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Introduction 

 

 The end of the 1960s and 1970s showed an increased interest in leftist/socialist groups 

all around the world. In this period left wing and social politics were at a climax. There was a 

revolution going on in Portugal, in Italy communists were represented in parliament, the 

détente was at its climax, and in Holland the socialist Partij van de Arbeid was represented in 

the government. This period of history came to my attention in a course called The Mystery of 

the Seventies. In this course the question was asked if the socialist and communist parties that 

gained more influence during this period were part of a central movement in the world which 

started in 1968, climaxed in the middle of the 1970s, and ended at the beginning of the 1980s. 

Having studied Turkish history myself, I wondered if this same phenomenon was also present 

in Turkey and thought it would be interesting to share some knowledge at my university in 

this not so well known part of socialist history. Thus I came up with the idea to write my 

thesis about the development of socialism in the 1960s and 1970s in Turkey, and the 

development of the Turkish Workers Party in particular. 

Turkey, where socialism was almost absent since the foundation of the Turkish 

Republic in 1923, became acquainted with socialism in the 1960s and 1970s. Before 1960, 

left wing tendencies were severely repressed but a coup of progressive officers in 1960, 

followed by a new liberal constitution, created favourable conditions for the left to flourish. 

One left party that benefited from these new favourable conditions was the Türkiye çi 

Partisi (Turkish Workers Party, T P) that was founded in 1961. This party became the biggest 

influence on the socialist movement of the 1960s and even won seats in parliament in 1965, 

which was the first time in the history of the Turkish Republic that a socialist party had won 

itself a representation in parliament. After this victory for socialism in Turkey, things started 

to change and the T P became the victim of a deep crisis that was caused by splits that were 

tearing up the party. The next election in 1969 saw a decline in support for the T P, causing 

the party to lose almost all of its members in parliament. It became apparent that the party 

could not play the role that many left parties played in other parts of the world. 

The causes for the crisis within the party and its loss of influence within the socialist 

movement are the main themes that are discussed in this thesis. Therefore the main question I 

aim to answer in this thesis is: why the T P could not perform a more prominent role in 

Turkish politics in the 1960s and the beginning of the 1970s? To give a better understanding 

of the contrast between the period from the founding of the Turkish Republic until the coup of 

1960, and the period after the 1960 coup, I will first provide an introduction to both of these 
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periods, after which I will describe the founding of the T P. Subsequently, I will deal with the 

events within the T P, its organisation, ideology, and class orientation, which chronologically 

runs until 1965. After this, the central issues of this thesis are discussed in the period between 

1965-1969 with its splits and party disputes. Then I will discuss the end of the T P after the 

1969 elections and the situation of the left movement after the 1971 coup, as well as how the 

Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi, CHP) gained influence within the 

working class after the T P had ceased to exist. 

In addition to the standard material that can be found about the T P, I used archive 

material from the International Institute for Social History (IISG), which gives some new 

insights that cannot be found when only reading the published literature about this party. A 

former member of the T P, Kemal Sülker, reveals in his collected material some interesting 

dealings within the party. The combination of the archive material and the published literature 

by other prominent members of the party really helps to understand more about the reasons 

why this party had the conflicts which occured and reveals some interesting new facts that 

were not described as such in the published literature. 
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1. The situation of the Left before 1960 and the founding of the T P 

 

1.1 Introduction of the Left from the founding of the republic until the coup of 1960   

 

The history of the Turkish left from the beginning of the Republic until 1960 is a long 

series of repression by the government, arrests, and bans. From the start of the Turkish War of 

Independence (1919-1923), Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (1881-1938) and his followers have tried 

to rule out all opposition. In this war there were already signs of leftist forces taking shape. 

Parts of the army where still loyal to the Sultan, therefore the Kemalists had to rely on groups 

of demobilized veterans who deserted from the Ottoman armies in the First World War. One 

of those groups organised themselves to form the Green Army (Ye il Ordu). This group 

started as a solely political movement, but became a military organisation when veterans 

became members. The Green Army was a guerrilla-type, peasant force inspired by hopes of 

expropriating the village merchants and notables. It became a threat for the Kemalist forces 

that decided, after their position was sufficiently strengthened, to crush the Green Army in 

1921.1 

Another example of repression by the Kemalists is the way they dealt with the Turkish 

Communist Party (Türkiye Komünist Partisi, TKP). Founded in the USSR by Mustapha Suphi 

(1883-1921) in 1920 and influenced by Leninism, it wanted to play a role in the events that 

were unfolding in Turkey during the Turkish War of Independence. The party was not able to 

do this because it was stifled at birth by the prior success of Atatürk’s independence 

movement. In January 1921, Suphi and a small band of his followers were somehow tempted 

to visit Turkey. They were drowned off the coast at Trabzon by Kemalist forces. This event 

crippled the TKP in such a way that from then on the party played a marginal role in Turkish 

politics. Especially in the period between 1925-1945, the TKP wasn’t able to reach out to the 

workers and be a party of significance. The only thing the party members could do was to 

distribute pamphlets and discuss communist theories among themselves. Generally, the 

authorities easily arrested them.2 

Although the Kemalist forces tried to repress the left as much as possible, the early 

1920s had a democratic atmosphere that was relatively favourable for leftist movements. 

                                                
1 Ahmet Samim, ‘The tragedy of the Turkish left’, New left review I/126 (1981) 60–85 here 63, and Erik J. 
Zürcher, Een geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije (Nijmegen 1995) 192. 
2 Samim, ‘The tragedy of the Turkish left’, 63, and Artun Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a Turkiye çi Partisi (1961-
1971) (The Turkish Workers Party 1961-1971: From hope to isolation; Istanbul 2002) 46. 
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Atatürk’s People’s Party (Halk Fırkası) that controlled the Grand National Assembly of 

Turkey (Türkiye Büyük Millet Meclisi, TBMM) was not strong enough to impose its will on 

society and therefore strived for social stability. Turkey was at that time more of an agrarian 

society and had little industry. The Republic inherited the composition of the workforce from 

the Ottoman Empire. The most important groups in the workforce were the peasant-workers 

in the mines, young women who worked in the textile industry until they got married, 

seasonal workers who worked in the food industry, and soldier-workers in railroad 

construction and in some military factories. For the peasant-workers industrial work was a 

secondary means of income alongside their agricultural one. They considered it a temporary 

job or a second means of livelihood and were not transformed into industrial workers until the 

1950s. This means that there was just a small permanent working force and that the above-

mentioned groups hampered the formation of a working class identity and class-

consciousness.3 

 Nevertheless, the small group of workers and a lack of a clear class identity did not 

stop labour organisations to be formed. These organisations made use of the government’s 

weakness and tried to get more rights for workers. The three most important of these were the 

General Workers’ Federation of Turkey (Türkiye Umum Amele Birli i, TUAB) founded in 

1922, the International Union of Workers (Beynelmilel çiler ttihadı) and the Workers’ 

Association of Turkey (Türkiye çi Derne i), both founded in 1923. The latter two had 

Marxist tendencies and connections with the Soviet Union. Workers were also invited to 

participate in the Economic Convention of Turkey held in February-March 1923 in Izmir. 

This convention was organized to discuss several economic issues that were present at the 

newly formed Turkish Republic. Although the delegates of the workers were chosen by the 

government and were instructed to counteract socialist movements and organisations, the 

invitation counted as a formal recognition of the working class as one of the social groups in 

Turkey. Despite the counteraction of their own delegates, the workers still found a way to get 

their demands discussed and most of them were accepted. These demands included the 

recognition of the right to form trade unions, an eight-hour workday, paid days off and the 

recognition of 1 May as Workers’ Day.4  

                                                
3 Erdal Yavuz, ‘The state of the industrial workforce 1923-40’ in: Donald Quataert and Erik J. Zürcher eds., 
Workers and the working class in the Ottoman Empire and the Turkish Republic, 1839-1950 (London 1995) 102, 
and Özgür Gökmen, ‘The state of labour in Turkey, 1919-1938’, Mitteilungsblatt des institutes für soziale 
bewegungen 33 (2004), 123-136 here 127-128.  
4 Yavuz, ‘The state of the industrial workforce’, 103, and Gökmen, ‘The state of labour’, 131-132. 



 5 

Despite of the labour movement’s success at the Economic Convention, the state was 

still hostile towards the movement in the following years. One example of such hostility can 

be seen in the fact that most of the adopted proposals at the Convention that came from the 

labour movement were not enacted into law. In 1924, the TUAB felt obliged to cease its 

activities due to government repression and the Workers’ Advancement Society (Amele Teali 

Cemiyeti) was founded to replace it. In this organisation communists were present, but due to 

repressive policies of the government it quickly became less militant and concentrated on 

efforts to influence the government on labour regulations. In the meantime, Atatürk’s 

People’s Party had reformed into the Republican People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Fırkası, 

CHP). This party was more disciplined than its predecessor and soon found the opportunity to 

strike hard at the labour movement.5  

The year 1925 began with a wave of demands for better work conditions and strikes. 

Also in the same year, the Kurds, who were dissatisfied with the government repression of 

their culture and language, started a revolt. The CHP responded to the revolt by making the 

Law for Maintenance of Order (Takrir-i Sükun Kanunu). Instead of making it only applicable 

to the south where the revolt was in progress, the law was made in such a way that it could be 

used in all of Turkey. Now the government could use this law to ban every organisation or 

publication that was threatening to disturb public order. The Law for Maintenance of Order 

was not only used to suppress the Kurdish revolt, but also to repress every opposition of the 

CHP including the labour organisations. In combination with the 1926 Penal Code, the 

government made all strikes and movements for labour rights illegal. This was the moment 

that Turkey changed into a one-party-state with the CHP in charge of the country.6 

Until the Second World War there was no notable opposition against the government, 

apart from a brief period when the government allowed an opposition party to be formed. Due 

to its authoritarian rule, the CHP did not benefit from the popular support of the masses. On 

top of that, Turkey was hit hard by the economic world crisis of 1929. Atatürk decided that a 

loyal opposition party was an answer to the dissatisfaction of the people and gave some 

members of the CHP the order to found an opposition party. In 1930 the Free Republican 

Party (Serbest Cumhuriyet Fırkası, SCF) was formed. The program of the SCF was not that 

much different from that of the CHP, but the SCF was welcomed with widespread 

enthusiasm. Workers showed massive support for the SCF, although the SCF did not offer 

                                                
5 Zürcher, Geschiedenis, van het moderne Turkije, 207, and Yavuz, ‘The state of the industrial workforce’, 102, 
and Gökmen, ‘The state of labour’, 132. 
6 Zürcher, Geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije, 209-210, and Yavuz, ‘The state of the industrial workforce’, 
102-104. 



 6 

anything for them in their party program. This support was understandable because the 

workers simply had nowhere else to turn. The CHP was alarmed by the massive support for 

the SCF. It was hoped that the SCF would be a tame opposition, but this would not be so. 

Therefore, members of the CHP asked president Atatürk to publicly declare that he was still 

the leader of their party. When he did this the leader of the SCF Fethi Okyar (1880-1943), not 

wanting to be in opposition against the president, felt compelled to dissolve the party.7 

After this experience, the government decided to do something about the 

dissatisfaction in the country. The CHP wanted to counteract the aversion against itself that 

was present amongst the workers, so in the 1930s the government started to interfere in the 

labour movement. The independent unions were dissolved and reorganised in state controlled 

associations. These associations were believed to be able to counter the problems which class-

based societies supposedly had. In 1938 this idea was formulated in the Law of Associations 

(Cemiyetler Kanunu), which stated that associations that were based on classes were illegal. 

All associations had to have a single goal and were prohibited to participate in political 

activities. The leaders of these associations all had to have a pro-regime attitude. Thus 

political functions were taken away from the workers and the government kept opposition to a 

minimum. This system stayed in place until the multi-party period brought changes after 

1945, but the apolitical, anti-class, and pro-regime attitudes stayed in the labour movement 

until the 1960s.8 

At the end of the Second World War, the political atmosphere in Turkey started to 

change. Pressured by the United States for democratisation, president smet nönü (1884-

1973) declared in a speech that the biggest fault of the Turkish democracy was a lack of an 

opposition party. He promised that the next elections to be held in 1947 would be direct and 

free. A few months later the Democratic Party (Demokrat Parti, DP) was formed and received 

a huge positive response from the public. The CHP, somewhat alarmed by this response, 

decided to have the elections one year earlier in the hope that the DP would not be organised 

enough to obtain a huge victory. Nevertheless, the DP won 62 of the 465 seats in the TBMM, 

a number that would have been higher if the CHP had not committed election fraud on a large 

scale.9  

                                                
7 Zürcher, Geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije, 219-220, and Feroz Ahmad, ‘The development of class-
consciousness in republican Turkey 1923-45’, in: Donald Quataert and Erik J. Zürcher eds., Workers and the 
working class in the Ottoman Empire and the Turkish Republic, 1839-1950 (London 1995) 89-90. 
8 Ahmad, ‘The development class-consciousness’, 92 and Yavuz, ‘The state of the industrial workforce’, 100. 
9 Zürcher, Geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije, 260-261. 
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The multi-party period that started at this moment brought hopes of change for the left. 

The end of the Second World War had made the government more tolerant against them and 

therefore socialist parties could be formed. Only two are worth mentioning: the Socialist Party 

of Turkey (Türkiye Sosyalist Partisi, TSP) and the Socialist Workers and Peasant Party of 

Turkey (Türkiye Sosyalist Emekçi ve Köylü Partisi, TSEKP). Both parties failed to participate 

in the elections of 1947 and had differences with each other. The leaders of both parties had a 

dispute over the history of the TKP and therefore did not work together. Also, the TSP was 

not pro-soviet and had its own version of socialism for Turkey. The favourable atmosphere 

for the left did not take long to change to a hostile one again. Within months the attitude 

against the left changed due to the start of the Cold War and both parties were banned within 

5-6 months after their founding. This meant that, with a break of a few months, the Turkish 

left had to operate in secrecy yet again.10 

The year of 1950 brought another political change to Turkey. The first free and honest 

elections held that year were a huge victory for the DP. The party won 408 seats in the 

TBMM compared to just 69 seats for the CHP. For the left in Turkey this change of power 

meant nothing; the DP continued the repressive policy of the CHP against the left. In 1951, 

the police discovered that the TKP had continued its activities underground. Members of the 

TKP were arrested and sentenced to jail and the party was thereafter forced to operate from 

abroad. After the arrests, a fierce competition for the leadership of the TKP started between 

Zeki Ba tımar and Mihri Belli (1915). The latter would play a role in the T P, which is 

explained in the coming chapters. Other left parties also had difficulties with the repressive 

policies of the DP government. The Fatherland Party (Vatan Partisi) founded by Hikmet 

Kıvılcımlı (1902-1971) was a Marxist oriented party. It was a legal party, but the government 

started to use repressive measures anyway. This, in combination with the disagreements 

Kıvılcımlı had with the TKP, made sure that the Fatherland Party could not be a party of 

significance. In 1958 the party leaders were arrested and the party was dissolved.11 

The DP also did not treat the labour movement any different than its predecessor. The 

workers’ associations still did not have the right to strike and could not participate in politics 

or engage in propaganda for their associations. If members of an association chose to do one 

of these things anyway they risked a ban on their association and a prison sentence. 

                                                
10 Ibid, 262 and Sadun Aren, T P olayı 1961-1971 (The TIP case 1961-1971; Istanbul 1993) 29, and Özgür 
Gökmen, ‘Çok-partili rejime geçerken sol: Türkiye sosyalizminin unutulmu  partisi’, (Left on the way to the 
multi-party regime: the neglected party of Turkish socialism) Toplum ve Bilim, 78 (1998), 161-186 here 167-
168, 170-171. 
11 Zürcher, Geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije, 266-267, and Aren, T P olayı, 29-30, and Samim, ‘The 
tragedy of the Turkish left’, 65. 



 8 

Nevertheless, under these circumstances a new confederation of unions was founded in 1952: 

Türk- . The International Confederation of Free Trade Unions supported it, but the 

confederation had little power due to the low living standards of its members and the 

government repression that prevented Türk-  from participating in political matters.12 

Although not very powerful, Türk-  would play an important role in the development of the 

T P, a role which is explained in the next chapter.      

From the history of the Turkish left, from the founding of the Republic until 1960 one 

conclusion can be drawn. Because of the repression of the government no legal left party 

could be established for a long period of time. The left parties could not make themselves 

known to the general public and the workers. Socialist and communist ideas could not be 

distributed to the masses and therefore did not take root in Turkish society. Workers even 

started to believe that communism and socialism were bad because of the government 

propaganda against these theories.13 I will demonstrate what this meant for the T P in the 

coming chapters. The next section will show the turning point for the left in Turkey: the coup 

of 1960 and the 1961 constitution. 

 

1.2 The 1960 coup, the 1961 constitution and the freedom for leftist ideas. 

  

 As demonstrated in the previous paragraph the DP government started to use more and 

more repressive measures against the left opposition. However this repression was not only 

used against the left, but also against other opposition parties. The DP government was 

especially afraid of the CHP because of its strong ties to the army and the bureaucracy. 

Therefore, the DP started to use more and more repressive measures against the CHP. At the 

end of the 1950s, the DP even started to use the army for this purpose. For example, at the 

beginning of April 1960 the leader of the CHP smet nönü tried to address a meeting in 

Kayseri. Soldiers stopped him to prevent him from attending the meeting. When he refused to 

leave the troops were called off.14  

Also in the same month, the government decided to form a committee that would 

investigate the activities of the opposition. This committee would report within three months 

and in that period of time all political activities outside of the parliament were prohibited. 

