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ABSTRACT

This paper builds on the theoretical premise tltibn building and foreign policy are
mutually constituted, and cannot be fully underdtanless analysed together. It illustrates
this using the case of early 1950s Turkey, exargittie process by which its NATO
membership was secured. Turkey's role in the Wistliance has been a central feature of
its foreign policy ever since, and has often beeiagned by reference to security concerns in
the Cold War. However, this paper contends thagyng a NATO role was a foreign policy
developed in tandem withreation buildingproject, and that the latter was dominated by a
guest to secure Turkey's Western identity, as alloreign aid, alongside security
imperatives.

*kkkk

While the most commonly emphasised rupture initeegture on Turkey is the founding of
the republic, the year 1950 has also received anbat attention as a transformative
moment. Yet the relevant scholarship has mostlytesiged its impact in terms of the onset
of multipartism, and the strengthening of Turkeysstern alliance. Enquiries into the links
between these two developments — aside from refessio the interaction of ‘domestic and
international factors’ after World War Il — are farer. More specifically, in the literature on
Turkish nation building, the 1950s receive scatdrdion in comparison to the Kemalism of
the 1930s, and the challenges posed to it aftet386 coup. Similarly, many foreign policy
analyses safely repeat the argument that foreioypeaking in Turkey has long been
relatively well insulated from domestic politicalgssures.

This paper is based on the premise that the 1@gesented a watershed for both nation
building and foreign policy in Turkey. The Democrarty (DP) can be said to have
espoused hberal nation building model which was in significant t@st to the early
Kemalist one, which itself can be described aserlts a republican model, and characterised
by a high dose of nationalism. Meanwhile, in foregplicy, the Democrats brought Turkey
into the closest alliance with Western powers & é@er seen. This paper will argue that the
reasons for these shifts, and the forms they tweke closely related. Ever since the late
Ottoman era, state elites had sought the solubiquéstions of identity as well as
independence in a modernisation process which guaated with westernisation. Kemal
Atatlrk had formalised this into the goal of ‘reaghthe level of contemporary civilisation’,
and through the Republican People’s Party (RPEPppstd up efforts to westernise the
Republic in Europe’s image. The DP’s contributioasvio interpret this goal ever more
narrowly, as both an imitation of the West, andstéring of relations with it, but this time
with the United States rather than Western Eurgphe@model. If both RPP and DP leaders
were speaking of turning Turkey into a ‘little Anie’ in the 19408,it was certainly the
Democrats whose liberal vision seemed more in wittethe US model. The primacy of this

* The author is completing her doctoral thesis @lities at the University of Oxford. This paperbased on an
earlier draft presented at th& Poctoral Dissertation Conference of LSE ContempoTairkish Studies,
London School of Economics, 1 May 2009. It drawsrupesearch conducted for the author’s thesis mign
policy and nation building in Turkey and Egypt duyithe 1950s.



goal to the DP’s role conceptions on foreign pohecyl nation building would see them
follow increasingly connected paths.

This paper will thus argue firstly that insofarthe pursuit of Western institutions was a
foreign policy, it derived from the Democrats’ owarceptions of how to propel Turkey
along the path towards Western civilisation, andsabely from a particular view on
protecting Turkish independence in the superpotvaggle. Furthermore, this paper will
present Turkey’s Western choice as a policy pregetiqually by a nation building
endeavour — one which sought to entrench Turkegstevn identity, and in which
westernisation was translated into a national agraknt project modelled along American
lines. Analysing Turkey’'s NATO accession in thelgd®50s should thus serve as evidence
of the mutual constitution of foreign policy andioa building in this experience — through
such connected concerns with independence anchaatevelopment.

This analysis begins by identifying the deficiersciie the theoretical literature on foreign
policy and nation building, and the historical i#ture on the Cold War in the Middle East to
which this paper responds. The paper then movés discuss the historical circumstances in
which the Democrats formed their ‘role conceptiotihis term refers to the Democrat Party
leaders’ predispositions towards political concegtd rule, before and upon assuming
power. The paper then analyses the DP’s connecte@onceptions on independence and
nationhood in depth. Finally, an analysis followshe ways in which these conceptions
developed into policies from 1950 to 1952, alsett the Democrats’ ‘role performance’.
This analysis should evidence a continuity betwteerDemocrats’ policy conceptions and
performance, highlighting the agency of Turkishoagtand showing that pursuit of Western
alliances was much more than a simple responsetsuperpower struggle. It reflected a
pre-existent linkage between national and foreigiicies in DP thinking, chiefly based on a
project of westernisation and ‘civilisation’ datibgck to Ottoman times.

