta basar: saglayan bir ayaktopu takimimin nerdeyse ulusal kahraman

sayimalarina ragmen Tiirk resminin kurucularindan Cemal Tollu gibi bir ressamin 6liimii gazetelerde
kendine hi¢ yer bulamad.” 1bid., pp. 155- 157.
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values, and according to him, literature had been transformed into a realm of gossip.*’
It is possible to observe many conflicting statements between writers on this subject
because the writers wanted to reach to a larger public, but they feared to lose ground
because of the insignificant and insufficient works of art, they wanted to be popular
and valuable at the same time.

In 1970, the subject of a collective survey of Varlik Yilligi was about the
attacks on the Kemalism from the right-wing or the left-wing politics. Orhan
Hangerlioglu’s answers are significant. His emphasis on the formation of the left and
right-wings of Turkish politics as a new process has to be noted.*?® The political
atmosphere of the 1970s led to the subversion of the Kemalist intellectual hegemony.

After the military coup d’état of 12 March 1971, intellectuals, and writers such
as Vedat Giinyol, Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Azra Erhat, and Sevgi Soysal were arrested,
and they suffered from the very difficult conditions of these prisons. According to
Fuat, 1971 was a year in which political developments were both intellectually and

sentimentally influential. All concerns, all anxieties, all regards were directed to

2141970 Tiirk Edebiyati i¢in ¢ekismeler, anlayissiziiklar, dedikodularla dolu daginik bir yil
oldu. Cumhuriyet, Yeni Gazete, Ulus gibi gazetelerin sanat boliimleri agmalari dnceleri sevingle
karsilandiysa da, iyi yonetilmeyen bu boliimlerin kisa zamanda sanat¢ilar arasinda yeni ¢ekigmeler
kaynagi haline geldigi, son ikisinin ayrica, verdikleri kisa haberlerle birer dedikodu ortamina dondiigii
goriildii. Gazeteler sanat¢ilart daha ¢ok okur oniine ¢ikarirlarken bir yandan da kisa siiren bir giinliik
araciliklariyla pek ¢ok siirin, hikayenin, yazinin sanat c¢evrelerinde hichir iz birakmadan gegip
gitmesine yol agtilar. ”"Memet Fuat, Tiirk Edebiyati 1970 (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1971).

428“Saga'an ve soldan saldrilar diyorsunuz. Sorunuzun karsiligi iste burada. 1960 yiina kadar
Tiirkiye 'de kamuoyuna yansiyan diistince akimi olarak ne sag ne de sol vardi. Kamuoyunda sagcilik ve
solculuk bugiinkiinden biisbiitiin baska anlamlarda bir takim davranislar: adlandiriyordu. Atatiirkgiiliik
diisiince diizeyine yiikselemeyen bu imgesel gériintiilerin iistiinde ulusal bir simgeydi. Diisiinceler
bilimsel bir diizeyde gergek kisiliklerini kazaninca Atatiitiirkciiliik sag diistince icin sol, sol diisiince i¢in
sag bir nitelikte gériindii. Sagdan ve soldan saldirilarin kisaca nedeni budur. Gergekte gericiler,
Atatiitk¢iiliigii kinamakta tutarhidirlar, ¢iinkii Atatiirkeiiliigiin gericilikle en ufak bir baglantisi yoktur.
Ama ilericilerin Atatiirk¢iiliigii kinamalart bir ¢ocukluk hastaligindan baska birsey degildir, ¢iinkii
Atatiirkgiiliik tiim ilericiliktir. Biitiin sorun sagi ve solu oldugu gibi Atatiirk¢iiliigii de gergek olarak
tamimlayabilmekte.” Orhan Hancerlioglu, Collective Survey, “Attacks against Kemalism -
Atatiirkgiilige saldirilar,” Varltk Yilligi 1970 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynevi, 1971), p. 196. p. 214.
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political events. The effects of these events were also felt in the artistic realm. Artists
were arrested, books were forbidden, art reviews were closed, and intellectuals were
excluded from social life. However, in the realm of short story, there was progress.**
Mutluay also thought that writers were negatively influenced by the impact of the
military intervention. After the coup d’état of 12 March 1971, many of the authors
were arrested, and many reviews were closed. Halkin Dostlar: was closed in the
second half of the year. The signficant political periodical of the epoch, Devrim
(Revolution) was also closed. The military intervention disrupted the vivid literary
climate.**°

During the 1970s, one of the most significant topics writers discussed was the
need for an educational revolution. This anticipation was defended in their speeches,
and articles. The insufficiency of the school books, for first and second education
level was criticized. In these books, modern literature and the left wing authors were
especially excluded. These writers supported the progress of Turkish literature and
their right to be included in the school books, and they also defended democracy.
They were active participants of the social struggles. Under the conditions of the
martial law, many authors were subjugated to the state’s oppressions and atrocities.

According to Rauf Mutluay, Turkish literature continued to exert considerable

influence in 1975. The quantity of works of art increased and it gained popularity in

42%197] siyasi olaylarin kafalart oldugu kadar, yiirekleri de doldurdugu bir yildi. Biitiin
gozler, ilgiler, kaygilar siyasi olaylara c¢evrildi. Bu olaylarin etkileri sanat alamina da uzand:.
Tutuklanan sanat¢ilar, birdenbire su yiiziine oikan kitap diismanhgi, kapatilan sanat dergileri, kiisiip
késesine ¢ekilen aydinlar...Pek birsey beklenemezdi 1971 yilindan siir, kisa hikaye, elestiri adina. Gene
de ozellikle hikaye alaninda oldukg¢a bol iiriin verildi, basarili ¢alismalar yapildi.” Memet Fuat, Turk
Edebiyan 1972 (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1973), p. 5.

«Edebiyatgilar ¢ok zarar gordii biitiin olanlardan; ama edebiyat zarar gérmeyecek. Sanatin
Oomri uzundur. ” Rauf Mutluay, “1971°de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” Varlik Yilligr 1972 (Istanbul: Varlik
Yayinevi, 1973), pp. 21 47: 47.
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the large sections of society. But the political fragmentation and social problems have
to be considered as having been important obstacles against the intellectual and
literary freedom.*** In 1975, this statement was shared by many literary critics and
authors.

In the newspaper, Politika**?

there were writers who wrote regularly articles
about political and artistic events: Fethi Naci, Mehmet H. Dogan, Hilmi Yavuz, Cemal
Siireya, Selim Ileri, Sevgi Sabuncu (Soysal) were all of left-wing authors. This
indicates hat there was a close relationship between journalism and literature.

As a result of the governmental changes, there were changes in the
broadcasting politics of TRT and many employees were let go. TRT was criticized for
broadcasting from the axis of a left-wing ideology, but the television programme
which can be considered to have been leftist was three hours in 2000 hours
broadcasting. During the government of National Front, TRT was transformed by the
extreme right politics. It was one of the institutions in which many intellectuals can
work, but they suddenly lost their jobs as a result of the right-wing staffing decisions.

The Collective Survey of 1975 in Varlik Yillig: shows that political events led

to the serious worries among the intellectuals. In the questions of the survey, it was

B «“Kendi kacamaklar: icinde de olsa edebiyatin sesi dinmiyor. Daha orgiitlii bir 6zgiirliik
ortaminda, gittik¢e cephelesen diisiince odaklarmmin arasinda, biri batip biri ¢tkan dergiler araciligiyla
olsun, inandiklart yerde gérev alan gazete aynasiyla olsun, c¢eviri eserlerin yaminda kendi
edebiyatimiza yaym emegi katan kuruluslarla olsun...berlirgin bir giiclenme ve zenginlesme.” Rauf
Mutluay, “1975’te roman ve hikayemiz,” in Varlik Yilligi 1976, (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1976), pp
26 50, p. 26 - 27.

*2politika Journal was a left wing political journal of the second half of the 1970s, It started to
be edited by Ismail Cem. In 1977, Politika journal was handed over to the main left-wing political
Union of the period, DISK (the Confederation of Progressive Trade Unions of Turkey) He once again
changed hand to a left-wing political organization. Haluk Sahin, Hilmi Yavuz, Cetin Altan, Ahmet
Kahraman, Hifz1 Topuz, Tan Oral, Vedat Dalokay, Oya Baydar, Siikran Kurdakul were some of the
authors of this political journal.
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proposed that important progress in Turkish literature had been observed in the
previous years.**

According to Apaydin, “Our people entered into a process of becoming more
conscious. In villages and in small towns, novels were appreciated by a larger
public.”** A. Basaran wrote that;

Social consciousness rose to such a level as to create a fear in the dominant

classes, and to establish tens of social fronts to stop this awakening. In spite of

all obstacles, the number of readers and especially conscious readers
increased. Although their translations were a little problematic, we can read
the world classics in our own language. The possibilities of diffusion and
publication were also increased. This motivates our literature. We see that
novels have started to give us the hidden realities of human being and society
with its different aspects.**®

Fakir Baykurt wrote that they are living in a very critical period, a period of do
or die and it was precious as a gold. According to him, poets had to go to the public,
to their homes, and they had to read his poems. They had to do this to contribute to the
success of left in the elections. **°

However, in 1975, National Front was in power and making a stand against

this government, Baykurt charged artists with the mission of making an effort in

politics. He also said that there were not too manys ways to stop the reactionary

*3Sennur Sezer, “Collective Survey,” Varlik Yilligi 1976 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1977), p.
212.

4 “Halkimiz gittikce hizlanan bir bilinglenme siirecine girdi. Koylerde, kasabalarda roman
okunuyor artik.” Ibid., p. 216.

35Sosyal uyanigin, egemen giicleri iirkiitecek hiza ulastigi, onlarca cephe kurma gereksinimi

duyurdugu bir gercek. Tiim engellemeye karsin okur sayisi, hem de bilingli okur sayisi giderek artiyor.
Cevirileri biraz aceleye gelmis de olsa, diinyamin kaynak yapitlarim dilimizde okuyabiliyoruz gayri.
Yayma, duyurma olanaklart ¢cogalyyor. Yazimimiza da bir ivme kazandirtyor bu gelismeler. Romanda
toplum, insan ger¢egimizin degisik yanlariyla verilmeye baslandigini gbrilyoruz.” Ibid., p. 218.

8 «Ovyle yillar yasamaktayiz ki, 6liim kalim yillart sayilabilir, altin kadar degerli yillardir,

bence ozan siirini halka gotiirtip okumali, aydin diigiincesini halka séylemeli, biiyiik topluluklar her
zaman bulunmasa bile halkin mahallesine, evine giderek bu etkinlik artirilmahdwr.” |bid., p. 219.
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process. There was only one way, one solution. This was the government of the left.
Everyday, society was awakening. The happy day was not too far away.

Daglarca said in a similar way, “Literature is progressing, but this progress is a
result of the left-wing literature, not a result of the right-wing literature. The miserable
conditions of the Turkish country is a motivation for our authors to transform them.
This is visible in all of the pro-revolutionary countries.”*’

These clear, direct political commitments and a hope for a leftist government
justify the arguments that | make here. Many of the writers were open supporters of
the left-wing ideology and in this period, the RPP was supported by many of them as
against the governments of the National Front even if they identified themselves as
being in the left of the RPP. To support political parties or organizations also may be
seen in the answers of these authors to the collective surveys of the reviews, journals
and in the articles that they published in the journals.

Murat Belge writing in 1976 said that an important reading public occurred in
Turkey as a result of several developments. The period of 12 March was a period
shook up of society, by profoundly influencing the literary field and it also started a
new period for the arts and literature.

Art had founded a close relationship with general social life. This situation
enriched the intellectual background of the novels. We can observe this tendency in

the works of art, as a tendency to embrace social life in as more profound, as more

fundemental, and as more concentrated platform for criticisms and debates was

BT “Yazimmiz gelisiyor dogru. Bu sag yazimmizla degil, sol yazinmizla olusmakta. Iste apagik

anlasilan gergek: Ulkemizin diistiriildiigii aci durum ozanlarmmizi, yazarlarimizi giiclii kilmaktadir.
Biitiin devrim dncesi yazininda oldugu gibi demis.” |bid., p. 223.
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founded. In this process, in 1975, a significant development was the increase of the art
and literature pages of the daily journals in comparison with the previous years.

Belge hoped that the positive results of this development would be more
evident in the following years. These gains of art in the journals had led to
transformations. Cultural debates limited to the art and literature reviews with lower
rates of sale reached a larger audience of readers. But this was not a one dimensional
development. Artist who then were able to speak with a more powerful voice were
forced to balance its agenda on this new enlarged public. Therefore, art was able to go
beyond of a conversation of the gossip of a limited circle in which everybody knew
each other. He concluded that:

A most important criterion of a healthier development of art, a relationship

with masses was not far today than before. Every kind of oppressions of

reactionary powers continues. The oppressions of reactionary powers
continues with all its power in the institutions of education. An important
struggle that started in schools was not immaterial. And oppressions to stop to
sell of books in the small Anatolian cities, but something was obtained without
struggle will not be significant. And difficulties existed only in a way, but in

the end there will be a glory; May be we were at the beginnig of this way, but
the most important thing is to complete.**®

438 <12 Mart donemi bitiin toplumu sarsan, derinden etkileyen bir dénem olarak, sanat ve

edebiyatta da yeni diyebilecegimiz bir donemi baslatti. Bunlarin basinda, sanatin genel toplumsal
hayatla daha yakin baglar kurmast gelir. Béyle bir durum, sanatin diistinsel arkaplanini
zenginlestiriyor. Bu egilimi iki ayri diizlemde gozlemleyebiliyoruz. Sanat iiriinlerinde toplum hayatini
daha derinlemesine, daha koklii bir yaklasimla kucaklama egiliminin yanisira, iiriinler disinda daha
yogun bir elestirel tartisma platformu kuruluyor. Iste bu siire¢ icinde ozellikle 1975 yilinda belirleyici
bir gelisme géze ¢arpryor. Bu giinliik siyasi gazetelerin sanat ve edebiyatta simdiye kadar goriinene
oranla ¢ok daha genis bir yer tamimalaridr. Bunun asil verimlerini oniimiizdeki yularda verecek
onemli bir gelisme oldugunu soylersek herhalde yanilmis olmayiz. Gazetelerin sanata yer agmalar,
sanatin geleneksel isleyisinde degisikiikler yaratn. Siirtimii, satis1 az sanat ve edebiyat dergilerinde
kalan, dolayisiyla dar sumirlar iginde donen kiiltiiv tartismalar: boylece genis okur kitlelerine ulagma
olanagini buldu. Ama bu elbette tek yanl bir degisim olamazdi. Sanat¢i béylece daha giiglii bir
hoparlérle konusma firsati elde edince, konusacagi seyleri de genisleyen dinleyici kitlesine gére
ayarlama zorlamasimi duydu. Dolayisiyla sanat kopukluktan, herkesin birbirini tanidigi dar bir
cevrenin zaman zaman dedikodulasan sohbetinden siyrilma olanagina kavustu.

Saghkly bir sanat gelismesinin uzun vadede en sasmaz élgiitii kitle ile iligki, bugiin eskisi kadar uzak
degil. Tutucu gii¢lerin her tiirden baskisi siiriiyor. Egitim kurumlarinda baski olanca siddetiyle devam
ediyor. Tutucu hiikiimetlerin, demokratik uyanisi egitimim basinda durdurmak igin, ogretmen
okullarinda giristikleri zorlu miicadele bundan énemsiz degil. Sonra ézellikle Anadolu sehirlerinde,
kitap satisimi onlemek icin girisilen akil almaz hukuk disi baskilar. Ama birsey miicadelesiz
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The collective survey of 1976 in Varlik was about the political separation, and
polarization which had increased throughout the country by creating a civil war
ambiance. The answers to this survey reflects a reaction to this process, but also an
observation by the authors by arguing that literature was still alive and that it was
enjoying a golden age.**®

Talat Halman wrote that Turkish literature was in an process in which authors
were producing important works of art. According to him, there were now mature and
vigorous work of art which could go beyond the political problems. In comparison
with other periods in Turkish history, they enjoyed a significant freedom in
publishing, Turkish authors did not create new genres and did not open a new age, but
they produced important works. Unfortunately, this powerful literature did not have
the opportunity to become throughout the world.**® This statement reflects the desire
of the intellectuals to see Turkish art be part of the international artistic environment.

In 1977, the domain of literature was badly affected by the sharp polarization
of the country. Several reviews and journals were closed, many intellectuals were
assassinated, and the street violence hindered the literary activities. The increasing
political activity of the right-wing political parties during the National Front

government can be defined as an obstacle for the freedom of expression.

kazamilmissa herhalde kazammis sayilamaz. Ve giicliik ancak ucunda basart olan yolda gosterir
kendini. Belki bu yolun basindayiz simdi; sorun sonunu getirebilmekte...” Murat Belge Milliyet (8 Ocak
1976).

“Talip Apaydin, p 185; Fakir Baykurt, p. 190; “Collective Survey,” Varlik Yilligi 1978
(Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1970).

0 “Bugiinki edebiyatimiz siyasi bocalamalarin ¢ok étesinde yonler aramakta, olgun ve ding
eserler verebilmektedir. Tiirk tarihinin baska donemlerine ve az gelismis iilkelerin hemen hepsine
kiyasla dikkate deger bir diisiince ve yayin 6zgiirliigii i¢inde yasayan yazarlarumiz, yeni tiirler
yaratmiyorlar, yeni bir ¢cag agmiyorlar, ama énemli eserler veriyorlar. Ne yazik ki bu kadar gii¢lii bir
edebiyat, hala kendini diinyaya tanitip kabul ettirmek olanagindan yoksun.” Talat Halman, “Collective
Survey,” Varlik Yilligi1 1978, (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinevi, 1978), p. 205.
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In the answers to the collective surveys of the Varlik Yilligr in 1978, there were
two different tendencies, a desire for the government of the left-wing politics as a
reaction to the extreme right National Front government, and an anxiety as a result of
terrorist attacks by the right-wing militants to the authors. Increasing polarization,
political frontation and the conditions of the civil war were obstacles to literary
production and debates.**

Literary reviews were transformed into political reviews, and writers
contributed in these political journals by writing many articles on both political and
artistic subjects. For instance, in the process of the inauguration of Birikim review,
Can Yicel and Onat Kutlar were also part of the publishing committee. The activity
and liveliness of the literary reviews also decreased. For instance, this fact can be
largely observed in the Varlik Yillig: at the end of the 1970s. The almanacs of 1979
and 1980 were much more smaller as a volume than the previous ones and a despair
and angst can be observed. Political journals and periodicals completely stopped
reporting on art and cultural activities.

The assassination of Bedrettin Cémert in 11 July 1978 was a symbolic attack
on the cultural hegemony of the left in the realm of art. Cémert had been a critic of art
and essayist who produced many works of art, including Islamic art. Cavit Orhan
Tutengil was also assassinated on 7 December 1979. They very symbolic attacks on

the physical and moral destruction of intellectuals and their artistic culture.**? Left-

“ISennur Sezer, “Collective Survey,” Varlik Yilligi 1979 (Istanbul: Varlik Yaynlari, 1978),
pp. 174. 218.

“2Rauf Mutluay, “1977°de Roman ve Hikayemiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1978 (Istanbul: Varhik
Yayinevi, 1977), pp. 23 49.
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wing authors and intellectuals were systematically excluded from the state institutions
during the National Front governments.

In the late 1970s, the liveliness in the art reviews and journals, which had been
observed between 1965 and 1975, went into a decline. The reading public grew
smaller and although the number of novels and short stories increased, there was an
atmosphere of civil war. Writers left the scene. The conditions in which art could
flourish gradually decreased.

To sum up, the coalition governments, and the changing balances from the left
wing to the right wing affected the left intellectual circles, and this changed the
members of the cultural associations with the new assignments. Associations like the
TDK and TRT passed through many hands. The pressure of political governments on
writers highly increased in 1975; for instance, in October 1975, the Ministry of
National Education took the decision to destroy several books of Turkish authors like
Aziz Nesin, Yagar Kemal, Oktay Akbal, Fakir Baykurt and many international
authors, like Dostoyevsky, Gogol, and Camus from the libraries of the high schools.

During the National Front government, many similar politics of pressure were
applied. The role of the National Front government in the attempts to destroy this
intellectual movement can not be overlooked.

In 1977, Fethi Naci wrote that Turkish society was in a period of total change.
Atilla Ozkirimli also noted that the literary world, which had fared quite well until
1977, was in a relative crisis in this year.*** A critical approach which argued that

social art had been transformed more and more into art for political propaganda has to

*“BInterview with Fethi Naci, Atilla Ozkirimli, Varlik Yillig: 1978, (Istanbul:Varhk Yayinevi,
1979)..
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be kept in mind. The pressure of politics and “civil war” on the realm of art was one
of the negative dynamics which brought this “new public” to an end, but the ultimate
end was the coup d’état régime of the early 1980s and, consequently, the military
governance and “neo-liberal period” of the 1980s.

In the progress of the socialist movements and socialist ideology, literature
played a significant role, but after the military intervention, this influence was
diminished naturally. Literary rewiews, however, continued to be forums for socialist
movements in the conditions of the state’s oppressions over political movements, after
the 1980s. After the military intervention of 1980, there were literary journals which
were published by some socialist intellectuals in order to express their political ideas
in the form of literature. Two of these reviews will be Yarinlar (Tomorrow) and

Edebiyat Dostlar: (Friends of Literature) in the second half of the 1980s.

Main Trends and Circles in the 1960s and 1970s

During the 1960s and 1970s, a plurality of the left-wing, politically committed
authors had an indisputable hegemony over other ideologies. The three main
categories of left-wing intellectuals can be defined. There were politically oriented,
Marxist, populist intellectuals; Universalist, humanist, left Kemalist intellectuals, and
Modernists, avant-garde intellectuals. Three literary figures that | define as “sui
generis or unique” deserve to be analyzed independently. And finally, nationalist-
conservative authors, intellectuals produced works of art to challenge the leftist-

modernist hegemony.

255



Left Kemalists Writers, Traditional Intelectuals, followers of the first constitutive

generation of intellectuals

In the 1960s and 1970s, left Kemalists were still important actors in the public
life, Bedrettin Comert, Cavit Orhan Tiitengil, Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Haldun Taner,
Dogan Avcioglu, Oktay Akbal, Yasar Nabi Nayir and the Kadro circle were some of
the significant figures of these years.

Vedat Nedim Tor, Sevket Stireyya Aydemir and Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu
were the first generation of the Turkish Kemalist intellectuals who were still alive and
active in these years, in intellectual milieus. They had always problematic
relationships with the state institutions. They were always vulnerable to the changes in
the composition of political power and to the changes of this government’s political
intentions. There were two significant periods in which left-kemalist intellectuals
came into action.

The first period followed after the coup d’état of 1960 and the new
constitution. During this period, some of these intellectuals, adopting a synthesis of
universalistic and popular values, humanist and even socialist world views supported
the Turkish Labor Party. In this period, however the main circle of these intellectuals
was gathered around the periodical Yon. They proposed a program of national
developmentalism and they wanted to realize a nationalistic revolution to complete the
early Republican reforms and to give a more social and economic drive to these early
reforms. Some of them attempted to cooperate with the military bureaucrats and state
bureaucrats for a military coup which they thought might provide an independent way

of development.



Another period was the 1970s, when Biilent Ecevit’s RPP came to the power;
Bulent Ecevit gave hope to these intellectuals. It is necessary to take into account the
fact that Ecevit was also one of them as he wrote poems. For instance, after the death
of Sabahattin Eyuboglu,** Biilent Ecevit wrote an article about him. His governments
provided some opportunities for these intellectuals in the state institutions, like TRT
and TDK.

The right-wing governments however especially continuously excluded
intellectuals. Ismail Hakki Tongug¢ and Hasan Ali Yiicel may be some of the symbolic
figures of these intellectuals of the early Republican period who were excluded for
political reasons. For instance, while Sabahattin Eyuboglu participated in the building
process of the Village Institutes, he was marginalized. He went to France, and then
returned and in the 1960s, he was once again very active in the intellectual world.