                                                
12 Zürcher, Geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije, 279, and Nihat Sargın, T P’li yıllar (1961-1971) anılar-
belgeler (The years of the TWP (1961-1971) memories – documents; Istanbul 2001) 64. 
13 Aren, T P olayı, 30. 
14 Zürcher, Geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije, 295. 
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Jurists from the universities of Ankara and Istanbul called this committee unlawful after 

which they were suspended by the government. This caused student riots in both cities, which 

the government decided to counter with the use of force by the military. This use of the 

military for political means was not approved by sections of the army. Just after the student 

riots there was a protest of cadets of the Military Academy of Ankara that shows this. Soon 

thereafter, the committee announced that it was going to publish its findings about the 

opposition. All these events triggered the military coup of 1960. A radical group of officers 

lead by General Cemal Gürsel (1895-1966) took over on 27 May 1960.15  

The coup itself is not that important for this thesis and therefore I will not go into 

detail about why and how it was committed. What is important is what happened after the 

coup. The officers who committed the coup realized that they did not want the army to be in 

control of the country forever and gave the order to form a new constitution that would form a 

basis for a return to civilian control. This new constitution had to make sure that no party 

could get the upper hand and abuse its power. This was accomplished by creating a Senate 

that had to vote for laws passed by the Assembly. Also, a system of proportional 

representation was introduced and according to the new constitution political parties would be 

free and democratic. A Constitutional Court was created that could disallow a new law if it 

was deemed unconstitutional. It was also the only organ that could ban a political party. This 

meant that left parties could not be banned that easily anymore. Nevertheless, the formation of 

a communist party was still illegal due to articles 141 and 142 of the Penal Code.16  

Although the left was not explicitly mentioned, the new constitution made the 

existence of a wider scope of political views possible. The left made use of the room for its 

ideas by starting to formulate them in periodicals and on the radio. One of these periodicals 

was Forum which already existed in the 1950s. At that time it was a platform for progressive 

DP and left-wing CHP politicians who criticised government policy. From 1961 Forum 

opened its doors to more leftist ideologists although they never could write openly about 

socialism. In 1962 the periodical changed its policy and did not admit leftist writers anymore. 

Many of them crossed over to the Yön periodical. This magazine, which started in 1961, was a 

refuge for people with leftist ideas. At first, they were not allowed to use the word socialism, 

but not soon after its founding, people started to write articles about this subject.17 This 

favourable atmosphere soon caused leftist ideologists to think about forming a political party. 

                                                
15 Ibid, 295-297. 
16 Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a, 69, and Ahmet Samim, ‘The left’ in: Irvin C. Schick and Ertu rul Ahmet Tonak 
ed., Turkey in transition, new perspectives (Oxford 1987) 154. 
17 Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a, 73-74, and Sargın, T P’li yıllar, 67. 
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In the next section I will discuss the founding of the most important leftist party of this new 

era: the Turkish Workers Party. 

 

1.3 Founding of the T P 

 

  On 13 February 1961 the Turkish Workers Party was founded by a group of twelve 

trade unionists. These men were all prominent members or leaders of their unions which were 

part of the above-mentioned organization Türk- . The most important of these trade unionists 

were Avni Erakalın, who was a member of the Board of Directors of the Association of Trade 

Unions (Sendikalar Birli i Yönetim Kurulu) and became the president of the T P, Kemal 

Türkler (1926-1980), who was the president of the Mine Union (Maden- ) and became the 

vice-president of the T P and aban Yıldız, who was a member of the Board of Directors of 

the Clothing Industry Union (Teksif Yönetim Kurulu) and became the secretary-general of the 

T P. Two of the founders turned out to be undercover policemen. This had some 

consequences for the party, which will be discussed in the next chapter. The party was 

founded in great haste because of the deadline the military government had set for political 

parties to be allowed to participate in the elections of 15 October 1961. The difference with all 

previous leftist parties was that members of the working class, not intellectuals, founded this 

party. None of the founders had any advanced education.18 

 The goals of the T P were to protect the rights of the workers, and to fight for social 

security and the right to strike. The intention was that the T P would be a socially just and 

reformist party. In the party’s statute it said that the T P would be nationalist, anti-fascist and 

even anti-communist. The party’s biggest support was believed to be Türk- . This would be a 

misconception, which I will discuss more thoroughly in the next chapter. Surprisingly, the 

T P was not founded as a socialist party. The party program did not mention the word 

socialism anywhere in its text. At the start of the party program there even was praise for the 

work of Atatürk, although he repressed socialism from the founding of the Republic!19 This 

indicates that these trade union leaders did not found the party to try to turn Turkey into a 

socialist state, but simply saw the T P as an extension of their trade unions. The creation of a 

                                                
18 Murat Belge, ‘Türkiye çi Partisi’ in: Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türkiye Ansiklopedisi vol. 8 (The Era of the 
Turkish Republic Encyclopedia vol. 8; Istanbul 1985), 2120–2131 here 2120, and Igor P. Lipovsky, The socialist 
movement in Turkey 1960-1980 (Leiden 1992) 11. 
19 Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a, 79, 81, and Aren, T P olayı, 33. 
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political party was a way to get their interests heard by the government.20 If and how they 

were successful in doing so will be discussed in the next chapter. I will also show the events 

outside and within the T P, which transformed the party from a trade union extension into a 

socialist party. 

                                                
20 Aren, T P olayı, 34. 
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2. From the renewal of the party until the success in the elections of 1965 

 

2.1 The stillborn Workers Party and the revival of the party by the intellectuals 

 

 Before the elections of October 1961, a referendum about the new constitution had 

been held. In this referendum it became clear that although the DP had been banished, the 

power base of the DP did not stop to exist; 38.3 percent voted against the new constitution, 

which was a major setback for the army. Although it could not have come as a surprise to the 

army, due to the result of the referendum, the first free elections after the military coup were 

somewhat of a disappointment. No party obtained an absolute majority and the DP’s 

successor, the Justice Party (Adalet Partisi, AP), obtained almost as many votes as the 

election’s winner CHP, making it a political force with which to be reckoned with. For the 

army it felt like the situation had not changed compared to the time before the coup. 

Therefore, parts of the army wanted to stage another coup, but the army’s leaders rejected 

this. Instead, the CHP and AP were put under enormous pressure to form a coalition.21 

 The T P also tried to participate in the elections, but failed to reach the quota set by 

the military, which stated that a political party should be able to participate in at least fifteen 

districts. The T P only managed to organize itself in seven or eight districts. In the majority of 

these districts the party was only present in the city centre of that particular district. It became 

apparent that the general public was not interested in the T P at all. Even the intellectuals, 

who were pursued by the government in the 1940s and 1950s because of their leftist ideas, 

were sceptical about the party. The T P could not shake off the stigma it had amongst these 

intellectuals, who believed the T P to be a police trap because of the undercover policemen 

who were amongst the founders. They also felt deceived when the T P did not participate in 

the elections. Furthermore, after it became apparent that the T P would not be able to 

participate in the elections, Avni Erakalın resigned as president of the party and joined the 

right wing New Turkey Party (Yeni Türkiye Partisi, YTP).22 

 Being left leaderless, incapable of influencing Turkish politics and distrusted by leftist 

intellectuals, the T P entered a lethargic state. To make matters worse Türk- , at first believed 

to be the T P’s biggest supporter and benefactor, turned away from the party. Türk- , which 
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was under influence by the US based International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, 

started to follow a more pro-American line. Therefore, the leaders of Türk-  distanced 

themselves from the T P and announced that they were going to start their own party by the 

name of the Workers Party (Çalı anlar Partisi, ÇP). Intellectuals from Yön were going to 

write the party program. The new party would be state orientated and strived for a planned 

development and social security. The party acquired support from left wing CHP politicians 

and even members of the T P started to doubt whether they should stay at their party or 

change to the ÇP.23 

 By now the term ‘stillborn’ was commonly used to refer to the situation the T P was 

in. The fight with Türk-  and the ÇP caused the activities of the T P to be pushed in the 

background. The party stood on the brink of extinction. Nevertheless in Istanbul, the 

birthplace of the workers movement and most developed part of the T P’s support base, there 

was still some support left for the party. The Association for Labour Unions of Istanbul 

( stanbul çi Sendikaları Birli i) organised a rally where workers showed support for the T P 

and some prominent T P members addressed the crowd. One month later, the Institute for 

Workers Insurances of Turkey (Türkiye çi Sigortaları Kurumu) organised a meeting in 

Ankara where the rift that had appeared between the trade union leaders, due to the fight 

between the T P and the ÇP, was discussed. The participants concluded that the fighting 

should stop and that they would support the T P instead of the ÇP.24 

 These occurrences convinced the members of the T P that not all hope was lost and 

that there still was a way to revive the party. They realized that in order to do this they had to 

welcome intellectuals to their party. A fast way to do this was by appointing one of them as 

president. They first looked at several non-leftist intellectuals because they wanted to appeal 

to a broader public, but soon they were convinced that there was only one man that could do 

the job. Their choice fell on Mehmet Ali Aybar (1908-1995), who was an ex-professor of 

international law and at that time an international lawyer. Aybar already aided in the founding 

of the T P by giving advice to the founders. He was the one that suggested that praise to 

Atatürk was included in the party program. Aybar accepted the job on one condition: that he 

was allowed to rewrite the party’s statute and program. This was accepted and on 9 February 

1962 he was appointed president of the T P.25 
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 After Aybar became president things started to come around for the T P. Türk-  

decided to cancel its plan to form the ÇP and returned to a policy outside of politics again. 

This meant that the T P became the sole party to represent the left in Turkey. Also a new 

board had been chosen that took control of the party, which decided to increase the activities 

of the party. This resulted in an increase of the T P’s exposure to the general public. 

Furthermore, several other intellectuals followed Aybar’s lead and joined the party. In 1963, 

Niyazi A ırnaslı, a senator of the Nation Party (Millet Partisi, MP), defected and joined the 

T P. This was the first time ever that a socialist party was represented in parliament. In 

addition to this symbolism it also had a practical benefit; the fact that the party was 

represented in the senate meant that the T P now had the opportunity to question if certain 

laws were in compliance with the constitution. Aybar used this privilege to try to get articles 

141 and 142 of the Penal Code abolished by appealing to the Constitutional Court. These 

articles stated that the formation of a Marxist-socialist party was illegal and therefore were a 

big threat to the T P.26 

 The events named above show that with the start of the presidency of Aybar the T P 

changed from a stillborn party to a very much alive one. The newly written statute and party 

program were also a factor in this. 

 

 2.2 Class orientation of the T P 

 

 Although the T P was in the process of getting articles 141 and 142 of the Penal Code 

repealed, the party still had to be careful not to openly refer to socialism. In fear of 

banishment of their party, T P members were very careful not to use the word socialism in the 

first years of the existence of the party. Instead they used the word “toplumculuk” which 

translated to English means the same, but in Turkish does not have the same political meaning 

as that of socialism. This mindset was also reflected in the newly written statute and party 

program where there was no mention of socialism at all. Aybar chose his words carefully to 

keep his party from banishment by the Constitutional Court. In defining the political role the 

T P had within the labour movement, Aybar used the words ‘democratic vanguard’ 
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(demokratik öncülük) instead of ‘leadership’ (önderlik) so to exclude any assumption that the 

party was in violation of articles 141 and 142.27 

 This avoidance from using the word socialism did not mean that the T P was not a 

socialist party. Aybar realized from the beginning that if the T P wanted to play a role of 

importance among the workers, the party should really be a socialist party. Therefore, he 

wrote a socialist party program that he thought would appeal to the workers. The most 

important points of this program are summarised here because it gives a better understanding 

of the problems which occurred within the T P. The party program made a difference between 

the dominating class, middle class and working class. The difference between these classes 

was decided by whether a class had its own means of production or not. The dominating class 

consisted of the landlords, the industrial, trade and finance bourgeoisie, and the state 

bureaucracy. The middle class consisted of small merchants, artisans, and craftsmen. The 

working class included workers, landless peasants, and peasants with little land.28 

 The party program gave different characteristics to the above-mentioned classes. The 

dominating class had control over the other two classes. They were basically in charge of 

Turkey and were responsible for the exploitation of the other classes because they controlled 

the means of production. The people in the middle class had a hard time to make ends meet 

and their future was always in doubt. Therefore, the party program stated that they should be 

incorporated into the same political organisation as the working class. This in combination 

with the inclusion of landless peasants and peasants with little land in the working class 

category had a huge impact on the ideology, organisation and dealings of the T P. The 

working class was under influence of the dominating class, but had the most potential to make 

changes and to start developing Turkey.29 

 The party leadership defined the party program as ‘the non-capitalist path of 

development’ (kapitalist olmayan kalkınma yolu), which arranged for a transitional period 

from capitalism to socialism. To help the working class to fulfil its full potential, Turkey had 

to industrialize rapidly according to Aybar. The focus of the economy had to shift from 

agriculture to industry. This had to be accomplished by a planned economy that would be 

preceded by a mixed phase of a planned and free economy. Also, the T P wanted to 

nationalize big production and trade companies. This included companies who were in the 
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process of the production of metal, oil and electricity as well as banks, insurance companies, 

hospitals and pharmacies. This concentration on industrialisation did not mean that the 

agricultural sector would be tossed aside. According to the T P, industrialisation helped 

agriculture by modernising it. This would increase the fertility of the land. Together with land 

reforms it would increase the efficiency of the agricultural sector. The landlords had to be 

disowned and the agricultural workers had to be freed from economic and political 

repression.30 

 Furthermore, the T P wanted to transform Turkey into a socialist state. The tax policy 

had to be reformed so that the income tax would be increased and taxes from agriculture 

would be decreased. The people with the lowest incomes would not be taxed. Also, the T P 

considered the right to work to be of the highest value and wanted to protect the right to 

protest, hold meetings, sign collective labour agreements, and to strike. All workers had to be 

united in democratic trade unions where they could benefit from a social insurance. The 

socialist character of the T P was also reflected in their educational policy. According to the 

T P, the education of that time did not fulfil the requirements that society and the economy 

needed. The educational system was out of balance. Talented students were scattered all over 

the educational system and children of poor families were hampered in their education 

because of the lack of money to send them to school. The T P wanted to tackle this problem 

by opening village institutes. This way education was given back to the people and created a 

new order, new people and new values.31 

 Although Aybar declared himself to be a Marxist32, it is not clear if the T P can be 

classified as such. On the one hand, the party program did speak of nationalising means of 

production, giving power to the proletariat, and divided the Turkish society in a dominating 

class, a middle class, and a working class. These are clear signs that Marxism influenced the 

T P. Also, as stated above, Aybar’s usage of the words ‘democratic vanguard’ instead of 

‘leadership,’ so to exclude any assumption that the party was in violation of articles 141 and 

142 of the Penal Code, assumes that there was something of a Marxist character of the party 

that had to be protected. The use of the word “toplumculuk” and the fact the party leadership 

qualified the party program as ‘the non-capitalist path of development’ in an effort not to 
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accentuate the transition to socialism, but restricting themselves to criticism on capitalism, 

were also means to hide the party’s character.33 

On the other hand, the party did not participate in any International and did not speak 

of a revolution which had to bring the workers to power. Contrary to Marxist parties, the T P 

respected the current political system and wanted to change Turkey through legal political 

means. This meant that they wanted to participate in the elections and represent the workers in 

parliament in the existing political system. Because of the repression of communism and 

socialism in the past, the T P did not have examples to turn to of how to do it differently. 

Furthermore, the T P was against the use of violence of workers, for example in armed 

lockouts, to improve the condition of the workers.34 This indecisiveness in the party’s 

ideology was also reflected in the wide definition of who can be a member of the T P and 

caused a lot of friction within the party.  

 

2.3 Appeal to a broader public? (Why the T P was not a working class party and the 

consequences) 

 

 In the previous section I already referred to the idea that, according to the T P, the 

middle class should be incorporated in the same political organisation as the working class. 

According to the party program, both classes were being exploited by the dominating class 

and therefore should join forces. The inclusion of the other groups had a second purpose. 

Aybar’s goal was to gather 50,000 members in a short period of time. He realized that he 

could not accomplish this goal by only accepting workers from the proletariat and therefore 

opened the doors for other groups as well. The party program stated that apart from the 

working class, land labourers, small farmers, manufacturers, hand labourers, artisans, people 

with low income, progressive youth, and intellectuals were welcome to be a member of the 

party. Poor peasants were given an important place in the party program. It was the biggest of 

all groups included in the party. It was believed that if the T P was to be successful, the 

peasants had to participate actively and work together with the other groups; otherwise reform 

would not be possible.35 

 The inclusion of other groups besides the proletariat in the T P had a huge impact on 

the party. To accomplish the goal of acquiring 50,000 members, the party, without a selection 

                                                
33 Lipovsky, The socialist movement in Turkey, 15, and Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a, 126. 
34 Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a, 139, 143-145, 147. 
35 Ibid, 115, 117, 131, and T P’in birinci on yılı, 21. 



 18 

procedure to see if they would fit in, accepted people from different classes with different 

ideologies. Therefore, the T P could not be a proletarian working class party with one 

ideology. Instead of a proletarian working class party the T P became a mass workers’ party. 

This formed the basis of the disagreements that occurred within the party later on. The first of 

these disagreements was not an ideological, but a technical one. Nevertheless, it was caused 

by the composition of the party and the notion to give the working class an important role 

within the party. The basis for this disagreement was article 53 of the statute. Aybar had come 

up with a construction to guarantee a power base for the workers within the party. In article 

53 of the statute the party members were divided in two groups: workers and non-workers. 

Workers were defined by the fact that they were earning their living by selling their labour 

power to the owners of the means of production. According to this article, half of all the posts 

in all bodies of the party should be held by the workers.36 

 The dispute about article 53 started at the First Grand Congress in Izmir in 1964 where 

the elections of the board were held with two slates and two ballot boxes, one for the workers 

and one for the non-workers. A group of 22 members protested against this method by stating 

that it was a reflection of a corporate system and that it was against the freedom of choice and 

the right to vote. Also, they claimed that intellectuals should belong to the group of workers 

because they also do not own their means of production. Aybar defended his article by stating 

that there was a difference between the category of worker (i çi) and labourer (emekçi). 