Theoretical Debates

This enquiry’s departure point is that nation bui¢gdand foreign policy are rarely considered
together in international relations theory literatuwvhich produces deficient conclusions
when applied to empirical study. The gap betweerventional international relations
literature on foreign policy and that on identitfiics, is wide. Albert Paolini laments this:
‘Why is it that international relations, a discoaithat sets out to explain the character of
contemporary world politics and theorize the bebrauf states, makes so little space for
question;of identity, subjectivity, and modernggpecially as they apply to non-Western
places...”

Meanwhile, conventional nation building theoriegehp accord foreign relations prominence
in their accounts. In their more recent and mophsticated forms, theories on nationalism
have incorporated trans-border developments, ssitheaspread of world capitalism, and
improved methods of transport and communicatiothér analyses. However, nation

building literature in itself is relatively undiffentiated, and international developments are at
best presented as context. No paradigm existofwidering a state’s nation building as
integrated with its foreign policy in particular.

Newer approaches such as constructivism and postistalism have brought Foucauldian

discourse analysis to international relations, laane critiqued the realist idea of state
interests as a ‘given’. They have provided convigadentity-related explanations of the
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dynamics of interstate relationglowever, even these analyses display a preoccupatth
the interstate level which remains out of step witfipirical evidence. No systematic
consideration of identitwithin the ‘domestic’ nation building process has beamaeted in
even the most deconstructive of foreign policy acas.

This gap is reflected in the literature on Turkigiany scholars are arguably cynical of
relating identity or even ideology too closely todign policy: ‘In spite of the Turkish
government’s repeated claims of adherence to datiomalues, it is likely that this factor
was less important in motivating Turkey’s attachtrterthe Western alliance than traditional
territorial and security interest$There is a strong literature on Kemalist natioitdig in
Turkish scholarship,yet such analyses tend not to consider the foeidjoy implications of
the nation building they scrutinise. Even when iigmepolicy scholars do acknowledge
Turke%/’s ‘western identity’ as a goal in foreignatons, they do not explore the latter in
depth:

There are a handful of studies which have paideclatention to the interplay of identity and
foreign policy in the political history of Turketudies by Yavuz, Aras and Aykan have
begun skilfully incorporating the fraught identpplitics dimension into accounts of specific
areas of Turkish foreign policyAnother notable example is Bozti@glu's Turkish ldentity
and Foreign Policywhich argues that ‘Turkey’s decision to integrigdelf into the West was
tied to Turkey’s new western identity constructedhe years following the Independence
War."° Bozdalioglu does not pay attention to the 1950s, howevet dares not emphasise
the United Stateas the specific Western model for the DP. Bilgid &mimaz’s discussion of
‘intellectuals of statecraft’ during the Cold Wamstitutes a rare exception, as an enquiry
into the construction of Turkey’s western identtiyough early Cold War foreign policy.
Here the emphasis is rather on discourse, howeidech will be addressed alongside policy
performance in this paper.

Meanwhile, in wider scholarship dealing with theets of the Cold War in the Middle East,
there has at times been a tendency to reproducifepower ‘satellisation’ of such ‘Third
World’ countries as early republican Turkey in aséd. Viewing their behaviour through the
prism of superpower competition, the agency andvations behind the policies of countries
such as Turkey are often overlooked. Such trenustie produce conclusions such as this
one by Adeed Dawisha: ‘It is perhaps this relatiop®f objective dependency, of the
absolute need for the support of one or the oth#reosuperpowers, of the utter inability to
go it alone, that ultimately tells us most abowt tiature of the relationship between the Cold
War and regional actors**This paper is a contribution to the scholarly res#? to such
trends in the literature on the Cold War. It attésrtp ‘desatellise’ Turkey, and to place the
agency of its political actors, their constituescad most pressing concerns at the centre of
the analysis.

Historical Trends in Turkey: the Civilisation Paradigm, After Empire

Before considering the Democrat leaders’ role cptiors, the first task of this enquiry is to
establish the genealogy of ideas and policies ithiggrited from the late Ottoman and early
republican eras, and from which they tapped aqasi goal, and political tradition. As
Atatlrk would enunciate it, this objective was ttedch the level of contemporary
civilisation’, and the political strategy expressigopted was a turning westwards. Thus
while this paper asserts that the 1950s represantedsionist break in Turkish nation



building and foreign policy, it nevertheless empées the endurance of an overarching goal
and strategy, upheld by the Democrats as condignby their predecessors.