Many intellectuals, artists and even journalists like Abdi ipekgi and Ilhan
Selcuk were left-wing intellectuals who were targeted by the right-wing governments.
Ipekei was killed in a terrorist attack and Selguk was tortured after the military coup
of 1971.

The question is that if these intellectuals, artists can be considered to have been
part of the bureaucratic, technocratic elite formed in the early Republican era. |
consider them to have been fragile or underestimated actors of this elite composition.
Their approaches were considered part of the solidarist and corporatist ideology by
many scholars. They supported attempts of modernization with a culturalist,

romanticist and utopist approach. Attila Ilhan which may be considered one of them,

““Sabahattin Eyuboglu was an important intellectual as a main fugure of the Mavi
Anadolucular circle and who had politically left kemalist and humanist vision.

257



labeled these intellectuals as cultural leftists who were active in the superstructure but
he thinks that they were not aware of the realities of the economic and social base.

These intellectuals problematic but close relationship with the state in the
1930s and 1940s became more fragile in the 1960s and 1970s. They were unable to
conform generally to the political power of the period, especially JP and NF
governments, they were defined as threats by these right-wing powers and they were
generally part of the political protests. In this group, like the others, intellectuals were
also writers. They maintained a nostalgic approach toward the first years of the
Kemalist regime and they supported the reestablishment and revival of the Public
Houses and Village Institutes.

The literary circles that can be considered left-kemalist or traditional
intellectual need discussion. First, a significant school of thought which is called Mavi
Anadolucular (Blue Anatolians) has to be defined. These authors were humanist,
Universalist intellectuals. The prominent figures were Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Vedat
Gunyol, Azra Erhat and Halikarnas Balik¢isi. They defended an Anatolian-centered
humanist approach, including the ancient civilizations of Anatolia, mainly the ancient
Greek civilization. They were humanist who had adopted Western culture and they
thought that Anatolia and the Turkish society was a natural part of Western society as
Turkish people were the descendants of the ancient Anatolian civilizations.

Yagar Nabi Nayir’s famous journal Varlik, Vedat Giinyol’s Yeni Ufuklar,**
and Hiisamettin Bozok’s review Yeditepe were the most important literary reviews.

They were the most important and institutionalized forums for literature. Young

“In this master thesis, a significant analysis of this review was provided. Umit Akagiindiiz,
Yeni Ufuklar Dergisi perspektifinde Tiirkiye'de Diisiince Hayat, (1952 1965) (Master Thesis,
University of Ankara, 2007).
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authors became known for publishing their poetries or short-stories in these platforms.
These reviews were the forums of these traditional intellectuals who defended
politically the left Kemalist vision and who also brought about Western culture, in
nearly all of its dimensions, especially the values of the Enlightenment. For instance,
Ahmet Say wrote Varlik review influenced people, including bureaucrats and peasant
instructors; Yeditepe was the review of intellectuals. These were the main institutions
of the literary world. As mentioned above, Cemal Sureya said that journals were the
centers of the Turkish intellectual life; three of them may be considered to have been
the most influential.

The Village Institute movement led to the formation of group of novelists who
had graduated from the Village Institutes. These Village Instititues had been
transformed into the Instructors School in 1946, and had been closed in 1954. It is
argued that the philosophy of foundation had been denied because of the influence of
the U.S. which thought that these institutions had been adopted from the Soviet model.
Village Institute-originated artists and intellectuals created an important type of
literature. Mahmut Makal, Fakir Baykurt, Talip Apaydin, Dursun Ak¢am, Mehmet
Basaran, Adnan Binyazar and Umit Kaftancioglu were some of these artists. They all
were of peasant origin and had graduated from the Village Institutes or they had
worked as instructors in them. They formed an important literary tradition which
depicted the problems of the rural life employing such themes as ignorance, illiteracy
and poverty.

Novels about rural life had been written since the 1930s. The most successful
one was the famous novel Yaban (Savage) of Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, published

in 1931. It may be considered as an early masterpiece of this genre. The first novels
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were written at the end of the 1940s, as a product of the experiences and research of
the field work. One of the leading figures of this genre was Mahmut Makal, who read
his first novel at the age of eighteen. His best known work was Bizim Koy (Our
Village).*®

Many other works were written in the 1950s by young peasant authors. The
1960s may have been their golden years, when they attracted a larger reading public
and their works were also debated and criticized in literary circles. This people also
can be considered to have the newly created peasant elites of the Republican period
who tried to resolve the problem of alienation between modern urban citizen elites and
the peasantry.

These writers were not the only ones to write about rural life. This tradition,
called Peasant Novelist was criticized by other writers, and alternative expressions and
narratives of the peasant realities were proposed. The authors who produced novels
about the peasantry also were situated outside of this Kemalist’s intended direction of
the Peasant Novel. Since the beginning, in the 1940s, Sabahattin Ali, and later, in the
1950s, and the 1960s, Orhan Kemal, Yasar Kemal and Kemal Tahir wrote novels
about peasantry from a socialist perspective.

Paul Dumont’s, “Littérature et Sous-développement: les « Romans Paysans en
Turquie” (Literature and Underdevelopment: Peasant Novels in Turkey) about
Peasant Novels written in 1973, said that the movement consisted of popular short
stories and pastoral novels of questionable artistic value. This genre was also one of

the most significant of the Turkish literature. It aimed to show the underdevelopment

8 significant works of Mahmut Makal were: Bizim Kéy (Our Village), Kéyiimden (From my
Village), MemleketinSahipleri (The Masters of Country).
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of the rural regions and to directly or indirectly influence state institutions to produce
social and cultural policies for the problems of these villages and their inhabitants.**’

This article also focused on the conditions of the production of this genre: It
was strictly a production of the Kemalist revolution, which motivated intellectuals to
observe and to transform the rural life as vanguards. It was a product of state policies
aiming to transform the conditions of rural life. For instance, the abolition of the
special tax, achar in 1925, the foundation of agricultural credit cooperatives in 1929,
and the creation of the conditions for a land reform were some of these policies. One
significant policy was the establishment in 1932, of the People Houses, which
organized meetings and travels for intellectuals in the rural areas. In these conditions,
a new literary genre about rural life emerged.**®

Some other Kemalist authors were also very active in the second half of the
1970s. Haldun Taner was an important left-wing author who regularly wrote articles
in the Milliyet newspaper, which was edited by Abdi Ipekgi. In this newspaper, he was
a popular, public intellectual who represented a culturalist, intellectual attitude. He
always defended a Westernized, humanist vision of art, supported Ecevit’s RPP, and
he adopted the Kemalist heritage of the early Republican era. Taner was also the
author of the famous play Kesanli Ali Destani (The Ballad of Ali of Keshan) and

master of ceremonies of the Cabaret Theater. Kesanli Ali Destani was an epic play

that became one of the symbols of the populist tendencies of Turkish literature, as it

“The most important source about this subject: Paul Dumont, « Littérature et sous-
développement : les « romans paysans » enTurquie » In: Annales. Economies, Sociétés, Civilisations.
28e année, N. 3, 1973. pp. 745-764 : 745. Other sources : Kemal Karpat, Turk Edebiyatinda Sosyal
Konular (Les themes sociaux dans la littérature turque), Istanbul, 1962, and Muzaffer Sencer, «
Turkiyede Koye Ydnelme Hareketleri » (Les courants en direction du village en Turquie ), Sosyoloji
dergisi, Istanbul, 1962-63, pp. 223-241.

“Dumont, p. 746.
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satirized Turkish political life beginning from the early Republican era to the end of
the DP era, in the 1950s.** Taner also wrote many short stories about the lives of
poor, working people.

In this left Kemalist tradition, two contrary approaches, a humanist-populist
attitude, and a universalist-elitist framework, as followed the heritage of the culture of
Western civilizations (in other words, Universal human Culture) were observable. |
believe, these contrary tendencies were all represented in the context of the left-

Kemalist literary tradition.

Marxist Affiliated Intellectuals, Social Realists

The dominant literary tradition of the decades under discussion was composed
by the Marxist, socialist, realist intellectuals and writers. This bloc of the intelligentsia
was composed of especially many writers who became the most powerful axis of
Turkish intellectuals as a result of the Turkish and international social contexts.

For instance, the notable Soviet literary critic Svetlana Uturgauri wrote that, in
the 1960s and 1970s, socialist views entered the realm of the literature in a very
influential way. Criticial realism was the main literary trend and was adopted by many

authors who were also the champions of an anti-capitalist and anti-imperialist

“3This play was perfomed by Giilriiz Suriri and Engin Cezzar theatre companies between the
31 March 1964 and 1970, 493 times. It was about the poor people who live shanty towns. It was
adapted to cinema by Atif Yilmaz in 1965. It was also adapted to television as a TV series in 1989, by
Genco Erkal and recently in 2011. This play is one of the masterpieces of Turkish theatre.
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ideological attitude.**° Leftist writers had total hegemony over the social realism as a
literary movement or trend. Social realist meant being politically and ideologically
defenders of the socialist world view. But social realism was not the only trend which
adopted by socialist writers. Marxist-affiliated intellectuals differed also in terms of
changing political organizations and socialist ideologies. This definition of Marxist-
affiliated and social realist intellectual, writer included many different circles.

The relatively independent social realists, Orhan Kemal, Rifat Ilgaz, Oktay
Rifat, Melih Cevdet Anday,*** and Necati Cumal: had been active before the 1960s,
but they became more popular and reached a larger public after the 1960s as their
views became the dominant one of the day. In the mid-1960s, as a main ground of this
trend, the TLP must be mentioned; Yasar Kemal, Siikran Kardakul, Fethi Naci, (editor
of Yon periodical art pages), Ferit Edgu (editor of Ant periodical art pages) and Konur
Ertop were all members of this party. The social realist movement had also
interrelations with the socialist politicians of the TLP, like Behice Boran, one of the
leading figures of the Party, who wrote articles about literature in Adimlar (Steps)
journal, which was published in 1943 and 1944, Sadun Aren and Mehmet Ali Aybar,
who were also interested in literature at changing degrees. Cetin Altan (writer and
deputy of TLP) deserves to be noted as a politician, but his literary identity was also

very significant. His novels were the bestsellers of the period.

“%0 Syetlana Uturgauri, “Orhan Kemal’in Yapitlari, TUrk Gergekgiliginin Gelismesinde Yeni bir
Asama,” Sovyet Tiirkologlarimin Tiirk Edebiyati Incelemeleri, (Istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, 1989), p. 181.

“IMelih Cevdet Anday, Sabahattin Ali, Kemal Bilbasar, Orhan Kemal, and Rifat Ilgaz were
also gathered around the journal Yurt ve Dinya in 1941, with intellectuals like Meliha and Niyazi
Berkes, Behice Boran, Muzaffer Serif Basoglu, and Pertev Naili Boratav. This meeting show us the
close relation between politicians, academicians ant writers.
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Ilhan Selguk who was a proponent of the Nationalist Democratic Revolution
(NDR) at the end of the 1970s, was also a novelist and very popular journalist. His
identity of journalist went beyond that of novelist. At Cumhuriyet, as an editor, he
always provided the opportunity to write articles for many writers. The axis of the
National Democratic Revolution influenced also many writers. TLP and NDR covered
many of the social realist authors.

The social realist movement deserves a longer discussion. The most important
writers of the social realist movement were Orhan Kemal, Yasar Kemal, Aziz Nesin,
Rifat Ilgaz, Oktay Rifat, Melih Cevdet Anday, Sevgi Soysal,452 Bekir Yildiz, and
Vedat Turkali. They were in the most productive period of their art. According to
most of these writers, a rapid change of the political and social system was sine qua
non for other changes.

These authors began to express their socialist political identity more freely in
the 1960s. Before this period, their political and ideological identity had been more
intuitive, but after the emancipation and relative freedom of the leftist ideology they
had access to many literary and ideological works, and were able to develop their
political vision. In this period, they debated more freely the role of the artist in the
political struggles, the problems of representing Turkish society in works of art, the
role of the work of art to reach the larger parts of society, and they claimed to produce
works of art as a synthesis of native and universal values to be represented on the
international public scene. These socialist intellectuals became increasingly popular

and they transcended their isolated position to some extent.

2 Sevgi Soysal was a borderline figure between the affiliated socialist and modernist
intellectuals.
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Three leading figure of this social realist tradition were**

Orhan Kemal, Yasar
Kemal and Kemal Tahir.*** These three produced a significant part of the novels
published during all of the 1960s. They were social realist intellectuals and defenders
of left-wing movements. Aziz Nesin and Attila Ilhan have to be noted as leading
intellectuals. Yasar Kemal and Aziz Nesin*>® were the most symbolic figures for the
identification of the socialist writers., after the death of Kemal Tahir and Orhan
Kemal, these two authors were active in bringing together all of the leftist authors. For
instance, the determination of authors to be TDK members was decided mostly by
Aziz Nesin. Yasar Kemal expressed his political vision in several newspapers and art
reviews.

Turkish Labor Party (TLP) was the common forum for these writers in the
1960s, but in the 1970s, after its closure these authors were dispersed to a wide range
of different social movements or organizations. In the late 1960s and especially in the
1970s, more young intellectuals became passionately committed to political ideas, and
they produced woorks of art in which political and social claims were directly
expressed, without any mediation.

In addition to this, during all the late 1960s and early 1970s, different circles of

student movement-originated authors, like Ataol Behramoglu, ismet Ozel, Streyya

“3These three authors were called as Three Kemals Ug Kemaller.

***Kemal Tahir was an authentic intelletual who deserves to be considered in the category of
unique, or “sui generis.” His political attitude was original and attempted to formulate his own realism
by especially distinguishing himself from the entire Marxist, affiliated intellectuals. His emphasis on
the Oriental nature of Turkey is especially significant. He also criticized the Marxist intellectuals
because of their imitation of the Western economic, social and cultural models which were not suitable
in the Turkish context.

***|n the late 1970s, Aziz Nesin, leading socialist author, founded the Union of Turkish Writers
(TYS), and also published Nesin Yillig: and this may be defined as a common forum.
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Berfe, Hiiseyin Contiirk, Barig Pirhasan, and Turgay Fisekgi published Yordam,
Halkin Dostlari, Militan and Sanat Emegi. Nearly all of these young authors were
members or sympathizers of legal or illegal left-wing political parties.

Yordam circle was started in 1966 by the formation of new groups from the
youth, which were generally Marxist oriented. For instance, in the artistic review
Yordam which was published in Ankara, the youth analyzed literary articles and they
wanted to be part of the literary world.*® Yordam review’s leading figure was
Hiseyin Conturk. He was first influenced by Anglo-American literary criticism, but
he adopted a Marxian perspective in the course of time as a literary critic.

Memet Fuat also argues in 1968, that for many years, he had observed that
there was a desire for artists who could support social movements by an intellectual
agenda. In 1968, as there was no expected step from the young writers, the older ones
came to the fore. In 1969, he wrote an acitivity gave us a hope. At the end of the year,
some young artists such as Ataol Behramoglu, Ismet Ozel, Siireyya Berfe and Ozkan
Mert announced that they decided to publish an artistic review Halkin Dostlari.*’
Murat Belge and Ayhan Gerceker published articles of literary critics in this review.*®

Devrimci Savasimda Sanat Emegi was another Marxist circle. This was edited
by Baris Pirhasan and Turgay Fisek¢i; Can Yiicel, Ataol Behramoglu and Vedat

Turkali were some of the regular writers

“%1bid., p. 8.

*"Halkin Dostlar: was an important artistic, intellectual and political review which was
published by young writers who were generally university movements originated. This review was
started to publish in March 1970, and it was fistly published in Istanbul, but after they passed to
Ankara. It was published 18 number and it was closed after the military coup d’état of 1971, and as a
director, Behramoglu was arrested for 2 years. Other members of this review were Ismet Ozel,
Bedrettin Comert, Murat Belge and Ayhan Gerceker. Sureya Berfe and Asim Bezirci contributed to this
review.

“*8Memet Fuat, Tiirk Edebiyati 1971 (Istanbul: De Yaymevi, 1972), p. 5.
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The criticism of these journals was always an overestimation of aesthetic
values and priority of political positions. Tahsin Ycel wrote:
| was not also attracted by the literary journals that wanted to situate
themselves in politics. There was even a literary journal named Militan.
Afterwards, we said in those years that some leftist literary people had
espoused a quite bigoted attitude, that, for instance, they could not even
tolerate the existence of a scientific approach like structuralism, that they
critized me just because | had published writings in which | had explained
such an approach. The 1970s was a period of childish enthusiasm. There were
some people who believed that it was possible to make or at least accelerate a
big revolution by way of some actions and demonstrations. But these actions
and demonstrations, which we can conveniently regard as impeccable,
ultimately quickened their opposites; hence they were used as a very practical
means to do away with the freedoms brought about by 27 May.***°
These young poets may be compared by the European young poets who
participated in the 1968 social movements, like the Situationist movement and the
circle of Tel Quel. In these socialist reviews, topics of art, philosophy of art, history
and philosophy of history were treated and their political attitudes were stated clearly.
Many young writers, poets changed their political vision in following years. For
instance, today’s well known journalists in Turkey, Murat Yetkin and Yasemin
Congar published very radical, revolutionary articles, in these journals as a
contradiction to their actual political positions.
In the light of the above mentioned facts, it can be said that the socialist left

was a common political attitude of many writers. They adopted several versions of the

social realism.

%«politikanin icinde yer almak isteyen yazin dergileri de beni pek ¢cekmemistir. Militan adiyla
yayimlanan bir yazin dergisi bile vardi. Sonra o yularda kimi sol yazin adamlarimin fazla bagnaz bir
tutumu  benimsediklerini, Ornegin yapisalcilik  gibi  bilimsel bir yaklasimin varligina bile
katlanamadiklarini, boyle bir yaklasimi agiklayan yazilar yayimliyyorum diye beni ¢ok elestirdiklerini
soyledik. Su var ki 70°li yillar ¢cocuksu bir cosku donemiydi, birtakim eylem ve gésterilerle biiyiik bir
devrim gerceklestirmenin en azindan onu hizlandirmanmin olanakli olduguna inananlar vardi. Ama bu
rahathkla giinahsiz diye niteleyebilecegimiz eylem ve gosteriler sonugta karsitlarimi hizlandwrd, 27
Mayrisin getirdigi ozgiirliikleri yok etme yolunda ¢ok elverisli bir arag¢ olarak kullanildi.” Ycel, p. 220.
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Sui Generis (Unique) Intellectuals, Nevi Sahsina Miinhasir: Kemal Tahir, Attila Ilhan,

Oguz Atay

Kemal Tahir, Attila ilhan and Oguz Atay stressed the peculiarities and
particularities of Turkey. In addition to them, directors such as Halit Refig, Metin
Erksan and other intellectuals like Idris Kiigiikomer, Sencer Divitgioglu, Selahattin
Hilav defended a more culturalist, authentic and nativist approach.

These intellectuals were influential in the realm of the social sciences; they
also were espoused by some social scientists. Especially, IThan and Tahir brought
about an authentic approach in their works of art. These intellectuals were prominent
figures of the leftist literary tradition.

Three of them identified themselves as socialist intellectuals; however, they
were in constant conflict with the other socialist intellectuals of the socialist circles
and they always criticized them and movements’ political stategies and socialist
intellectuals for their lack of authenticity. They thought that they were not genuine for
Turkish society. As a result of their powerful criticism, they were excluded from the
socialist circles. Their originality or peculiarity within a tradition of left-wing authors
and their search for a more genuine, more appropriate way of thought for Turkish

society made it necessary to discuss these three figures independently.
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Oguz Atay

Oguz Atay was a very important novelist of the period. His significance was
especially felt after the coup d’état period of 1980. His individualistic dimension was
mainly underlined, but he has a genuine political attitude, and he was sensitive to
many social problems of his period which were generally products of the migration to
the big cities and social ineaqualities; cultural differences; and in his works, individual
problems were analyzed at the core of the social and political circumstances of the day
in a very original and innovative style.

Atay criticized the dominant socialist hegemony and conservative circles in the
realm of the literature in the following article of 1975. He said “show semi intellectual
gangs and gangsters of culture” (yari-aydin ceteleri’ni ve “kiiltiir gangsterleri’ni
teshir edin):

A small minority of semi-intellectual gangs who dominate all tendencies be it

progressive or reactionary, not feeling for years to rejuvanate themselves, and

to not loose their positions, try try to remain standing on their own feet even
by making some manipulations. As he underestimated the people and the
potential of intellectuals, he does not lift his finger. The places that they
occupied have to pass to the real owners. If a genuine collective of
intellectuals, who believe in the universal spirit of the people and who try to
grasp it deeply, did no replace these cultural gangsters, Turkish literature
would fall behind its age. These people who shares prizes between themselves

are a single mass, the struggle of progressives and reactionaries was a
sperfluous.*®°

Like the other authors under discussion here, Oguz Atay criticized and was
also criticized by the dominant socialist or traditional intellectuals of the period. He
thought that there were important problems, in the literary world such as a lack of

sincerity, and authenticity, pragmatism, and alienation.

**00guz Atay, Giinliik 5 January1975 (Istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari, 1986), p. 134.
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Atay influenced many of the Turkish intellectuals, especially after his death in
the 1980s. His desire to show the conflicts and dilemmas of the solidarist, corporatist
structure of the kemalist régime was approved by many young social scientists. His
modernist style in form and the content of his work were also a revolution for the
Turkish novel. He also ironically dealt with the most significant debate of the period,
the underdevelopment of the Turkish society. He approached this topic with a critique
of Turkish intellectuals who were not content with the society in which they lived:

O my wretched nation, listen! (he halts). Now, we are here together to redeem
you. For my nation, there are rumors about you, like that you have been
underdeveloped, that you have lagged behind. O my dear nation! Why are you
doing this? Why are you lagging behind us? Aren’t you ashamed of lagging
behind while we are developing that much? Don’t you ever think that, just
because we keep thinking why you are lagging behind, we cannot advance as
much as we want. We empoison ourselves, thinking what will be the situation
of this country. For our rich authors who narrate the lives of the poor, the
whiskeys they drink at nightclubs become poison. And as for our penniless
writers trying to lay bare the lives of the rich just because they think of this
poor nation, they cannot drink comfortably in their small bars. O my poor
nation! In fact, we are not telling of you. We are telling of the coward darkness
of our miserable souls. Which is why we cannot come alongside you. We are
living like a parasite near you. Aren’t we ever ashamed of ourselves? No, we
are never ashamed of ourselves.**

Attila ilhan

Attila ilhan*®® was one of the most popular and spectacular intellectuals of
Turkish literature for his intellectual and political identity as well as his poems and

novels.

%1 Oguz Atay, Oyunlarla Yasayanlar (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlarr), p. 69.
%82 He was born in June 15 of 1925, in Menemen, in Western Turkey. ilhan’s family was a

middle class family, but they reflected a double influence of their region and their epoch, a tradition of
land and countryside (kasaba), on the other hand, an imitation of European ways of the age of the
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The originality of Ilhan was underlined by different author. For instance, Metin
And in the Forum periodical in 1955, said: “if he had only written novel and poetry,
he would not have been so attracive, but he was very determined in his own way and
he always tried to determine the views of the others, and so he was widely

d.*®® According to Konur Ertop,*®* he was a novelist of love and adventure,

criticize
and according to Asim Bezirci, he was egocentric, although not in a Machiavelian
way.*®® In the Varlik Yillig: of 1968, Rauf Mutluay wrote that, “Attila ilhan penned
writings which were enthusiastic but acrimonious, sincere but egoistic, true but

injurious, careful but repetitive, right but quarrelsome, accusatory but unanswered,

timely and strong.”*®® These all qualitatives perfectly describe the contradictory

artistic and political identities of the author.