Although the intellectuals could be called labourers, they were certainly not workers and 

therefore could not fall in the workers category as stated in article 53. Aybar also claimed that 

the notion of this system being a reflection of a corporatist system was unfounded and that it 

would not be taken seriously. After Aybar’s defence of article 53, nine of the original 22 kept 

presiding in their protest and issued another memorandum that criticised the difference 

between workers and non-workers in article 53. Seven of these members were expelled from 

the party and the other two resigned voluntarily.37 

Although the main protesters against article 53 were expelled from the party, the 

controversy of article 53 was far from being over. The conflict about article 53 returned at 

every Grand Congress in some form or another, resulting in resignations and banishments 

from the party. Also, the influence of intellectuals was far more than their quantitative weight 

within the party would suggest. Intellectuals made up around 10 percent of the party, but their 
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representation in the committees governing the party was around four times higher. Small 

tradesmen and artisans were in second place in the committees. They made up around 20 

percent of the party and made up around 32 percent of the people in the committees. This can 

be explained by the fact that it was difficult to find workers who were skilled enough to be a 

leader. Outside the big cities it was nearly impossible to find these people. In reality this 

meant that article 53 could not be fully implemented as Aybar had intended.38  

Again, this shows that the T P was not a working class party. Workers were not the 

main group when it came to governing the party, but for a huge part the party had to rely on 

the intellectuals, small tradesmen and artisans to decide what was best for them. The 

compilation of the party also caused a number of other problems. 

 

2.4 The lack of finances, organisational skill and education within the party 

 

The way the T P tried to acquire more members caused a lot of problems for the party. The 

methods the party used were essentially flawed. Three methods were used to acquire more 

members. The first was by a chain letter game. Every registered member had to introduce two 

new members to the party. In turn this new member had to introduce another two members, 

etc. The second method was that party representatives went to their workplace, village or 

neighbourhood to register one hundred new members. The third constituted of the formation 

of groups with three to five members who constantly tried to register new members. Because 

no one was checked before they became a member, all kinds of people with different 

ideologies could enter the party. The T P became a bigger party, but the enlargement was 

quantitative not qualitative. These methods were the basis for the many divisions and chaos 

that would occur within the party.39 

 Thus the T P became a mass workers’ party instead of a working class party. This was 

reflected in the non-existence of knowledge about scientific socialism amongst party 

members. There was no education within the party about exactly what was scientific 

socialism. Also, in the party program there was a lack of examples about scientific socialism. 

There was no systematic study made about production means and relations between them that 

would be suitable to use for an economic policy for the party. Also, no scientific analysis was 
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done about the different classes of Turkish society. Therefore, studies about the principles of 

Marxism-Leninism and scientific socialism related to Turkey stayed outside of the party.40  

The lack of any internal discussion about the above-mentioned subjects caused an 

intellectual deprivation within the party, which was not taken seriously by the leaders of the 

T P. No attempts were made to set up an education system within the party to deal with this 

problem. Instead of learning about the basics of scientific socialism, party members tried to 

learn about socialism through the contradicting statements about socialism made by leading 

figures within the T P. However, ideologies that contradicted the ones of the leading figures 

were not tolerated and were expelled from the party. These ideologies continued outside of 

the T P.41 

 The lack of an educational system was not only caused by the disinterest of the party 

leaders, but also because of the lack of finances that the party had. Money, especially the lack 

thereof, was a big problem throughout the history of the party. Members and sympathisers of 

the party came from the working or middle class and therefore did not have a lot of money. 

This was one of the reasons why the T P failed to find sponsors for the party and therefore 

always had to depend on the contribution members paid to the party. However, members who 

could pay their contribution regularly were scarce and the T P soon had financial problems. 

Some departments were always on the brink of closure and some even were closed because of 

the lack of finances. Even Aybar complained that he was out of money, because he had to pay 

the expenses he made when he was travelling the country for the party himself.42 

 The lack of finances and education of party members had a negative effect on the T P. 

The lack of good administrators, finances and education caused many departments to be just a 

front for the T P. They were set up only for the reason of meeting the demands for 

participating in the coming elections. Many of them just constituted of one person who 

founded that particular department and did not have any value for that particular district. This 

would be a big setback for the party in the coming elections of 1965.43 There were also other 

problems arising for the T P. The CHP was about to change its policy and become a rival for 

the T P.   
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2.5 Relations between the T P and the CHP’s Ortanın solu policy 

  

 Although the T P did not have a lot of direct political influence in the first years of its 

existence, the party did have an indirect influence on other political parties. Because the T P 

defined itself clearly in ideological terms, other parties saw themselves forced to do the same. 

One of these parties was the CHP that, according to one of the up and coming men of the 

party Bülent Ecevit (1925-2006), suffered from an unclear party image. The party suffered 

defeat after defeat because the general public did not give enough support to the CHP. In 

order to counter this trend the party had to reinvent itself. To make the intentions of the CHP 

more clear to the general public and create a space for the party in the recently changed 

political spectrum, Ecevit launched the term ortanın solu (left of centre). He succeeded in 

convincing the party leader smet nönü of the new term who then made it public in the 

Milliyet newspaper on 29 July 1965.44 

 The idea behind ortanın solu was to have a policy that was socially just and state 

orientated, but still had room for private enterprises, ownership and inheritance. There had to 

be a balance between the state and the private sector. All Turkish people had to be able to live 

humanely. To accomplish this goal a sufficient wage had to be guaranteed to all workers.  

Also, ortanın solu propagated the freedom of thought. People should be free without being 

repressed by society, the government, or religion. No person or class should be taken 

advantage of and therefore all workers’ rights had to be protected on the highest level. They 

had to be able to form unions and strike. Land had to be divided more equally and peasants 

had to be provided with the right tools and techniques to use their land most efficiently.45 

 With this kind of party program, Ecevit hoped to appeal to the proletariat and the 

inhabitants of the gecekondu areas (shanty towns) to win more votes for the CHP. In the 

elections of 1965, the CHP did not benefit yet from the new slogan. The AP won the elections 

with ease and obtained an absolute majority. The CHP obtained 28.7 percent of the votes, not 

nearly what the party had hoped. There were a few reasons for this low outcome. The 

credibility of the CHP suddenly being a progressive party was severely doubted, especially 

with nönü as party leader. nönü was jointly responsible for most of the repressive policy of 

the CHP in the past and it was sincerely questioned if he himself believed what he said. This 
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doubt among the general public was confirmed in interviews in newspapers a few years later 

where nönü kept underlining the Kemalist and anti-communist tradition of the party. Also, 

Ecevit made the wrong analysis of the target group. Inhabitants of the gecekondu areas were 

in essence still villagers who came to the cities. These people brought their standards and 

traditions with them. Like in the villages they voted for the AP. The AP used the slogan of the 

CHP amongst these people to frighten them by saying Ortanın solu, Moskova’nın yolu (left of 

centre is the road to Moscow) so they would not vote for the CHP.46  

Although the new party policy did not bring much success to the CHP, the party came 

in direct competition with the T P who appealed to the proletariat as well. There were many 

similarities between the party programs of the two parties, but both saw themselves 

completely different from the other. Within the CHP it was believed that in a time where more 

and more students and professors turned to communism, the new party policy would bring a 

stop to the extreme left. The CHP did not categorise the T P as an extreme left party, but how 

far left the T P was positioned from the CHP was still to see. According to Ecevit, it was 

possible that the T P would be forced to the border of the extreme left in the political 

spectrum. He classified the attitude and tendency of the T P as dangerous. Aybar, on the other 

hand, said that the CHP’s way of governing was flawed and that his party wanted to see a 

change in this.47 The CHP was not the only party that interacted with the T P in a certain way. 

The T P suffered from heavy criticism and was severely attacked by the right.  

 

2.6 Right wing reactions towards the T P 

 

 From the moment the T P was founded, right wing forces had always challenged the 

legality of the party in the form of attacks and accusations. The assumption that the T P 

received its orders from Moscow was commonly used among right wing groups. Even after 

the T P entered the parliament as a legal party this claim was still used. Also, it was assumed 

that the army supported the T P because there were no attempts made to banish the party by 

using articles 141 and 142 of the Turkish Penal Code. According to right wing groups the 

army protected the T P from banishment. This idea was fed by the fact that after the military 
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coup of 1960 the new progressive constitution written by leftist professors was instituted by 

the military command.48 

 The protest from the right against the T P did not confine itself to only accusations, 

but also manifested itself in attacks on the T P. Several meetings of the T P were targets of 

attacks by right wing groups. On 10 November 1962, the T P organized a meeting in Istanbul 

where a few prominent writers, union leaders, and politicians also attended. A group of right 

wing activists disrupted the meeting by singing the national anthem and shouting ‘Damn the 

communists.’ Also, they accused the T P to be an undercover communist party. This was the 

beginning of a long series of attacks on T P meetings that became increasingly violent in 

nature. By the time the elections of 1965 were about to begin, the attacks on the T P had 

changed from shouting accusations to physical attacks with the intention to annihilate the T P 

and its members. After Aybar declared he was against an annexation of Cyprus, right-wing 

youths tried to destroy the party headquarters. Also, in a meeting in Akhisar, T P members 

were attacked by a crowd of two to three thousand people who threw stones.49 

 In the mean time. the government did not do anything to protect the T P from these 

attacks. Aybar even visited nönü when he was prime minister, but did not acquire the 

protection for which he was looking for. There were always promises of protection, but in the 

end nothing really changed. After nönü’s third coalition fell and Suat Hayri Ürgüplü (1903-

1981) became prime minister with the support of the AP, attacks on the T P increased. The 

new government was openly stressing that it was opposed to the T P and also some AP 

politicians made remarks, such as being against class struggle, that were directed against the 

T P. Without resorting to overt suppression, authorities did their best to make the living 

conditions of T P members as difficult as possible and to force them to leave the movement. 

According to Behice Boran (1910-1987), a leading figure within the party, a person could be 

dismissed from his work for no reason at all if it became known that he had joined the T P. 

Party members had extreme difficulties finding a job. If a party member was a craftsman he 

found it very difficult to get funds from the cooperative and peasant members of the T P were 

deprived of farm credits and seed. All T P members suffered from ceaseless discrimination. In 

some provinces there were even attempts on the lives of some party members.50 

 All this violence and discrimination had a big influence on the T P. The party was 

vulnerable with articles 141 and 142 of the Turkish Penal Code still hanging over the party’s 
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head. There was a sense of restlessness within the party because the legality of the party was 

still not certain and therefore it could all be over soon. This feeling within the party was so 

strong that there was no major opposition force within the party until after the 1965 elections. 

In this atmosphere nobody wanted to start a fight that would hasten the banishment of the 

party. All this changed after the elections when the legality of the party was confirmed by the 

representation of the T P in the TBMM.51 

  

2.7 Analysis of the 1965 elections, how did the T P obtain 3 percent of the votes? 

 

   As discussed before, the T P did not reach the quota for the 1961 elections and 

therefore the party could not participate. The local elections of 1963 were the first time that 

the T P participated in any elections. The party was able to participate in nine districts. Also, 

it was the first time in the history of the T P that the party had access to radio to deliver its 

message to the public. It proved to be a somewhat successful method by winning 37,898 votes 

for the party, keeping in mind that socialist parties had a bad reputation amongst the general 

public. Soon thereafter, the party leadership began to prepare for the participation in the 1965 

general elections. This time the T P did succeed in reaching the quota of being registered in 

15 districts, although, as shown earlier, in some districts these departments were just a front to 

be used to be able to participate in the general elections. Nevertheless, the party rapidly made 

itself known on a national scale by radio broadcasts, its own publications, weeklies, 

monthlies, leaflets, and the support of some columnists of certain newspapers. Also, the 

widespread left publications and leading headlines concerning the T P in the biggest 

newspapers helped the party in obtaining more exposure to the general public.52 

  The T P obtained 3 percent of the votes in the 1965 general elections and therefore 

could delegate 15 party members to the assembly. This relation between percentage and seats 

in the assembly was this high because of the proportional representation and milli bakiye 

(national remainder) systems. The proportional representation system gave every party as 

much seats as it obtained votes. The milli bakiye system consisted of votes that were lost 

because they were not enough to elect a delegate. These votes were collected and divided 

amongst the parties that did obtain seats in the assembly. Therefore, some parties obtained 
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more seats than the proportional representation system alone would have given them. These 

systems favoured small parties and caused a relatively big number of parties to be elected into 

parliament. The T P benefited from these rules as well and it was the first time in the history 

of the Turkish Republic that a socialist party had been elected into the assembly.53 

 The composition of the votes that the T P received showed yet again that the party was 

not a workers’ party. Instead of the votes coming mainly from the proletariat, the T P’s votes 

seemed to come mainly from middle class “progressives” from Istanbul. Nearly one third of 

the votes on the T P came from this city, again showing that Istanbul was the party’s power 

base. In the countryside, support for the T P came overwhelmingly from Kurds and Alevis, 

which would have a huge impact on the policy of the T P in the elections of 1969. The 

makeup of the votes on the T P showed the weakness of the party’s class base. Nevertheless, 

the party leadership was convinced that the party was on its way to become one of the most 

powerful forces in the next elections, although that never came to be. 54  
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3. The splinter groups, MDD and the party disputes (1965-1969) 

 

3.1 How the T P’s participation in parliament opened the way for division within the party 

 

 The state the party was in before the elections of 1965 is important in order to 

understand the developments within the party after these elections. Because of the methods 

used to obtain a large amount of members for the party, the T P had invited people from 

different social and ideological backgrounds within the party. Therefore, the T P could not 

follow a simple working class policy, but also had to cater to the land labourers, small 

farmers, manufacturers, hand labourers, artisans, people with low income, progressive youth, 

and intellectuals that had become members of the party. Before the elections of 1965 this did 

not cause many problems, apart from a dispute about article 53 that stated that half of the 

posts within the party had to be held by workers. This issue was being resolved by the 

resignation and expulsion of some protesting members. After this incident, there were no 

other big incidents that could threaten the existence of the party. The T P was under heavy 

attack by the right and with articles 141 and 142 of the Turkish Penal Code still in order, the 

party was still in danger of being prohibited. Party members acted carefully with the usage of 

the word socialism and the sense of insecurity made sure that nobody wanted to start a fight 

that could end the existence of the party. 

 This situation changed after the elections of 1965. Although the T P lost the case of 

articles 141 and 142 at the Constitutional Court, winning 15 seats in the assembly at the 

elections saved the party’s legality. Although the T P had been represented in the Senate 

before, this time it was not a senator that defected from another party that gave the T P a 

representation in the Grand National Assembly of Turkey (TBMM), but it was the actual 

Turkish people who voted on the party and gave the T P a right to exist as a legal political 

party. Party members had more confidence because they believed that with the election result 

socialism was being legalized. Attacks from the right against the T P did not stop after the 

elections, but now they were seen as invalid and not threatening the legality of the party 

anymore. Because disputes within the party no longer threatened the existence of the party, 

the new sense of security and confidence caused party members to speak up when they did 

not agree with the leaders of the party about certain issues. The differences within the party, 
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which had been hidden under the surface when the party’s legality was in doubt, had now 

started to emerge.55 

  Although it would take until the third Grand Congress in 1968 before the party was 

divided into factions combating each other, cracks had already started to show within the 

party soon after the 1965 elections. Opposition and discontent against the party leadership 

were shown more openly. In the beginning it was a fight between the old TKP members, who 

had become members of the T P, and the party leadership. The first serious opposition came 

to the surface at the Provincial Congress of Istanbul, 22-23 October 1966. This opposition 

continued at the Second Grand Congress and would manifest itself in an ideology that would 

ultimately threaten the hegemony of the party.  

  

3.2 Interaction between MDD and the Socialist Revolution 

 

 After the 1965 elections when the legality of the party was not immediately threatened 

anymore, party members started to act more relaxed about the word socialism. The policy of 

‘the non-capitalist way of development’ was abandoned and party members openly used 

socialism. In fact, it was party chairman Aybar who started to use socialism openly in his 

speeches. In the spring of 1966, in a speech at a meeting of the party organisation of the Izmir 

region, Aybar said that Turkey was in the most critical period of its history and if the country 

wanted to achieve independence, it had to start a second national-liberation revolution. This 

time the war had to be fought against American imperialism. Thereafter, in the summer of 

1966, he began to connect the national-liberation struggle with the struggle for socialism. As 

his new theory was not generating any objections, Aybar felt comfortable enough to formulate 

his theory in a party goal.56  

 He formulated this party goal in a speech at a meeting of the Bakırköy party 

organisation. In this speech, Aybar said that the Turkish people should passively resist the 

Americans by putting them in a circle of isolation so they would understand that they had to 

leave Turkey. The Turkish people should stop all relations with Americans except for official 

duties. In no way should they help Americans. The way to freedom would be Turkish 

socialism. His exact words on this subject were: ‘Today our Turkey faces two big 

interconnected problems. To establish our national independence yet again and the struggle 
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for socialism.’57 This indivisibility of the national-democratic and the socialist revolution 

became the central issue on the Second Grand Congress held on 20-26 November 1966 in 

Malatya.58  

  In his speech at the Second Grand Congress, Aybar went on to define the indivisibility 

of the two revolutions. He again claimed that the United States of America was occupying 

Turkey and that they had to start another liberation war against imperialism:  

’44 years after completing the First National Liberation Struggle we must start the 

Second. (…) Until now we let our rights be violated by America with the excuse that they will 

protect us from future dangers. We are not in favour of this. And we are determined to fight 

until the last American soldier has left our country. (…) The Second National Liberation 

Movement has started. And this time it will be certain that victory will also mean a victory for 

socialism.’59 In the motions done at the congress, a call to start the passive resistance against 

the Americans was added. This time the language that was used was stronger than before, 

substituting circle of isolation with circle of hate, although this did not mean that the use of 

force was accepted. Also, it was agreed upon that Turkey should leave NATO and the United 

States should hand over all their military bases to Turkey. Aybar reserved a special place for 

the proletariat in his theory. The working class had to become the leading force in the social 

and political transformation of Turkey. Although the peasants were the majority of the 

employed population, the working class was a more organized, coherent, and more class-

conscious force according to Aybar. 60 

   Aybar’s theory became to be known as the Socialist Revolution. According to this 

theory, Turkey’s situation was unique. It could not be compared to western or other 

underdeveloped countries because the economy and society of Turkey were totally different 

from these countries. Turkey had been an empire and an oppressed country at the same time. 