The Democrats emerged out of decade-long contestatithe different approaches to
Kemalism from within the Republican People’s Pa#tg.RPP policy in turn demonstrated
significant continuity with its Young Turk predesess, the ruptures over these eras should
not be exaggerated. The early Kemalists’ preocempatith independence and
westernisation can be traced to the late Ottomanfey Haniglu states, ‘the confrontation
with the west and the endeavour to examine theonsasf the superiority of the west had
been the turning point in the history of Ottomaouht.* The relevance of the late Ottoman
era for understanding republican era policies tiassin the trend of defensive European-
style state reform it hosted, as well as in thegrationalism of the Committee of Union and
Progress (CUPY. The solutions which the Ottoman elites and Youngkd promoted on
each issue displayed trends which the Democrataiekrinherited.

Kemal Atatirk, having emerged from the Young Tuaklres to fight and win the
Independence War, was just as preoccupied witmttependence-identity conundrum of the
Empire. Following previous trends, he embarked oat&gon building project that made hard-
hitting superstructural changes to entrench hisigarof secular nationalism in Turkey, and
to bring it closer to his European standards afisation. Whereas the Young Turk
‘ideologues dreamed of several of the socio-cult@i@rms Mustafa Kemal was later to
implement’*® Atatiirk was able to conduct his revolution largeécause of his success in the
Independence War, and because of the alliancaa#davhose support he had gained during

and after itt’

Meanwhile, isolationism was Atatiirk’s answer to thieeign policy goal of preserving
Turkey’'s hard-won independence. Nevertheless,sblationism, and Turkey’s skilfully
handled neutrality in the next world war, were guidy a reluctance to damage relations
with any European power. Indeed, Oran dates tamgltto the Independence War:
In conformity with the traditional Ottoman line, fkey’s War of Liberation, though
waged against the West, was not to be a war thalddead to a split with the West.
The goal of westernization was manifest... There avasntinuous search for
contacts with the West while the war with Greecs vegging on... The message went
to all the West... that the new Turkey would shun samism and remain in the
capitalist camp?®

Thereafter, as Yavuz explains, foreign relatiorgeiied down from the secular elite’s self-
ascribed European identity, which in turn was tasi®of framing “Turkish national
interest”."® These were the legacies of the early Kemalistaard,the CUP and late Ottoman
eras before it, in terms of the quest for civilisatvia ‘westernisation’ in Turkish nation
building and foreign policy.

Profile: The Democrat Party

It was the Second World War, and the upheaval®itlevbring in terms of domestic as well
as international circumstances, that paved thefarathe onset of multipartism and the rise
of the Democrat Party, with all the transformatitims would bring to Turkey in turn. Before
considering the role conceptions of the DP polickena then, it is necessary to understand
their socioeconomic and political profiles, and tleenestic and international context in
which their careers developed. Three transformatiomparticular conditioned the emergence
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of the DP: firstly, a socioeconomic transformatwinich saw the enrichment of the
landowning and bourgeois classes, secondly, ahagieal transformation within the RPP
elite which saw the rise of an alternative, ardtist approach to Ataturkist Kemalism, and
thirdly, an international transformation of the dnrate of power with the victory of the Allies
and the onset of the Cold War. The dependentlyldpirg nature of Turkey was the
backdrop to all three transformations.

Within Turkey, the war years elicited a breakdovthe alliance of socioeconomic forces
that had shaped the early Republican years, andhgamse of a new composition of elites
with a very different profile. These were the comama bourgeoisie and the large
landowners, who were among the few to accumulatdtiveather than grow poorer during
the war. By the mid-1940s, it was firmly in thaitérests to limit the role of the state both
politically and economically. Meanwhile, their estrment had taken place in line with the
impoverishment of certain other groups during ttae,\as shall be discussed below. These
groups laid the blame for their plight at the s&tlor however, for its oppressive wartime
measures, and the corruption of its bureaucrats.ré€sulted in the singular phenomenon of a
grassroots base who had suffered a great deal thieileommercial and landed classes grew,
and yet who were ready to support them politicafipinst the state.