Constitutional Monarchy and the Republic. He started to write poems when he was very young. He read
in a very disorganized way, several authors, like Nazim Hikmet, Solohov, Gorki, 1001 Novels and Esat
Mahmut Karakurt. The turning point of his life was his arrest in the age of 16, on the grounds accusing
of being a communist because of a love letter in which he had talked about Nazim Hikmet. He was set
free by the State Council. This event led him to mature early. The police surveillance was continued
when he went to study in Istanbul and in reaction, he espoused a socialist worldview, even though he
did not really know this worldview. ilhan’s first poem was published in Yeni Edebiyat review. He won
the prize of the Republican People’s Party poetry competition in between Cahit Sitki Taranci and Fazil
Hiisnii Daglarca. The authors who were most influential in his life were Tornaci1 Omer, Nazim Hikmet,
Maksim Gorkiy, Resat Enis, Omer Faruk Toprak, Hasan Tanrikut and André Malraux. Malraux’s
novels Insanlik Hali and Umut (Hope) were influential in his artistic progress. He was also influenced
by Louis Aragon, and French poetry. In his political thoughts, anti imperialism and support for Third
World anti-colonial struggles were also shaped during his university education in Paris. When he
returned to Turkey, he became a brillant and attractive figure in the Turkish literary mediums and he
started different literary and political debates. His attitude against the Garipciler and Second New
movement was also regarded as strange, because of his exaggerated critiques.

3<[si siir, roman yazmakla kalsa belki bu kadar ilgi ¢ekmeyecek, ama dediginde ayak
diremesi, sert tartismalari, egilmez, biikiilmez kuramlart ile ¢evresini ekilemeye, yoneltmeye kalkismasi
ona karg1 yaygin bir tepkiyi ¢agiriyor. Metin And, Forum, N. 41, 1955.

“®4Konur Ertop, Varlik, n. 623, 1964.

“SAsim Bezirci, Okudukca, p. 38, in Mehmet Seyda, Edebiyat Dostlar1 (Kitas Yayinlari,
Istanbul: 1970), 265 280.

W8 gttila Ilhan; coskulu ama hir¢in, icten ama bencilce, dogru ama kirici, dikkatli ama

tekrarli, haklt ama gegimsiz, suglayict ama cevapsiz, vakitli ve giiclii yazilar koydu ortaya.” Rauf
Mutluay, 1968 Variik Yilligi, p. 38.
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[lhan’s novel Kurtlar Sofiras: (Dinner Table of Wolves) was an important
critique of the leftist circles; in all of his novels, he wanted to show the hypocrisy, and
lack of authenticity of Turkish leftist intellectuals. Fethi Naci argued that this novel
was the most anti-communist novel ever written in Turkish literature.*®’ ilhan
reflected the anti-imperialist spirit of the age in many of his novels, like Yaraya Tuz
Basmak, in which he discussed the Korean War by criticizing US imperialism as well
as the other side of the War, the North Korean army. Ilhan’s hostility to the USSR as
another kind of imperialism was his distinct approach about socialism.

Attila Ilhan’s tension between his literary production and his political vision
was also mentioned by Giin Zileli. He said that ilhan was a very significant author, but
his political views had led to the formation of a conflict when he was young and
adventurous, he produced masterpieces, but to be a machevelian in politics was not
suitable to his early, artistic existence. “°®

Another critic, Enis Batur, in an article “Sentez Yutturmacasi“(A Story of

469 said that ilhan started a movement of elimination or clarification in the

Synthesis)
literary world by excluding or disregarding many significant authors. He harshly
ciriticized other authors and he emphasized the superiority of his own political and

literary attitude. For instance, he argued that, {lhan criticized various writers like

Cenap Sahabettin, Tevfik Fikret, Edip Cansever, Berna Moran, Hilmi Yavuz, Murat

“"Fethi Naci, 100 Soruda Tiirkiye'de Roman ve Toplumsal Degisme, (Istanbul : Gergek
Yayinevi, 1981), p. 245.

“8Giin  Zileli, 8.7.2010 http://www.gomanweb.net/haberler-yorumlar-kategorisindeki-tuem-
haberler-g/165-guen-zileli-attila-lhan-selcuk.html.

%89 Enis Batur, Okuma Lambas: (Istanbul: Alkim Yayinevi, 2004), pp. 75-77.
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Belge and many others for not producing a relevant synthesis of realism to represent
Turkish art or to be real Turkish artists. He always defended the creation of a
synthesis, but the only synthesis considered acceptable was the French authors such as
André Malraux and Louis Aragon. Other authors had never formulated a good balance
of Western and Anatolian cultures like himself.

[lhan’s own style of synthesis was at the core of his literary approach. He
always sought for a relevant synthesis for the Turkish art, but according to Batur, this
approach of making synthesis between different cultures was an obstacle for the
universality of Turkish art. A search for a synthesis always assumes two completely
distinct geographical and social entities. Ilhan thought that Turkey was an Eastern
society and the essence of his artistic culture necessitated a synthesis with Western art
and he shared many common points with Tahir about his emphais on nativity and the
critique of the imitation of Western culture.

[lhan’s original attitude about leftist politics, his critical attitude about the
extreme Westernization, his emphasis on the Eastern origins of the Turkish society

and especially his very original personality made him a unique author.

Kemal Tahir

Kemal Tahir was the most productive and possibly most popular author of the
1960s. He published many novels, many of them already having been written in the
1940s and 1950s. Similar to the Poems of Nazim Hikmet, Tahir works were also very
attractive for the socialists, however his own authentic way of socialism was seriously

debated by many people, and in the following years, because of his harsh criticism of
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to the socialist movements and intellectuals, he was excluded from the socialist
circles, to some extent.

Tahir especially assumed that novels had a central role in literature. Social
progress and development and novel had a significant interaction. The novelist was a
representative of his society against the world’s authors. According to him, the novel
had the power to describe society as a whole by showing its conflicts and realities.*"

He was known for his own special conception of socialism. His political
attitude was the main motivation for his literary production. He wrote that: “Sculpture
represents Ancient Greece, painting represents Renaissance art, music was the best
representation of the French Revolution, and the socialism will be represented by
poetry and the novel.*”* Kemal Tahir did not accept the economic or philosophical
models of the West that were proposed for the Turkish context. He thinks that Turkish
society was an Eastern society and could not be considered or understood by the
European models. The Western and Eastern debate was not only presented in a
cultural plan, but in his works, the economic backgroud of this duality was especially
emphasized. His relationship with a young social scientist, Baykan Sezer, was very
important in the development of his approach to the novel. Sezer was a social
scientist, like Sencer Divitcioglu, Selahattin Hilav, defending an authentic Marxian
approach called the Asiatic Mode of Production, or the authenticity of the Eastern and
Ottoman empires. Halit Refig, Nejat Ozon, Metin Erksan were disciples of Tahir who

adapted his ideas to the realm of cinema.

" emal Tahir, Notlar, Sanat Edebiyat 1 (Istanbul, Baglam Yayincilik, 1989), p. 35-58

Lski Yunani heykel, Ronesanst resim, Fransiz inkilabint miizik temsil etmistir. Sosyalizmi de
siir ve roman temsil edecek..” Tahir, (1989), p. 408.

274



In his novels, he also challenged the official version of Turkish history and to
the some representations of social facts. For instance, his 1957 novel Rahmet Yollar:
Kesti was in a sharp contradiction to the novel of Yasar Kemal /nce Memed, in the
conceptualization of bandits. He was against their heroization. He also was strictly
different from the peasant novelitsts. In his 1962 novel Bozkirdaki Cekirdek,*’* he
criticized the Village Institutes for their insufficiency and the aim of the state
institutions to create a closed peasant society.*”* The topic of his novel, Kurt Kanunu
(Law of the Wolves) published in 1969 was about the izmir assasination trial,*”* and
Yol Ayrimi’s (1971) subject was the Serbest Firka®" experiment in Turkish politics of
the 1930s. Esir Sehrin Insanlari (1956), and Esir Sehrin Mahpusu (1962) were about
occupied Istanbul by the British military forces. Yorgun Savas¢i (1965) was a search
for a new state, a dramatic story of army officiers who had no real goal and their army
which had disintegrated. Yorgun Savas¢i won the Yunus Nadi prize and Devlet Ana

won the TDK prize.

472 \Jedat Giinyol, Yeni Ufuklar, (July 1968), argues that “Kdy enstitiilerini maskara etmek icin
yazilmuis bir roman niteligini tasimaktadir.”

“BErtan Egribel, “Kemal Tahir 100. Yasinda,” in Ertan Egribel, M Fatih Andi, Kemal Tahir
100 Yasinda (T.C. Kultur ve Turizm Bakanligi: Ankara, 2010), p. 21.

“"This act of assassination was attempted against Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk and for being against
this act, many opponents of the Kemalist régime were executed. Kurt Kanunu (Ankara: Bilgi Yayinevi,
1969).

*"Serbest Firka, the Liberal Republican Party (sometimes referred to as the Free Republican
Party; in Turkish: Serbest Cumhuriyet Firkast) was a political party founded by Ali Fethi Okyar 12
August 1930. Atatlirk requested that Okyar create it as an opposition party to confront the ruling
Republican People's Party, with the aim of establishing the tradition of multi-party democracy in
Turkey. However, the party was quickly embraced by the conservatives, who saw it as an opportunity
to reverse the reforms of Atatirk, particularly regarding secularism. The party was dissolved in
November 1930 by Okyar who himself was an ardent supporter of the reforms. The closure of the
Liberal Republican Party left Turkey as a one-party state until the establishment of the National
Development Party (Milli Kalkinma Partisi) in 1945 and the Democratic Party in 1946. Kemal Tahir,
Yol Ayrumi (Ankara: Bilgi Yaymevi, 1971).
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Fethi Naci, Murat Belge and many other critics had negative things to say
about Tahir’s style and content. He was criticized mainly because of his criticisms of
the Kemalist heritage, but as Cemal Siireya said to people who criticized Tahir, “is it a
crime to not to be Kemalist? If it is necessary, there were too many remarks to say

»476 some of the intellectuals defended Tahir as he challenged the

about this subject,
Kemalist discourse.

Kemal Tahir like Attila ilhan, tried to propose and to develop his own style of
literary realism and he argued that reality could be acknowledged in a very difficult
manner because the reality was colorful. Concerning the reality, which was dynamic
and flexible, there was an endless struggle for the representation of reality. He
asserted that reality could not be easily maintained and he criticized other writers who
were not able to represent or reflect reality.*’’ For instance, he argued that the
problems of peasantry were represented by these intellectuals in a static manner. He
thought that intellectuals were originated from peasant families and they wanted to see
epic stories of heroic bandits. In these works, by excluding the feudal lords, everyone
was represented as naive and oppressed, but as he argued, the peasantry was not an
homogenous part of society. This part exists also in similar way with the general

situation of society, diversified to the sections and varied.*"

8 “Sue mu Atatiirk¢ii olmamak? Bu konuda gerekirse siylenecek ¢ok séz var.” Naci Celik

Berksoy, “Kemal Tahir i¢in biyografi ¢alismasi,” Kemal Tahir 100 Yasinda,.(Ankara:T.C. Kultur ve
Turizm Bakanligi: 2010), p. 35.

M«Gercek kendisini zor teslim eder ¢iinkii canlidir. Canli ve degisken oldugu igin de bir kere
teslim aliminca siirgit elimizde kalmaz.bu sebeple gercekle girisilecek savasin sonu yoktur. Bu savasin

zaferi stirekliligindendir.” Tahir, p. 500.

8« gydinlarimiza gelince, kéyii bilmezden, gérmezden gelenlerin hemen hepsi cariklarim
talebe yurtlarinda, agizlarini da talebe kahvelerinde zorla birakmis koylii, aga ogullaridr. Bugiin tiirlii
agitlarla koyden edebiyati cedide masallart ve kahraman eskiyalarin destanlarini isteyenler de
bunlardwr. Kéy diin, bugiin ne timiiyle karamsardwr, ne de tiimiiyle iyimser. Ne biitiin koyliiler
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In Turkey, at the beginning of the 1960s, the population of the rural regions
was very high, 75 percent of the population. In two decades, this proportion changed
to less than the half of the population. The relation between intellectuals and the
peasantry was the fundamental reason that Tahir thinks that intellectuals could not
represent the colourful reality of their epoch. His main criticism was the lack of
genuine works and the superficiality of the extreme Westernized intellectuals who
were so unhappy with their past when they had lived in rural regions and they
underestimated this life. Another opposite behaviour was the glorification or
mystification of this rural life.

Kemal Tahir stated that he did not write his novels for the Western masters. He
also focused on the alienation and loneliness of Western society and its people. This
was not similar for Turkish society, according to him.*"®

Turkiye Defteri (Papers of Turkey) review was published between 1971 and
1975, by Hulki Akting, Taylan Altug, and Naci Celik Berksoy. This review which was
described as a literary and political periodical, can be considered as a gathering place
for people who espoused the literary and political approaches of Kemal Tahir.

This review focused on the subjects in which Tahir was interested, like the
Turkish histor, and the Turkish form of Marxism. For instance, the editors of this
journal declared that:

Turkiye Defteri, which adopted the principle of focusing on history and to
having a political attitude to maintain knowledge on cultural facts and

bazilarina gore agalar miistesna olumlu tiplerdir, ne de biitiin koyiiliiler agalaryyla beraber
olumsuzdurlar. Kéy de derecesine gore degismelerden hissesini alir. Bilhassa yekpare, daha dogrusu
agadan dteye yekpare bir toplum parcasi degildir. Toplumumuzun genel durumuna tipatip uyan,
katlara ayrismis karisik bir toplumun karisik par¢asidir. ”’Ibid.

K emal Tahir Notlar Sanat Edebiyat 1 (Istanbul: Baglam Yayncilik, 1989), p. 34.

277



reflecting the new action in literature, especially in the novel and short story,
and intellectual power, was against abstractions, but for concretizations. What
we mean by concrete Marxism is a Marxism shaped on a national base,
because there is no abstract Marxism, only concret Marxism.**°

This review was published until its 20th issue. Selim lleri, Tomris Uyar,

Selahattin Hilav, ilhan Berk, Hilmi Yavuz, Adalet Agaoglu, and Sezer Tansug

regularly contributed to this review.

Class Origins of these Unigue Authors

These three authors, Atay, Ilhan and Tahir were not from the upper class. Their
families were educated but middle class. ilhan’s family was an old, rural, aristocratic
family, but it was not a really rich family. Atay’s father was bureaucrate, and Tahir,
during all of his youth, seriously suffered from poverty. These authors contemplated
the different classes’ mutual relations in society and especially about their own class
identities as writers.

Kemal Tahir wrote about Orhan Kemal that poverty was not considered to be
normal for him by the different Turkish authors, but he thought that it was not
abnormal that authors who supported the causes of the people could live like the
people or could have some troubles with the state and capital. This was his approach

to the class identities of the writers; he said that writers had to live according to their

8L debiyattaki ézellikle roman ve hikayedeki yeni eylemi, gii¢ birikimini yansitan, kiiltiirel

olgular konusunda siyasal bir tavri ve tarih bilincini 6n plana alma ilkesini benimseyen Turkiye Defteri
soyutlamalara karsi, somutlamalardan yanadir. Ciinkii soyut Marksizm yoktur, somut Marksizm vardir.
Somut Marksizmden kasut, milli bir bicim almis Marksizmdir.” TUrkiye Defteri, “Editoryel yaz1,” no 2.
(2971).
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political and class identities; they did not form a privileged section of society above
social classes:

Orhan Kemal was a southerner, he was a man of the abundant lands. If he,
with the skill he showed in the realm of literature, had been a middle man for
the products of the abundant southern lands, if he had looked for an
intermediate trade in big businesses, he would not only have been a
millionnaire in 5 to 10 years but also would have been an exemplary fellow
southerner. The reason behind our elegies for Orhan Kemal, behind bad straits,
behind moanings is this. In fact, | state this proudly: there is no relationship
between the very rich personalities of Orhan Kemals and these poverty stories
(there is no place here for the exploitation we complain about talking through
our hat). Real poverty springs from the fact that our intellectuals are
conditioned against their own wealth. Even though realities are completely
unclothed, we are all guilty because we show no effort to break from this
conditioning because we are still trying to take the easy way out.*®*

These three men deeply influenced social scientists, especially historians; their

works and their political visions were developed and debated in many articles.

Modernist - Avant-garde Intellectuals

A modernist trend or many modernist circles made up of writers existed during

this interval. They had an intricate but also interrelated relationship with the social

realist currents and writers. The individualistic dimensions of the works of art

B! «Giineyliydi Orhan Kemal, bereketli topraklarin adamydi. yazicilikta gosterdigi yetenekle,

diyelim bereketli giiney topraklarmin iiriinlerine aracilik etseydi, biiyiik isletmelerinde ayak
komisyonculugu arasaydi ¢ok degil 5-10 yil i¢inde hem milyoner olurdu hem de giineyin rnek
hemsehrilerinden sayilirds. Iste Orhan Kemallerimizin ardindan yaktigimiz agitlarin, gegim yoksullugu,
iniltilerin - kaynagr budur. Ashimda Orhan Kemallerin ¢ok zengin kisilikleriyle bu yoksulluk
hikayelerinin, gururia séyliiyorum hi¢, ama hi¢ mi hig ilisigi, uzak- yakin ilintisi olamaz. (Burada bilir
bilmez yakindigimiz somiiriiniin  bile yeri yoktur.) Gercek yoksulluk, aydinlarimizin  kendi
zenginliklerine karsi sartlanmis olmalarindan ileri geliyor. Gercekler ¢irilgiplak ortaya dokiildiigii
halde, bu sartlanmayr parcalamak icin hi¢bir gayret gostermedigimizden, hdld kolaya ka¢mak
cabalamasinda oldugumuzdan hepimiz sugluyuz!” Kemal Tahir, (1989), p. 56.
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produced by modernist artists or a permanent critique of escapism of these artists was
produced by many of the social realist writers, as it will be explained below. A
modernist category is necessary to frame appropriately the literary landscape of the
1960s and 1970s.

These modernist writers were generally left-wing authors. They produced
increasingly politically engaged works and they followed a social realist tradition
which also criticized them by rarely embracing, generally excluding and trying to
transform these authors to produce more socially-oriented work. Nevertheless, these
avant-garde and politically engaged authors, by adopting surrealist, alternative forms
and innovative literary techniques, contributed to the literature of the epoch under
discussion.

Modernist intellectuals were mainly poets of the Second New and a circle
called the short story writers of the 1950s, and female novelists of the 1970s. Memet
Fuat’s Yeni Dergi was a forum for the modernist artists of Turkey. Foreign modernist
art and its debates were also introduced by this review. The circle which is generally
called as Second New and short story writers of the 1950s, and female novelists of the
1970s, for instance, Turgut Uyar, Onat Kutlar, Cemal Sureya, Tomris Uyar, Tezer
Ozlii, Adalet Agaoglu, Edip Cansever, ilhan Berk, Demir OzIi, Ferit Edgui created the
modernist literary tradition of the country.

This generation of intellectuals expressed themselves through the medium of
art reviews. They were active in cinema organizations like the Turkish Cinémathéque
association. They reflected a more Westernized tendency and the problems of the
urban life were more frequently depicted in their works of art. They were socialist

oriented politically but they generally debated the social realist literary approach, and
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they were subjects of the significant critique of the day to be individualist, and
modernist, avant-garde art was not suitable to the realities of the country. But they
declared that a new, innovatory art required also a transformation in the content of the
work of art, and they always sought alternative forms, different techniques and styles

in their works.

The Modernist Novel and the Short Story

Sevqi Soysal, Adalet Agaoglu, Tomris Uyar: Feminist-modernist Sensibility

In the field of the novel and short story, we can mention many female authors
who were politically socialist oriented but the form and the content of their work may
be described as having been at the frontiers of realist and modernist production. After
the coup d’état of 1971, many of these authors focused on the oppression of the state
apparatus and represented the melancholy and sympathy of the intellectuals against
these young militants.

The coup d’état period, or after the coup d’état, many authors as a part of their
intellectual identity attempted to describe the oppression and pain that the youth,
university students, and intellectuals faced. Sevgi Soysal, Adalet Agaoglu, Tomris
Uyar, and Firuzan were important figures. All of them wrote about the social
pressures that constricted the individuals, and certainly pressured women. They
reflected the individual problems as a result of the social inequalities. These female
authors deserve a longer discussion.

Sevgi Soysal was a masterful critic of social injustice, gender inequality, and

militarism. Her writings are essential to understanding Turkey since the 1960s.
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Asiscussed above, her literary style can be defined as having been a mixture of
modernist and social realist approaches. She refused to give into the constricting
social demands of her time, most especially those concerning gender. She was against
the conformism that she observed in society, including that within the oppositional
leftist movement, though she herself took a keen interest in contemporary leftist
ideology. Whether within the context of prison or the leftist movement, as a
newspaper columnist (she wrote articles in Politika newspaper) or as a women, she
always criticized the social pressures that limited the individual’s freedom, and to
reveal the inner workings of daily oppression. Her complete works continue to attract
both the Turkish public and the intelligentsia.

Adalet Agaoglu was another female author who criticized the state authorities
from a historical perspective by employing flashbacks to the early Republican period.
Agaoglu can be considered as a symbol, who desired to refuse the past of their elders
and to resist the complex structure of the political, religious, economic and social
forces.

Furuzan also felt that the state pressures on the youth and the social
movements led to serious pains. They started to write a requiem for these generations
after the military coup d’état of 1971.

Tomris Uyar may be considered one of the avant-gardes of the feminist
attitude in Turkish literature. In her short stories and diaries, she reflected a gender
sensibility and sharp denial of social and political system as being obstacle against

human emancipation.
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The Short Story Writers of 1950

The literary movement called the “Short Story Writers of 1950 (1950
Oykuictileri) was also represented in the 1960s by Onat Kutlar, Demir Ozlii, Tarik
Dursun K., Muzaffer Buyrukcu, Muzaffer Erdost, Orhan Duru, Leyla Erbil, Adnan
Ozyalgmer, Bilge Karasu, and Ferit Edgl.

Onat Kutlar was an important intellectual figure of these years as he was the
founder of the Cinemathéque Association, which served as a meeting place for all of
the intellectuals of the period. In this atmosphere, the heterogeneous group of
Sinematek was affected mainly by the political approaches of Ant magazine. Some of
its members, such as Onat Kutlar, Hiiseyin Bas, and Ferit Edgii were regular writers of
this magazine of politics and culture. Many intellectuals and critics who became
involved in the Sinematek Association were also members or supporters of the
Workers’ Party of Turkey.

Ferit Edgu reflects perfectly the political attitude of the most of these
modernist intellectuals. He wrote that to stop the exploitation of one individual over
another or to achieve equal distribution of food are not the only reasons for me to wish
for the realisation/establishment of socialist order. | visualize/see/think socialism as a
war to eliminate all the factors that hinders the individual from being himself.

Demir Ozlii was an important short story and novel writer, included in the
generation of the 1950s short story writers like Onat Kutlar and Ferit Edgu. He
participated into the political movements of the period. After the coup d’état of 1980,

he was stripped of his citizenship.
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Leyla Erbil was another politically engaged, modernist author. She wrote many
novels and short stories, and attempted to make a synthesis of the Marxian and
Freudian ideas. She was also one of the members of the TLP and TYS. She was
known with her distance to the Orthodox Marxism.

All of them espoused a more theoretical approach to Marxism. As they were
producers of an existentialist culture in the 1950s, became the leftist militants in the
1960s and 1970s. The mixture of an existentialist artistic production and political
commitment produced a very interesting situation. They can be compared to the circle
of the Tel Quel review and Jean Paul Sartre’s attitude in France. Nearly all of them
had lived in France for some years, and they were absolutely attracted to this
intellectual culture. They were generally criticized as being extremely Westernized
intellectuals who imitated or copied Western intellectual and artistic trends. Their

individualistic works were also criticized.

Modernist Poetry- Zkinci Yeni — (Second New)

In the realm of poetry, writers of the genre known as the Second New deserve
examination. These people began to produce poetry in the 1950s, and were very
productive in the 1960s. The most important figures were Cemal Sureya, Turgut Uyar,
Edip Cansever and Ece Ayhan, and Can Yiicel, Ulkii Tamer ilhan Berk, Sezai
Karakog, ismet Ozel and Hilmi Yavuz. This name was first introduced by Muzaffer
[lhan Erdost in order to identify this poetry movement or to introduce a movement
with similar poets who had similar tendencies. Most of these poets, however, did not

always accept this definition. Edip Cansever totally rejected this definition by arguing
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that there might be a common sensitivity between these poets, but a common
definition was not appropriate.