It was also the only country that won its independence war and then came under the influence 

of imperialism, yet again. On the other hand, there had been always resistance in the form of 

socialism. The struggle for socialism could not be compared to the one in the west. In the 

west, the conflict was between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat; in Turkey, it was the 

workers against the triad of American imperialism, the landlords, and the bureaucrats under 
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American influence. As stated above, the solution for getting rid of imperialism in Turkey 

was the struggle for socialism by starting a second liberation war in the form of the passive 

resistance campaign. The struggles for independence and for socialism were two sides of the 

same coin.61 

Aybar’s Socialist Revolution was not the only theory presented at Second Grand 

Congress. Already in the summer of 1966, an opposition movement started to emerge with 

ex-TKP member Mihri Belli at the lead. Belli wrote an article in Yön under the pseudonym of 

E. Tüfekçi. In his article, Belli claimed that Turkey was under complete influence of an 

imperialist system that controlled foreign trade, politics, and culture. According to him 

imperialism makes an alliance with the most backward groups in society. In Turkey one of 

these groups consisted of the feudal landlords that had huge pieces of land, namely in the east. 

These landlords were against the progress of the Turkish people. They were linked with the 

status quo and knew well that their position would be in danger if Turkey became a real 

democratic and independent country. Other groups that depended on foreign, i.e. American, 

capital were found in foreign and national trade, credit institutions, harbours, and big 

companies. By repressing the national industry and with the help from their landlord allies, 

they dominated the whole Turkish economy.62 

 Against these people, a National Democratic Revolution (Milli Demokratik Devrim, 

MDD) had to be started in order to obtain independence and rid Turkey from all feudal 

influences. According to Belli, the Turkish workforce had to be on the forefront of this 

revolution. With the Turkish workforce, Belli meant the village or city workers, who were 

devoid from a means of production and land, and that sold their workforce in small industry, 

modern industry, the craftsmanship branch, trade, and agriculture; plus the village or city 

workers that had land or means of production but who were being exploited. He called this 

group the Revolutionary Forces. Not much could be expected from the bourgeoisie according 

to Belli. Although in the past they had caused a revolution in the west, the current situation 

which Turkey and its bourgeoisie were in was not comparable. Turkey was a backward, 

exploited, and eastern country where the collaborator capital was the most important source 

for its economy. The Turkish bourgeoisie was too easily tempted by this collaborator capital 

to be in the forefront of the revolution.63 
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Although the bourgeoisie was not able to be on the forefront of the revolution, they 

were not completely useless, according to Belli. He divided the bourgeoisie into two 

categories: one part that was crushed by imperialism and another that was linked to it. The 

part of the bourgeoisie that was crushed by imperialism could join the MDD movement. 

Within this group another class was located which Belli called the military-civil intelligentsia 

class (Asker-Sivil aydın zümre). This class included the military and the intellectuals who, 

until the Second World War, had the biggest influence in Turkey. After the Second World 

War with the democratisation of Turkey and the end of the single party system, they lost a lot 

of their influence. The Turkish army had fallen to a state that it crushed its own people and 

resembled the armies of some South-American states that were just lackeys of the United 

States. This could not be tolerated and had to change.64 

Around Belli’s article, a group of people started to form that called itself the 

Revolutionary Group (Devrimci Grup). This group did not believe that power could be 

obtained by peaceful parliamentary means and criticized the passive resistance idea of Aybar. 

Instead, they proposed the adoption of armed struggle where the military-civil intelligentsia 

class was to have an important role by creating a junta, which could take power until the 

proletariat was ready to take the lead. Also, they criticized the T P leadership for rejecting the 

idea of revolution in stages. The Revolutionary Group believed in a two-staged revolution: 

first the national democratic revolution and after that the socialist revolution. At the Second 

Grand Congress there were a few supporters that expressed the views of the MDD theory, but 

the Revolutionary Group still had little influence and did not pose any real threat to Aybar. 65  

Aybar, in his turn, criticized the MDD theory. He had a totally different view on the 

bourgeoisie than the Revolutionary Group. He opposed the fact that there was any 

revolutionary potential in this class, stating: ‘How can you expect them to join in the struggle 

against American imperialism if, credits, licences, etc., are in the hands of the pro-American 

trio - the landowners, the compradors and the bureaucrats?’66 Behice Boran, a prominent 

member of the leadership of the party, gave full support to Aybar. According to her, Turkey 

could no longer be called a semi-feudal, semi-colonial country because after the Turkish 

Liberation War, the caliphate had been abolished and the Republic had been proclaimed. 

After the founding of the Republic, bourgeois democratic Kemalist reforms had been 

introduced. The 1960 revolution had opened the way to a multiparty system, legislation had 
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affirmed the trade unions the right to strike and to sign collective agreements, and the 1961 

constitution had given the population political freedoms. Capitalist relationships were 

continuing to develop rapidly and the vestiges of feudalism were rapidly disappearing, 

therefore, it was a mistake to talk about the need of MDD in Turkey.67   

At the Second Grand Congress, the MDD theory was rejected and Aybar was re-

elected as party chairman. His Socialist Revolution theory was adopted as the official party 

strategy. The T P proclaimed that its chief aim was the realization of the Socialist Revolution.  

The MDD continued to be an opposition force within and outside of the T P and grew steadily 

into a full-fledged opposition movement that acquired more and more followers. In 1967, The 

Revolutionary Group started to criticize the T P in its own weekly Türk Solu, which claimed 

to be the voice of all national and democratic forces in Turkey.68 Although MDD caused 

unrest within the T P, it would take until the late 1960s for it to be of any real influence on the 

party. However, the MDD theory had a huge influence on the radicalisation of the Turkish left 

that started as of 1968. 

 

3.3 Why did groups split from the T P? 

 

After the elections of 1965, T P members became more comfortable to express their 

opinion. Discontent with the party leadership started to surface. Before the Provincial 

Congress of Istanbul held 22-23 October 1966, groups of T P members had meetings where 

they discussed certain issues. One of these issues was a project concerning the amendments of 

the statute that the board of the Istanbul Provincial Department had already been developing 

for months. In this project, the party’s organisational structure and the function and authority 

of the party’s chairman were being re-evaluated. This caused some unrest amongst the T P’s 

leaders and they published a circular, which stated that it was forbidden to talk about 

amendments of the statute. The warning in the circular was ignored and the ideas that were 

furthered by this project were adopted at the Provincial Congress of Istanbul. Also, the 

delegates of the Istanbul Provincial Department were planning to present these ideas at the 

Second Grand Congress.69 
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Another factor that made the T P leadership nervous were the elections about the 

leadership of the Istanbul Provincial Department, which were being held at the congress in 

Istanbul. Sadun Aren (1922), a member of the establishment within the party, was 

participating in this election and running against Ümran Baran. Baran was almost unknown in 

Istanbul because he just came from the city Trabzon in the Black Sea region. Nevertheless, in 

an attempt to show their discontent about the party leadership, many participators in the 

congress voted en masse for Baran and thereby almost causing him to win the elections, save 

for a few votes. Also in the same congress, some members proposed to accept Dr. Hikmet 

Kıvılcımlı, who was a well-known communist, as a member of the T P. Kıvılcımlı was the 

founder of The Fatherland Party, a Marxist oriented party in the 1950s. He had been in prison 

for twenty years for his communist activities. Kıvılcımlı had been very critical about the T P 

in one of his books of that time. The party leadership did not accept the membership of 

Kıvılcımlı.70 

The above-mentioned events caused unrest in the party’s leadership. Arrangements for 

having a second Grand Congress were already in progress and Aybar did not want a 

recurrence of what happened in Istanbul on a higher platform. Events like that could have 

serious consequences for his leadership if it would happen at a Grand Congress. Aybar, 

therefore, chose not to hold the congress in Istanbul or Ankara, where he believed he would 

receive the highest resistance, but chose the remote city of Malatya in the South East of 

Turkey to be the host for the Grand Congress. Because Aybar feared that MDD supporters, 

who were highly represented in Istanbul, could express their ideas at the Second Grand 

Congress, he also changed the statute in such a way that big provinces were not represented 

with the most delegates anymore.71  

Before the change, each area could send one delegate for every 100 members. Because 

43 percent of all the members of the T P lived in Istanbul, it was by far the biggest force in 

the party. After the change, each area could delegate 4 members for every province within 

that area with 500 members and one delegate extra per 200 members above that. Because 

Istanbul was counted as an area and only consisted of one province it was restricted to 12 

delegates. In comparison with the western and southern coastal area, which could delegate 72 

members under the new system, it is clear that the power of the Istanbul province was 
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severely reduced. Nevertheless, this measure did not have the effect that was hoped for 

because there was still some opposition from MDD supporters.72  

Also, the party leadership decided to send seventeen party members to the disciplinary 

committee. These people were involved in the amendment project, the votes for Baran, and 

the motion to accept Kıvılcımlı as a party member. They were accused of obstructing and 

trying to break down the party. It was assumed that they had a meeting before the congress 

with the purpose of forming a faction to obstruct and break down the party. However, the 

disciplinary committee did not comply with the nominations and acquitted them from the 

allegations. According to the committee, it had not been proven that the accused members had 

formed a faction that had the purpose of obstructing and breaking down the party.73 

 After the events in Istanbul, Mihri Belli and his followers started to protest more 

openly, before and during the Second Grand Congress. Aybar, in his turn, started to blame ex-

TKP members for wanting the leadership to abdicate. The ex-TKP members, who were now 

members of the T P, were very close with each other and wanted to have power within the 

T P. The party leadership thought this group was very dangerous for the party. On the one 

hand, these ex-TKP members were rivals and on the other hand, with the presence of these 

people within the party, the authorities could start to think that the T P was a communist 

party. This would mean that the party could be in danger of banishment because communist 

parties were still highly illegal. During the Second Grand Congress, when it became clear that 

the MDD theory had some support and the leadership was being criticized, Aybar decided he 

had to do something. It was becoming clear that Aybar was somewhat allergic to criticism, 

which was reflected in his vote against a draft resolution on the need to engage in criticism 

and self-criticism at the Second Grand Congress. He governed the party as he saw fit and he 

took any criticism or opposition within the party personal.74 

 After the congress, Aybar installed a questioning committee to interrogate thirteen 

members, who were suspected of being against the party leadership. Basically Aybar wanted 

to purify the party from critics. The official reason to start this interrogation was that these 

members formed a faction that behaved against the political line of the party and provoked the 

central organs of the party. One of the members being interrogated was Halit Çelenk (1922), 

who was a member of the party leadership. It was suspected that he was a member of the 

group around Mihri Belli. In his book, Türkiye çi Partisi’nde iç demokrasi, ya adıklarım 
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(The democracy within the Turkish Workers’ Party, my experiences) he describes how he was 

interrogated and sent to the disciplinary committee. The questioning committee started to 

bombard the thirteen members with seventy-two questions. These questions were asked to 

find out if a secret meeting had taken place just before the Second Grand Congress and if a 

faction against the party leadership had been formed.75 

 After the questioning committee had done its work, all members of the general 

executive board were called to Ankara to vote on the issue to send the thirteen party members 

to the disciplinary committee. According to Çelenk, members of the board were put under 

pressure before the meeting by the party leadership to vote in favour of the motion. At the 

meeting itself the pressure by the party leadership was even more visible. In his speech at the 

meeting, Aybar explained that the party was in a dangerous position. A faction had been 

formed within the party. This faction collaborated with people outside of the party and wanted 

to take over the T P. Therefore, he had nominated these thirteen people to be expelled from 

the party as to protect the party from this conspiracy. Aybar added that if the general 

executive board would vote against the motion that he would step down as party chairman. 

Thereby Aybar put the members of the general executive board under enormous pressure to 

vote in favour of the motion.76 

   Because the report of the questioning committee was too large to be read by all the 

members of the meeting, Aybar suggested deciding on a group of people who would study the 

report and come back with their findings. The group was decided on and the meeting went 

into recess for an hour. After one hour, the group came back with a one-page report about the 

questioning committee’s findings. According to Çelenk, the report by the questioning 

committee could not have been read in this short time span and therefore, the one-page report 

had to be prepared in advance, clearly indicating a set up. When another member of the board 

asked about this, the response was that they did not read the whole report but based their 

findings on the statements made by the members of the general executive board and some 

witnesses. When Çelenk asked permission to address the general executive board, Aybar 

immediately replied that he was not allowed to defend himself. He could do that at the 

disciplinary committee. In this meeting, Çelenk was only allowed to speak as a member of the 

general executive board about the report.77 
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 Nevertheless, Çelenk defended himself anyway, asking people who were in the so-

called meeting before the Second Grand Congress to speak out against the lie that he himself 

and twelve others were in a faction that wanted to take over the party. In his book, Çelenk 

describes that nobody wanted to talk because they feared that they would be expelled from the 

party if they opposed the party leadership. He went on with his defence stating there was not a 

faction at all. After his defence several other members of the general executive board had a 

speech were many of them claimed that Çelenk was guilty and that there certainly was a 

faction within the party. There was a vote and it was decided that the thirteen members were 

to be sent to the disciplinary committee.78 

 At the disciplinary committee, the accused people were given the opportunity to 

defend themselves. After that, the committee decided to expel nine members from the party, 

suspend two members for a period of one year, and gave Halit Çelenk and his wife ekibe 

Çelenk a warning. It seemed that Çelenk was saved from expulsion from the party, but Aybar 

did not give up and this time accused him of working for the CIA. Again the decision to send 

Çelenk to the disciplinary committee for the second time was discussed in the general 

executive board. According to Çelenk, Aybar closed the meeting after a lengthy discussion 

without an outcome. Çelenk went home, as did several other members. Aybar secretly 

reopened the meeting with some members who had not left yet and voted for Çelenk to be 

sent to the disciplinary committee. Çelenk calls this event a conspiracy in his book. This time 

Çelenk was not as lucky and he was expelled from the party.79 

 The decision of the party leadership to expel thirteen members from the party did not 

go by unnoticed and became well known within the party. Members from all over the country 

sent protest letters to the leadership of the T P. They criticized the way Aybar had put the 

members of the general executive board under pressure by threatening to step down as party 

chairman if these people were not sent to the disciplinary committee. Also, the way the report 

of the questioning committee had been handled was criticized. It was important to have 

discipline within the party, according to some of the protesters, but it was wrong to forbid 

members to have ideological differences. Basically, they protested against the party leadership 

for behaving in opposition to the internal democracy of the party.80 

   The party leadership responded to the criticism with more expulsion. This time 

seventy-six people, who protested against the expulsion of the thirteen members, were sent to 
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the disciplinary committee and thrown out of the party. The people who were expelled, 

continued their opposition outside of the party in magazines like Yön, Aydınlık, and Türk Solu. 

Yön stopped to exist in 1967, but its members launched another journal called Devrim where 

they continued their work. Aydınlık and Türk Solu were the voice of people who were 

influenced by the MDD theory. This group consisted of ex-TKP members that were 

obstructed from joining the T P, ex-T P members who were expelled or resigned from the 

party, and young socialists who thought that the T P was too moderate. Although these people 

were publishing in the same magazines, there were big ideological differences between them. 

Nevertheless, they agreed on their idea of the T P not being a socialist party because the party 

had deviated from socialism towards a parliamentarist opportunism.81  

The many expulsions and the prohibiting of internal ideological discussion within the 

T P caused two contradicting things. One the one hand, the T P filled the gap for all socialists 

because it was the only socialist party in Turkey and thereby brought socialists together. On 

the other hand, the party caused the fights and breaks the socialists would have especially in 

the 1970s. Because the party leadership was against any ideological discussion within the 

party, but many party members wanted to debate these ideological differences, the discussions 

about socialism moved outside the party. It is clear that there was no real democracy within 

the party. Aybar’s authoritative leadership caused problems within the T P and after the Third 

Grand Congress, he even caused a split in the leadership and the whole party.82 

 

3.4 Opposition from the right against the T P in and outside the parliament  

 

 As demonstrated earlier, the AP, who was the DP’s successor, won the elections of 

1965 with an absolute majority. From the election result it was clear that the AP’s chairman 

Süleyman Demirel (1924) succeeded in mobilising the old supporters of the DP to vote for his 

party. The right-wing AP succeeded in appealing to the masses in the rural areas. Demirel had 

the same background as his voters and spoke the language of the masses, something which the 

CHP’s chairman nönü and the T P’ leader Aybar lacked. Immediately after forming his 

government Demirel started a relentless campaign of anti-communist propaganda and 

pressure on the leftist movements inside and outside of parliament. Left organisations were 
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put under constant pressure. In 1966-1967 the government attempted to purify the universities 

of leftist professors. Also translators of foreign communist and radical texts and people who 

published communist texts themselves were being taken to court.83 

 Nevertheless the AP government’s position was fundamentally different from the 

DP’s position before the coup. The 1961 constitution guaranteed an independent judiciary 

with the Constitutional Court in the forefront, which acted as the protector of civil rights. 

Many measures of the government were dismissed as being unconstitutional. Also the state 

radio and television were independent and were like the rest of the press very critical of the 

government. At universities, the police could only operate on university property by invitation 

of the elected rector, thereby severely impeding the effectiveness of the government on 

university grounds. Although many members of the AP wanted to, the party did not have a 

two-thirds majority to change the constitution and therefore Demirel’s hands were tied. 