Grievances had been brewing against the state ahimegeasingly broad sectors of Turkish
society ever since the 1930s. For the workersetatst drive for industrialisation in Turkey
had spelled lower real wages, while the adoptiob9i86 of a strict (Italian) Labour Law
prohibited unionisation and strikes. In agricultysaces fell in line with world prices and the
peasants’ terms of trade suffered, while induspiades were kept high through taxation.
This ensured that much of the surplus accrueda@dalition of state bureaucrats and the
industrial bourgeoisie, while the majority of thepulation — the middle peasants — were
disadvantaged. Fundamentally, the etatist expeziegimained conservative, and attempted
Nno socioeconomic restructuring, ‘its main sociareltteristic being an attempt by the ruling
elite to delimit and control a transformation dyrie® Meanwhile, the ‘People’s Houses’,
designed to popularise official ideology acrossttvens of Anatolia, did not always reach
beyond a narrow group of bureaucrdt3his ideology included the state-imposed formulae
of strict secularism, which deprived particulathe tpeasants and the urban petty bourgeoisie
of their conventional mechanisms for coping wita thals of everyday life.

The war years exacerbated these processes, datidexdracted more and more through
taxes to shore up revenue. At the time, Turkeyfemt=e budgets were sapping over 50 per
cent of national income, as future Prime Ministezrideres would later comméft.
Widespread corruption characterised many of the#ygollaborations between the state
bureaucracy and bourgeoisie. The war economy savtegjes, inflation, and falling real
wages and salaries, impoverishing the urban peitygeoisie as well as the peasantry. This
was compounded by exploitative government laws) siscthe National Defence Law of
1940, which was ostensibly a reaction to rampaatkbmarket profiteering, but which gave
the government emergency powers to control priaimg) market supply, as well as use
forced labour. The Harvest Tax of 1942 made comatitiworse for Turkey’s farmers by
reinstating a version of the Ottoman tifidiscontent at these economic conditions and
government laws was then heightened by the inargaaithoritarianism of Ismet In6ni’s
government. Attempts to placate the populace weseacessful: for example, In6ni’s
creation of the ‘Independent Group’ could not caides absolute dependence on his
leadership through its short life until its dissada in 1946*



As these tensions were rising, the bourgeois amiklh components of the coalition in
ascendance since the early days of the republit Biake away from their etatist partners.
The commercial bourgeoisie had been fostered bgtte since the early days of the
republic, but with its newfound wealtAwas now less and less circumscribed by such
connections. Meanwhile both the bourgeoisie anddamers had become wary of state
intervention and wished to guard against its eximacschemes. The most notorious of these
had been the Wealth Tax of 1942. Making no sedriés @im as the ‘dissolution of the non-
national commercial bourgeoisi® jt had nevertheless angered the Muslim Turkish
equivalent, through its arbitrary and harsh apfilice’” It was only a short step from this to
their estrangement from the state’s ideologicasgniptions too, and their move to embrace
the promise of political and economic liberali§hThe Democrat Party founders were
members of this new alliance of forces, themsedvesxture of landowners and
businessmen.

The interwar years had also seen substantial igealbtransformation among political and
intellectual elites in Turkey, as the exceptionetumstances of the young Republic faded,
and different shades of opinion came into view.doedly, there developed a fissure in the
ranks of the ruling People’s Party, with new voicatiquing the fundamentals of the
Republic’s official ideology, as institutionaliség Atattrk and preserved by Inoni. One of
the main focuses of this new set of ideologicaldsewas the principle of etatism in strategies
for development. There were two main groups whamadted it as a permanent feature of the
economy: the first, and the more influential, wagaup of left-leaning intellectuals who
published the journdadro (1932-4). These included editor Yakup Kadri Karaas@lu,
Tevfik Ristll Aras andSevket Siireyya Aydemf’ A second group of statists favoured the
corporatist fascist models of 1930s Italy: thes#uded writers and politicians such as Tekin
Alp and Recep Peker. The ‘official’ view, assoctht@th the premiership of Inéni, was
rather that statism was no alternative to capitglisut was instead a temporary defence
mechanism, a tool to sponsor private enterprisedorlopment®