The Second New movement was considered to be a continuation and denial of
the Garip poetry movement of Orhan Veli Kanik, Melih Cevdat Anday and Oktay
Rifat which was considered to have been the First New movement. Images which had
a power of connotation were used frequently by these poets, and aesthetic quality of
their poets was incontestable. These poets, IThan Berk, Turgut Uyar, Edip Cansever,
Cemal Siireya, Ece Ayhan, Sezai Karakog, Ulkii Tamer, Kemal Ozer, Tevfik Akdag
and Y1lmaz Gruda started to publish their poems between 1953-1975 in Ankara and
later in Istanbul, in reviews such as Yeditepe, Yenilik, a, Istanbul, Siir Sanati, Pazar
Postasi, Salkim, Kimsecik (Nobody), Kopru (Bridge), Yeni Dergi and Post. Another
common particularity of the most of these poets was their University educations in the
Faculty of Political Sciences in Ankara.

Enis Batur stated that the Zkinci Yeni Movement appeared like an innovative
approach and that they had transformed the language of poetry. These poets moulded
the face of the Turkish poem between 1955 and 1975, thanks to their personal
adventures which followed a close trajectory with some of the prominent
representatives of the previous generation. Cemal Sireya, Ece Ayhan, Turgut Uyar,
Edip Cansever, Sezai Karakog with Oktay Rifat, Melih Cevdet, Necatigil, ilhan Berk,

even Daglarca were the main figures who shaped the poetic attitude of the era.*®?

82 «Baslangicta 1950 lerin ikinci yarisinda topyekun yenilikgi bir hareket, anlayis, ortakliklar:

belirgin bir siir dili déniistiiriimii olarak algilanan I1. Yeni’nin sairleri, bir onceki kusagin kimi énemli
temsilcileriyle hayli yakin bir giizergah ¢izen kisisel seriivenleriyle 1955 1975 arasi Tiirk siirinin
cehresini olusturdular: Cemal Siireya, Ece Ayhan, Turgut Uyar, Edip Cansever, Sezai Karakog ile
Oktay Rifat, Melih Cevdet, Necatigil, Ilhan Berk, hatta Daglarca donemin poetikasini benim goziimde
belirleyen ana figiirlerdir.” Enis Batur, Okuma Lambas: (Istanbul: Alkim, 2004), p. 154.
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The Second New movement was considered by many of the critics to be the
most modernist and interesting literary movement in Turkish literature: this literary
movement in the beginning was against popularism and folkloric elements, but during
the 1960s, political and social realist motifs were increasingly visible in their poems.
Sezai Karakog, who was part of this movement, was the only poet who had
conservative worldviews.

These poets and their circle led the modernist movement of the period. They
produced many works of art and political articles in the important reviews of the time,
and Yeni Dergi and Papiris provided as voice to these authors. They participated in
several literary and political debates in the pages of these reviews. The Second New
circle and another circle which was called as the Short story Writers of the 1950s,
included Demir Ozlii, Ferit Edgui, and Onat Kutlar.*®® This organization provided a
meeting place and allowed for the creation of a network between these modernist
intellectuals.

This circle generally is described by literary historians as having been a
coalition of poets who had rural and lower class origins. Ece Ayhan wrote because, up
to the present, poetry has come from the rich families of Istanbul, there has been a
transformation in Turkey, and it is normal to see this change in the literature, this
richness has been waited from the rich families but it comes from Parasiz Yatili
(Tuition Free State Boarding School Students), they are people from the country.

The class origins of these poets can be seen ironically as a part of the urban,
modernist identity of their circle. On the other hand, Attila Ilhan and Asim Bezirci

were very critical of this circle because of their abstract and apolitical intentions. ilhan

*®3Cinématheéque Institution was the subject of my master thesis.
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started a war against them. This polemical attitude continued in several reviews. Ilhan
published a book s called /kinci Yeni Savas: (War of the Second New) Asim Bezirci
also wrote a book, called Jkinci Yeni Olay: (The Case of the Second New).

These authors criticized the abstractness and indifference of these authors to
the political process. In the 1950s, this critiqgue may have been relevant, but after the
1960s, these poets added an escalating political and social content to their works. But
this circle, even during this period was always criticized by authors like Selahattin

Hilav, who argues that:

The Second New could not gain acceptance, | agree with this... Though, the
literature and poetry of the educated, except for the realm of oral literature, has
borken away from the old anyway. As for Nazim, he is the only poet who has
been able to realize the unique and necessary synthesis despite the fact that he
is located in this tradition. Poems, just like they had to in the past, have to
make their case in our age by availing itself of already presented great
opportunities. The Second New is a movement in favor of images, of words...
In addition, transforming the specifically historical experience of the West into
the content of the poem, unless it exceeds this content, is dangerous and
restrictive. It might be asked whether this is the task given to the poet and the
poem in an historical moment when the old world is collapsing and a new
world is about to emerge. In my opinion, the human content to be a subject
matter to the Turkish poem would be the life experience of our people, which
is radically different from what is in the West; that is, this would be a native
content. And we see this in Nazim.*®*

There was an emphasis on the nativity of Nazim’s poetry. The extreme

adaptation or imitation of the Western poetry was put up against this nativity. These

% fkinci Yeni kendini kabul ettirememistir, buna katiliyorum...Gerg¢i sozlii edebiyat disinda

okumus ziimrenin siiri ve edebiyati zaten eskiden beri kopus halindedir. Nazim’a gelince, bu gelenek
icinde oldugu halde biricik ve zorunlu sentezi gerceklestirebilmis tek sairdir... Siir, ¢cagimizda eskiden
de oldugu gibi, sunulmus biiyiik imkanlardan yararlanarak kendini koymak zorundadir. Ikinci Yeni
imgeci, kelimeci bir siirdir....Ayrica bati diinyasimin belli bir tarihi amindaki yasantisini siirin
muhtevast haline getirmek, bu muhtevayr agmadik¢a tehlikeli ve simirlayicidir...Eski bir diinyanin
¢coOktiigii ve yeni bir diinyanin dogmak iizere oldugu bir tarih aminda saire ve giire diisen gorev bu
mudur diye sorulabilir. Bence Tiirk siirine konu olacak insani muhteva da batidaki fertten tamamen
farkli olan insanimizin yasantisimin  muhtevasi, yani yerli muhteva olacaktir. Bunu Nazim’da
goruyoruz.” Selahattin Hilav, “Collective Survey,” Ant no. 14 15, (4 and 11 April 1967), in Rauf
Mutluay, “1967°de Siirmiz,” Varlik Yilligi 1968 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayimnevi, 1969), p. 29.
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modernist authors can be defined against the unique intellectuals that defended the
particularities of Turkey, and they criticized them for being western oriented. These
writers reactively criticized the innovative intellectuals who desired to embrace
Western or universal values in the form and the content of their works, of being
western admirers and for being the producers of the ideology of individualism. “Not
being a native,” “disconnection from the country,” and “not setting foot in the land of
this country” were among the criticisms that the nativist authors launched at the
modernist authors’ hearts and souls, like Kemal Tahir; Attila ilhan who harshly
criticized Second New circle; directors such as Halit Refig, Metin Erksan; and social
scientists such as Idris Kiiciikdmer, Sencer Divit¢ioglu, and Selahattin Hilav. These
two axes debated in a context of elitist and populist dilemmas.

Cemal Siireya, at a conference in 1967, declared that ““if a social realist autors
like Orhan Kemal has sold 10 thousands in Turkey, and my works of art have sold 3
thousands, then my works have sold more than Orhan Kemal.” He accepted that two
of these authors were not widely read and were understood or suficiently sold. Enis
Batur said that Stireya may have not been, aware, but in France, the books of an
author like Orhan Kemal sold more than Kemal, but avant-garde poetry like Sureya’s
may not have mora than in Turkey.

Cemal Siireya in 1968, at another conference said that Turkey had 35 million
people and 750 000 “educated public” He criticized the mentality of the intellectuals
in relation to their public. The rest of the population were people who did not need to
follow them. They wanted to reach people, but they had locked themselves into their
educated public and perhaps can be said to have been trying “sell snails in the quarter

of Muslims.” Their audience was made up of “educated people” who distanced
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themselves from the rest of the people. The people were always there but they were
never their audience. Sureya contemplated on the distance between his his avant-garde
poems and the people, he was attacked by the social realists who defended always the
priority of the close relation between author and the people.

This modernist movement may have been part or follower of the humanist,
laicisit, Westernized tradition of literature. It has to be noted that there were
significant differences, but also a continuity between this tradition that had its origins
in the humanist tradition of Nurullah Atag, Terciime Odas1 and Second New circle
which were part of the modernist movement of the 1960s. Hilmi Yavuz in 1972 wrote
that in Turkey there was a laicist and humanist cultural tradition as a result of the
Westernization movements. Acccording to him, what was to be done was not to
compromise and to continue this tradition against the attacks of the Ottomanist
initiatives towards a religious culture.*®® Bedrettin Comert, Cavit Orhan Tiitengil,
Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Haldun Taner, Dogan Avcioglu were Kemalist intellectuals who
defended a universalistic, humanist and Westernized vision.

The Second New circle, however, can be also considered to have been a
reaction against this humanist tradition, but a progressive critique which aimed to
transcend and to enrich this tradition. The short story writers of the 1950s were people
who were not satisfied by the works of the Peasant novelist. ilhan argues that the

Second New poets’ style was a reaction to the social realist poetry of the 1940s.

®«Batlilasma akimiyla biitiinlesen laik ve hiimanist bir kiiltiir gelenegimiz var. Bence
yapimast gereken ig, bu gelenekten odiin vermemek, din kiiltiirii dogrultusundaki Osmanl girigimlere
karsi bu laik ve hiimanist gelenegi siirdiirmektir.”” Hilmi Yavuz, in Adnan Binyazar, “1971°de Deneme,
Elestiri, inceleme,” Varhik Yillig1 1972, p. 82, (answer to the Collective Survey prepared by Refik
Durbas n January 1971, the art and literature supplement of Cumhuriyet.)
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The polemical articles of Cansever and Giinyol reflect the tension between
these two artistic attitudes and a conflict between the different traditions of the Republ

ican era.*®® Turgut Uyar criticized the view that defined art as an instrument or
opportunity for social and political purposes:

Anyway, | do not believe in the benefits of works of art. | do not feel to say
benefit even to glorify or to educate people by poetry. Therefore, the poetry
which is called as Second Poetry does not have benefits or damages for
anyone except its producer. | believe that the change and innovation of the by
social concerns or forces is related to changes and innovations in society. In
our society, there have not been important changes and innovations to
motivate poetry for a long time...In a society in which conventional poetry is
produced to find new things to say, or to search new forms to be able to say
new things was perceived in an sign of depression, even it was a depression, in
a process, it will be understood that it was an evolution. | have a one opinion
of this subject. I want to make poems what | wrote, what you can do with
poetry. All | want to do is to write poetry. That is all **’

Uyar thinks as such, in the 1957, as the political repression was at an apogee

on intellectuals, in the era of the DP government. Cansever’s original approach to the
debate or to the name of and his definition of the modernist artist’s independent

identity is significant. He denied this label, saying that all of these poets had different

A significant polemic between Vedat Giinyol and Edip Cansever can be surveyed in Yeni
Ufuklar review, in the 1960s...

487 . e . e e . .. .
“Ben sanat yapitlarinn faydasina inanmiyorum zaten. siivin, kisiyi egitmesine, yiiceltmesine

bile fayda demek gelmiyor icimden. béylece, bu ikinci yeni dedigimiz siirin de, kimselere, ne zarar
vardir, ne de faydasi, ozamindan bagska. Siirin, toplumsal kaygilarla, zorlarla degismesi, yenilenmesi
sanirim, toplumsal sartlarin da degismesine, yenilenmesine baghdir. bizim toplumumuzda uzun
zamandir boyle siiri etkileyecek degisiklikler yok... Alisilmis siirin hazirladigr ortamda, séylenecek yeni
seyler bulmak, soylenecek bu yeni seyler icin yeni bi¢cimler aramak, énce bir bunalim gériintiisii verirse
de, hatta hatta diipediiz bir bunalim ise de, bu yeniligin, égeleri belirledik¢e bir evrim oldugu anlasilir
santyorum... siir bu, baska nereye dayanacak... bu, kelimeye yeniden yeni yiiklenmis bir yiik, bir is degil
ki yalniz sik sik kelimeyi anlayisimiz degisiyor. biitiin mesele, kelimenin macerasini, séz olarak, anlam
olarak degerini bilmekte, alabilecegi, tasiyabilecegi yiikleri 6l¢mektir..... benim bir tek tutumum var bu
konuda (siir yazma), yazdiklarimu 'siir’ etmeye ¢alismak. siirle ne yapmak istenebilir. hi¢bir sey yapmak
istemiyorum. iste, siir yazmak istiyorum, yaziyorum o kadar.... ozan, bildigimiz kelimeleri kullandik¢a,
ne kadar ¢abalarsa ¢abalasin, bize bir sey anlatmaktan, hatirlatmaktan, hi¢ degilse ¢agrisimizdan
kurtulamayacaktir.” Turgut Uyar, Yeni Ufuklar, Subat 1957.
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sensibilities, but even so, all of them, from different points of departure, shared a
common feeling to show their individuality which before had been absent.

Finally, it is necessary to analyze the political attitudes of these authors. They
were criticized by different political circles but they were an important part of the
intellectual movement of the period from a critical distance. For instance, Cemal
Suireya emphasized his avant-garde literary identity, discussing matter with social
realist tendencies, but his political position was clear. For instance, in 1975, he was
the director of the Mint, in Istanbul. Yilmaz Ergenekon, who had been to be the
Ministry of Finance, wanted to remove him from office, and he organized an
investigation into the Mint. Although he was unable to uncover any malfeasance
Sureya was removed from his post on the pretext that the building of Mint was
polluted. Sureya replies to this decree, saying that the building of the Mint has become
polluted only during two hours in all of its history and this during the visit of the
Ministry of Finance.

This modernist movement included the most important geniuses of Turkish
poetry like, Turgut Uyar, Cemal Sireya, Edip Cansever, and Can Ycel. After the
1960s, although these poets, as a part of this circle, did not produce a homogenous
political attitude, nearly all of them were socialist oriented and political, social, and
historical concerns became increasingly the main topics of their works. | think that an
internationalist and profound conception of socialism was espoused by them.

These artists were also very important in terms of the relationship between
artists and politics. They were interested politically and intellectually in Marxism and

in the other political and intellectual trends of their period like surrealism, and
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psychoanalysis. They played an important role for the appropriation of these ideas by
a large public.

Cemal Siireya translated a book by Lenin, Emperyalizm: Kapitalizmin en
Yiiksek Asamast (Imperialism: the Highest State of Capitalism) from French. Can
Yucel translated many Marxist books in his own original style. Enis Batur wrote that
modernist poetry was influenced from the topics of the social scientists, historians,
and politicians:

On the other hand, Turkish poetry’s modernist line, after 1960, introduced a

close relationship with the Turkish history. This was part of a larger

framework. For the sake of going beyond the Kemalism, especially from a

socialist perspective, they focused on the Ottoman past Indeed, the poetry

produced between 1960 and 1975, was influenced by Kemal Tahir, Sencer

Divitgioglu, Omer Liitfi Barkan, Mustafa Akdag, Selahattin Hilav, and Hikmet

Kivileimly.*®

Additionally, Mehmet Fuat’s Yeni Dergi published many of the poems of these
authors. This journal introduced avant-garde and innovative trends of thought at the
same time as they appeared in Europe. Cemal Sireya, in his reviews Papirls and
Tiirkiye Yazilar, attempted to connect literature and social sciences with an

intellectual sensitivity. These authors represented an influential and profound

intellectual attitude in the relationship between politics and art.

Nationalist-Conservative Intellectuals (Culturalists)

“8«Buna karsilik, Tiirk siirinin modernist kanadinin, 1960 sonrasinda Tarih’le gelistirdigi
koyu iliski, daha genis bir cercevenin parcasidir: Kemalizmin otesine gecis, ozellikle sosyalist
perspektifle birlikte ilgiyi Osmanl iizerinde yogunlastirmaya baslamistir. Aslinda, 1960 1975 arast
yazilan siiri Kemal Tahirden Sencer Divit¢iogluna, Barkan’dan Mustafa Akdag’a, Selahattin Hilav’'dan
Kwiletmli’ya halkalart genisleyen bir zincirin golgesinde de okumak gerekir.” Enis Batur, Okuma
Lambasi (Istanbul: Alkim, 2004), p. 154.
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The nationalist-conservative literary circles were, with all of their diversity,
had an important political, ideological position in the period, although the leftist
circles were at the center of the literary world with undeniable authority. In the 1960s,
Erol Glngor, Mehmet Kaplan, Sezai Karakog, Tarik Bugra, and Necip Fazil
Kisakiirek were part of the cultural life. They generally debated with the leftist
intellectuals, contested the leftist hegemony in this realm and attracted especially the
youth who supported the nationalist, conservative parties. But there was no
intellectual like Peyami Safa, who had harshly struggled with Nazim Hikmet in the
1930s about his articles “Putlar: Yikiyoruz,” which were published in the journal
Resimli Ay.

Nationalist and conservative intellectuals can be considered in three main
categories. First, there were the followers of the tradition of the 1930s nationalist-
conservative intellectuals. This tradition depended on the common ground of
intellectuals gathered around Dergah journal, such as Yahya Kemal, Ahmet Hamdi
Tanpinar, Nurettin Topgu, Ismail Hakk: Baltacioglu and Peyami Safa, all conservative
intellectuals who died before the 1960s. Nurettin Topgu, ismail Hakki Baltacioglu and
their friends during the 1940s were influential in the artistic world. Tanpinar, who was
in an academic position at istanbul University in the 1960s, was a close friend with
many leftist authors of the period. The most significant article after his death was
written by Haldun Taner.

However, a significant intellectual of the early Republican period, Necip Fazil
Kisakiirek, was still very active during the 1970s and his Buylk Dogu review attracted
many young University students. Biiyiik Dogu was the leading journal of the

nationalist-conservative writers. Necip Fazil Kisakiirek started a witch hunting during
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489 and he labeled them as

the Babeuf trial of Vedat Giinyol and Sabahattin Eyuboglu,
communist. Kisakiirek was the most passionate right-wing intellectual who nearly
alone struggled with the leftist intellectuals. He was undeniably part of this
conservative, nationalist and anti-communist axis, but an increasingly islamist
emphasis can be seen as an extension beyond other author’s relatively modern, secular
attitudes.

Hareket (Action) review of Nurettin Topcu was also an important ground for
nationalist and Islamist reviews. This journal defended an amalgam of various
political thoughts. This art review defended an anti communist political position.

Finally, the Hisarcilar (Hisar was a monument in Bosphorus, and this circle
called by the same name.) defined themselves as being outside of the Maviciler,
Birinci Yeniciler, Ikinci Yeniciler and Social Realists. The most knozn members of
this movement were Mehmet Cinarl, ilhan Geger, Mustafa Necati Karaer, Niizhet
Erman, Yavuz Blilent Békiler, Seving Cokum, Oyhan Hasan Bildirki, Giiltekin
Samanoglu, M. Necati Ozsu, Ayla Oral, Sevket Bulut, M. Fahri Oguz, Arif Nihat
Asya, Tarik Bugra, Mehmet Kaplan, Cemil Merig, Faik Baysal, Metin And, Hilmi
Ziya Ulken, Talat Sait Halman, and Riistii Sardag. Their commont point was the fact
that they were not socialist. They generally defended themselves outside of this left
tradition. They considered socialism an extremist position that was not suitable for
Turkish society.

This circle continued to exist by publishing Hisar review. This journal was a

forum for conservative intellectuals. Hisar started to be published in the 1950s, in its

*¥A book of Babeuf, one of the significant figures of the French Revolution was translated and
published by Can Yayinlari. Eyuboglu and Giinyol were put on trial for communist propoganda. This
case was known as Babeuf trial.
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75th issue in January 1957, it was closed for a while. It was started to be republished
in January 1964. In December 1980, after its 277" issue, it was definitely closed.

Their literary and political attitude can be summarized as artist has to be
independent, art has to be produced in a national context. The language of the artist is
the living language. They were against the exaggerations of the purification activities
in Turkish language. They thought that it was necessary to be against Western
imitators, traditions, and art should not be an instrument of politics and that was
necessary to find a solution to the anarchy in the realm of the language.

All of these arguments were defended against the hegemony of the leftist
authors. The argument of independence was asserted against left-wing committed
writers. The emphasis on nationalism was also raised against the Universalist
emphasis of the left-wing authors.

Mehmet Kaplan, Erol Giingor, Tarik Bugra, and Sezai Karakog were
significant conservative intellectuals.

Kaplan as a literary critic participated in many debates with left-wing authors.
He felt himself like he was the only representative of the conservative axis in the
public sphere.

Sezai Karakog was a poet who was included to the Second New circle which
consisted of many avant-garde, left-wing writers, however, he was also known for his
conservative worldview. He even became a leader of a conservative political party.

Tarik Bugra was an important representative of the nationalist, conservative
line in the realm of the novel. His novel Geng¢ligim Eyvah was a symbolic critique of
the movements of the youth, in an anti-communist line. His novel Kiiciik Aga (Little

Agha) was a more conservative interpretation of the War of Independence. Firavun
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Iman: was his most ideological novel. He tried to show that USSR helped Turkey in
the Independence War in order to make it one of its satellite regimes and he tried to
delegitimize this intervention. He defended conservative-nationalist politicians or
poets like Mehmet Akif, Hiseyin Avni, and Hasan Basri as against others who were
described as having been as soviet agents. Anti communist ideology was represented
and defended by him.

Nuri Pakdil, who edited Edebiyat (Literature) review between 1972 and 1984,
defended an anti-communist political worldview as well as making a critique of
Western imperialism, mainly of its cultural adaptation or imitation, and of the
capitalist economic system of the West. In this journal he used a more pure Turkish
language than other conservative authors.

The class origins of these authors varied, but Anatolian born authors were in
the majority. Like the social realists and peasant realists, they focused on rural
problems, but the cultural traits were more visible in their works than the social,
economic issues. They were also against the underestimation of cultural values.

The nationalist-consevative intellectuals generally identified themselves in
contradiction to the leftist tradition of the age, but they were not able to undermine the
influence of its dominance. For instance, Cemil Meri¢ accussed the nationalist and
consevative youth of not being able to struggle sufficiently against this leftist
production. Mehmet Kaplan expressed his feelings of despair that conservative
intellectuals had failed to hold sway over the society, and could not produce as many

great works as the left-wing intellectual
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CHAPTER SIX

A SOCIOLOGICAL DEBATE

A Conceptualization of Intellectual, Literary and Theoretical Debates in the Literary
Reviews, and Analysis of Some Novels

In this chapter, I will focus on the reflections of the social and political issues
and debates among novelists, poets, and essayists by classifying and conceptualizing
the main debates of the literary world, and the main themes of the works of art of the
1960s and 1970s. I will frame and analyze these debates as well as the political and
intellectual backgrounds and intentions behind the works of art . The previous two
chapters can be considered as a political and social history of literature. This chapter
presents a sociological analysis of this world of literature in related subsections.