Because conventional means could not be used against the left, the AP considered using other 

methods to oppress the left movement. Therefore, the government decided to make room for 

the extreme right to develop itself and use it as a secondary force of the state.84 

 One of the most influential right-wing forces that acquired this role grew out of the 

Cumhuriyetçi Köylü Millet Partisi (Republican Peasant Nation Party, CKMP). The party 

came in the hands of Colonel Alparslan Türke  who had been a member of the junta that 

coordinated the 1960 coup, but was later expelled from the junta and exiled from Turkey 

because he opposed the swift transfer of power back to civilian hands. Türke  transformed the 

party in a well-disciplined ultra-nationalistic right-wing party where nationalism and anti-

communism were emphasized. With just 2.2 percent of the votes in the 1965 elections, the 

party did not have much influence in parliament between 1965 and 1969. Outside of 

parliament however, the party became a strong force against the left. Youth organisations 

were set up that, like the SA of Hitler, had to battle the left movement on the streets. From 

1968 onwards this battle rapidly radicalised and these youth organisations started a campaign 

of intimidation against the left movement. Also, they had paramilitary training in special 

commando camps.85 

 In parliament the T P had a difficult time because of the campaign against the left of 

the AP. Because of the socialist character of the T P, the party was an easy target for the AP. 
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The AP tried to intimidate the T P with humiliations, beatings, and not permitting them to 

speak in parliament. When the president of that time proclaimed that the constitution did not 

reserve room for socialism, Demirel adopted this slogan and repeated it several times to put 

the T P under pressure. Also, the T P was accused of receiving orders from Moscow and the 

AP threatened to go to the Constitutional Court to ban the T P. This claim was done based on 

a document of communist parties that had met in Moscow in 1960. The AP compared this 

document with statements done by the T P, claiming there were many similarities between 

them. Also, in an attempt to intimidate the T P delegates during the debate about the budget 

for 1969, the minister of internal affairs called the T P a Marxist party.86 

 One of the events that could have given the AP the assumption that the T P received 

orders from Moscow was the meeting between Aybar and the premier of the Soviet Union 

Alexey Kosygin (1904-1980). In 1966 Kosygin went on an official visit to Turkey to try to 

improve the diplomatic ties between the two countries. Demirel had invited him to a tour 

through the parliamentary building and there Kosygin had requested to meet Aybar. Aybar 

describes this meeting in his book T P tarihi (History of the T P). While Demirel and nönü 

were present Kosygin congratulated Aybar openly with the progress the T P had made and 

asked how he could be of assistance. Aybar diverted the question by changing the subject to 

the problems between the Russians and the Chinese, but one can imagine that the damage had 

already been done. The next day Kosygin invited Aybar, Demirel and nönü to where he was 

staying. When Aybar arrived Kosygin left Demirel and nönü to talk amongst themselves and 

started a discussion with Aybar about the new economic agreements that both countries had 

agreed on. Again this could have given both Demirel and nönü  the assumption that the T P 

had contact with the Soviets.87 

In addition to the oppression by the AP government, the T P was in an isolated 

position, in which the party could not accomplish much in parliament. The T P suffered from 

obstruction in parliament. With only 15 members in parliament the party was too small to 

form a serious opposition group to the AP government. A law proposition of the T P that was 

accepted by a majority was nothing short of a miracle and the party could merely be a braking 

factor against propositions done by the AP. An alliance with the CHP was also not possible 

because the two parties saw each other as rivals. These factors proved that although the T P 

was now represented in parliament, this did not mean that the party won the battle for 
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legalisation. The party was still seen as an enemy of the Turkish state. In addition to the 

attacks of the right on the streets, the legalisation battle changed and continued in 

parliament.88 Meanwhile internal strife started to show within the T P, causing a bigger threat 

to the existence of the party than right-wing attacks ever could. 

 

3.5 Aybar’s change of course for the T P and the reactions 

 

 After the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in August 1968 party chairman Aybar 

started to criticize the Soviet Union openly. In newspapers, he directed sharp attacks at the 

USSR and protested heavily against the occupation of Czechoslovakia. He called the Soviet 

Union an authoritarian police state and stressed that in Turkey socialism should be 

constructed differently. Aybar talked about free (hürriyetçi), democratic socialism, which 

should include many elements of bourgeois democracy. He also called this theory socialism 

with a smiling face (güleryüzlü sosyalizm) or humanistic socialism (insancıl bir sosyalizm), 

thereby stressing the humanistic side of Turkish socialism. Also, he advised Turkish socialists 

not to restrict themselves to the studies of Marx and Lenin, but also read other works from for 

example Karl Kautsky, Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, and Rosa Luxemburg.89 

 Aybar made these statements without consulting the leading party organs or the 

central leadership of the party. His action caused unrest under some members of the 

leadership of the party. Sadun Aren, Behice Boran, and Nihat Sargın, who was the party’s 

general secretary at that time, were the most prominent members among these people. In a 

meeting of the general executive board on the sixteenth of October 1968, these members 

started to protest openly against Aybar’s statements about socialism. This group was called 

the group of five and in a statement they accused Aybar of not being a socialist. His 

proclamations about socialism were his personal views and not official party policy because 

they were against the party’s statute, program, and what was agreed on to be the official party 

policy in the Second Grand Congress. Aybar’s views about socialism were considered a 

revision of the theory of scientific socialism and his advice to pay attention to other socialist 

works was dangerous. Also they accused Aybar of having established a regime of personal 

power within the party. According to Sadun Aren this regime was already in place from the 

                                                
88 Ünsal, Umuttan yalnızlı a, 185-186, 197. 
89 Lipovsky, The socialist movement in Turkey, 49, and Belge, ‘Türkiye çi Partisi’, 2127, and Aren, T P olayı, 
127. 



 40 

beginning, but because Aybar never made any serious mistakes it was always tolerated. Now 

that Aybar behaved against the party line it had to change.90 

 Aybar was shocked by the allegations, claiming in his book T P tarihi (History of the 

T P) that he did not expect there to be any opposition against his statements. It was especially 

difficult for him to understand because his closest friend Behice Boran was among the 

protesters. She had been as critical as him about the Soviet Union after the invasion of 

Czechoslovakia, stating in a newspaper: “these kind of regimes are unacceptable in the second 

half of the 20th century.”91  He asked himself which of his statements had offended them so 

much that they would openly protest against him. He could not believe that they would accuse 

him from acting contrary to the party program and the statute because it was he who wrote 

these documents.92 ‘To oppose the party program and the statute would be like opposing my 

own ideas and beliefs,’ 93 according to Aybar. 

 Nevertheless the fight continued in the Third Party Congress held in Ankara on 9-12 

November 1968. The main subject on the agenda was Aybar’s concept of democratic 

socialism. Aren and Boran spoke for the group of five and stressed that the disagreements 

within the party started because of Aybar’s theory of democratic socialism. Aren stated that 

Aybar was wrong to give socialism in Turkey a special democratic character because that 

would mean, that an undemocratic socialism would exist also. According to Aren, socialism 

was the same all over the world and it would be wrong to say that the T P would bring 

freedom, but socialism itself does not. Boran added in her speech the regime of personal 

power of Aybar, stating that he should consult the central party organs before propagandising 

his personal views.94 

 Aybar defended himself in his speech at the Third Grand Congress, stating that the 

problem of freedom within socialism was not only a problem in Turkey, but of socialism all 

over the world. Everywhere they were looking at this problem and trying to solve it. All over 

the world new theories and books were appearing about this problem according to Aybar. It 

was necessary to speak about democratic socialism because after building socialism it could 

take a while until all liberties were present. That was why socialism had to be built 

democratically. Democratic socialism meant both the rejection of the dictatorship of the 

proletariat and of any unconstitutional form of attaining power in general. In his defence 
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about his advice to also read other works than the studies of Marx and Lenin, Aybar talked 

about the socialist youth. This youth should not restrict themselves to only knowing the 

standard works, but also read other works so they acquired a better understanding of the 

differences between these works and the development of socialism. This would only be better 

for socialism in general.95 

      The fight between Aybar and the group of five about the theory of democratic 

socialism excluded any discussion about other subjects. Therefore, decisions about many 

organisational and political questions of great importance for the routine activities of the party 

were not made. Many delegates protested against the fact that the congress was restricted to a 

debate on democratic socialism instead of talking about subjects like the political strategy, 

improvement of the organisation, and education within the party. Many delegates were simply 

not prepared for such an ideological discussion and frankly saw little point in it. The 

ideological differences between Aybar and the group of five, were not that far apart from each 

other. Both rejected the need to establish a dictatorship of the proletariat and insisted that the 

attainment of power had to be done peacefully and in compliance with the 1961 constitution. 

Also, they both criticized the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia, although Aybar was more 

direct in his criticism than the group of five. The real reason for the fight actually seemed to 

be Aybar’s regime of personal power, which Boran had pointed out in her speech.96 

  The fight between Aybar and the group of five caused a split within the party. The 

group of five became known as the Aren-Boran group and together with the Aybar group and 

the Revolutionary Group with its MDD theory, there were now three major ideological 

positions within the party. Although the Revolutionary Group was by far the smallest group, it 

acquired more support because of the fights within the party and the criticism the two other 

groups had on the Soviet Union after the invasion of Czechoslovakia. They pointed out that 

the ideological difference between Aybar and the Aren-Boran group was minimal, because 

they had a common ideological and political platform and called them the Aybar-Aren-Boran 

group. The Aren-Boran group, entered the elections for the general leadership committee with 

a separate list, but because they had the support of only one third of the delegates only three 

of the Aren-Boran group were elected. One of them was Sadun Aren himself.97 

 Aybar won the elections and was re-elected as party chairman, which he saw as a huge 

personal victory. The Third Grand Congress accepted his notions of socialism and he had a 
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majority in the ruling organ of the party. Although Aybar had won technically he did not win 

ideologically. After the election victory of Aybar the party was still ideologically divided. 

Some delegates had expressed their dissatisfaction with Aybar’s authoritarian methods of 

leadership and at the indifference of the other party leaders towards the problems of the lower 

party organs. Also the Aren-Boran group did not leave the party after its defeat, but stayed in 

the party and continued its opposition against Aybar. The congress marked a starting point of 

a lengthy crisis within the party that would ultimately be the demise of the T P. It was a 

turning point in the history of the party because it started a serious crisis in the functioning of 

the party. The T P would lose its position among the masses and its influence in the socialist 

movement of Turkey.98 

 After the Third Grand Congress the polarisation within the party became worse. 

According to the newspaper Ak am the T P was in turmoil. Everybody was blaming each 

other of wanting to destroy the party. Aybar claimed he was stabbed in the back by Aren and 

Boran and was a victim of a plot. Also Çetin Altan (1927), who had been the chairman of the 

Third Grand Congress and was a supporter of Aybar, started to criticize the party leadership 

in his daily columns in the Ak am newspaper. He called the leaders of the party incompetent 

and not fit to lead the socialist movement because they lacked the quality to decide quickly 

and hold the public’s attention. He predicted that the socialist movement would be non-

existent after the general elections of 1969 and the current leaders of the T P would be to 

blame for that. According to Altan, the party leaders of the T P had lost the connection to the 

general public. He therefore recommended his readers not to vote for the T P if these people 

stayed in charge, but to give their votes to CHP’s chairman Bülent Ecevit instead. He also 

accused Aybar of putting him under pressure to obstruct the opposition, by not letting them 

speak at the congress and of forging a document that Aybar used as proof against Aren. The 

document allegedly stated that Aren wanted Aybar to be expelled from the party.99  

 Meanwhile the Aren-Boran group was planning to call for an Extraordinary Congress 

to be held at short notice. In a press conference Aren claimed that the reason for this 

Extraordinary Congress was that Aybar continued to express his view of socialism and that it 

was harming the party. Also he stated that Aybar had tolerated abuses during elections of 

party organs, was trying to oust party leaders and obstructing the work and re-election of T P 

members in parliament who did not support his point of view, and was behaving offensively 
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towards the opposition. At the congress Aybar’s theories about socialism were to be debated 

yet again and new elections for the General Leadership Committee had to be held once more. 

The signatures that were needed to call for an Extraordinary Congress were easily collected 

because the Aren-Boran group had the support of one third of the delegates of the last 

congress, where only one fifth was needed.100 

 During the Extraordinary Congress that was held in Ankara on 28 and 29 December 

1968, several opposition groups protested against the leadership of Aybar and the Aren-Boran 

group. In leaflets distributed among the delegates they expressed their discontent of the two 

groups. The Çankaya lçe Yönetim Kurulu (the Executive Board of the Çankaya District) 

claimed in a leaflet that the T P leaders deviated from scientific socialism. Aybar showed with 

his alternate socialist theories that he did not take scientific socialism seriously and therefore 

he and his team had to resign. Members who took scientific socialism seriously had to be 

brought to power. The Yalova lçe Örgütü (Organisation of the Yalova District) added to 

these opinions that Aren was also not trustworthy because not long ago he was on Aybar’s 

side. Behice Boran was a traitor that played a big part in the expulsions. Therefore members 

outside of the ruling circle should take the lead and the party should work together with the 

socialists who stayed outside of the T P. The party had to change its policy back into an 

ideological struggle with an anti-imperialist and anti-feudal strategy.101 

 The Revolutionary Group also distributed a leaflet with criticism on the party 

leadership. According to the Revolutionary Group the party had been taken over by 

opportunist and imperialist conspiracy forces that Aybar headed. These forces were 

destroying the party. The Revolutionary Group claimed that they could rescue the party by 

expelling the fake socialist leaders and training the proletariat into revolutionaries who could 

take over the party. It was the first time that the Revolutionary Group came with its own list 

of candidates for election to the General Leadership Committee. However, the opposition of 

the Revolutionary Group was so inconsistent and full of contradictions that none of their 

resolutions were accepted and therefore the group only received ten votes at the elections of 

the General Leadership Committee.102 

 At the Extraordinary Congress the fight between Aybar and the Aren-Boran group 

continued. Aybar, who addressed the crowd first, repeated his claims that he was victim of a 

plot and that the Aren-Boran group wanted to expel him from the party. Aren replied in his 
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speech that Aybar was attempting to impose his notions on socialism on the congress. Also it 

was necessary to replace the party leadership if the party wanted to resolve the conflict. Çetin 

Altan addressed the congress also, stating that it was Aybar’s fault that the party had fallen 

apart into factions. If Aybar would still be in function the next day, he would not be able to 

work with him. Accusations continued back and forth, much to the dismay of many delegates. 

Some delegates suggested that the leaders had to resign, which already became apparent in the 

leaflets distributed at the beginning of the congress. Also a group of people formed who 

called themselves Üçüncü Yol (The Third Way). This group tried to reconcile the Aybar and 

Aren-Boran groups. When this failed they split into two sides: one side supporting Aybar and 

the other the Aren-Boran group.103 

  Although fights between the factions dominated the Extraordinary Congress, some 

decisions were made. It was agreed that the word socialism was introduced in the statute and 

the functions of the party chairman were somewhat curtailed. From now on he had to consult 

the leading organs of the party before he could make statements on the ideology of the party. 

Nevertheless the Extraordinary Congress changed very little. Although Aybar won the 

elections again, the Aren-Boran group succeeded to enlarge its representation in the General 

Leadership Committee to eleven members. Aybar still had a majority in the leading party 

organs, but the opposition had become stronger. Thus the Extraordinary Congress had only 

succeeded in showing the magnitude of the crisis within the party.104 With the general 

elections of 1969 on the way, the situation looked grim for the T P. 

 

3.6 Did the invasion of Czechoslovakia have any influence on the T P? 

 

The invasion of Czechoslovakia by Soviet forces on 21 August 1968 caused numerous 

communist parties all over the world to criticize the Soviet Union. As demonstrated earlier, 

the T P was amongst these parties. Aybar directed sharp attacks at the Soviet Union in the 

media, calling the Soviet Union an authoritarian police state amongst other things.105 Also 

other prominent party members criticized the invasion. Behice Boran, later one of the 

protesters against Aybar, stated in a newspaper: “these kind of regimes are unacceptable in the 
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second half of the 20th century.”106 After the invasion of Czechoslovakia Aybar changed his 

wording when he talked about socialism, calling it free, democratic socialism, socialism with 

a smiling face, or humanistic socialism. These statements caused unrest under some members 

of the leadership of the party, resulting in the split of the party at the Third Grand Congress. 

The question here is: did the invasion of Czechoslovakia have any influence on these 

fights within the party that occurred shortly after the invasion? As shown earlier, it is already 

clear that the fight between Aybar and the Aren-Boran group was not about what happened in 

Czechoslovakia, because both groups condemned the invasion. Nevertheless sources used for 

this thesis claim that the invasion did influence the fight within the T P. Igor P. Lipovsky 

states in his book The socialist movement in Turkey 1960-1980: ‘The Soviet invasion of 

Czechoslovakia in August 1968 powerfully influenced the activity of the TLP, causing bitter 

controversy and accelerating the process of ideological and political splitting in it.’107 Erik J. 

Zürcher states in his book Een geschiedenis van het moderne Turkije: ‘The T P became 

divided when Mehmet Ali Aybar’s condemnation of the invasion was not supported by all 

members of the leadership.’108 Also Mehmet Salah writes in his article The Turkish working 

class and socialist movement in perspective: ‘In TIP, the party chairman, Mehmet Ali Aybar, 

openly denounced the invasion. (…) Another wing of the party-which was to dominate and 

take the leadership later [the Aren-Boran group] (…)-supported the invasion and launched a 

big attack on the chairman’s line.’109  

In looking at the books from two of the members of the Aren-Boran group, one sees a 

totally different presentation of the events. Sadun Aren claims in his book T P olayı 1961-

1971 (The TIP case 1961-1971) that the invasion of Czechoslovakia had nothing to do with 

the fight the Aren-Boran group had with Aybar. He states: ‘The notion that the disagreement 

within the party started because of the strong reaction from Aybar against the occupation of 

Czechoslovakia is commonly known. However, the incident in Czechoslovakia does not have 

any connection with this disagreement.’110 He gives two reasons for this. The first one is that 

Boran, in an article she wrote for the Milliyet newspaper, was just as critical as Aybar about 

the invasion of Czechoslovakia. The second reason is that in the discussions about the 

disagreement between the two groups the invasion was not discussed.111 
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Another prominent member of the Aren-Boran group shares a similar view. Nihat 

Sargın writes in his book T P’li yıllar (1961-1971) anılar-belgeler (The years of the TWP 

(1961-1971) memories – documents) that the idea of the invasion of Czechoslovakia being the 

reason for the splits within the T P has become common knowledge. He states: ‘This is wrong 

however. If there was something that split up the T P, it was not the events in Czechoslovakia, 

but Aybar’s new definitions and positions on our party’s definition of socialism, which he 

started to direct his new ideas at before, and continued more frequently during and after these 

events.’112 Also he illustrates Boran’s views on the matter, stating that there was no difference 

in comparison with Aybar’s statements.113 

As usual, the truth is somewhat in the middle. Although the disagreement between 

Aybar and the Aren-Boran group was not essentially about the invasion of Czechoslovakia, it 

did certainly influence the fight between the two groups. Because of the invasion Aybar 

changed his policy towards democratic socialism. In the Milliyet newspaper Aybar has been 

quoted during the Extraordinary Congress in Ankara, saying: “American imperialism shifted 

to the Middle East to a serious point and the invasion of Czechoslovakia provided a cause to 

start a campaign against the Soviet Union and consequently against socialism. That is why I 

found it necessary to refer to the relations of socialism with freedom.”114 By admitting that he 

started to refer to free, democratic socialism because of the invasion of Czechoslovakia, 

Aybar also proves that the invasion had some influence on the fights within the T P. If the 

invasion had never occurred Aybar would not have felt the necessity to exclaim his views and 

there would have been no fight at that point in time. Therefore the invasion had some 

influence, but it was indirect and not the subject of the fight between Aybar and the Aren-

Boran group. 
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4. The dramatic elections of 1969, the coup of 1971 and the end of    
the T P 

 

4.1 Radicalisation of the left 

 

 The youth has been important for the left movement from the moment that the military 

staged the coup of 1960, after which the conditions for the left significantly flourished. The 

student riots in Ankara and Istanbul against the DP-regime hastened the execution of the coup 

because the officers who had been planning it for months feared that the riots would obstruct 

their plan. Nevertheless the students thought they were the main instigators behind the coup 

since it had been executed so quickly after their protests. Because of this mistaken belief the 

students thought they had a big influence on politics, which was in fact heavily overrated. 