Meanwhile, a third intellectual trend had formedttanpete with both thikadro group and
the far right for the attention of the politicalntee: this trend was of a liberal colouring. It
was arguably the most successful, influencing R&lReyincreasingly as the 1930s wore on,
and can be described as the intellectual herithgedemocrat Party. The most prominent
intellectual of this persuasion was Ahmeia&slu,** one of the founding members of the
Free Republican Party (FRP) of 1930, and fathéastef Democrat Minister SamegAcg|u.
The FRP was an opposition party set up at Atativklsest, whose popularity led to its
closure within a matter of months. What the FRReghavith the DP after it, and indeed with
the Progressive Republican Paftefore it, was its self-identification as ‘antiaatitarian
and economically liberaf® Both the FRP and DP sharply criticised Turkey'”ipalar
application of etatism as stifling, and counsetleel rolling back of the state. In his book
Devlet ve Ferd'The State and the Individual’), published in B92hmet Asagslu wrote:

‘the involvement of the state in economic affairghe form of the suppression of the
individual and by means of state entrepreneurshieiy dangerous: The centre-right
liberal ideology of Aacglu and his peers gradually moved to permeate theodrse of the
ruling centre, its vehicles being the politicatedi of the rising landowning and bourgeois
class, and future founders of the DP. Members@®K#udro group were soon silenced and
their editor exiled, while such extreme right-wingas Peker were tolerated by the RPP.

Thus a discursive dimension had emerged to th@sochomic changes in the fabric of the
Turkish elite, together constituting a forcefulifiohl assault on the dominant narratives of
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the Republic. This assault addressed official cptieas of nation as well as independence,
and the ways in which both were to be handled éraitivance towards civilisation.
Proponents of the liberal approach to Kemalism destrated their increasing opposition to
RPP policy in parliament from the 1930s onwattBrominent among them was future
Democrat Celal Bayar, whose criticisms of the ecoicgolicies of InGnili ’'s government
locked the two in a competition that would last entitan a decade. In6ni and Bayar can be
juxtaposed as representatives of two different cgthiproadly understood as the statist and
the liberal. Bayar had been charged with formirgl§iBankasi in 1924, which was the only
nominally private bank among those founded by tatesat the time. He had then worked as
Ataturk’s Minister of Economy from 1932 to 1937 rohg which his preference for economic
liberalisation became clear.

Another founding member of the DP and future Turlpsemier, Adnan Menderes, had also
begun his political career as a liberal critichia case as Chairman of the FRP in Aydin.
When the Free Party was shut down, Menderes mavéet tRPP, but carried his convictions
on liberal politics with him. Bayar replaced Inéasi Prime Minister in 1937, ‘[illustrating]
the growing division of ideas among politicians amiellectuals regarding expectations and
aspirations for the future of TurkeY.'When Bayar and Menderes turned together to
competitive politics in 1946, it was with an inebty liberal, anti-state stance. By that time,
the debate on the need for political freedoms hacdy intensified in the pages of Turkey’s
main newspapers. The most vivid illustration ostivas the feuding dfataris Ahmet Emin
Yalman with Falih Rifki Atay of the government mbpieceUlus.*®

Meanwhile, the implications of the victory of thdli@s in the world war had to be absorbed
by policymakers in Turkey as elsewhere. A transgdram in international forces thus
became the third contributing factor to the ero©bRPP ascendancy, as it had become clear
that access to much-needed foreign assistance wepkehd on convergence with the
victorious powers’ political and economic modets1B45, President Indnu told his
Ambassador to Washington, Feridun Cemal Erkinptorm US officials at the San
Francisco Conference that Turkey would move towdrisocracy as soon as the war
ended®® In6nii announced this publicly in May 1945, juseafsermany’s surrender. The
impact of international pressures on Indéni’s decisiecame still more visible by mid-1947,
shortly after the unveiling of the Truman Doctrifidiat June, Indnti made his famous™12
July Declaration’ conferring legitimacy on the oppimn, despite its growth to threatening
proportions, and on the same day signed Turkesgs rhilitary agreement with America. In
Cem Er@ul’'s words, ‘The link between the two is eviderdr fnénl to decide to eliminate
the DP, he would have to change his fundamentalipo®n security; yet, in his eyes,
alliance with the United States had become thetlaendition for the continuation of the
state’s sovereignty”®

Concurrently, economic policy changes would alsadeessary, if these new international
ties were to continue, and expand into non-milifeelgds of assistance. The influential
reports of US experts arriving in Turkey over tae1940s recommended economic
liberalisation, and legal measures to encouragesingt** The Democrat Party was very
much a beneficiary of these propitious internati@r@umstances for the ushering in of its
political opportunity. Unlike the etatist RPP oldagd, the Democrats enjoyed a harmony
between their socioeconomic and ideological pas#ioheir political aspirations, and US
preferences for liberalism in the political and mamic fields. As this chapter will show, the
Democrats stood out for the extent to which theyntdied a westerhiberal orientation as a



part of their programme and self-definition, contthug their foreign policy and nation
building accordingly in years to come.