As | have already defined my theoretical approach, in the first chapter,
according to the Marxian approach, as a synthesis of the Goldmannian and
Bourdieusian approaches, works of art produced by their authors, and topics debated
were conditioned by the economic, social and intellectual structures of their time, and
within these structures, there was always room for human agency. Authors took side
with some groups or classes of society as a subject or a supporter in their works as
against the others. The question is whether chosen topics, social events, and social
classes employed in the works of art can really represent the reality of these people or
the way the intellectuals saw or imagine them. As discussed above, to represent reality
or the claim that a work of art has close ties with reality is a significant topic of
literary studies; in these works of art of my research, a realist approach, a capacity of

work of art assumed to reflect social realities should be certainly underlined.
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Another important topic was the definition of a work of art as a political and
social instrument. When the writers said “people,” they meant the popular classes,
poor peasantry, and peasants who had migrated to the peripheries of the cities and
participated to the labor process, and these people who did not have good, suitable
lives. The writers tried to be their voices. Another permenant subject was the desire
for greater social, political and individual freedom, which was restricted and which
went generally hand in hand with social inequalities. Then works of art were also
designed in order to disseminate beliefs, opinions, and ideological and political ideas.
Authors aimed at reaching to a larger public to share their political and social visions
with them.

Third, another goal of the artist was to produce a genuine Turkish national art
with universal characteristics which could represent Turkey in the international arena.

These metatopics were developed as a condition of the existence of literature
which was grasped as an instrument of reflection and transformation of social reality,
and a relevant instrument to diffuse ideas and to represent country in the international
sphere. Literature’s cognitive, communicative, and therefore social and political
aspects were emphasized. A self referential, autonomus structure of literature was
rejected as a pure object of aesthetics. It was also unquestionably accepted the
research of a content of truth in the work of art.

Poems and novels have the capacity to reflect and represent the spirit of their
age, but they were also product of a conscious human agency. As | already suggested,
these actors were both the producers and products of the social reality, since they
offered to a larger public a representation, an image of the real. Real became what

they defined at least for many people. In the first chapter, | constructed a theoretical
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framework. In the second and third chapters, social, economic and political conditions
were largely dicussed to be able to comprehend literature’s concerns, and
interrelations. In the fourth and sixth chapters, | presented the history of literature, by
framing an overview with all of its dimensions. In this chapter, | will provide a
sociological framework with the help of some concepts and dualities to understand
this two-dimensional relation of the reality and the work of art, in an effort to
transform the reality and the universalit concerns of literature.

To represent and transform reality led to tensions, challenges, diversifications
and conflicting visions. Elitist and populist intentions, and many dualities, depend on
the efforts to represent reality appropriately. Novels about history were also
challenges to the official history and they claimed to bring about the proper reality.
The topic of class were raised to criticize the inequalities between these classes and in
order to transform these relations.

The relation of writers with social movements was another important
dimension of the literature of the period which reflected the spirit of the age. These
topics and tensions allow us to understand the intellectual climate which was reflected
in the works of art and in the literary identities of the public actors, as a product and
producer of the social reality. These topics, concerns, and dualities were revealed in

the extensive literary research that conducted for this study.
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The Main Topics and Tensions of the Literary Production

Elitism and Populism Debate as an Attemot to Change or to Respect the People’s

Culture by Its Different Representations

Different politico-literary discourses brought about alternative responses to the
representation of Turkish society in the works of literature. A Universalist, humanist
discourse defending the Enlightenment heritage and especially socialist ideology
which was dominant during this period gave rise to the formation of the main concepts
and topics that will be discussed below. Nationalist, conservative, left (nativist or
nationalist), Turkish-Islamic synthesis were other politico-literary discourses which
struggled with the dominant approach.

In all of these approaches, but mainly in the dominant approach, the
representation of the people led to the production of different styles oscillating
between a more elitist, and another more populist approach. The tension between
modernizing ethos and populism was the main dualism that this section takes as its
subject. This duality was also nourished by the gap between the people and the
intellectuals. The goal was to close or to preserve this gap which was also assumed to
be maintained by the state’s cultural policies. The state institutions role to create or to
preserve this gap also was debated.

Therefore, the tension between elitism, which worked within the
modernization ethos and hence which was characterized by the belief in the necessity
and the urgency of education and the role of state institutions for progress, also

believed in the existence of a more developed high culture which had to be diffused to
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the people even if people were not really prepared. Populism, which argues for the
priority of the needs and circumstances and basic cultural beliefs of the people which
has to be reflected in and defended as a goal of the work of art is the main one this
section will discuss.

The first approach led to the creation of an avant-garde minority who criticized
the insufficiency of the people, ordinary men, and urban life, and criticized this to
influence and to convince many people to change their cultural habits, intellectual
system of beliefs and their religious mentalities by pushing a more modern cultural
agenda.

However, there was a second approach that sought to show people’s culture as
something to be preserved, and this approach criticized the people’s social and
economic conditions and tried to convince people not live in this way and to desire
another life. This approach claimed to increase people’s economic and social level for
a more egalitarian soceity. Some followers of this approach declared themselves more
closely to the people than others by underlining the purity, significance of the peoples’
values and the necessity to reflect them. According to them, the problem was the
reactionary nature of the people, but the politicians and other social forces that
deceived them. This approach may be also interpreted as a different form of elitism.
Even if they defended an abstract concept of the people, they did not see them as
human actors, or conscious people. Then populist and elitist approaches interacted and
was a tension not only between the different approaches of different groups, but also
was present within the many associations, circles, reviews, and even in the different

works of the same artist.
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Two of these approaches rested on the duality between the educated
intellectuals and the lower classes, and the communication gap between them.

After the 1960s, an important development was an effort to redefine the
distinction between urban and rural lives in a new context by showing especially the
class distinctions, instead of the Kemalist ideology which aimed to create a classless
society with emphasis of the progressive urban forces who were enlightened and
reactionary rural forces, who needed to be enlightened.

Therefore, the duality of progressive and reactionary forces was transformed in
the literary production during this period into a problem of underdevelopment based
on social and economic inequalities as something to be transformed. It was questioned
as something to be resolved by proposing models other than the Kemalist constitutive,
official ideology. There were always however traces of the Kemalist perception even
if an approach based on class differences was developed.

In this period, populist tendencies had more visibility in the speeches and
writings of some notable intellectuals, and authors. For example, idris Kiiglikémer, in
1974, criticized that they could even argue the principle of halka ragmen devrimcilik
ilkesi”(The idea of revolution without the desire of people). Tunaya reminds the
argument of Litfi Fikri Bey who says in the nineteenth century that “Tiirkiye 'de bir
umumi efkar yoktur ama bir hassasiyeti umumiye vardwr.” (In Turkey, there is not a
public opinion but there is a public sensitivity) He takes the Turkish experience of
political democracy as an example of democracy which lacked a social basis.
According to him, public opinion had won the status of a constitutional institution,
and modern public opinion had started tocome into being. His expression “Halksiz bir

devrim yumurtasiz omlete benzer,” (A revolution without people resembles to an
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omelet without eggs) is very significant to the extent that it attests to the level of
populism in that period.

Karaosmanoglu still thought that, people are living in a degree, they can’t
promote their levels on their own; someone has to help them. According to him and
some others, the revolutions of Atatiirk had to be completed and fortified with social
and economic measures to be able to prevent aggressions against laicity, education
campaigns should be organized, heavy-industry had to be seen as necessary for
economic development, and the emerging ultra nationalism has to be stopped.**°
Orhan Hangerlioglu, in Varlik Yillig: of 1961, wrote: “art will not go to the public;
bring the people to art if it’s not too much trouble.”*** But as the years passed, the
principle of “to bring art to the people” became dominant.

In the 1960s, the conception of halka ragmenlik (in spite of people) ceases to
be a viable one and a consensus grew on the necessity of closing the gap between the
people, the intellectuals and the bureaucratic elites. This can be seen as the reflection
of the struggle between bureaucratic elites and the emerging business circles. In this
struggle, the intellectuals and bureaucates needed the support of the people. This
interpretation may be an underestimation of the romantic intentions of the youth and
intellectuals to change the unjust and inequal conditions of the masses.

In this period, intellectuals tried to exceed the problem of isolating themselves
from the “public,” “mass” and “uncultivated people.” But, they tended to think in

terms of the antagonism between the intellectuals and the people. The first and the

0 «Milliyet’"den Se¢meler Dizisi,” 1973 yil, “Diisiinenlerin Forumu, Ali Gevgilili,
Katilimeilar:Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, Sevket Siireyya Aydemir, Tarik Zafer Tunaya, Idris
Kugtkdmer, Mehmet Kaplan. (Istanbul: Milliyet Yayinlari:1974), pp: 152-166.

®lSanat halka gitmeyecektir; zahmet olmazsa halki sanata getiriniz.” Orhan Hangerlioglu,
Varlik Yillig1 1961 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinlari, 1961), p. 165.
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second generation of intellectuals of the Republican period saw themselves as the
pioneers and elites of society. For instance, to increase the educational level of the
entire society, to augment and to enlarge the cultural institutions were propositions of
the 1940s generation intellectuals at the macro level.**

Kemal Karpat, a social scientist, focused on this duality between the people
and the intellectuals. For instance, in 1962, in the Varlik Yillig1, Yasar Nabi Nayir
raised a question to many authors, in his collective survey, “Why have been we living
a crisis of regime in our country in the last years? How we can resolve this
problems?”*%3

The answer of Kemal Karpat was focused mainly on the early Republican era
on the seperation between intellectuals and people, and the intricate relationship
between the state and intellectuals. However, Turkey was still oscillating between the
elitist and populist tendencies, and it is in this context that Kemal Karpat emphasized
the communication gap between the classes based on cultural differences. According
to him: “the gap between the people and intellectuals is more profound.The
intellectual who ruled and the people who were ruled continued to exist as two distinct

social classes whose tastes, cultural levels, and life styles and standards were

completely different.”*** This gap was especially tried to be transcended by the men of

492“Toplumzm egitilmesi,  kiiltirel ~ kurumlarin ~ ¢ogaltulip  yayginlastiriimast — 1940s
entelektiiellerinin makro diizeydeki onerileri” Levent Cantek, Cumhuriyetin Bulug Cagi (Istanbul:
Iletisim Yaynlar1, 2008).

“B«Ulkemizde neden son yillarda bir rejim buhran yasamaktayiz, bu sorunu nasil
asabiliriz'dir.” Yasar Nabi Nayr, “ Collective Survey,” Varlik Yillig1 1961 (Varlik Yaynlari: Istanbul,
1962), p. 167-177.

SHalk ile aydin arasinda mesafe ¢ok daha derindir ve idare eden aydin ile idare edilen
hallkain birbirlerinden tamamen kopuk bir sekilde yetistiklerini, kiiltiir seviyesi ve anlayislari, hayat
standartlart birbirinden alabildigine ayristigi iki sosyal grup olarak varolduklarini vurgulamaktadir.”
Kemal Karpat, Varitk Yillig: 1961 (Istanbul: Varlik Yayinlari, 1961), p. 170, 171.
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letters. According to him, they were not completely elitist or they were not estranged
from society, like the other state representatives. According to him, these writers tried
to convince society to accept Western values, but unlike the others, they interpreted
these values in a completely new way so that the people could understand.**

Kemal Karpat, in Social Topics in Turkish Literature,**® wrote that there had
always been an intention to close the gap between the people and intellectuals in the
Turkish literature and social topics had been at the center. In the Ottoman, Islamic
tradition, there were two main tendencies, one tradition was Yunus Emre's popular
tradition and the literature of tekke (Islamic religion’s different sects), another one was
the tradition adopting French Romanticism after the Tanzimat period unlike the
political trend influenced from British hegemony. Kadro hareketi (Kadro Movement),
Yedi Mesaleciler (Seven Torchers, An early Republican literary trend of the 1930s and
1940s), Koy Roman: (Peasant Novels) attempted to resolve these problems. The
tradition of Nazim Hikmet and Sabahattin Ali were considered by Karpat to be a
significant one to resolve this problem but they were considered to be politically
extreme by the political authorities.

He also wrote that a new and autonomus generation of intellectuals was
coming to the fore and that they sought to go beyond this distinction between
intellectuals, artists, and the people. He said that first class authors had come to the

fore, like Orhan Kemal, Kemal Tahir, Yasar Kemal, Samim Kocagdz and Ilhan Tarus,

% Kemal Karpat, Cagdas Tiirk Edebiyatinda Sosyal Konular, (istanbul: Varlik Yaynlari,
1971, pp 30-58.

“%K emal Karpat's article “Cagdas Tiirk Edebiyatinda Konular” was first presented in Harvard
University, in June 1959. This article was published in the first number of the Middle East Journal.
Later, this article was translated in the Tiirkish by the help of Ulkii Tamer. In December 1962, Kemal
Tahir wrote an introduction about the events of 27 May, to the book titled Cagdas Tiirk Edebiyatinda
Sosyal Konular.
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and the most important particularity of them was their objective, realist narratives
depending on observations about the everyday lives of the ordinary people. He
thought that they had created a new world in the literature, and they had begun to
shape the reality of the country. They supported the political struggles for the
democratization of the country.*%’

This generation, very different from the earlier one was the generation of
Turkish intellectuals who had been educated by the early Republican institutions and
became politically engaged during their university education, and the social events of
the 1960s. They became the artists and intellectuals of the 1960s and 1970s.

These intellectuals, who are the main focus of this dissertation, had a very
different relationship with the state. They achieved more autonomy from the state
authority. They were open-minded intellectuals. A considerable number of them came
from poor, peasant families, and thus were able to distance themselves from elitism.
The intellectuals of the early years of the Republic who had been born at the end of
the nineteenth and at the beginning of the twentieth centuries were labeled as
vesayetci and velayetci (constitutive and supervisor), but the new generation played a
totally different role. As was mentioned in the previous chapter, the new generation

was aware of the failures of the earlier generation, and sought alternative solutions.

“"bid.

306



The Reactions of the Four Main Cateqories of Writers

First, the followers of the first generation of foundators, disciples of Ismail
Hakki Tongug, Hasan Ali Yucel, Nurullah Atag, Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, and
Sevket Siireya Aydemir, were intellectuals like Sabahattin Eyuboglu, Azra Erhat,
Vedat Giinyol, who were defenders of Mavi Anadoluculuk (Blue Anatolianism) and,
Yasar Nabi Nayir and Orhan Hangerlioglu, who were prone to the approach that
suggests revolutions should be accepted by the people, by the way of education and
cultural production.

This approach was very important and influential for many intellectuals, but
this left Kemalist, humanist, universalist discourse was criticized for its elitist
conception and insufficient consequences in the early decades, yet it remained
forceful. The synthesis of Mavi Anadoluculuk can be defined as a more populist
approach from this ideological world. Other figures like Orhan Hangerlioglu andYasar
Nabi Nayir were more strictly elitist and conventional and they worked for the
formation of an avant-garde intellectual minority who would raise the country’s
common level.

These authors produced cultural instruments such as journals and books in
order to enlighten Turkish society. Nayir’s journal and publishing house Varlik may
be defined as one of the most successful and durable cultural forums for the
introduction of new ideas. Hangerlioglu wrote many reference books and dictionaries
as a modern Ahmet Mithat Efendi who was mentioned above.

A notable member of the Blue Anatolians circle, Sabahattin Eyuboglu,

produced many articles about the concept of the people. He contemplated the
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representation of the people in works of art. He disapproved of the intellectual attitude
which underestimated the wealth of the popular classes and peasantry. Another issue
was to communicate with people through art. He wrote:

O People Mother, Beatiful Mother, Generous Mother, Blind Mother, all your

delusions have not made you collapse because they always deluded you for the

sake of right, for the sake of truthfulness. The happy world which you missed
in the swamps you’d fallen into, always stood before you like the venus. We
would not praise you just because you have been deluded but we have no right
to decry you either. Ugly delusion, filthy delusion is the delusion of those who
suppose that they would arrive at happiness by deluding you. It is those
exploitative, reptilian, reactionary delusions which fall abundantly and
continuously from your back as you awake. The unhappiness of being deluded
for the sake of geople is preferable to the happiness of those delude for the
sake of right.*

Eyuboglu glorified the people’s values in many of his articles. He was
criticized for proposing an abstract concept of people that did not disintegrate the
classes and interest groups. His abstraction can be seen as a folkloric and optimist
attempt to balance Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu’s and Resat Nuri Giintekin’s (leading
novelist of the Early Republican period) perceptions of the ignorant and reactionary
masses of people.

Second, as is discussed above, although Sabahattin Ali, Nazim Hikmet and
Zekeriya Sertel were under repression in the early decades, their followers in the

1960s were at the core of the intellectual life and their Marxist, populist, egalitarian

discourse was even hegemonic. In this approach, populist admirations of the people,

498 “Ey Halk Ana, Giizel Ana, Cémert Ana, Kor Ana, biitiin aldanislarin yikmadi seni; ¢iinkii
hep hak ugruna, dogruluk adina aldattilar seni. Diistiigiin bataklarda ozledigin mutlu diinya hep kald
ontinde ¢oban yidizi gibi. Aldandigin icin seni dvecek degiliz ama yermeye da hakkimiz yok. Cirkin
aldanis, igreng aldanis, seni aldatmakla mutluluga erecegini sananlarin aldanisidir. Sen uyandikca
swrtindan sapir sapir dokiilen o somiirgen, o siiriingen, o gerici aldanislardwr. Halk ugruna aldanmanin
mutsuzlugu, hak adina aldatamin mutluluguna yegdir.” Sabahattin Eyuboglu, “Halka Gliven,” Yeni
Ufuklar Dergisi, n0.134 (July), Tiirk Edebiyati 1964 (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1966), p. 10.
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in order to convince them of the left politics were visible. Yasar Kemal as an
important representative of this circle shared a very similar approach to that of
Eyuboglu: “The most considerable, the most creative thing is the people. It is possible
that he goes in the contrary direction. The mission of the socialists is not to say that
the ‘people are ignorant, bad, they cannot succeed anything, only evil’.”*%

The discourse of Aziz Nesin however differed from that of Kemal. In his
satiric short-stories, he severely criticized the people’s attitude as going along with the
right wing politicians,. He also criticized the egoism and conformism of the large
masses of people, but he also underlined the roles of some social actors, state officers
as deceivers of the masses. But it is not possible to observe a superficial appreciation
of the people’s values. For socialist authors, the most important fact was to create a
work which presented relevant information about the reality of society which was
divided into social classes. To show this reality could lead to the awakening of the
social classes. They also propagated principles such as equality and freedom. It was
impossible to criticize them as being elitist, but also as they argued that they know the
truth about the reality they define themselves above society. To defend the people’s
values as pure and unchangeable was also unacceptable for them, but to be able to
have relations with the masses, they had to acknowledge their beliefs.

Third, modernist authors like Cemal Sireya, Edip Cansever and Memet Fuat
defended an avant-garde, modernist literature. They argued that their products were
not obstacles to going to the people, but they stressed the aesthetic, individual

dimensions of works of art. They emphasize the role of art in the personal

99 “En biiyiik, en giizel yaratici halkur. Ters yollara gittigi, aldatildigi da ¢ok olmustur.
Sosyalistin isi halk kotiidiiv, cahildir, o hi¢bir seyi beceremez kétiiliikten baska demek degildir.” Yasar
Kemal, “Halk, Sanat, Politika,” Ant, no 123, (6 May1969), p. 15.
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emancipation of the writer and they resisted the approach that reduced works of art to
social projects. For instance, Cemal Sureya was a defender of a modernist, avant-
garde art. He criticized social realist, populist writer for underestimating their work
and the autonomous and aesthetic dimensions of art.

Last, Kemal Tahir, as a result of his unique approach, had a very original
attitude concerning this subject. According to him, for instance, the people were not
consulted on land reform; this was a project of the middle class intellectuals. If there
was no such demand, this project would only have been some kind of benevolence or
a temporary reward. These reforms could only be the result of the accumulations of
the socio-economic life which had come into existence as a result of the rational, real
powers.>®

Tahir argued that intellectuals sought to force this transformation through their
works, but the economic and social structures of the country were not ready. He
criticized the role of intellectuals as substitutes for the social classes, and their
project, which was not dependent on social powers. He also criticized authors who
represent the people as pure, uncorrupted, precious actors, but this does not conform
to the reality because as other social classes, people, peasants or workers were also
heterogenous and could not be exaggerated.

Like Pierre Bourdieu who held that to accept the superiority or purity of the

culture of the popular classes is no less dangerous than to aim at the negation of all

00 «K@y reformunda hallin fikri sorulmuyor, bir kisim orta simftan gelan aydinimizin
projesidir, boyle bir talep yokken, boyle bir adim sadakadan bahsisten éteye gecmez...Kaldr kim tarihte
genel olarak rveformlarm sosyo ekonomik hayatin temelinde biriken, sonra yize ¢ikan isteklerin,
rasyonel, gercek gii¢lerin sonuglaridir...” Kemal Tahir, “Survey,” Yeni Ufuklar, (Octobre, Novembre
1960).
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popular cultures,®® popular cultures could not be defended instead of a “high
culture,” and vice versa. This different approch argued for a more suitable synthesis

of popular and high culture elements.

The Limits of High Culture

The role and limits of high culture in society may be debated, but the aim of
the modernist, left-wing intellectuals was to build a more common level to be shared
by a larger number of people. In this process of creating a more common level of
cultural life in Turkey, can be seen a synthesis of the increasing populist motivations
and elitist tendencies of the early Republican period, which were questioned during
these years.

As mentioned, the main goal of the writers was to represent the reality in
which society was living, to reach to the people through their works of art and to
produce universal and significant works of art which would be part of the universal
culture, to make Turkish art part of the universal or high culture and to create a
Turkish audience who would be capable of understanding high culture’s works of art.
These all claims may produce conflicts in populist motivations and elitist tendencies.
Efforts to reflect society’s reality or to reach to people may conflict with the claims to
produce works with undeniable aesthetic qualities, to be part of universal,

international cultural world, and to support a minority which would be only capable

<1 g tentation de preter la coherence d’une esthetique systematique aux prises de position
objectivement esthetiques des classes populaires n’est pas moins dangereuse la representation
strictement negative de la vision populaire...” Pierre Bourdieu, Les Régles de [’art. Genése et Structure
du Champ Littéraire (Paris: Seuil, 1992).

311



of understanding the quality of modernist works.

Different circles of the period reflected these tensions to changing degrees.
They debated these differences between them. Four writers, Sabahattin Eyiiboglu,
Yasar Kemal, Cemal Siireya, and Kemal Tahir were all part of these debates and their
differences and their agendas on these topics show us the richness of the period. Their
common point was to consider works of art as a tool capable of transmitting reality.
Even Siireya, the most modernist author believed this. They wanted to be read by a
larger public, but their methods were different, they also debated the ways to attain
international popularity. But all of them seriously contemplated these topics and they
oscillated between ways to be read by a larger public and to produce works of
universal quality. They generally proposed different synthesis to resolve this problem.

This debate was closely related to another debate about Turkish society’s
definition as a political, social and cultural totality and its relations to foreign
cultures, especially that of the West. There was always assumed a real tension

between the national, native culture and Western colonialist, imperialist culture.

Dualities in the Evolution of the Turkish Literature

Many dualities, like the universality vs. nativity, the Eastern-Western debate;
the problems of underdevelopment (the differences between developed and
underdeveloped countries) and the actual mode of production of the country
(capitalism, socialism); individualism and social realism all interrelatedly affected the
evolution of the Turkish literature. In the 1960s, public political debates were largely

determined by two principal axes, with the nationalists and conservatives on the one
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hand with their emphasis on the particularities of Turkey, on its internal dynamics
thereby focusing on issues of identity, or culture in general and a subsequent will to
derive of the social from the cultural, and the modernists (including all four categories
of the dominant literary trends of the time) on the other hand, with their emphasis on
social progress, economic development and equality and the subsequent derivation of
the cultural from the social. In tune with these frameworks, the modernists sided with
universal values, generally equated with Western culture as the more universally taken
sphere of cultural be related to further progress, whereas nationalists or traditionalists
in general worked with a more determinate set of values unique to the nation’s, or the
community’s context, as the search for identity would necessitate such a delimited
cultural understanding.

Nationalist or nativist and modernist or universalistic conceptions cannot be
considered in isolation. They define themselves to a certain extent in opposition, and
in relation to each other. In the light of these definitions, we can analyze the status of
Turkey. The concept of universalism has always been the total determination and the
hegemony of Western civilization, especially for the most Turkish intellectuals.
Moreover, internationalization is not antithetical to “Turkish culture”; rather, it is both
a product of and central to the ongoing (since the Tanzimat period) formation of a
national cultural identity. On the other hand, the main theme of this process was the
differences between Eastern and Western ethics and culture, an issue that had been the
subject of an intense controversy among Turkish intellectuals since the Tanzimat
period.