Even so this belief caused a change in the participation of students in politics. Before the coup 

declarations from students were mainly informative, but after the coup students became more 

active. They asked for quicker improvements and even added warnings and threats to their 

statements.115 

 One example of the increased activity of students was the participation of students in 

so called Fikir Külüpleri (Discussion Clubs) at universities where discussions on political 

matters were being held. The first of these clubs was founded in 1956 in Ankara and was 

CHP-oriented. After the instalment of the 1961 constitution, socialists took over and several 

of these clubs started to form in other cities. In 1965 these clubs fell under the influence of the 

T P and the party united these clubs in one organisation named Fikir Külüpleri Federasyonu 

(the Federation of Opinion Clubs, FKF). The FKF brought students and members of the T P 

together. Its founders were readers of Yön and sympathisers of the T P and they accepted the 

T P’s ideas of the Socialist Revolution and the second national-liberation struggle. Until 1968 

there was solidarity between the proletarian youth and the Kemalist and socialist students who 

wanted all to construct socialism under guidance of the T P.116 

 Before the founding of the FKF the youth had little influence within the T P. The first 

few years after the founding of the T P there was no interest for the youth at all within the 
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party. At that time it was not possible to be a member of the party before the age of twenty-

one. Later this would be changed into 18 years of age. Although youth branches were 

mentioned in the statute, they did not have any real function within the party. At the First 

Grand Congress in 1964 a big discussion started about what should be done with the socialist 

youth within the party. The discussion was about the question if the youth branches should get 

an autonomous position within the T P. This would mean that these branches would acquire 

an ordinary delegation in the Grand Congress. A motion to give the youth branches a 

delegation was first accepted but later rejected after the party leadership asked for a re-vote 

and declared they were against the motion.117 

 The leadership of the T P had reasons to keep the influence of the socialist youth at 

bay. The leaders feared that they would lose control over the party if they gave the youth 

more power because the socialist youth was a big group within the party. At this moment the 

T P was not totally defined yet and the youth could easily disrupt the party. Also, they felt 

they had to protect the youth against themselves. In their youthfulness they could act 

unpredictably and harm the party. Therefore the leadership wanted to keep the youth under 

control and slow them down if necessary. In other words, the youth just had to follow the 

T P’s lead and obey the party leadership. Instead of using the potential of the youth, the 

leadership of the T P was afraid of this potential. The youth was effectively left out of the 

decision making process of the party. This attitude would eventually have a damaging effect 

on the T P and would cause the MDD theory to be a growing influence amongst students.118 

 Until 1968 the FKF existed in harmony with the T P, but in that year the harmony 

between the two organisations was disrupted. The resentment of the fact that they had been 

left out of the T P increased amongst students and they started to appeal to Mihri Belli’s 

MDD, who praised the youth for its revolutionary quality. In fear of losing the FKF to MDD, 

the T P leadership put Do u Perinçek (1942) forward as a candidate for the leadership of the 

FKF. Perinçek, who was an assistant at the law faculty of the university of Ankara, was 

successfully elected as the new FKF leader by the FKF members. The T P leaderships’ 

decision to put Perinçek forth as a candidate quickly appeared to be a grave mistake as 

Perinçek exclaimed that he was an admirer of the MDD movement soon after he was elected 

as chairman of the FKF. Perinçek decided to participate in the Türkiye Devrimci Güçler 

Birli i (the Union of Revolutionary Forces, Dev-Güç), which incorporated around 29 National 
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Revolutionary Organisations (Milli Devrim Derne i). Dev-Güç formed after an article of Belli 

in Türk Solu where he called for a powerful union against reactionary, fascist, and imperialist 

forces. The purpose of this union was to get in contact with a radical-left junta with whom 

Dev-Güç would take over the country.119 

The FKF, with Perinçek as its leader, started to radicalise from the moment the 

organisation started to lean towards this radical-left junta idea. One of the first actions the 

organisation supported was the occupation of campuses by students in Istanbul, which started 

directly after the news of the French student rising in May 1968. This caused the relation 

between FKF and the T P leaders to be more strained than it already was. For the T P, which 

always fought for its legality and wanted to solve problems by parliamentary and peaceful 

means, these kinds of actions were unacceptable. The T P leadership feared that the FKF’s 

actions would bring harm to the party and the leaders were worried about the loss of influence 

within the FKF. Relations continued to deteriorate after the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 

August 1968 after which Aybar had condemned the invasion and the split in the T P started to 

emerge. The FKF turned against the T P, which they called pacifist and parliamentarist, and 

an increasing number of FKF members embraced the MDD theory.120 

In an effort to reverse the effect that the MDD movement had on the FKF and to get 

the organisation back under control, the T P leadership overturned Perinçek and chose Zülküf 

ahin as chairman of the FKF. This action proved to be too late. In reaction to the dismissal of 

Perinçek some students founded the Devrimci Ö renci Birli i (the Revolutionary Student 

Union, DÖB). One of the founders was Deniz Gezmi  (1947-1972), who would play a key 

role in the extreme left-wing organisations that started their attacks a few years later. The 

DÖB was ideologically linked to MDD and started to publish its strategy together with this 

movement in Türk Solu. Because of the pressure of DÖB and MDD on the FKF the latter 

acquired yet more influence in the FKF, although the T P still won the chairmanship of the 

organisation in its congress in January 1969. This proved to be the last victory of the T P over 

MDD within the FKF since not long after these elections the organisation came under full 

control of MDD.121 

 The first action of the MDD was to purify the FKF of all the T P members. After that 

the FKF changed its name into Devrimci Gençlik Federasyonu (Revolutionary Youth 

Federation, Dev-Genç), thereby reconnecting itself to Dev-Güç. The organisation opened the 
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doors to proletarian and peasant youths who wanted to be socialists. The actions of Dev-Genç 

included participating in protests by land labourers, asking for university reforms, 

participating in the ideological war within the T P, and participating in anti-imperialist 

demonstrations and strikes of workers. Also it published the magazine leri, where the left 

youth was referred to as junta-ist and the construction of socialism through a coup by radical 

left-wing elements within the army was openly written about.122 

Meanwhile the extreme right youth organisations also had radicalised rapidly. As 

mentioned earlier the CKMP’s youth organisations were set up as a pressure group to battle 

the left movement on the streets. The AP government gave the CKMP this opportunity 

because conventional means could not be used against the left. The government made room 

for the extreme right to develop itself and used the CKMP as a secondary force of the state. In 

1969 the CKMP changed its name into Milliyetçi Hareket Partisi (Nationalist Action Party, 

MHP), reorganised the party on the lines of a military organisation, and started to provide its 

youth with paramilitary training in special commando camps. A war between the extreme left 

and radical right erupted on universities and other institutions of higher education.123 

Inside the MDD movement further radicalisation and inexperience with organisational 

discipline caused numerous splits. The first of these splits at the end of 1969 created a new 

group called the Proleter Devrimci Aydınlık (Proletarian Revolutionary Enlightenment, PDA), 

which began publishing its own periodical with the same name. One of its prominent 

members was Do u Perincek, who had been elected as president of the FKF earlier as stated 

above. The PDA group had ideological similarities with the MDD. They believed Turkey to 

be a semi-feudal and semi-colonial country where capitalist relations were weakly developed. 

Imperialism was the strongest force in the country and it had enslaved the Turkish people. To 

free them a national-democratic revolution against imperialism and feudalism had to be 

started.124  

The difference with the MDD movement was that the PDA believed that the Turkish 

working class was weak and not yet capable of political struggle. The conditions for creating 

hegemony to execute the national-democratic revolution were absent in this class. Therefore, 

the leading role in the revolution had to be fulfilled by the revolutionary-democratic sections 

of the military and civilian intelligentsia. Also, the PDA believed that not the working class, 

but the peasantry would be the fundamental motive force of the revolution as it was the 
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largest exploited class. Thus the group turned to Maoism as the source for its ideology. In 

reaching its goal the PDA propagated the use of arms and denounced any use of legal or 

parliamentary means. However in practice the group went no further than spreading their anti-

American propaganda.125 

The unity of Dev-Genç also did not last long and the organisation fell apart in splinter 

groups. The most violent of these groups were Türkiye Halk Kurtulu  Ordusu (People’s 

Liberation Army of Turkey, THKO) and Türkiye Halk Kurtulu  Cephesi/Partisi (People’s 

Liberation Front/Party of Turkey, THKC/P). The THKC/P claimed that Dev-Genç was not 

capable of bringing about the national-democratic revolution and claimed that a proletarian 

war organisation had to be formed. Both organisations distanced themselves from Dev-Genç 

by starting a guerrilla war in which they committed murders, bank robberies, and 

kidnappings. Also one part of Dev-Genç turned towards the PDA group and called itself 

Türkiye htilalcı çi Köylü Partisi (Revolutionary Workers and Peasants Party of Turkey, 

T KP). This group would split again in the early 1970’s. All the groups that split from Dev-

Genç were illegal extreme left groups except for the Mihri Belli group, which stayed true to 

the original MDD line. These groups had a major influence on the decision of the army to 

stage another coup in 1971.126 

 

4.2 The general elections of 1969 

 

 Aybar’s comments about socialism after the invasion of Czechoslovakia had caused 

unrest within the party. Other members of the party leadership did not appreciate the fact that 

Aybar made his statements without consulting them and started to protest. The protesters 

gathered in the group of five, which after the Third Grand Congress came to be known as the 

Aren-Boran group. This group called for an extraordinary congress because Aybar did not 

stop making statements about his views on socialism. At that extraordinary congress very 

little progress was made and the division within the party had grown. Three different groups 

had formed within the party and all tried to win the elections for the leadership with their own 

list of candidates. Aybar had won, but the Aren-Boran group enlarged its delegation in the 

General Leadership Committee. Thus the T P was more divided than before the extraordinary 
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congress. This was the state of the party when the general elections of 1969 were about to be 

held. 

 The division within the party caused the different factions to form their own strategies 

for the elections. The Aren-Boran group set up a separate election bureau and their own 

magazine called Emek. The Revolutionary Group put some of their own candidates in 

opposition of the T P in some places. The Aybar and Aren-Boran groups started a fight for 

electoral districts. The situation became more complicated after a split occurred in the Aybar 

group. Aybar believed that the T P had to raise more votes amongst the peasants, who 

accounted for three quarters of the population, if the party was to have any chance in the 

elections. Therefore he turned his attention to the eastern provinces where many peasants 

lived. Aybar even put a landowner on the candidate list of Adıyaman to ensure more votes 

from the eastern provinces. The trade union section of the Aybar group opposed the new 

strategy, accusing Aybar of violating article 53 of the statute. The trade unionists then split off 

from the Aybar group and formed their own electoral section.127  

  Although the trade union faction and the Aybar group were divided, their ideological 

and political platform was the same. The reason that the trade unionists split off from the 

Aybar group was that they wanted to protect their own interests. The fight between these two 

groups can be seen as a conflict of interests between the workers and peasants in the party. 

Ideologically and politically the trade unionists fully shared Aybar’s concepts and notions on 

socialism. The disagreements between these two groups were focused only on the distribution 

of top positions within the party. Essentially it was a struggle for influence and power within 

the party between regions that differed primarily in social and economic level, and secondly 

in ethnic level because the eastern provinces, which Aybar relied upon, were mainly inhabited 

by Kurds.128  

Thus four different groups existed within the T P on the eve of the 1969 elections, 

each with its own election campaign. Nevertheless Aybar maintained that the divisions within 

the leadership of the T P were not reflected in the party masses. Therefore he claimed that the 

party still had a chance to be successful in the coming elections. Aybar did not admit that his 

authoritarian methods of ruling the party and the fights within the party were seriously 

undermining the position of the T P just before the elections. Also, he thought the fight with 

the trade union group to be of no significance. Boran did not agree with Aybar on these 

matters and claimed that the division was visible amongst the party masses. The only thing 
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that the rival groups agreed upon was that the election result would be of great importance for 

the power struggle within the T P and for the direction of the strategy and tactics of the 

party.129 

 The result of the general elections held on 12 October 1969 was a total disappointment 

for the T P. Although the party was able to increase its participation in number of provinces, 

thereby participating in all 67 provinces compared to 54 in 1965, the T P acquired less votes 

than in 1965. The party acquired 243,631 votes, which was 2.7 percent of the total and 

compared to the result in the 1965 elections was a loss of 0.3 percent. In addition to the 

disappointment of the loss in votes, the party acquired only two seats in the assembly, which 

was caused by a law proposed by the AP to abolish the proportional representation and milli 

bakiye systems and replace them with a majority-proportional system that favoured large 

parties.130 

 Aybar blamed the underdevelopment of the political consciousness of the labouring 

people for the dramatic election result. Furthermore, he stressed the fact that the CHP had 

attracted part of the votes that were destined for the T P. Aybar believed that for people 

unfamiliar with politics it was hard to distinguish the differences between the pre-election 

statements of the two parties. Also he blamed certain leftist groups that had engaged in hostile 

propaganda against the party and he saw the non-participation of 37 percent of the population 

in the elections as a special kind of protest, which in the future should bring more votes for 

the T P. In this way Aybar tried to evade the fact that the disagreements within the party 

played a major part in the election failure by causing a lack of cooperation in the election 

campaign, a fact that Boran did agree with. The dramatic result caused some T P members to 

lose faith in the party and the strategy to change things by democratic means. Many of them 

crossed over to the extra-parliamentary opposition, leaving the T P behind in a crisis.131 

 

4.3 The resignation of Aybar and the change in leadership 

 

 After the dramatic election result Aybar’s opponents continued their campaign to 

remove him as chairman of the party. They held him chiefly responsible for the failure in the 

elections. Aybar did not wait until he was dismissed, but stepped down himself in a meeting 

of the General Leadership Committee on 15 November 1969. The Aybar group still had a 
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majority in the General Leadership Committee and therefore their candidate Mehmet Ali 

Aslan was elected as party chairman. From this moment Aybar started actions that were 

breaking down the party. He obstructed the decision making process by controlling the Aybar 

group behind the scenes. As a result the new leadership was called the “Aybarless Aybar 

administration” (Aybarsız Aybar yönetimi) to indicate that Aybar still controlled the party. 

Nevertheless the new leadership was not able to function because a call for a meeting of the 

General Leadership Committee by the party chairman was ignored twice by most of its 

members. At a third attempt Aslan was only able to gather 27 out of 41 members after which 

he announced that he resigned because of the lack of confidence in him.132 

 After the resignation of Aslan, an election for a new party chairman started that was 

won by aban Yıldız, who was a representative of the trade union faction. Yıldız accepted 

under the condition that new elections would be held for the Central Executive Committee, on 

which the Aybar group had a considerable influence. The Aren-Boran group came 

immediately with their own list of candidates after which Aybar and three of his supporters 

resigned from the General Leadership Committee and left the meeting in protest. Because 

there were now not enough members left to make a legal decision, Yıldız scheduled a new 

date for a meeting. In this meeting, Aybar and the other three that had resigned were also 

present, although other people already filled their seats. They claimed that in order to save the 

party they would withdraw their resignations, which was rejected after a vote in the 

committee. Again they left the meeting together with some members of the trade union 

faction, but this time the Aren-Boran group managed to form an agreement with the 

remaining trade unionists and had its candidates elected to the Central Executive Committee. 

In this way the power within the party shifted to the Aren-Boran group.133 

 After the resignation of Aybar, the Aybar and trade union groups fell apart. The 

Revolutionary Group became the main oppositional group within the T P. The growth of 

influence of the Revolutionary Group can be explained by the failure of the T P in the 1969 

elections. Many party members saw the theory of the Socialist Revolution and the attainment 

of power through parliamentary means as the biggest factors responsible for the dramatic 

result in the elections. Therefore the MDD theory acquired more followers after the elections 

of 1969. For instance in Çankaya, which was one of Ankara’s districts, the Revolutionary 

Group defeated the Aren-Boran group in the elections for the leadership of the district. When 

Boran appealed to the participants of that meeting to respect the party discipline and follow 
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the party’s decisions, the members of the Revolutionary Group retorted that Aybar had 

appealed to her for the same things when she opposed him after his comments on socialism. 

Even after the split that occurred in the MDD movement the Revolutionary Group was still 

capable of disrupting the power base of the Aren-Boran group. In the provincial department of 

Istanbul the group succeeded in winning top positions.134 

 The Aren-Boran group tried to stop the Revolutionary Group at the Fourth Grand 

Congress held on 29-31 October 1970 in Ankara. The Revolutionary Group decided not to 

participate in this congress, but held their own revolutionary congress with the goal to form 

their own party. The PDA, which had just split off from the MDD movement, as described 

above, did decide to participate in the Fourth Grand Congress and defend its own ideas. The 

Aren-Boran group declared at this congress that official party strategy would be to take part in 

the elections and win seats in parliament so the party would be able to change things in a 

parliamentary way. So again the way of the Socialist Revolution was reconfirmed as being the 

party policy. Boran claimed that there could be no compromise between the official party line 

and the MDD and therefore she wanted to expel the members of the Revolutionary Group 

from the party. The Aren-Boran group put this statement forward in a resolution.135 

 Several protests emerged against this resolution. Some delegates wanted recognition 

of the power and influence MDD had in the socialist movement, others stressed that it would 

be possible to have a party with different factions in it. Also many thought it would be 

undemocratic to ban the Revolutionary Group from the party. The Aren-Boran group had 

accused Aybar of undemocratic methods of leadership and of suppressing criticism. Now that 

the group was in power it was doing the same thing according to some delegates. 