A cultural, conservative axis was always part of this modernization process.

Throughout the history of Republican Turkey, thinkers of nationalist, conservative
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ideology like Peyami Safa, Ismail Hakki Baltacioglu and Yahya Kemal defended
moral and national values in line with the Republican modernization to show the
handicaps of this process. Some of them also sought for a synthesis of the Western
and Eastern cultures, like Hilmi Ziya Ulken and Yahya Kemal who proposed a

synthesis of Anadoluculuk (Anatolianism).>%?

The Duality of East and West, and Universalism and Nativism

in the Context of the 1960s

However, in the 1960s, although this conflict was felt in politics, this
confrontation did not have too much impact on the literary realm where the socialist
hegemony was the main trend. Socialist authors focused on the unjust and unequal
organizations of social life and the social classes. They always argued that Turkey was
an underdeveloped society and its problems depended on this fact.

Some leftist thinkers produced a similar tension between Eastern and Western
societies and they defended a more nationalistic vision than that of the Universalist
hegemony of the day. For instance, Kemal Tahir, who had been accused of being a
communist, and who had been held in prison for several years, represented a
culturalist approach different from that of the political conservatives or nationalist
intellectuals but sharing some common points with them. The particularity of Turkish
society and its culture, based on its tradition was the main argument of culturalist

position that stressed the incompatibility of the two different paths; that is, the

*%2There were two circles who defended the sythesis of Anadoluculuk; Yahya Kemal’s line was
a more conservative line, and the other line was Eyuboglu’s modernist line.
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defender and producer of the universal and material culture, namely, the West, and the
East, which defined itself at the same time as the West desired to identify with the
East and its concepts, but according to him, the East should identify itself with its own
set of values, not those of the West.

Attila ilhan was another author who sought for a synthesis for Turkish society
and one against the concept of cultural imperialism; he defended a national, native
culture which has its roots in the Eastern cultural world to which Turkey belonged. In
his works and articles, it is also possible to observe a political vision of Thirld
Worldism.

In the “leftist” intellectual atmosphere of the 1960s, Kemal Tahir and Attila
ilhan were the main defenders of nativity and nationalism from a left-wing position.
However, even if Tahir’s and ilhan’s position were nativist, social and economic
factors were at the center of their works. For instance, Tahir, in his famous book
Devlet Ana, (Mother State) defended a genuine mode of production for Turkey.
Unlike nationalist and conservative intellectuals, Tahir attempted to deepen his
analysis of nativity by basing it on the differences in the mode of production.
However, he criticized universalist, humanist, and westernized intellectuals. He
answered to a Collective Survey in 1960 about the fundamentalism:

The useful knowledge for our country is not to use at random what we learn

from foreign languages, but to render them national in order to identify the

qualities of our nation. Today the majority of our intellectuals are trying to
assimilate or fit the knowledge acquired from outside.*®

0 “Memleketimiz igin faydali bilgi yabanci dillerden grendiklerimizi gelisigiizel bir sekilde
kullanmak degil, milletimizin ozelliklerini tespit igin milli kilabilmektir. Bugiin aydinlarimizin

cogunlugu disardan edinilmis bilgileri benzetmeye, yakistirmaya ¢alisiyorlar.” Kemal Tahir, “Survey,”
Yeni Ufuklar (January 1960).
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He wanted to create a mosaic of the Turkish and Anatolian spirit. He wrote
that this was the most important point, and that the sociologists and historians of
Turkey had not yet produced the research and the novelist had to be interested in the
history of his country in order to create this mosaic.’™* He resisted the leftist
intellectuals who argued that the problem was the underdevelopment of Turkey. He
argues that there was no underdevelopment. Even if there were, the Anatolian people
were not underdeveloped. He insisted on the particularities of Turkish society which
had not to be categorized as underdeveloped in comparison with the Western
countries.

In the most important examples of the Turkish novels, the actual problems
stemming from the Western imitation and the conflicts of the Western values with
Turkish customs and traditions were represented. But as argued:

Especially after the 1960s, this problem was considered in a completely

different manner. The differences between the moral values of the Turkish

intellectuals and Western ones were not contradicted in this period. On the
contrary, the problem was based on an economic plan. They wanted to change
the system of exploitation of Western imperialism. Some writers argued the
superiority of the Ottoman system over the West, as in Devlet Ana of Kemal

Tahir.>®

Devlet Ana may be considered the best example of these debates. But ilhan’s

works were also based on the Turkish and Eastern countries differences from the

Western societies.

%04 Kemal Tahir, Orhan Kemal, Fakir Baykurt, Mahmut Makal, Talip Apaydin, Bes Romanci
Tarngiyor (Istanbul: Diigiin Yayinevi, 1960). A conference held in 1959 by the review Pazar Postasu.

5«Ozellikle 1960 lardan sonra sorun degisik bir yaklasimla ele alinmaktadir. Tiirk
toplumunun ahlaksal degerleriyle Batimnkiler arasindaki ayrimlar iizerinde durulmuyor. Bunun yerine
konu ekonomik diizlemde ele aliniyor. Batimin sémiirii diizenini degistirmek istiyorlar. Kimi yazarlar
Bati karsisinda Osmanl toplumunun yapisimin tistiinliigiinii belirtiyorlar: Kemal Tahir’in Devlet Ana
romaninda oldugu gibi.” Osman Tirkay, Edebiyat, Elestiri ve Dil Uzerine Diisiinceler (Kibris: KKTC
Milli Egitim ve Kiiltiir Bakanligi Yayinlari, 1993), pp: 180 181.
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There were other intellectuals who defended this approach of nativity, for
instance, Osman Arolat asked to Sencer Divitgioglu to define the actual circumstances
of Turkish art. Sencer Divitgioglu replied that the main tendencies in Turkish art was
first a tendency to reduce Turkish society’s reality to the reality of Western bourgeois
society. Another tendency is to find the essential traces of the Turkish society.
According to him, to produce a socialist work of art was only possible by reflecting
the realities of Turkey. He said that the works of art produced by Robbe Grillet,
lonesco and Alain Resnais were not suitable for Turkey.>®

The debate which was a product of this duality was called the National Culture
debate and the influences of the West in Turkish literature. These debates were
mentioned in the article of Memet Fuat in the almanacs of Turkish literature, with the
title of Turkish Literature in 1965. In this almanac, this debate was carried out by
severel writers.>® For instance, Mehmet Fuat, on 4 january 1967, made a speech
which made every year about poetry, short story and essay, focusing on the debate
about cultural imperialism in the Cultural Center of Germany.>*® He insisted on the
need for a moderate approach. He said that to imitate or to deny Western culture were
both extreme approaches.

An article by Mihri Belli, “Ulusal Devrimci Kiltir” (National revolutionary
culture) reflected the spirit of the age. An important figure of the left, and the socialist

movement, Mihri Belli, synthesized three main elements: anti-imperialism, social

%%gencer Divitgioglu, Ant, no. 63 (12 March 1968), p 15.

"Memet Fuat, “ 1965°de Tiirk Edebiyati,” in Mehmet Fuat'in sectikleri Tiirk Edebiyati 1965
(Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1966).

*®Mehmet Fuat, “1967°de Tiirk Edebiyati,” in Mehmet Fuat in sectikleri Turk Edebiyati 1967
(Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1966).
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realism and nativity. In addition to a literature which was prone to Marxist-Leninist
principles, a nationalist emphasis was added. He thought that a nationalist concern had
to be at the center of the socialist struggle as a part of his strategy of revolution, which
was called MDD. (National Democratic Revolution) °®

Sabahattin Eyuboglu was very critical of these debates of National Culture.

He thought that this debate led to an attack and an underestimation of the Western
cultures. He said that it was not plausible to argue that Western countries were
economically exploitative, but they were also imperialists in a cultural manner. He
thought that the hostility against imperialism led to the hostility to Western culture.
The entire culture of the West could not be reduced to the concept of imperialism. He
certainly appreciated Western culture as a source of a high, universal, profound
artistic culture.

There was also a search for a synthesis between Western and national cultures
along Eyuboglu’s line. These efforts for a native and universal synthesis are known as
Blue Anatolians, a radical modernist synthesis already discussed. They emphasized
the significance of Ancient Anatolian civilizations and they provided an anti-chuvinist
intellectual line. The philosophy of Anadoluculuk of these intellectuals investigated
ways to transform Anatolian peasantry into progressive and dynamic citizens. They
also invented or constructed an ideal figure of the Turkish people as a part and
defender of the Western or Enlightenment cultural heritage.

As discussed above, Sabahattin Eyuboglu was an important intellectual who

supported the TLP. He was arrested druing the coup d’état regime of 12 March 1971.

*®Mihri Belli, “Ulusal Devrimci Kiiltiir,” in Yazilar 1965 1970 (istanbul: Sol Yayinlari, 1970),
pp. 257, 273.
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He had problems with the political authorities. He represented the attitude of the left-
wing Kemalist intellectual who wanted to transform Turkey’s educational and
intellectual systems as a need to reach to the level of Westen Universal civilization.
He was fervently against the attitude that considered works of art of the Western
authors as a product of Western imperialism.

Sabahattin Eyiiboglu’s book Mavi ve Kara (Blue and Black)’s first edition in
1967 was a collection of his essays which reflects his humanist and populist
approach.®™® This book represents the humanist, populist style of the circle on this
subject. The debates about Western Imperialism continued during all these years,
Sabahattin Eyuboglu and the other humanist authors of the period were always against
the tendency which denied Western culture as a part of Western imperialism.
Eyuboglu makes distinctions between Western Universal culture and Western
exploitation over the underdeveloped countries.”** According to him, culture was
always dominated by critical artists and intellectuals. When they talked about the
western culture, they always talked about this culture produced by writers, not the
culture of the kings, sultans and business men. For instance, the prominent intellectual
of France, Jean Paul Sartre, or Russel, who was a British author, served the Western

imperialism. Even to ask this question, according to him, was not acceptable. He

S195ahahattin Eyuboglu, Mavi ve Kara, (1940-1973, Essays), (Istanbul: Atag Kitabevi, 1967).

S “Madem Bat sémiirgendir, Bati kiiltiirii de somiirgenligin buyrugundadir; emperyalistlerin
kilicr ve kiiltiirii aym seydir; ikisi ayni yikilast giiciin iki ayr belirtisidir, diyor, demek istiyor Kiiltiir
emperyalizmi kavramini ciddiye alan aydinlarimiz. A kardes, madem é&yle nigin oglunu, kizini Batili
okullara, hem de Batimn en geri papaz okullarina verirsin, Fransizca, Ingilizce grenmeye calisirsin,
Arapga, Farsca ogrenecek yerde? Ustelik Bati kiiltiiriiniin ¢icegi, sam, serefi olan Karl Marx’in da
hayramisin. Ya o da hakli gériiniip dolambagh yollardan emperyalizme hizmet ediyorsa? ”Sabahattin
Eyuboglu, Yeni Ufuklar, no. 186 (November 1968), p. 13, in Memet Fuat, Tiirk Edebiyati 1968
(Istanbul: De Yayinevi 1967), p. 10.
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criticized authors who transformed hostility against imperialism to the hostility against

the culture of Western countries.’*
Onat Kutlar, Gizin Dino and Pertev Naili Boratav also said that,

Nazim Hikmet once said that “I see myself as a heir not only of the Turkish
culture, but all the cultures of humanity.” When I say culture, I mean not only
Greek and Reneissance culture, but also the cultures of Asia, Africa, and
America. Openness to all experiments, settling account with all experiments is
the duty of great and courageous artists....True artists do not accept the
narration of either the West and the East or of the dead traditions, and they do
not dance to their pipe. These are the fears and nightmares of those who
cannot be artists.”*®

If we oppose the West in the cultural field, that means we oppose many things.
We should be very careful in this regard. We not only oppose Hegel and
Descartes, but also Marx and Engels.... If these figures are not opposed, if
they are not going to be opposed, then who is going to be opposed? Are not
they an indispensable part of Western culture?**

Not to fear the West, to resist its culture, politics and imperialist coercion. But
on the other hand, not to avoid the values of the Western culture, the values of
Descartes, Hegel and Marx. Secondly, we should look without fear not only
into the Western culture, but also into our own. >*°

512“Hayzr, diyeceksin, onun gibi Batili filozoflar, bilginler emperyalizmin karsisindadirlar.

Peki, Bati kiiltiiriintin asil temsilcileri onlar degil de, emperyalizme ugaklik etmis filozoflar, bilginler,
sanat¢ilar midir? Kiiltiir dedigimiz sey Batida olsun, Dogu’da olsun krallara, sultanlara, para
babalarina inat dogruluktan, insanliktan yana olan, bu ugurda canlarini bile verebilen insanlarin
yarattiklart deger degil midir? Bugiinkii Fransa’min en biiyiik kiiltiir adami Sartre, bugiinkii
Ingiltere’nin en biiyiik kiiltiir adami Russel emperyalizme mi hizmet etmekteler? Sorulmasi bile ayip
sorular bunlar;, ama sormak zorunda kalyor insan, emperyalizm diismanligimin kiiltiir diismanhgina
cevrilmesini 6nlemek icin. ”Ibid.

3 “Kendini sadece Tiirk kiiltiiriiniin degil, insanhgn tiim kiiltiirlerinin miras¢ist bir kimse gibi
goriiyorum” diyordu Nazim Hikmet. Kiiltiirden soz ettigim zaman sadece Grek ya da Rénesans
kiiltiiriinti degil, Asyamin, Afrikanin ve Amerikamin da kiiltiirlerini kastediyorum. Biitiin deneylere
agiklik, biitiin deneylerle hesaplagma biiyiik ve yiirekli sanat¢ilarin harcidir... Gergek sanatgilar i¢in ne
batinin, ne dogunun, ne de olii geleneklerin anlatimint benimsemek, onlarin diimen suyunda eser
vermek soz konusu degildir. Bunlar sanat¢t olmayanlarm korkular, karabasanlaridir.” Onat Kutlar,
“Ulusal Tiirk Sinemas1 ve Cikis Yollar1 Uzerine Sorusturma,” Ant, no. 80, (9 July 1968), p.14.

S4“Biz Bati’ya karsi kiiltir alaminda cephe alacaksak ¢ok seye karsi cephe aliyoruz. Bu
konuda ¢ok dikkatli olmak gerek. Yalniz Hegel’e, Descartes’a karsi cephe almiyoruz, Marx’a, Engels’e
karsi da cephe aliyoruz... Eger bunlara karst cephe alimmiyorsa, alinmayacaksa kime karsi cephe
alinacak, Bat kiiltiiviiniin bunlar ayrilmaz birer pargast degil mi?” Glizin Dino, “Emperyalist Niteligi
Olmayan Kiiltiir,” Ant, no. 23, (6 June 1967), p.15.

R «Bati’dan korkmamak, kiiltiiriine karst olsun, politikasina karst olsun emperyalist baskisina
direnmek. Ama beri taraftan, bati kiiltiiriiniin  degerlerinden, Descartes indan, Hegel inden,
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Statements by the notable intellectuals such as Onat Kutlar, Glzin Dino and
Pertev Nail Boratav reflect the search for a synthesis between Western and national
cultures, and an awareness about the socialist thinkers of the West. These socialist
intellectuals were defenders of the humanist and socialist heritage of the Western
cultural world, and they thought that Turkey had become permanently distanced from
its traditional ties. They did not see Turkish society distinct from the Western
countries as a result of its heritage, religion or autonomous culture, and they make
distinctions between countries as they existed at different levels of development and

indifferent modes of productions.

The Problems of Underdevelopment in a Modern Country

In addition to the East-West debate, the problems of the underdevelopment of
Turkish society were regularly discussed. Severel writers asserted that Turkey was an
underdeveloped and capitalist society, and this underdevelopment led also to the
underdevelopment of Turkish art and literature.

For instance, Dogan Hizlan in his article “Gelisme Déneminde bir Ulkede
Yazar” (A Writer in a Developing Country) said that, “In an underdeveloped country,
the most important handicape of the writer is the difficulty of making connections
with the literature that he was trying to produce, and the tradition of literature created

before himself.” His important critique adressed the insufficiency of the academic

Marx’indan ¢ekinmemek Ikincisi yanlz Bati kiiltiiriine degil, kendi ge¢mis kiiltiiriimiize de korkmadan,
tirkmeden egilmek gerek.” Pertev Naili Boratav, “Kiiltiir eksikligimizi Nasil Tamamlariz?” Ant, no. 24
(13 June 1967), p.15.
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institutions. According to him, Turkey was neither like Asian countries which
continued an old, taditional and static regime, nor like African post colonial countries
which were constructing their nation states. This was a hopeless and a very conflicted
situation. In Turkey, writers did not know why, how and what they wrote. They wrote
unconsciously like a dervish who was ecstatic. But in developed countries, there were
more determinate circles which had many common points.>*®

Hizlan conceptualized the most fundemantal complex of the inferiority of
Turkish art to Western art, which was admired, followed, and envied as a problem
resulting from economic factors, instead of defining it as a story of cultural difference
between two civilizations or, simply individual failure.

On the same topic, Demir Ozl wrote another article, “Az Gelismis Ulkelerde
Hikaye Roman Sorunu.” (The Problem of Short Story and Novel in the
Underdeveloped Countries).”*’ He insisted that, “The tradition on which we are based
is collapsed a long time ago.”**® He insisted that the old tradition had lost its

freshness. A new tradition has to be created. Orhan Duru also wrote an article about

this subject. A dichotomy between tradition and modern civilization was underlined

8 “Gelisme ¢agindaki bir iilke yazarimn bashca elverissizligi; yazdigi, yaratma ¢abasinda
bukundugu edebiyatla kendinden onceki sanat gelenegi arasinda bir ilgi kuramayisidir. TUrkiye ne
Asya Ulkeleri gibi eski ve belli bir dlzeni surdiirmekte, ne de Afrika Ulkeleri gibi bir somirge
donemimden bagimsiz ulus durumuna ge¢mektedir. Bunun sonucunda durum bir bakima daha umut
verici ama bir bakima da daha a¢mazlarla doludur. Ulkemizde bir yazarin kendine sorun nigin, niye,
kimin i¢in yazdigidir. Cogunlukla geri kalmus bir iilkede yazar bilingle yazmak yerine cezbeye tutulmusg
bir dervis gibi yazmaktadr. Geliskin bir edebiyatta beliren uglar, ayn egilimde ortak noktalart ¢ok,
bircok ozellikleri birbirine benzer yazar kiimelerine rastlanir.” Dogan Hizlan, “Gelisme Déneminde bir
Ulkede Yazar - A Writer in a Developing Country,” Yapraklar, No. 64 (October) p. 3. In Turk
Edebiyan 1964 (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1965), p. 172.

S “Bizim bagh bulundugumuz eski kiiltiir yikilidr ¢oktan”, Demir Oz, Yapraklar, no. 64,
(September) in Tiirk Edebiyat: 1964, (Istanbul: De Yayinevi, 1965), p. 176.

18 «Gelenek dirigiligini yitirmistir.” bid., p. 184.
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by many authors.®™® These authors generally defended the values of civilization
(European culture) and agreed that the old tradition lost its liveliness. They also
believed that Turkey had transformed into a modern but undeveloped society and got
rid of the traces of a traditional, religious culture. This modern society’s main duality
was not a cultural, but a social one, the problems based on the underdeveopment of
economic and social system. This approach, in 1967, was proposed by Behramoglu, a
young poet:

The problems of literature, there was a linguistic and cultural problem which is

peculiar to the Turkish society. It is difficult to have real ties with the past. We

read Halit Ziya, Tevfik Fikret with a dictionary. The government is the enemy
of culture; it is in the control of a comprador bourgeoisie. Intellectuals have
not given up their habits from the pre-1960s. Our intellectuals’ conception of

literature is very poor because of the insufficiency of their instruction and a

lack of a literary tradition.®®

Behramoglu was a good example of social realist author who thought that the
problems stemmed from the capitalist system and that the main problem was not that
of nativity, but a result of the inequalities between classes.

In 1964, Melih Cevdet Anday reflected the spirit of the period in his article
which focused on a need for the creation of a new tradition in respect to the historical
evolution of the society:

| argue that in literature, if we are against tradition, or we are part of this

tradition, it is not a gift. A tradition is created by the artists of society. The first

condition for the creation of a tradition is to consider art as something existing
outside of us, but a common structure that we are also existing only within. A

«Degisen diinya anlayisi, degisen giinliik yasama bicimi, degisen toplum yapisi, degisen
ekonomi kosullart i¢inde insanimiz gézlerini kendini besleyen kaynaktan ayirmayacaktir. Bu kaynak da
gelenek degil ¢agdas hayattir.” Konur Ertop, “Gelenekten Yararlanma” Yapraklar, no. 64,
(December), p. 5, in Turk Edebiyat1 1964 (Istanbul: De Yaymevi, 1965), pp. 203, 206, p. 206.

20«Edebiyatin sorunlari. Tiirk toplumuna 6zgii bir dil kiiltir sorunu var. Ge¢misle bag kurmak
zor, Halit Ziya, Tevfik Fikreti bile sozlukle okuyoruz... Iktidar kiiltiir dusmani, komprador bir
burjuvazinin elinde. Aydinlar 60 oncesinin aliskanliklarindan vazgecemedi... Aydinlarimizin edebiyat
anlayislart zayif, edebiyat konusundaki yertersiz ogrenim ve geleneksizlik.” Ataol Behramoglu, Ant No.
1 (3 January 1967), p. 15.
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thought may be an historical thought which has to emerge from the belief in

society and in history. If the individualism of the West goes beyond our social

realism, this is because of our deficiency of scientific knowledge.**

Anday was an important literary authority of the age. He seriously thought
about the actual state of the Turkish literature in relation with the actual social and

economic state of the society. He also participated in debates about the priorities of

the writers in an underdeveloped country.

Social Realism and Individualism

Another debate arose out of the conflict between social realism and
individualism. It was assumed that there was tension between abstract, closed avant-
garde art and social realist art. It was argued that Western individualist works of art
were not suitable for Turkish society, which was an underdeveloped (more emphasis
on social) or eastern (more emphasis on cultural) society. The writer of the
individualistic and modernist art was also accused to escape from political
responsibilities.

For instance, Ali Gevgilili argues that the underdeveloped countries means,

needs were completely different form the developed countries™* Cetin Ozek

521“Diyece§im ki edebiyatta gelenek ister ona karst olalim, ister onunla birlik olalim, tanr
vergisi bir sey degildir, onu bir toplumun sanatgilart kurarlar. Bunun igin de ilk kosul edebiyati, sanati
bizim disimizda var olan, bizim de ancak kendisiyle var olabildigimiz ortak bir yapi gibi gérme
diisiincesidir.  Bir diisiince, topluma ve tarihe inanmakla beliren tarihsel bir diistincedir. Batinin
bireyciligi bile kimi yerde bizim toplumculugumuzu asiyorsa bunun nedeni, bizdeki bilimsel diigiinme

eksikligindendir.” Anday (1964), p. 70.