Nevertheless when the resolution was put to a vote the Aren-Boran group won. The resolution 

stated that under whatever name it was disguised and in whichever number of groups it may 

be divided, the MDD theory was incompatible with the membership of the T P. So it was 

decided to ban the MDD movement from the party.136 

 The Aren-Boran Group obtained complete domination of the party at the end of the 

Fourth Congress. In addition, the Revolutionary Group did not succeed in forming their own 

party due to disagreements amongst themselves at their revolutionary congress. The majority 

of the Revolutionary Group left the T P after the Fourth Congress. This did not mean that 

problems for the T P were over. The crisis continued with disagreements within the party that 
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led to splits and periodic purges. Also the party had lost its leading position amongst the 

socialists. As described above, as the youth was effectively left out of the decision making 

process of the party, the MDD had won influence amongst them and caused a radicalisation of 

the left. Several extreme left groups started to emerge that attracted young left oriented 

people. The Aren-Boran group did not treat the youth any different than Aybar had done. As 

during the time of the leadership of Aybar, the party disassociated itself from any organisation 

or movement that did not uphold the 1961 constitution and did not support the party strategy 

of a peaceful way to power through elections. The T P just watched passively as left wing 

youth organisations turned in extreme left wing organisation and did not bother to counter this 

by giving the youth a place in the party and providing them with education about socialism.137 

 Another group where the T P lost influence was the proletariat. The power base of this 

group had shifted from the T P to Türkiye Devrimci çi Sendikaları Konfederasyonu 

(Revolutionary Workers Trade Union Confederation of Turkey, D SK) that was founded in 

1967 as an alternative for Türk- . Although D SK was not a political party, the organisation 

increasingly came into action in the form of strikes. While the power base of Türk-  lay in 

the industries of the state sector, D SK gained influence rapidly in the private sector plants. 

This sector was relatively new, many factories started in the late 1950s and 1960s. These 

private enterprises had a relatively modern production technology compared to the state 

enterprises and were concentrated in big industrial centres such as Istanbul, Izmit, and Izmir, 

which lay in the more developed western part of Turkey. The lack of job security and the 

various methods of labour intensification practised in these enterprises and problems with 

wages and working hours contributed to the intensifying of the trade union struggle which 

caused workers to turn to D SK.138 

 Four of D SK’s founders had also been founders of the T P, so it was no surprise that 

the two organisations had similar political, social, and economic views. D SK also respected 

the constitution, but wanted to change the conservative and unprogressive economic, social, 

and political relations that existed under it. These similarities did not mean that D SK had 

organic ties with the T P similar to the situation in England between the Labour Party and the 

Trade Union Congress. The similar views and goals meant that at first the relationship 

between D SK and T P were good, but when Aybar started to support the eastern provinces 

and put a landowner on the candidate list for the 1969 elections it started to deteriorate. Many 

trade union members of the T P turned their backs to the party after that moment. Even the 
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change in leadership did not change this as many trade unionists voted blank in the elections 

at the Fourth Grand Congress of the T P. In 1970 the relationship between D SK and T P had 

ended.139 

 The period between 1968 and 1971 was the most militant period of the working class 

in Turkish history. This is reflected by the numerous official and unofficial strikes that 

happened in these years. The year 1970 marked the high point of the workers’ movement in 

this period. In this year 25,000 workers participated in official strikes and 60,000 were 

involved in unofficial ones. More than ten big factories were occupied and severe clashes with 

the police took place during these occupations. D SK also had a major role in these strikes 

when the organisation called for a march to protest against a motion in parliament that aimed 

to ban D SK as a trade union. More than 150,000 workers responded to the call, causing a 

two-day long demonstration in which three workers and a policeman were killed. Declaring 

martial law in Istanbul and Izmit stopped the demonstration. The leadership of D SK was 

arrested and brought to trial thereafter.140 

 These events in combination with the growing influence of the MDD theory and 

subsequently the radicalisation of the left show that the T P had lost its leading role within the 

socialist movement. Fear of the potential of the youth, disassociation with any action that was 

against the party strategy to come to power in a peaceful parliamentary way, and the loss in 

the general elections of 1969 caused the T P to be sidetracked in the left movement that 

increasingly opted for more direct and radical measures to come to power. Ironically the party 

which tried so hard not to deviate from the peaceful parliamentary way would be treated the 

same way as the extreme left groups, as the military staged another coup in 1971 and 

subsequently banned the T P. 

 

4.4 The coup of 1971 and the end of the T P 

 

 In the general elections of 1969 the AP lost some votes, but with 46.5 percent of the 

total the party still had an absolute majority in the parliament. The opposition did not profit 

from the loss of votes of the AP. The CHP lost votes as well and acquired 27.4 percent of the 

votes, which was 1.5 percent lower than the previous elections. The AP therefore did not have 

to fear the opposition, but Demirel had other problems. The AP was a coalition of industrials, 
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merchants, farmers and landowners, religious reactionaries, and western orientated liberals. 

Ideologically these people had very little in common and Demirel spend much of his time 

holding his party together. In January 1970 this coalition failed when Demirel wanted to 

implement new taxes to speed up the industrialisation of the country. The landowners and the 

merchants, who accounted for the most conservative wing of the party, were against the new 

taxes and voted against the motion together with the opposition. Demirel was forced to resign, 

but with no alternative at hand he was back in March 1970 with a new government. The 

problems did not end there because in June 1970 the right wing of the AP was discussing the 

possibility to break away from the AP and start its own party. Some of these members were 

thrown out of the party and others resigned after which they formed the Demokratik Parti 

(Democratic Party, DkP).141 

  Weakened by the split of the party, the AP government suffered from obstruction in 

parliament. The government did not succeed in stopping the violence in the streets and on 

university campuses and the opposition blocked every financial or social reform attempt. The 

military command had repeatedly insisted on a tougher approach at solving these problems 

and was finally fed up with the powerlessness of the AP government on 12 March 1971 when 

they issued a memorandum addressed to the government. In this document the army 

command insisted that a strong and believable government would be formed that would put 

an end to the violence and implement Kemalist reforms. If these demands would be ignored 

then the army would take control of the country itself. Demirel immediately resigned and a 

new government that was approved by the military command was installed. At the head of 

this new government was Nihat Erim (1912-1980), who was a member of the right wing 

section of the CHP and formed a government of technocrats from outside of the political 

establishment.142 

 At the beginning this military coup was welcomed by the left, because it was believed 

that a coup like in 1960 executed by progressive officers had just been committed. As 

described above, adherents of the MDD theory had adopted a strategy in which they would 

seize power with the help of the military and at first it was believed that that time had come. It 

became clear that parts of the army, especially the lower ranks, had become recruiting 

grounds for MDD organisations. For example Dev-Genç enjoyed the sympathy of an 

unknown number of cadets and low-ranking officers. Türk Solu had two former members of 

the officers that committed the coup of 1960 who published their articles in the magazine. 
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Also the PDA had the support of young officers in addition to an ex-General and ex-

Colonel.143 

 Soon after the coup it became apparent that this time events were not the same as in 

1960. In 1960, young officers had committed a coup that was progressive and against the right 

wing government. What happened in 1971 was a coup of the high command and not of 

progressive young officers. It was rumoured that the high command executed this coup to stop 

the officers that were influenced by the extreme left wing groups from committing one. The 

high command was conservative and Kemalist and therefore started a campaign against the 

left. Martial law was put in effect in eleven provinces and the military began a series of 

massive arrests of everyone who had sympathy of leftist ideas. Left political activity was 

banned, trade union life was suspended, a counter-guerrilla operation was performed against 

the extreme left wing groups, and the army was purged from left wing radicals by massive lay 

offs and arrests.144 

 The T P also suffered from the military campaign against the left.  Immediately after 

the coup the T P disapproved of it, although the party did not expect that left wing groups 

would be targeted by it. The party returned to its daily activities after the coup, not knowing 

that their party was about to be outlawed. The last meeting of the General Leadership 

Committee was held on 22 May 1971. At that time several T P members already had been 

arrested or were hiding from the authorities. The meeting was held in Düzce because it was 

not in a province where martial law was declared and at that time it was forbidden to hold a 

meeting in Ankara and Istanbul. On the same day a court case started against the T P at the 

Constitutional Court in order to ban the party. The T P was convicted of behaving contrary to 

the constitution and having a separatist policy that endangered the unity of the state and 

therefore it was ordered that the T P should be banned. The leadership of the party was 

arrested and sentenced to jail. The existence of the T P came to an end.145 

 Although the left movement was severely attacked by the military, the extreme right 

was generally left alone. The commando camps of the MHP were shut down, but the training 

of militants in the use of firearms continued secretly. The MHP took special care not to 

oppose the army in any way and tried to establish good relations with it during this time. Also 

the Milli Nizam Partisi (National Order Party, MNP), which was a conservative religious right 
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party, was banned, but its leader Necmettin Erbakan (1926) was never prosecuted and re-

established his party after the coup under the name Milli Selamet Partisi (National Salvation 

Party, MSP). The MSP acquired a significant influence in the 1970s. The ban of the MNP was 

a method to uphold the image that the anti terror campaign of the military was done against 

the extreme left and right, but in reality the extreme-right groups were not really dealt with. 

Because of the massive arrests of the extreme left, extreme right violence would dominate in 

the 1970s.146 
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5. The left in the 1970s 

 

5.1 The situation of the left after the coup 

 

 With the coup of 1971 the legal conditions for the left ended abruptly. The 

revolutionary movement was silent and the leaders of the T P and MDD together with the 

members of the radical left wing groups were behind bars. These arrests produced a new 

revolutionary consciousness in the 1970s. With the exception of the T P, almost all the left 

wing groups had positive expectations of the relations with several factions within the army, 

expecting a radical left wing military coup that would bring the left to power. They were 

disappointed that this did not happen in the 1971 coup and learned that a coup of the army to 

further revolutionary aims was not possible. Kemalism did not contain a revolutionary 

program and therefore the myth of the revolutionary potential in the military-civil 

intelligentsia was put to rest.147 

 In jail the radical left wing militants had the time to rethink their actions and a sense of 

having been betrayed by the masses came over them. They realized that the revolutionary 

potential of Kemalism and its layer of military and civilian intellectuals was a myth. Also, a 

growing awareness of not knowing the basic tenets of Marxism-Leninism formed amongst 

them. The militants now realized that the major shortcomings of the left movement were the 

lack of a firm relationship with workers and the lack of international relations or a global 

perspective. Yet this growing self-criticism did not mean that the radical left movement was 

now at an end. The guerrilla upsurge, despite its defeat, had great prestige among young 

revolutionaries and attracted some sympathy from the masses. Therefore, the radical left 

preferred to make use of this rather than resorting to open criticism about their actions.148 

 Thus this reflective period did not lead to constructive improvements within the 

radical left movement. Although the movement became aware of their main weaknesses in the 

1960s, this did not lead to acting in a more politically and theoretically mature way in the 

1970s. After the army withdrew to its barracks and the control of the country was in civilian 

hands again, the government voted for an amnesty in 1974 that released the left-wing 

prisoners from their imprisonment. In this way the radical left militants found themselves 

released into a situation where the mass youth following of the radical left had grown 
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enormously. As a result the left violence continued and in this atmosphere the left mutated 

into a variety of groups and sects that was much more diverse and complex than in the 

1960s.149 

  Several radical left wing militants changed their ideology during their time in prison. 

Maoism now became a big influence in the radical left wing movement. For instance, the 

majority of the THKO became Maoist in an attempt to match its ideology better with reality. 

Their lack of a relation with the proletariat was now no longer a problem. The PDA, which 

had already turned to Maoism before the 1971 coup, continued its work slowly and steadily 

with its political party T KP, which had split off Dev-Genç as described above. Also, other 

Maoist groups emerged that had followers among students and young unemployed or non-

proletarian workers in big cities and rural areas. However, the influence among the industrial 

proletariat was always very weak. These movements had names like Halkın Kurtulu u 

(People’s Liberation, HK), Halkın Birli i (People’s Unity, HB) and Halkın Yolu (People’s 

Path, HY). The total circulation of their weeklies was over one hundred thousand copies, 

which shows that they benefited from a widespread support. At the end of the 1970s a split 

occurred in the Maoists after the Albanian Labour Party criticized the Republic of China’s 

foreign policy and the ‘three worlds theory’ on which it was based. Several Maoist groups in 

Turkey also did not approve of this theory and after Albania adopted a clear stand against 

Chinese policy in 1978, many of them started to follow a pro-Albanian line.150 

 The biggest group within the extreme left after the Maoists consisted of groups that 

can be classified together as the independent left. These groups, which had leaders that came 

from the guerrilla movement, first had an influence among students and young petit-bourgeois 

intellectuals. After a while they also gained support in the big cities and the underdeveloped 

regions of Anatolia. The independent left movement consisted of three main sections. The 

first one was formed by the organisation Dev-Yol (Revolutionary Path) and presented itself as 

the continuation of THKC/P. Dev-Yol used the legend of the guerrilla movement of the early 

1970s to recruit the new generation of young revolutionary students. The members of Dev-Yol 

rapidly increased in size by forming branches in Anatolian cities and towns, the poor areas of 

the big cities, and gaining significant influence among university students. The circulation of 

its journal reached one hundred thousand. Despite its size Dev-Yol remained a youth 
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movement with no influence in the working class. The organisation had an important role in 

the armed resistance against the extreme right, but did not develop any political maturity.151 

 The second section included the organisation Kurtulu  (Liberation), amongst others, 

which also had leaders from the guerrilla movement. This organisation did have serious 

criticism on its guerrilla past contrary to the other independent left organisations. Kurtulu  

opposed Maoist and pro-Moscow organisations vigorously and it strove to establish a more 

orthodox Marxist theoretical base by studying Lenin through Stalin in particular. The 

organisation had its power base in the youth movement, but it remained smaller than Dev-Yol 

because of its criticism of the guerrilla movement and its relatively higher theoretical level.152 

The third section of the independent left were members of organisations that only 

committed themselves to guerrilla warfare. The members of these organisations were almost 

all university students, who began their armed propaganda campaign in the mid 1970s. These 

organisations did not play a major role in the active resistance to the extreme right, but they 

resorted to assassinations of the leaders of the fascist movement, US military officers, and 

police chiefs. One of these groups was called Dev-Sol (Revolutionary Left), which formed 

after a split had occurred within Dev-Yol. Dev-Sol split off after the majority of the Dev-Yol 

leadership claimed that the conditions for guerrilla warfare were not mature enough. After the 

split Dev-Sol immediately started with an armed propaganda campaign. Many other groups 

existed in this section of the independent left, but these groups acquired no political gains and 

did not manage to grow stronger. Both left and right accused them of being responsible for 

bringing anarchy to Turkish society, although this anarchy was also caused by systematic 

attacks of organised fascist para-militaries.153 

A new phenomenon in the 1970s was the rise of the Kurdish revolutionary movement. 

The 1960s witnessed an awakening among Kurdish people about the underdeveloped state of 

the eastern provinces where the majority of the Kurds lived. As described before, the need to 

change this situation drew many Kurdish people to the T P, which was the only party to take 

this problem seriously. With the start of the guerrilla movement in the 1970s, the Kurdish 

youth also started to be attracted to this method of action and they started to form their own 

Kurdish revolutionary organisations. The influence of Soviet communism was strong on these 

organisations and almost all of them regarded the Soviet Union as the leader of the socialist 

movement. One of these organisations was the PKK that was founded by Abdullah Öcalan 
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(1948), who was a student at the university of Ankara at that time, in 1978. The goal of the 

PKK was to form an independent, socialist Kurdish state.154 

Not only were there changes in the extreme left, the trade union movement and the 

moderate left experienced some developments too. From the amnesty in 1974, the workers’ 

movement started to develop on a national scale contrary to the 1960s where the movement 

was only organized in certain industrial areas. D SK profited from this trend and was able to 

organise in Anatolia among municipal workers of towns and cities and textile and metal 

workers. D SK was becoming a massive workers’ organisation of hundreds of thousands of 

workers. From 1974 onwards the number of strikes of workers increased each year. In 1976 

there were more than 200 official and unofficial strikes and D SK organised a protest of more 

than one hundred thousand workers, which at the same time doubled as a May Day 

celebration. More than half a million workers attended the May Day celebration the following 

year.155 

D SK came under the influence, and for a period even under domination, of the TKP, 

which had been a small isolated party through the whole history of the Turkish Republic. In 

the 1970s the TKP witnessed an explosive increase in its ranks, acquiring a huge youth 

organisation, the first ever formed women’s organisation, and a widely read press. The reason 

for this growth was that revolutionaries needed a new orientation after their failure in the 

1960s. The choice of the D SK leadership to choose the TKP as their main ally stemmed from 

the feeling of the leaders of being obliged to make a choice from the various left movements. 

The politicisation of the workers’ movement in this period caused a power struggle between 

different socialist groups within D SK and therefore the leaders found it necessary to adopt a 

clear political position. The TKP was the most natural choice for them because of the 

international relations this party had, which included relations with other trade unions of the 

world. Other reasons were the potential for rapid growth and the reformist program of the 

TKP.156 

While the trade union movement was increasingly successful after 1974, the same 

thing cannot be said about the moderate left. After the members of the T P had been released 

from prison they started to found parties that reflected their own personal ideologies. In this 

way a number of socialist parties emerged. The splits that happened within the T P continued 

to exist although the party’s existence was over. The T P’s ex-leaders and prominent 
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members all sought to form their own separate parties, which all claimed to represent the 

workers and all of the labouring people. In the first few years they tried to work together and 

form a common front, but this ended in failure. Also, the first steps to form a common front 

with non-socialist, leftist forces failed.157 

The socialist party closest to the working class was Türkiye Sosyalist çi Partisi 

(Turkish Socialist Labour Party, TS P). The party had branches in 22 provinces and the 

proportion of workers, who were member of the party, was around 50 percent in the big cities. 

Workers, intellectuals in science and technology, and trade union functionaries founded the 

party and its leader was a former T P member. Of all the moderate left parties the TS P was 

associated closest to the peasants although these relations were strained and only existed in 

the farming areas of the highly developed regions. The party leaders of the TS P thought the 

relations with the peasants were important, but frequently stressed that their central goal was 

the struggle for the organisation of the working class. The party program stated that the most 

powerful foreign companies, the large banks, the industrial and agricultural companies, and 

the mines had to be nationalized and state monopoly on foreign trade had to be established. 

Also Turkey had to leave NATO and break with the European Economic Community.158 

The second party in order of importance was the revived T P, although this party 

cannot be compared with the original one. The party was headed by Behice Boran and had 

branches in the most industrially developed areas of the country. The T P was closely linked 

to the leadership of D SK and acquired influence among the working class through this 

organisation. Many members of the T P were trade union activists in D SK. The party had 

almost no links to peasants. The T P proclaimed itself the socialist organisation of the 

working class and of all labouring people and stated its intent to come to power in a peaceful 

parliamentary way. The party program stated that the main goal was to bring the working 

class to power and to build socialism. Other goals were the introduction of socialist ideology 

to the masses, the creation of a strong alliance of the working class and the peasants, a call for 

the struggle for the general democratisation of the country, and the departure of Turkey from 

imperialist blocs.159 

The parties that had the least influence were Türkiye Emekçi Partisi (Labourers’ Party 

of Turkey, TEP) and Sosyalist Parti (Socialist Party), which was later renamed Sosyalist 

Devrim Partisi (Socialist Revolution Party, SDP). Mihri Belli founded the TEP and its 
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members included workers, peasants, small tradesmen, and intellectuals in the humanities. 

The party called for political organisation of the working class and believed that only 

socialism could bring happiness to the Turkish people. The main goals of the party were the 

attainment of full economic and political independence of the country and the democratisation 

of political life in Turkey. The SDP’s founder was Mehmet Ali Aybar and the majority of its 

members were intellectuals and members of the working class. The goal of the party was to 

construct socialism and the SDP called for the struggle for the social reconstruction of 

Turkey.160 

The ideological differences between the parties kept them from working together. As 

was the case before the 1971 coup, MDD, the Socialist Revolution, and Aybar’s democratic 

socialism were the main ideologies and were represented by the TEP, T P, and SDP 

respectively. One difference in comparison to the pre-coup period was that a new theory 

emerged that was propagated by the TS P. It was called the democratic popular revolution and 

it defined Turkey as a backward state that depended on international imperialism and in which 

capitalist means of production dominated. There was a special role for the working class in 

society and this theory emphasized the need for an alliance of the proletariat, with all 

labouring exploited people. The Turkish working class had to be at the forefront of the 

revolutionary process, which was divided in two stages. The first stage was a struggle for 

independence and democracy, the second a socialist revolution.161 

Although there were many differences between the parties of the moderate left, all 

parties were in favour of a unity of action by socialists. However, every party interpreted this 

unity of action in its own way thereby causing that no progress was made. All parties claimed 

the role of leader of the whole socialist movement, thereby obstructing the possibility to come 

to a unified policy on the fight against the extreme right and cooperation with the left wing of 

the CHP. The T P even refused to participate in meetings with the other parties where these 

issues were discussed. The differences between the other parties who did participate were also 

too big for an alliance to take shape.162 

Although the moderate left parties gradually gained influence, they were unsuccessful 

in converting their parties into mass political organisations. None of the parties succeeded in 

being elected into parliament and all the parties combined could not even muster half of the 

votes that the original T P won in 1965. Despite the increase in the number of industrial 
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workers in the country these parties could not enhance their influence among the masses of 

the labouring people. The diversity of the socialist movement, the tense relations between 

themselves, and their mutual attacks and criticism scared potential supporters and voters 

away. Therefore the majority of the proletariat supported the bourgeois parties rather than the 

socialist ones. One of these bourgeois parties was the CHP, which benefited from the gap that 

the original T P had left behind.163 

 

5.2 The role of the CHP’s ortanın solu policy to fill the gap 

 

 Between 1971 and 1973 when Turkey was governed by cabinets appointed by the 

military command, a power struggle erupted within the CHP. The leader of the party nönü 

welcomed the role of the military, but Ecevit did not. Ecevit was the most vocal critic of the 

governments appointed by the army and tried to win the support of the working class by 

presenting himself as the people’s hope. He had the respect of the working class because he 

had introduced the legislation after the 1960 coup that enabled workers to strike. Now he tried 

to renovate the power base of the CHP by channelling the new working class militancy that 

started in the 1970s. In a party congress in May 1972, Ecevit opposed nönü and replaced him 

as chairman of the CHP. With both the CHP and the AP now opposed to the enduring 

political role of the army, they blocked the attempt of the military to install their chief of staff 

as president. The parties voted for another candidate who immediately made preparations to 

organise free elections.164  

At the elections in October 1973 the CHP became the biggest party and obtained 33.5 

percent of the votes. Although the party had won the elections it did not have an absolute 

majority and therefore had to find a coalition party to form a government. Surprisingly the 

CHP found in the conservative religious right wing MSP a coalition partner with which the 

party founded a government in January 1974. The foundation of this coalition was the mutual 

resentment of the American influence in Turkey and of big industrial companies. Although 

the CHP had won the elections, its position in government did not last long. A few months 

after the formation of this coalition, the Cyprus-crisis broke out and Ecevit became a national 

hero by sending troops to the island to protect the Turkish minority. Ecevit tried to use this 

new popularity to acquire an absolute majority by announcing that elections were to be held 
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shortly. Other party leaders realized that Ecevit would obtain his absolute majority if elections 

were held at this moment in time and they did everything to prevent this from happening. The 

constitution forbade the calling for early elections without an absolute vote in parliament. 

None of the opposition parties wanted to vote itself out of the assembly and therefore Ecevit’s 

attempt failed.165 

After Ecevit’s political error Demirel’s AP formed a government with MSP, MHP, 

and Cumhuriyetçi Güven Partisi (Republican Faith Party, CGP), which Demirel presented as 

the Nationalistic Front (Milliyetçi Cephe). Demirel only succeeded in forming this coalition 

by bribing the parties with seats in the government, thereby giving especially MSP and MHP 

a disproportional amount of power. The fear of Ecevit kept this coalition together until the 

general elections of 1977. In this period the basis of the explosive rise in extreme right 

terrorist actions was constructed. Thousands of civil servants were fired and replaced with 

sympathisers of MSP and MHP at the ministerial departments that these parties controlled. 

These people started to further their own causes at these departments and protected the 

extreme right groups. Especially the police and the security services were deeply infiltrated by 

the MHP.166 

In the general elections of 1977 the CHP profited from Ecevit’s new status and 

acquired 41.4 percent of the votes. The AP came second with 36.9 percent thereby causing a 

deadlock because neither of the parties had an absolute majority and they certainly could not 

work together. After Ecevit’s attempt to form a government of the CHP and independents 

failed, Demirel formed the second Nationalistic Front-coalition with this time even more 

influence of MSP and MHP. This coalition did not last long though, as some members of the 

AP started to crossover to the opposition. In January 1978 Ecevit finally formed a government 

with independents, but could not achieve much due to an attempt to purify the ministerial 

departments from MSP and MHP members, which paralysed the decision making process at 

those departments, and the obstruction by the opposition. When elections for the senate in 

October 1979 showed that the support for the CHP was declining, members of the 

government started to cross over again to the AP. Demirel again formed a government, but 

this time it was a minority government without the extreme right parties.167 

 In the 1970s the CHP acquired much support from the workers’ movement. As already 

discussed earlier, the diversity of the socialist movement, the tense relations between left 
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parties, and their mutual attacks and criticism on each other caused the proletariat to favour 

the CHP in the elections. With the leadership of Ecevit the CHP had fully adopted the ortanın 

solu policy and the party was widely regarded as the representative of all progressive forces. 

Workers became a big majority in party meetings in the big cities and the number of votes on 

the CHP in big industrial centres showed a massive support for the party among industrial 

workers. In the elections of 1973 clear majorities were won by the CHP in Istanbul, Ankara, 

and Izmir, which were the three largest cities of Turkey inhabited by 20 percent of the 

population. Around 50 percent of the population of these cities lived in gecekondu (shanty 

towns), which shows that, contrary to the 1960s, the CHP finally succeeded in winning votes 

in these areas. Also, the increase in votes at the general elections of 1977 can be partly 

explained by the party’s decision to woo the workers and poor people in the big cities.168 

 The appeal to the workers and the ortanın solu policy did not mean that the CHP 

looked favourably on working together with other socialist parties. Because of the influence 

of the MHP in the governments in the 1970s, the CHP could not give the same protection to 

the left as the MHP did with the right wing extremists. Not only did Ecevit not approve of the 

methods of the radical left, he was also afraid that an alliance with the socialist movement 

would cause a part of the middle section to split from the party. In addition, Ecevit could not 

permit that the CHP would be accused of supporting terrorism. In election campaigns in these 

years Ecevit clearly distanced himself from the whole socialist movement. Even when the 

CHP was in the government the party could not give protection to the left movement due to 

the deep infiltration of the MHP in the police and security service.169  

  Although the CHP filled the gap that the T P left behind, this did not mean that the 

CHP was a real socialist party. The party grew stronger because they were capable of 

acquiring support from the workers’ movement and the poor areas in the big cities, but 

political mistakes and the enormous influence of the extreme right hindered the CHP to 

accomplish anything substantial. Extreme right and left violence reigned the streets and the 

CHP was powerless to stop it. Finally, there came an end to all the chaos when the military 

command decided to stage another coup on 12 September 1980 and arrested everyone, from 

left to right, who had anything to do with the violence. This was also the end of the left 

movement because all political parties were banned and the 1961 constitution was abolished 
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and replaced with one that restricted all civilian rights. The left did not return at the first 

elections after the 1980 coup.170 
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Conclusion 

 

 The atmosphere in which the left movement had to operate from the start of the 

Turkish Republic until 1960 set the mood for the T P’s struggles with the authorities and the 

right. The period until 1960 was a long series of repression by the government, arrests, and 

bans of the Turkish left. Although a few left parties and organisations could be formed, none 

of them had a long life span except for the illegal TKP, which had a very marginal influence 

and few followers that only distributed pamphlets and had discussions between themselves, 

due to the repressive measures of the government. Therefore, the period before the 1960 coup 

caused the T P to have no examples to turn to in the time of need due to the non-existence of 

long-lived socialist parties. The situation changed in a positive way after the overthrow of the 

DP government, but still the left had to be careful and was still vulnerable to government 

oppression and right wing attacks in the first few years after the 1960 coup. The legislation 

that prohibited the formation of socialist parties was never changed and these laws kept 

hanging over the T P’s head for all its existence.  

 Thus the T P was founded not as a socialist party, but the party was used to further the 

position and aims in the sphere of politics of the trade unionist founders. This changed after 

the trade union organisation Türk- , first believed to be the biggest benefactor and supporter 

of the newly founded party, turned away from the T P and made plans to start its own party. 

A power struggle erupted between the T P and Türk-  that, in combination with the failure of 

the T P to participate in the general elections, almost caused the end of the T P. The founders 

quickly changed their policy and invited the intellectual Mehmet Ali Aybar to be chairman of 

the party. Aybar revived the party, but he still could not incorporate socialism openly in the 

party’s program and statute in fear of the T P being outlawed.  Thus Aybar chose his words 

carefully so not to cause the party to be outlawed by articles 141 and 142 of the Turkish Penal 

Code. 

 The methods that Aybar chose to expand the party laid the foundation of the splits that 

would occur in the second half of the 1960s. Aybar’s idea that the party could not have a 

significant influence if only the proletariat was accepted caused him to be impatient and let 

people become members of the party without checking if they would fit in. Party members 

were from different sections of the working class and the petit bourgeoisie and had different 

ideologies. Therefore the T P could not have a simple working class ideology as its party 

policy. Thus the T P did not become a workers’ party, but a mass party with a socialist 
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orientation. The emphasis on expansion of the party also caused branches to be set up as a 

front to be able to participate in the elections. Another consequence was that the education of 

party members in socialism was ignored. Conflicts of interest started to occur and the most 

clear example of this the conflict concerns article 53 at the First Grand Congress in 1964. 

Nevertheless these conflicts did not break up the party. At this time the T P’s recognition was 

still debated among right wing forces and the government, therefore nobody in the party 

wanted to start a fight that could mean the end of the party. In this way unity within the party 

was maintained. 

 This all changed after legality was obtained by the gain of fifteen seats in the 

parliament in the general elections of 1965. Because members of the T P felt that the legality 

of the party was no longer in jeopardy, they started to express their grievances about the party 

leadership. An opposition group started to form around the MDD theory, which opposed the 

Socialist Revolution theory that was adopted as official party policy. The party leadership 

responded with authoritarian methods, executing a series of expulsions that undermined the 

socialist and democratic foundation of the party. These expulsions had an adverse effect. 

Instead of preserving the party’s unity, they widened the differences between the party 

members. Several opposition groups started to form outside and inside the party that would 

eventually divide the whole left movement. 

 These divisions came to a climax after Aybar decided, without consulting the central 

organs of the party, to condemn the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia. Because Aybar was 

the party’s chairman he bound the party to his statements. Disapproval of Aybar’s actions 

caused a split within the party leadership from which the Aren-Boran group emerged. The 

disapproval of what this group called the regime of personal power of Aybar was the main 

reason for the split. The disagreements and fights accelerated from this point, causing the day-

to-day activities and governance of the party to be neglected at the Third Grand Congress and 

casting the party in a deep crisis. The fights between the Aybar and Aren-Boran groups 

increased the influence of the Revolutionary Group within the party thereby causing the 

polarisation to worsen. 

 Just before the general elections of 1969 another split occurred within the party. This 

time it were the trade unionists who disapproved of Aybar’s methods and therefore formed 

their own faction within the party. The T P was now split up into four groups, which all had 

their own list of candidates and campaign to participate in the elections. None of the groups 

were able to work together and form a unified election campaign, therefore it was no surprise 

that the T P failed in the elections. Aybar decided to resign as party chairman after the 



 73 

elections, but the damage had already been done. Many members were disillusioned with the 

dealings within the T P and turned their backs on the party. Again the MDD theory gained in 

influence as many socialists were now of the opinion that only direct extra-parliamentary 

struggle was the way to gain power. The decision of the Aren-Boran leadership to purify the 

T P of members of the Revolutionary Group at the Fourth Grand Congress increased the 

attention for extra-parliamentary struggle, as did the continuation of Aybar’s policy of leaving 

the youth out of the decision making process of the party. 

 Basically, the T P just watched passively as the Turkish left rapidly radicalised, which 

resulted in extreme left groups that started to commit violence in order to further their goals. 

These attacks and radical left conspiracy within the army triggered the 1971 military coup  

that caused the T P’s existence to end, although the party already lost its forefront position in 

the socialist movement to D SK, MDD, and the radical left groups. Oppression from the 

government, attacks from the right, the quantitative expansion of the party were all factors in 

the T P’s demise, but it is safe to say that the authoritative methods of the leadership was the 

main factor why the T P could not reach its full potential. It caused the splits within the T P 

that in turn divided the whole socialist movement, which caused the Turkish left to be 

overshadowed by the right in the 1970s. 

 After the military coup of 1971 and the amnesty in 1974 the left movement tried to re-

establish itself in Turkish politics, but failed due to the conflict of ideologies that had started 

within the T P and continued after the military coup. The reluctance of the left parties to work 

together with each other and the CHP and the prominent position the right had acquired due to 

the 1971 coup and Demirel’s AP hampered the re-emergence of the leftist movement. While 

in the rest of the world socialism and left movements were at their peak, in Turkey socialism 

and the left did not have this position due to the before mentioned factors. No left party came 

close to winning votes in the assembly in the 1970s and although the CHP had a lot of 

workers and progressive left people amongst its members, this party cannot be classified as a 

socialist or a genuine left party. The trade union movement had some success in this period, 

but this cannot be compared to the position that the extreme right had acquired in the 1970s. 

 In contrast to many countries over the world in Turkey the 1970s were a climax for the 

extreme right, which was, with the help of the AP, well represented in parliament and had a 

huge following among the Turkish people. The MHP and MSP had their departments under 

absolute control while they were represented in government and even after the CHP took over 

they still had a huge influence on these departments, thereby causing obstruction and 

deadlock of the whole country when the CHP tried to purify them from MHP and MSP 
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supporters. Because the extreme right parties controlled the police and the security services, 

they could protect the right wing militants that were roaming the streets. Because the extreme 

left did not have this kind of protection, the extreme right was far more powerful in this 

period and the extreme left lost terrain to the extreme right. Where in the 1960s many young 

people turned to the extreme left to show their grievances, this role was taken over by the 

extreme right in the 1970s. Although extreme left violence still existed, it was completely 

overshadowed by the violence committed by the extreme right. 

In this way, the situation in Turkey was a little different from other countries in the 

world where socialism and left wing movements were at their climax in the 1970s. In Turkey 

two climaxes can be distinguished for the left, one political, and one on the popular front. The 

political climax came in 1965 with the winning of votes in the assembly by the T P and ended 

in 1969 with the dramatic failure of the same party in the elections. Afterwards no left wing 

party came close to having the influence the T P had on Turkish politics. The climax on the 

popular front occurred in the 1970s. Although politically the right was much stronger in this 

period, the left gained more influence in other areas with the success in the labour union 

movement, the wide circulation of the left press, and the many workers who were members of 

the CHP with its left of centre policy.  
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Appendix: The political spectrum of political organisations 

 
 
1960-1971 

Extreme left   Left Centre Right  Extreme right 

MDD PDA T P  CHP AP YTP CKMP (MHP) 

Dev-Güç  D SK   MP DkP  

Dev-Genç      MNP  

DÖB        

THKO        

THKC/P        

T KP        

 

1971-1980 

Extreme left   Left Centre Right  Extreme right 

HK PDA TS P CHP  AP CGP MSP 

HB T KP T P     MHP 

HY Dev-Yol SDP      

Dev-Sol Kurtulu        

PKK TKP       

 D SK       

 TEP       

 

 