S22«Bugtiniin Turk sanatgilarimin kavramas: gereken en temel gercek, Bati'mn ¢ok ileri
toplumlarinmin kendi 6zel yapilar i¢inde sanatin girdigi seriiven ile azgeligmis Turkiye nin sanata a¢tig
olanaklarm, gereksinimin biitiiniiyle birbirinden ayri oldugunu kavrayabilmesidir. Yeni kurulmakta
olan Turkiye’de sanat bir liiks degildir.” Ali Gevgilili, Ant no. 64 (19 Mart 1968), p. 15.
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similarly argues: “I certainly believe that the artist of any underdeveloped countries
artists do not have right to say: ‘I am an artist; | can only produce my own work of
art 599523
In the 1960s, many Turkish intellectuals did not voluntarily reflect on
individual problems. Egoism and individualism were deemed to be products of the
wholesale importation of Western style learning and culture. The avant-garde
individualism was frowned upon by collective missions defined as a result of leftist
aspirations as follows:
Today, our intellectuals and youth, while dwelling on such issues imperialism,
new colonialism, liberation wars and waging their war, will naturally regard
the inclination to abstract literature outside these issues as a sheer waste of
time.... I certainly believe that no artist from any underdeveloped country has
the right to say that “I am an artist and I make art.” Of course, if they want to
be true artists and assume to have responsibility to the contemporary social

life. An opposite attitude would mean escaping responsibility and would lead
to social reactions and lack of interest.>?*

These statements underestimate the aesthetic dimensions of the works of art
and they absolutely define art as an instrument for social struggles. This excessive
engagement of Turkish literature in the social problems was an unchangeable topic of
criticism. For instance, Semih Giimiis said that: “It is generally accepted that the

Turkish literature has to perform its social responsabilities, but this critique is

*2%<suna kesin olarak inancim var ki, ben sanatciyim, sanat yaparim demeye hi¢bir az gelismis

iilke sanatcisimin hakk: yoktur.” Cetin Ozek, Ant, no. 66, (2 Nisan 1968), pp. 14 15.

% Bugiinki aydinlarimiz ve gen¢ kusaklar emperyalizm, yeni sémiirgecilik, kurtulus savaslar:
gibi konular iizerine egilip bunlarin savasini verirken elbetteki bu sorunlarin disinda kalan soyut
edebiyata egilimi bir zaman israfi olarak gorecektir... Suna kesin olarak inancim var ki, ben
sanat¢yim, sanat yaparim demeye hi¢hbir az gelismis iilke sanatcisimin hakkr yoktur. Tabii, gercek
sanat¢t olunmak, ¢agdas sorumiuluk yiiklenilmek isteniyorsa. Aksine davramis, sorumluluktan kagma
anlami tasir ve toplumsal tepki ve ilgisizlikle karsilamir.” Cetin Ozek, “Tiirkiye’de Sanat Gérevini
yaptyor mu?”” Ant, no. 63 (12 March 1968), p.15.
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meaningless because Turkish literature, since the beginning dealed always even
excessively with social problems.”®®

In 1962, Ahmet Oktay said that Giidiimlii Yazin (committed art) or the
originally French concept of “literature engagé” debates began in Turkey. He also
thought that social struggles had started in Turkey. Literature in Turkey focuses on the
problems which were the consequences of the urbanization, rapid migration from the
villages to the cities and rapid modernization. Conflicts depending on the new,
modern life styles were depicted in the works of Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal, Kemal
Tahir and Fakir Baykurt.

On the other hand, angst, escapism and annoyance were experiences that can
be resumed in the works of the modernist and avant-garde literature, in the 1950s.
This literature was defended or criticized by some intellectuals, but Ahmet Oktay said
that in these works, the dictatorship of the Democrat Party and the whole system with
its social and economic institutions had been negated.>*® He also mentioned that the

young authors who lived in a dictatoship and who reacted against this regime

identified themselves inevitably, but also sharply, with an absurdity, a loneliness, and

55« Zaman zaman edebiyatin bir derdi olmalidir ya da toplumsal yiikiimliiliikleri vardur denir,
aslinda bu elestirinin hi¢cbir zaman séz konusu edilmemesi gerekir. Ciinkii basindan bugiine dylesine
yiiksek bir sorumluluk duygusuyla yasamistir ki edebiyatimiz, onda bu diizeyde degil bir eksiklik
bulmak; fazlalik oldugunu séylemek daha dogru olur. Tasidigi agwr yiikiin kusaktan kusaga aktarilmasi
cagdas Tiirk edebiyatinin yeterince zengin bir ¢esitlilik ve siirekili yenilikler icinde yagsamasina engel
teskil eder. Cesitli donemlerde yiikselen Modernlesme giidiistinii tamimlamakta bile giicliik ¢ekmig
edebiyatimiz hi¢ kuskusuz asil yarayi toplumsal ve siyasal hayatimizin her zaman sicak ve sert
olusundan aldi. Yazinsal degerler bireylerin yazinsal kisilik kazanmasi, yazarin tutulmasi gibi
modernist degerler, hemen hi¢ bir donemde dne ¢ikmayi basaramadi. Kendi modernizmini hem
bilincinde olmadan yasadigi, hem de hep toplumsal degerlerin baskist altinda kaldigi i¢in, yazarlarin
ozgiinliikleri de iginde bulunduklart ortamin ideolojik degerlerince sinandi.” Semih Glimiis,
Modernizm ve Postmodernizm Edebiyatin Diinii ve Yari (Istanbul: Can Yaymlari, 2010), p. 33.

% Ahmet Oktay, “Yazar ve Siyasa,” in Tiirk Edebiyati 1963 (istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1964)
(Degisim Dergisi no. 8), p. 26.
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they reflected a despair in a corrupted, defeated society.>*’ In one article, Oktay
defined these two groups as on the one hand, social realists and on the other hand
modernists. They were different in their methods, but they had departed from the same
point. They all depicted similar social problems in their works of art from different
points of view, and with different styles. He wrote that: “A writer who is scared of
politics is also scared of the realities and he is scaring to be part of a social struggle.
The all other statements, against the attitude of the real authors, may not be interpreted
as others, other than a self-defeating action.”?

Oktay thought that both avant-garde and social realist authors were interested
in the politics and to the problems of their country. In these years, it is possible to
observing a debate about this subject. The differences between and common topics of
these two trends were compared.

Fethi Naci argued in his article Vurun Ilgisizlige that: “the escapism of the
Turkish intellectuals and writers from the realities of their country is the main issue.
He assumes that,

Only in underdeveloped countries in which the relationship between

intellectuals and people can not be built can the intellectuals’ knowledge be

used as an instrument which was used not to attain to the realities and to
change them, but to escape from realities. Thus, most of theconception of the

intellectuals of the underdeveloped countries, is in reality, an actual form of
their powerful individualism.”**

2“Ote yandan bir dikta rejimi altinda yasayan ve buna tepki duyan geng yazarlar ister
istemez bu bozulan, ¢iiriiyen toplum icinde gelisen sagmaligi, yalmizligi ve aydiin umutsuziugunu en
keskin, en aci ¢izgileriyle saptama ve duyurma yoluna gittiler.” 1bid., p. 27.

% «“Ahlaka baglanan yazarin siyasadan korkmasi, bir noktada gerceklerden ve savasmaktan
korkmasi anlamina gelir. Bunun disindaki her yargi, tarvihin agikhigr ve gercek yazarlarin tutumu
karsisinda, bir kendini aldatmadan baska tiirlii yorumlanamaz. ”’1bid., p. 25.

B“Yalmz aydin halk ilskisinin kurulamadigi az gelismis iilkelerin aydinlarinda bilgi,

gerceklere yaklasmak ve gercekleri degistirmek icin degil, gerceklerden ka¢mak igin bir arag¢ olarak
kullamiliyor. Bunun icin az geligmis iilkelerin ¢ogu aydmlarinin toplumculugu, aslhinda, azili bir
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Fethi Naci who was a leading figure among the socialist intellectuals linked the
problems that assumed to exist in the Turkish intellectuals to the underdevelopment of
the country. The criticism of individualism and the belief in the resolution of every
problems of the country by a developmentalist approach reflected the socialist
author’s standard prescription.

Ferit Edgui wrote an article, “Halk icin Yazmak Halk Ustiine Yazmak” (To
Write for the People, to Write about the People) in which he said that the conflict
between social realist art and modernist art were at the center of the intellectuals’
debate. The main problem was the problem of bread, but according to Ferit Edgu, the
modernist writer had to think about individual problems and the problem of human
emancipation.>® According to him, demands of equality, or problems depending on
poverty, were confrontated with demands of human emancipation and freedom.

Vedat Gunyol wrote an article titled “Yeni Tiirkiye Ardinda” (In Search of a
New Turkey) in which he said that he thought or he hoped that Turkey would be
another country in which social and cultural transformations could be realized. This
intention was shared by many authors and it shows the validity of my argument that
authors were absolutely the missionaries of political projects to shape the future of
their country.

In the 1967 Varlik Yillig1, the notes of a symposium which was organized in
1966 by Yasar Nabi Nayir between intellectuals and men of letters was published. In

this meeting, writers debated the actual problems of the literature (Edebiyatimizin

bireyciligin giiniimiize 0zgii bir bigiminden bagka birsey olmuyor. Vurun ilgisizlige! "Fethi Naci,
“Vurun {lgisizlige,” Yon no 78, (25 Eyliil 1964).

*OFerit Edgli, “Toplum Sanat Iliskileri Ustiine,” Yeni Ufuklar, no. 160, (September 1964),
pp. 187 199.
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Buglinki Sorunlart). The participants were: Oktay Akbal, Sabahattin Kudret Aksal,
Tahir Alangu, M. Sunullah Arisoy, Hiisamettin Bozok, Asim Bezirci, Necati Cumali,
Refik Erduran, Azra Erhat, Konur Ertop, Mehmet Fuat, Vedat Giinyol, Orhan
Hangerlioglu, Dogan Hizlan, Stikran Kurdakul, Rauf Mutluay, Yasar Nabi Nayir,
Behcet Necatigil, Mehmet Seyda, Cemal Siireya, and Ulkii Tamer.>** There were
representatives of the literary circles of the period that categorized above. People
from all different tendencies came together they debated the actual situation and and
what they saw as the “responsibilities” of the Turkish literature in Turkish society.
They debated the role of avant-garde art in the circumstances in which the
social realist art had become dominant. In the debate, Siikran Kurdakul and Yasar
Nabi Nayir were against Cemal Siireya, who defended avant-garde art. The realist vs.
modernist debate has been the core debate of this meeting. For instance, Cemal
Sireya said that if avant-garde works of art had sold 3,000 and the other had sold
10,000, the avant-garde had sold more or was interested in by the public. This was
not the reality, because the works of Orhan Kemal and other social realist authors had
sold more than ten thousands. In the 1960s, the best-selling authors and their works
were Yasar Kemal, Orhan Kemal, Aziz Nesin, Kemal Tahir, and Necati Cumali. The
sales of the books were also indicated: Books by Orhan Veli Kanik had sold more
than hundreds of thousands; Fakir Baykurt’s Yilanlarn Ocii had sold 50,000. Necati
Cumali’s Susuz Yaz had also sold 50,000. Two of these bookshad also been made into
movies. The movies may have contributed to the sales of these books. Bereketli

Topraklar Uzerinde and other books by Orhan Kemal were also appreciated and

1Gee Yasar Nabi Nayir “A¢ik Oturum,” Edebiyatimizin Bugiinki Sorunlari, 13 and 20
November 1966, in 1967 Variik Yilligi (Istanbul: Varlik Yaymevi, 1967), pp. 147, 230.
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bought by the reading public. Two other significant authors who were most sold were
Yasar Kemal and Kemal Tahir.

They (authors and publishers) debated which books had sold the most. This
was a common debate between the young and the older authors, who were Kemalists,
Marxists, and humanists. They shared a common cultural agenda, and the distinctions
between these different political identities were ambiguous. But a modernist tendency
was in conflict with a more traditionalist, social realist and pragmatist one. Other
distinctions would become more evident in the following years.

The critique of individualism was also related to the importation of the Western
works and trends. For instance, in France, under the leadership of the Tel Quel, there
was a debate about the Nouveau Roman (New Novel). Yeni Dergi review brought this
debate to Turkey. Another European oriented debate was about Humanism and

Structuralism.>?

Many debates, trends, schools of thought were introduced to the
Turkish public. This tradition of the importation of Western cultural trends had deeper
roots reaching back to the Tanzimat period. But, beginning in this period,
philosophical, sociological and theoretical research was increasingly developed and
their autonomies were created independent from literature and politics.

People who related directly literature to social engagements neglected the role
of the writers’ relative autonomy to produce works of art with aesthetic and fictive
notions. Literature was followed by educated or at least by literate people, and

populist intentions did not have to shadow the intellectualist dimension of the works

of art. Literature was always an important part of the intellectualism, and this culture

**Hilmi Yavuz, “Insancillik, Yapisalcilik Tartismasi,”Yeni Ufuklar, no. 268, (1976).
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had connections with sociological abstractions, philosphical ideas, and the over-
simplification of literature as the only defender of social causes was inacceptable. To
close the gap between intellectual and people it was not necessary to destroy
profoundity. This criticism of individualist, alienated intellectuals was transformed
into a total negation of intellectuals after the coup d’état of 1980, and art increasingly
became the subject of diversification for different social classes.

This distinction between abstract and individualistic art, and realist and
political art may be described as the significant duality of the age as it was shown.
Traditional, modernist, and social realist intellectuals debated between themselves to
determine a relevant art for Turkish society reflecting its reality, but they also aimed at
catching up to Western high culture, and becoming part of this cultural tradition. This
had always been problematic, and this interdependent relation had been a tension that
had determined the whole Western art. These tensions had led to the troublesome
relation between thefields of politics and art. On the one hand, creativity, articulated
as a distinctive quality supposed to define the producer of a creation, the independence
and autonomy of the artist; and on the other, his social responsibilities, which he
ascribes to himself, and his will to intervene into the political field.

These two sets of aspects represent the extreme positions between which most
artists frequently oscillate. This imaginary distinction, the autonomy of art, or the
determination of the social field over the artistic field (artistic products being regarded
as the periodical representations of the social context) gave rise to these consequences:
first, the isolation of the artistic field from other aspects of life as a survival strategy

for artists; second, seeing art as an outcome of social relations.
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In my opinion, the collective consciousness of the social agents should be
conceived as a central factor. The role of art can be reduced neither to social relations,
though it is itself a social relation, nor to the aesthetic creativity of some “genius”
artists, though again it is a creative product. | posit that art emerged as a result of the
tension between commitment and the endeavor for self-realization in an individualistic
manner, which is determined on the final stage according to whether the artist has any

collective, that is social, identity or not

Different Social Classes, Inequalities and Their Representations

Social classes and the differences between these classes were important topics
of poetry and novels of the 1960s and 1970s. As discussed by Zafer Toprak, the 1960s
was the period in which the reality of social classes was first brought to the attention
of public thanks to the intellectuals and political actors.

First, the peasantry started to be represented as a heteregenous entity which
consisted of different social classes (the Republican perception of them had always
oscillatied between ignorant, reactionary forces and their motto of “the villagers are
the masters of the nation” (kOyll milletin efendisidir). This section of society was
defined by its social and economic inequalities. Then, in the 1970s, the peripheries of
the cities which had been created as a result of the migration also began to be
represented in literature as social classes living in miserable conditions.

In the early 1970s, urban classes were also depicted in many works. A social

realist approach focused on class differences. The upper classes, feudal lords, and
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aghas were heavily criticized. The dichotomy between poor and rich was an important

topic of these novels and short-stories.

Urban Classes

| first will focus on the social classes which were part of urban life, the
workers, bourgeoisie and petit-bourgeoisie. Second, peasantry and rural life were also
extremely important in Turkish literature while the tradition of peasant realism was
transformed into a more social realist position.

Novels about the working class were also written by masters of the social
realist movement, like Orhan Kemal, Yasar Kemal, Fakir Baykurt, Samim Kocagoz,
Tarik Dursun K., and many others. Yasar Kemal is certainly known for his peasant
novels, but he also produced many short-stories about urban poverty. These authors
were always interested in the lives of urban poor families, the difficulties they faced in
the everyday life of the urban centers. During the 1970s, many novels and short-
stories were written to describe the urban popular classes.

Orhan Kemal undoubtely can be considered the prominent figure of working
class history. In many of his novels Turkish lower classes, factory workers, and
workers who worked in very difficult conditions of Cukurova region, in agriculture.

He may be considered to be the most important figure of Turkish literature
focusing on the urban poverty, and the economic and social problems lower classes.
For instance, Orhan Kemal’s Bir Filiz Vardr (Once upon a time, Filiz) was about the
difficulties of being a honest working person for a women under sexual harrassment

and abuses of the men’s world. He always was interested in the humiliation,
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deprivation, and poverty of the lower classes. A gender perspective also can be
observed in these novels.

There were not many novels about the workers struggles as a class, however,
Aziz Nesin’s short story Biyuk Grev (Great Strike) in March 1978 was an important
exception. This book was a critique of a strike and also the most powerful family in
Turkey. This strike, which was started by a union of workers of metallurgy (MESS
MADEN I8), was criticized by Nesin for not being a meaningful struggle, but even a
useful attempt at the interest of the capital as it would be able to be rescued from its
surplus production. This shortstory led to the reaction of the Union, left wing
movements and their newspaper. In Politika, many workers wrote articles against
Nesin, and called him a defender of the capital. Another significant work of art about
the working class was the 1965 movie Karanlikta Uyananlar of Ertem Gore¢ and
Vedat Tarkali, in 1965.

Attila Ilhan’s novels, Fena Halde Leman (Too much Leman), Sirtlan Pay:
(Share of the Hyenas), and Kurtlar Sofrasi (Dinner Table of Wolves) were critical
accounts of the upper classes who became rich and privileged after the foundation of
the Republic. Ilhan criticized other social realist authors for not producing works of
urban life or political problems. He declared that he alone tried to produce political
and realist works to represent the inner conflicts of the bourgeois class by also using
the psychological profoundity of his novels’characters. But, at the end of the 1970s,
many political novels were produced that criticized some rich, capitalist families. For
instance, Erol Toy’s significant novel /mparator (Emperor) published in 1974 was a

novel about the foundation of the most powerful capaitalist family of Turkey.
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Aziz Nesin’s collective essays, Bir Stirgiiniin Anilart, Sosyalizm Geliyor
Savulun and many of his short stories were criticisms of the injustices and inequalities.
Aziz Nesin may have been the most important critique of the social injustices and
inequalities between the different social classes with his very original satiric style as
he was also a politicaly significant public intellectual of the period.

Many other young authors were harshly criticized of confusing to think about
political problems and writing novels. Demirtas Ceyhun’s novels were criticized for
being propogandative, artistically poor and politically oriented. Another novel
Gozbagr (Band of Eyes) by Erol Toy, which was written as a working class novel was
also considered to be an unsuccesful by Fethi Naci.>*® He thought that a novelist’s
responsibility was to reflect the social reality in which different social classes lived in
a society, but not to resolve the problems of the people like a politician. In Turkey,
some novelists tried to awaken the masses and to contribute to the formation of an
egalitarian society without mediation, then they did not respect the rules of writing
and necessities of a novel.>**

The world of the petit-bourgeoisie or middle classes were also an important
topic for writers. Many of them were also belonged to these social classes or to a
professional status as middle class. In some of these novels, such as Oguz Atay’s
Tutunamayanlar (Disconnectus Erectus), Demir Ozli’s Boguntulu Sokaklar (Short
story, 1966), Bir Uzun Sonbahar (A long Autumn - Novel, 1976), Bir
Kiigtikburjuvanin Genglik Yillar: (The youth of a Petit-Bourgeois Person - Novel,

1979), Selim Ileri’s many novels, Aysel Ozakin’s Alninda Mavi Kuslar, Vedat

*%Naci, p. 349.

*¥bid., p. 470.

335



Tiirkali’s Mavi Karanlik were all critics of the middle class and their hypocritical life.

The loneliness of the Turkish intellectual and his alienation from his own
country and from the people was another topic addressed. In many novels, educated
and modern intellectuals were described as they had an important communication gap
with their own country. Ferit Edgii’s works Kimse (Nobody) , O (He-She) and
Hakkaride Bir Mevsim (A Season in Hakkari) describe the loneliness of the Turkish
intellectual in the rural life as he did not really know their lives or customs. A season
in Hakkari was also about the discovery of the Kurdish people of the region.

Sevgi Soysal criticized the middle classes indifferences to the working classes
and state oppression of intellectuals after the 12 March military intervention in her
books Yenisehir'de Bir Ogle Vakti, Safak, and Yuriimek. In all of her works, she
focused on the relations between the different social classes, and the role of leftist
people in relationship with people from different social classes were also described.

Adalet Agaoglu was an important critic of the inner conflicts of the educated
middle classes. In her novels, Olmeye Yatmak and Driigiin Gecesi criticized the
insincerity or ingenuinety of the lives of these people.

In all of these modernist masterpieces, the lack of and search for authenticity
of Turkish society’s educated people and also in their own lives were discussed as that
they belonged to these classes was obvious. They criticized the Westernized upper
classes inner conflicts, but this critical approach was not restricted to a culturalist
critique of Westernization, but was also a serious critique of a bourgeois life style was
done.

This approach transcended the famous satire of Felatun Bey by Ahmet Mithat

Efendi, in his emblamatic novel published in 1875 Felatun Bey and Rakim Efendi
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(Mr. Felatun and Rakim Efendi) as well as he criticized the extremely Westernized
Turkish, snobbish people. This very early figure was repeatedly produced in many
Turkish novels, in a similar way; but in the 1970s, this alienated and Westernized,
Turkish intellectual became this time an object of the Turkish novel, in a political
approach centering class distinctions.

Melih Cevdet Anday, in his novel Aylaklar narrated the tragedy of the people
of the late Ottoman empire during the Republican Period. They lost their social status,
cultural heritage, and economic privilleges. The new social classes that emerged in the
Republican period replaced the Ottoman bureaucracy and these people fell into a
feeling of emptiness. They could not adapt themselves to the new conditions. The
novel can be seen as an account of the formation of new social classes and the

emerging bourgeois class against the Ottoman aristocracy.

Peasantry

The peasants were also a frequent topic of the Turkish literature in the 1960s
and 1970s. For instance, the writers who also came from the Village Institutes, like
Mahmut Makal, Talip Apaydin, Fakir Baykurt, and Adnan Binyazar, produced many
novels and short stories about peasantry and rural life. The leading author was
Mahmut Makal and his novels Bizim Kdy and Memleketin Sahipleri were symbolic
works of art. Mahmut Makal, Fakir Baykurt and many others, focused on the
numerous problems of the peasantry. They argued that the main problems were based
on underdeveloped economic structures and insufficient or reactionary social

organizations. Religious myths, social pressures, illiteracy, and extreme ignorance
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were all subjects of their works. Corrupted and irresponsible state officials were also
harshly criticized. All of these authors had been born to peasant families. They had
been educated in the Village Institutes or in the Universities of Ankara and Istanbul.
They were alienated from their families’ lives or they wanted to transform or to
intervene into this undeveloped rural life by showing the problems of this life to the
educated peasants like themselves, and by the multiplication of positive characters,
like instructors, and young educated people. They wanted to create an educated avant-
garde minority who would motivate other peasants by showing their poverty, and
miserable conditions in which they lived and their ignorance as a result of their
religious beliefs and their traditional lives, to change their lives.

As already discussed, these writers can be considered in the category of left-
Kemalist authors and they reflected the symbiotic relation of their populist and elitist
intentions. They did not always glorify peasant values. On the contrary, they even
underestimated or ridiculed their habits, and their cultural and religious beliefs. These
authors shared some common points, but there were also many differences in their
works. The sterotype of ignorant, but ingenuous peasantry and the exploitation of their
labor by the agas and idealist instructors struggling with them, and some corrupted
state officials were criticized. They were also criticized for not producing aesthetic
products, but documentary works. Novels about the peasantry were also ciriticized for
replacing the reality, to be presenting as a reality, and to reflecting the prejudices of
the intellectuals.

However, Yagar Kemal, Orhan Kemal, Yilmaz Giiney, Necati Cumali and

Kemal Tahir were socialist authors. | define them as members of a social realist
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tradition. They were different from the Peasant Institute originated, left Kemalist
authors and there were also differences among them.

Necati Cumali’s in his novel, Yagmurlar ve Topraklar, narrates a love story in
a small town, in which the instructors, doctors and lawyers were subjugated to the
oppression of the reactionary powers. These educated people had significant problems
with their environment and felt in an uncany and lonely situation. He also thought
about the necessity of land reform and the relationship of peasants with nature.

Social inequalities and injustices were at the center of Cumali’s works of art.
His masterpiece Susuz Yaz (Dry Summer), a collection of short-stories, a best-seller
was adapted by Metin Erksan, into a movie by the same title Susuz Yaz. In a similar
way, in this novel, there were also stories about small towns, villages and naive people
who were victims of the egoism which was a product of unequal property relations.
Sexual impuses were also existent in his works, especially in his short story book, Ay
Blyurken Uyuyamam (I can not sleep when the moon rises) narrates stories of several
forms of sexual reations that were natural parts of the social life even if they were
considered to be taboos. This famous work was one of the first books directly about
sexuality and its diverse practices in the rural life. This work can be seen as a
contradiction to the Western intellectual approach that held that in Third World
countries, there were not libidinal motivations in literary works of art.

Social realist author Yasar Kemal wrote several novels about the rural life of
Cukurova where he was also grown up. /nce Memed and Orta Direk were his
masterpieces. In his novel, Akcasazin Agalari, he criticized mainly the sovereignity of
land owners over the pesantry, mainly over the nomads who were forced to live in a

settled way. Developing capitalist relationships, the monopolization of the land
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ownership in some rich people, by the feudal lords (aga), the insufficiency of the basic
social services were described in this novel. The panturkist and ultra nationalist
ideologies were stated as against the leftist ideology of the period with these land
owners. The ultra-nationalism and anti-communism of the ruling classes was revealed.

Kemal Tahir’s short-stories Gé! Insanlar: (People of Lake) was also a
significant work which reflected rural life. As mentioned, his vision about the
peasantry was very different from that of the other authors and he criticized other
authors for reflecting their own beliefs and visions as they were the demands of the
peasantry and the clichés in which peasants were always naives.

Works of art about raising the underdeveloped South east region which was
also significant for the Kurdish ethnic identity started to be produced during this
period, like Bekir Yildiz’s Ka¢ak¢t Sahan, (Sahan the Smuggler), Ahmed Arif’s
poems, and Ferit Edgli’s Hakkari’'de Bir Mevsim (One Season in Hakkari). They were
significant works of art for the recognition of this ethnically different region of Turkey
which was extremely poor and which was neglected by the governments. In the realm
of cinema, Yilmaz Giiney was first to represent the miserable conditions of this region

in his film Yol (Permission), in 1980.

Historical Debates, and Challenges to the Official History of Turkey

During the 1960s and 1970s, one of the most popular topics of the novelists
was historical events, especially topics like the atmosphere of the late Ottoman
Empire, the foundation of the Turkish Republic, the War of Independence, the role of

the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP) members in the First World War and in
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the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. Writers created many novels about social and
political history. I argue that in the 1960s and 1970s, novel was considered to provide
historical knowledge, and works of art were seen as a possible instrument to propose
alternative histories.

These novels generally attempted to represent alternative approaches to the
official history writing and they reflected also the political attitudes of their writers;
for instance, a more critical comment about the official historiography of the Turkish
history, about the early or late Ottoman Empire were elaborated by Kemal Tahir and a
left-wing interpretation of the War of Independence was defended in several novels by
Erol Toy, Samim Kocagdz and Hasan Izzettin Dinamo. These novels conformed to the
anti-imperialistic ideology and spirit of the age which was proliferated in all of these
two decades, as discussed.

As a result of the realist tradition of the period, there was always an
expectation that writers would reflect reality and produce scientific knowledge. For
instance as argued by Hilmi Yavuz, according to these writers, there was a lack of a
scientific tradition which might be capable of profoundly analyzing the changing
structure of Turkish society and specificities of its human beings; and scientific
research about history was also not realized, as a result. It is argued that the Turkish
novel has to deal with these two realms.>® This approach led to the formation of an
important conflict which understimated the fictious and aesthetic dimensions of the
literature. Works of art were designed to fulfill sublime missions and the social and

political dimensions of these works shadowed their aesthetic and fictive notions.

**Ibid., p. 188, Hilmi Yavuz defends Kemal Tahir’s theoretical approach which was also
espoused by many other intellectuals.
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Kemal Tahir was the most significant author of these novels. His novels were
always considered to be important literary events. They triggered debates about social,
economic and historical structures of Turkey.

His novels such as Esir Sehrin Mahpusu and Esir Sehrin Insanlar: (People of
the captive city) describe the atmosphere of Istanbul when it was under British
occupation after the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in World War I. But his most
polemical novel about the War of Independence was his novel Yorgun Savasgi. This
novel, which was later adapted as a television serial by Halit Refig was censored and
even destroyed after the military intervention, and it was the most debated novel about
the War. In this novel, the heroic narrative of the participation in the struggle was
challenged. Kemal Tahir’s novels Kurt Kanunu, Yol Ayrimi and Devlet Ana also
introduced important historical debates about CUP members, the foundation of the
Serbest Firka Party and the foundation process of the Ottoman Empire.

Devlet Ana, a novel mentioned above many times, attempted to assert
something about the actual conditions of Turkey and the strategy which had to be
taken by the leftist groups by using, remembering, or in other words imagining the
historical atmosphere of the 1290s when the Ottoman Empire had not yet founded.
The ultimate aim of the novel was not to narrate the historical events, but to debate the
actual conditions with the help of these historical events; however it was always
debated whether his stories were inventions, fictions, or reality.

Many scholars criticizes Kemal Tahir for benefiting from history arbitrarily or
by fabricating necessary claims to justify his own claims about actual Turkish politics.
He idealized or sought for a pure Turkish, Ottoman identity which had not yet been

corrupted by the Western influences which would be destructive in the following

342



centuries. His nationalistic, idealist and romantic abstractions were harshly criticized
by literary critics, such as Ahmet Oktay, Fethi Naci and many others. Kemal Tahir
elaborated his own nativist, ideological position by arguing that there had been a
utopic past which had been corrupted and needed to be reestablished. Many authors
considered that he abused the historical events for his own sake.>*®

Attila ilhan’s novel Yaraya Tuz Basmak was the only novel about the Korean
War and a very important critique of the Democrat Party government which caused
the deaths of many Turkish soldiers. This book was also an important critique of US
imperialism as was relevant to the spirit of the age. His novel Surtlan Pay: (Share of
the Hyenas) can be considered as an historical novel of the early Republican era and
the conditions before the 27 May coup d’état. His other novel, Bicagin Ucu, was also
a criticial description of the DP government.

Fakir Baykurt’s novel, Amerikan Sargis: was also about the US help which is a
favorite subject of the leftist intellectuals. He criticized the absurdity of the US help
which only did not really work but even disturbed these peasants’ ordinary lives. This
anti-US tendency was very suitable to the actual political discourse of the leftist
movements.

Erol Toy’s novel Toprak Acikinca, and ilhan Tarus’s novels, Var Olmak
(1957), Hiikiimet Meydani (1962), Vatan Tutkusu (1967), Samim Kocagoz’s
Kalpakiilar (1962), Doludizgin (1963), and Hasan izzettin Dinamo’s Kutsal Isyan
(1966) were all about the War of Independence. In these novels, the role of the

ordinary people or idealist officiers were emphasized.

536'Svetl.ama Uturguari, “Kemal Tahir’in Devlet Ana Roman” in Sovyet Tiirkologlarin Tiirk
Edebiyan Incelemeleri, (Istanbul: Cem Yaynlari, 1980), pp. 164-168.
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On the other hand, Tarik Bugra, in his novel Kiiciik Aga defended a more
conservative interpretation of the War of Independence. His novel, Firavun Imant,
however, was his most ideological novel and in this novel. He tried to show that
URSS helped Turkey in the War of Independence in order to make it one of its
satellite regimes and he tried to delegitimize this intervention. Throughout the book,
he defended conservative, nationalist politician or poets like Mehmet Akif, Hiseyin
Avni, and Hasan Basri as against others who were defined like Soviet agents. This
novel can be considered as a right-wing challenge to the escalating left-wing
interpretations of Turkish history.

Many other novelists, like Yasar Kemal in Ak¢asazin Agalari, and many poets
represented the specificities of the near history of their countries, to be able to make
politics as a part of their public intellectual existences.

As was discussed, the novel was designed as an instrument to transmit
historical, social and actual reality to a larger public. These novels were all politically
committed, and they represent the close relationship between writers and politics.
They used also historical elements to say something about the actuality. This relation
with history also can be seen as their effort to create an historical consciousness as a

part of their Marxist identities.

The Relation of Artists with Social and Political Movements

Oppressions and Melancholy

One of the most important topics of the Turkish novel, especially after the

military coup d’état of 1971, was the ascending social movements of the late 1960s
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and the relation of the intellectuals with these movement and activities. These
movements were increasingly discussed by many writers.

An interesting debate about the relationship between author and politcs was
produced in the form of literature engagé (committed art). This debate brought about
the conflict between the freedom of the artist and his/her political and social
engagements. These debates were considered as eurocentric and they were criticized
by the nativist intellectuals. However, many committed young writers produced
novels and poems as a result of their support. There were also more critical and hostile
works about this movement of youth from the nationalist-conservative axis.

The process after the 12 March 1971 military intervention was described and
contemplated by many authors in their novels. Some of them participated in these
movements. In all of these novels, political topics were debated. Most of these novels
were written by novelists who supported the developing social movements before the
coup. Novelists such as as Cetin Altan, Sevgi Soysal and Erdal Oz were arrested or
tortured after this intervention. In these novels, the state oppressions, left-wing
militants sufferings, their problems to defend their political vision, and their lack of
authenticity were debated.

Erdal Oz’s novel Yaralisin (You are Wounded) in1974 described the
imprisonment and torture to which he himself was subjected after the 12 March
military intervention. This novel had autobiographic elements. There were very hard
conditions for the young intellectuals. Yasar Kemal declared that the novel of Erdal
Oz, Yaralusin would be one of the master pieces of Turkish Literature. He said,

Turkey is a country in trouble. There is such pessimism that one can let it just

go. But in Turkey there are such novels that are written this way. This novel

and its novelist are in resistance and protest through and through. Humanly,
friendly, full of love, which resists evil with all these. Which strikes us from
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our heart, with friendship, with mercy. Perhaps Turkey is experiencing its
most beatiful age in all this complication. If you ask why this is so, look at
Erdal Oz, look at the young novelist of recent years. If its word is as true as a
national epic, if its word is as true as a national novel.>’

Different novels about these topics were produced by the social realist and
modernist authors. For instance, Vedat Tiirkali’s book Birgiin Tek Basina narrated the
atmosphere of Turkey before the coup d’état of 1960, and a love between a young
female University student and a middle age intellectual. He harshly criticized the
egoism and loneliness of the Turkish intellectuals by using this personality. Cetin
Altan’s novel Biiyiik Gozalt: described the emprisonment of a person who escaped to
his childhood in his dreams during his emprisonment.

Sevgi Soysal’s Safak was an important novel about the tortured, emprisoned
left-wing militants. Firuzan’s 47 liler was a symbolic novel that described the
university youth who participated to the social movements of the 1968, and they were
killed or tortured. Adalet Agaoglu’s work Olmeye Yatmak, and Bir Diigiin Gecesi
were criticisms of the conditions of society. Her plots were described in a difficult
state of mind, as a kind of nihilism. This is a reaction to the oppressions of the state of
the intellectuals and leftist ideologies. The inner contradictions of the leftist
intellectuals and movements were visible in her works. They were not satisfied in a

society to which they could not conform.

S1«Tiirkive basi belada bir iilke. Ortaya bir karamsarlik ¢okmiis ki olmaya gitsin. Ama
Tiirkiye’de boyle romanlar yaziliyor. Bu roman ve romancist tepeden tirnaga bir karsit koyma, bir
protestodur. Insanca, dostca, sevgi dolu.. Kotiiliige bunlarla karsi koyan. Bizi yiiregimizden vuran,
dostlukla, actmayla. Tiirkiye bu karmagsiklik icinde belki de en giizel cagini yasiyor. Neden ki derseniz,
iste bir Erdal Oz, iste son yillarin en gen¢ romancilari...Bir ulus destan kadar sozii gercekse eger bir
ulus romami kadar sézii gercekse.” Yasar Kemal’s opinion on the back cover, in Erdal Oz, Yaralisin
(Istanbul: Cem Yayinevi, 1974).

346



Pmar Kiir, in his novel Yarin Yarin related the relationship of different classes,
bourgeoisie, working classes and the struggles of the youth and all of the social
movements. She described perfectly the life conditions of the upper classes, everyday
lives as she belonged to these classes. She was not similarly capable of describing the
working classes, but Kur, like Sevgi Soysal described upper class young people who
try to transcend their social class identity. She politically identified with the struggle
of the leftist movement and she contemplated the problems of the leftist movement
and also inner conflicts of the petit-bourgeois intellectuals.

Demir Ozlii’s many short stories were also about the conditions after the
military intervention. His existentialist approach was transfomed into a more political
and socially engaged one in these works. Melih Cevdet Anday’s Gizli Emir
(Confidential Directive) was considered as a sign of the 12 March military
intervention. In this abstract novel with its modernist perspective, the people who
were under pressure were depicted. Tartk Bugra’s Gengligim Eyvah was a
conservative critique of the left-wing movements as he was anti-communist. He
harshly accused the youth and its anarchic intentions.

After the military coup d’état of 12 September 1980, another wave of novels
about the defeats of left-wing movements was started. After the defeat of these
movements, a melancholic attitude emerged. This narration of melancholy and
disappointment made its marks on the modern Turkish literature. For instance, Vedat
Turkali’s Tek Kigilik Oliim (A Lonely Death) can be cited as an important novel.

Turkish literature and its keen interest in the realm of politics was the main
subject of this thesis. Turkish writers who supported social movements tried to

support these movements with these works, showing many of the atrocities carried out

347



against the left-wing militants; however, they also criticized the leftist organizations’
inner problems, conflicts and debates. | argue that these novels may be seen as clear
evidence of the hegemony of the left-wing authors in the realm of literature. This
close relationship between author and political movements led to the production of
these many novels and poems.

These writers’ pessimistic and melancholic attitude, which was reflected in
their works, represents the disappointments of these dissident intellectuals as well as
they were not able to fulfill their political visions, utopias, and to not achieve their
alternative Republic, which was imagined as different than real political powers. This
alternative country, which was designed as a product of the imaginations, thoughts
and dreams of these authors, could not be founded and created during these two

decades.
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CHAPTER

CONCLUSION

One of my motivations to study this subject was the personal libraries of my
parents and their friends. | read many of the novels and authors in these libraries. One
of these inspiring libraries was that of the wealthiest man in my hometown Bolu, Izzet
Baysal, who also founded the university of the city. I visited his library in the museum
of this university, which was especially meaningful for me, because many works of
Orhan Kemal, Yasar Kemal, Kemal Tahir and Aziz Nesin were present in this library,
which suggested that these public intellectuals were read by very different kind of
people, even by the bourgeoisie, who were generally criticized by them.

| believe that these cultural objects were especially valuable for the middle
classes and educated people. During their university educations, they began to read
these social realist and avant-garde writers; they participated in the screenings of
Western art movies in the hall of the Sinematek asssociation and many other popular
Yesilcam movies in many movie theatres, they followed plays, in the Ankara Sanat
Tiyatrosu, Dostlar and Kenter theatre. These cultural works, and places were
significant in the shaping of their opinions about politics and society. They were
attracted by these works and these works left imprints on them. That is why | wanted
to analyze these authors and their works of art.

In addition, I think that the literary identities and debates discussed in this
dissertation were functional in forming an opinion about the intellectual atmosphere of
the 1960s and 1970s. Literature as a part of this atmosphere influenced a wide array of

ordinary, but educated, people’s lives. The literary world attracted a larger public that
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went beyond of a small, privileged minority.

In my dissertation, | focused on the social history and the intellectual, political
attitudes of many selected Turkish writers between the 1960s and 1980s. The intense
relation between literature and politics, ideologies and social structures was attempted
to be demonstrated. The result was an account of conclusions drawn from the selective
and subjective research on the literary production of the age, but I think that the main
arguments of this dissertation were supported by rich and diversified materials and
sources obtained from the most popular journals and works of art of the relevant
period.

As | already mentioned, my research focused on the main-stream, hegemonic,
influential trends (“marginal” or politically radical trends also can be influential) as
well as they were an aggregation of the “left-wing” approaches. I also paid great
attention not to ignore nationalistic, conservative, in other words, “right-wing”
political ideologies, but | argued that in the realm of literature, leftist ideologies
overshadowed all other ideologies during these two decades when leftist,
revolutionary and radical intentions were also influential in the political realm. A
right-wing or conservative literary tradition was also existent during these years.
Especially noteworthy was the oral literary tradition that gathered around the
Kubbealt: Association. Some literary figures like Mehmet Kaplan, Tarik Bugra and
especially Necip Fazil Kisakiirek were also important public figures. Necip Fazil
Kisakiirek recently has been rediscovered and appropriated in Turkey by the political
authorities and many cultural associations were founded by its name to commemorate
its heritage.

At the same time, they were repressed and marginalized by the government. |
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tried to show that, in these decades, intellectuals had a very problematic, but rich and
multi-faceted relation with many issues and dualities to define their political and
cultural agenda. In the 1960s, the ideological and literary debates on which | focused,
were restricted to mainly the intellectual world. In the 1970s, however, literature and
political ideas reached a larger part of the population.

I would like to conclude my dissertation by stating again the considerable
influence of literature on the social and cultural life of Turkish society. It was a fertile
period for literature as a tool of public communication. This golden age was the
culmination of the combination of productivity and diversity of realist, modernist and
popular intentions. Some of the masterpieces, and lesser but significant works of
Turkish literature were written in these decades. Many mediocre works also written as
a result of over politicization. These years are also called as the golden years of the
theatre and cinema by art historians like Metin And and Nilgun Abisel.

| argued that many public intellectuals of the period were writers who also
worked as journalists and eventually became political actors. Literature was not a
domain completely separated from other artistic, political and intellectual pursuits.
Intellectuals, artists, and writers came together in the reviews, associations, and in
other public spacesas discussed. This common culture was illustrated in this
dissertation from the perspective of literature, but in relation with other forms of art
and other intellectual areas, especially journalism. Therefore, literature gives us many
insights into the intellectual climate of the period. These individuals were politically
oriented, and they strived to create a “Republic of Letters,” as an alternative to the
“real” Republic of Turkey, a place where they hoped their beliefs, ideas, and dreams

would be more influential. This Republic of Letters can be seen as a romantic, utopian
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vision. Here, it should be noted that although it is not easy for us to understand this
phenomenon from the perspective today, intellectuals and ideas were more influential
and diverse in previous decades than today.

The relationship of the works of art with reality and their fictive, imaginative,
and subjective role to change that reality were all discussed in the dissertation. Works
of art were defined as a possible instrument to transmit reality by writers to the
broader public. The authors discussed in the dissertation wanted at the same time, to
transform this reality with their works. Many authors passionately desired to close the
gap between themselves and the “people” by criticizing and reconstructing their
reality or the circumstances in which they lived. They always wanted to create a more
developed, rich cultural world for Turkey that could be shared or appreciated by the
larger part of the population. They wanted to produce valuable works of which may be
also popular. They think that to be popular do not exclude to produce art with higher
quality. They wanted to develop the cultural average of the entire society.

This dissertation covered a very extensive subject. There were many sources
from which | was unable to benefit. However, | argue that this work is a synthetic
research embracing the main problematics, conflicts and complexities of Turkish
literary life which completely devoted itself to understanding the social, cultural, and
economic system of the country throughout these two decades. Literature evolved as a
major part of the intellectual discussions, if we use the concept of intellectual as a
person who makes a constant effort for the betterment of the social system of his
country. The bulk of literature nearly functioned to realize this goal; the world of
literature and its ideological vision were also followed by many intellectuals from

other domains.
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This research may be criticized for its extensive breadth, but there was a need
for a macro study to frame the characteristic of this particular period. This work can
be considered as a contribution to the Turkish literary history, an area where it is
almost impossible to find a similar study that embraces such a wide range of literary
products, actors and debates.

Another critical assessment may be based on its apparent subjectivity. Works
of literature always have fictive, subjective dimensions, and a study of literary history
and sociology of literature reflects this subjectivity to some extent. Such personal
subjectivity might have arisen as a result of reading the vast bulk of the literary
journals and works of these decades, and | maintain that my arguments are based on
the knowledge gained from these materials shared in the dissertation.

In a conclusion, although there are some deficiencies in this dissertation, I
present a broad picture in which | examined and discussed major works, and several
journals. I identified this literary culture by three elements: | argue that to represent
reality, to transform it with the help of the works of art, and to make it part of the
universalist canon, the international world of literature, by preseving its national
claims and its essential traces were the main motivations of writers to produce many
of their works of literature. These efforts made them public intellectuals, and political
actors. Turkish social and economic modernization, its cultural agenda, and the special
international and interior conditions makes this period of history an epoch in which
literature and politics were in intense and diverse relations.

Another more individualistic, modernist tendency was apparent during all of
these decades. Many more abstract and personal works were produced by their authors

by resisting the critiques. A feminist production, sensitive to the gender inequalities
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was also started during this decade, however, after the 1980s, this consciousness
became more influential in the public scene. Studies on psychoanalysis were also
started in these years in Turkey, but unlike Western literature which was deeply
influenced by these researches, Turkish artist were not leager to use these technics in
their works.

Another particularity of many of these left-wing writers was their denial of the
Ottoman literary heritage. They argued that after the foundation of the Republic, a
new, secular and modern approach had emerged, and that a traditionalist, culturalist
approach was directed against them by the conservative movement. But some secular
and humanist historical figures were discovered like Yunus Emre and Asiks’
(troubadour) oral literature by these left-wing writers.

Different literary critics compare actual circumstances of the Turkish literature
with the conditions of the 1960s. Actually, in Turkey, a high number of novels were
being published, more than the 1960s, but the quantity of literary production in these
years was even greater than today. There were many novels which sold more than ten
thousand copies in the 1970s.

This instrumentalization of art during this period was severely criticized after
the 1990s and this time, this trend was completely changed by going to another
extreme position, to detach art from politics. There is a big difference in the choices of
topics during these decades and today. Hasan Biilent Kahraman writes that: “Today in
Turkey, literature was shaped by an approach that I critique; literature is totally

esoteric, there was a lack of utopian, libertarian perspective.””*® Ahmet Oktay says:

8« Bugiin Tiirkive'de gordiigiim edebiyat yaklasimi tam da benim su elestirdigim noktada
bicimleniyor. Edebiyat tamamen ice doniik, herseyden kopuk bir anlayisla ele aliniyor. Edebiyatin
oldiigii soylenen bir donemde Tiirkiye'de nasil bir yilda 300 civarinda roman yazilirken nasil oluyor da

354



“Once upon a time, our novelists depicted their everyday life experiences, the
experiences of the others in their novels, they described the poverty of these people
and they wrote about the problems of the ordinary man. These problems were defined
like problems based on social inequalities.”s39

Ahmet Oktay cites many examples from the works of different novelists like
Orhan Kemal, Sait Faik Abasiyanik and Oguz Atay, and he argues that all of these
novelists, by using different styles and representing literature from the 1940s to 1980,
espoused very socially and politically engaged literary approach and they were
interested especially in the lower classes and their problems.>*® This tradition believed
in the power and possibility of the representation of the reality, and possibility to

change it through literary works. In my dissertation, | made a big effort to discuss and

present this culture.

bu romanlar toplumsal zihinde belli bir yer edinmiyor... Giiniimiiz Tiirk edebiyatimin herhangi bir
gelecek tasavvuru, titopizm perspektifinin olamadigini, Tiirk edebiyatimin kurtaricilik, kahramanlik
ekseninin kurulmadigint belirtmek gerekir. Boyle bir edebiyatin insani olmaz. O vakit insanin da béyle
bir edebiyata uzak duracagimi bagstan belirtmek gerekir.” Hasan Bulent Kahraman, Postentelektiel
Donem ve Edebiyat (Istanbul: Agora Kitapligi, 2009), p. 19.

*% Ahmet Oktay Romanimiza ne Oldu? (istanbul: Diinya Kitaplari, 2003), pp. 11, 15.

>0 1bid.
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