The Democrat Party Leaders’ Role Conceptions

Against the backdrop of these longer and shorter teansformations in Turkey, what role
conceptions did future Democrat leaders develog,a@ply to their nation building and
foreign policy choices? It will become clear thasternisation — equated with
Americanisation — would guide these role concepstiammd policy with increasing
consistency. This is analysed through attentiddRadiscourse and behaviour regarding the
issues of nationhood and independence. To dosngral important episodes over 1946-50
are addressed, from the founding of the party,uinche opposition years, up until the
victory of 1950. Tracking DP discourse will involpaying attention not only to the
Democrat politicians themselves, but also to thosealists and public figures who
supported the party and participated in its campdtgr analytical clarity, the following
sections separate DP role conceptions on nationfiroodthose on independence, but the
discussion should evidence the recurrent connecbetween the two.

On Nationhood

The new value which would be placed at the cerfttkeoDemocrats’ conceptions of
nationhood was freedom — the freedom of each aitize¢he nation vis-a-vis the state — and
consequently in all fields in the thusfar state-dwated Turkish society. Achieving this
freedom was presented as ensuring Turkey’s prog¢pessds its goal of ‘contemporary
civilisation’. The reference point for this wasdreently declared to be the ‘liberal
democracies’ of ‘the West’, among whom the Unitéat&’ model would be particularly
influential. As Kemal Karpat puts it, himself se@giargely convinced of the connection:
‘The liberalization which started in 1945 was gsd@med at achieving political
Westernisation — democract?

The Democrats’ stances revealed a liberal, oppiytaoncept of freedom as non-
interference, and refuted republican notions aédiean as a concept that could only be
protected through a social contract with the stalés involved a substantial disruption of the
previous contours of republican-style nation buigdiThe RPP ruling elite had invoked the
‘general will’ to justify a corporatist system inweh they were uniquely placed to define
what was in the ‘national interest’. Their disceaiturned on the conceptidékimiyet-i
Milliye, the ‘sovereignty of the nation’. The DP’s ruptweuld be to invoke the very similar
concept ofmilli irade, the national will — through the ‘people’s voig¢aiilletin sz — but
within a liberal framework which defined it veryfidrently. For the DP, the national will
represented an aggregate of the wills of each idwdial citizen, where the priority for each
was his/her personal freedom, for the pursuit sfi@r individual interests.

Here the meaning of the liberalism ascribed toQRen its role conceptions is important, in
view of the now conventional wisdom on the dissaednetween the DP’s promotion of
liberal values before coming to power, and thelecese application of such values later on.
A closer analysis arguably reveals that the DP'srlism was influenced by conservative
trends, and that there was a remarkable consisteteyeen this ‘conservative liberalism’
before, and upon coming to power. Substantiatirgwhil also contribute to a fuller grasp of
where DP role conceptions converged with, and bfaka the mainstream trends in the
RPP. In the political sphere, the DP’s understagdiniberalism was mostly focused on the
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multiparty system, and on the free participatiorach individual in selecting their
representatives. The DP did succeed in increabmg@articipation of non-elites, encouraging
them both to vote and to stand for office, paraciyl in local-level politics. However, this
enfranchisement was conceived within the DP’s ratbaservative limits. These were
visible when it came to members of the Left, and tesser extent to those on the religious
Right, whose respective ideas were deemed a thmeat) as they had been ever since the
founding of the republic. According to Av@l, ‘one of the first innovations of the 1946
“freedom advocates” was the slogan “no freedonttferenemies of freedom**Indeed, the
Democrats themselves declared that ‘they did nieg\ee“in granting freedom to those who
did not recognize it.* In the cultural sphere, the DP’s reverence forpt@sant and its
tolerance of religious values had very differemismguences for rural life than did the early
Kemalist cultural reform&’ In the economic sphere, liberalism was substatiat terms of
two conditions: the inviolability of private proggr and a rejection of the notion of class
struggle in Turkey?® This translated into a concern with reigning ie ttate, and
encouraging free enterprise and foreign investn@ntthese counts, the DP’s vision differed
from that of the RPP, which — although it had taktenfirst measures for political and
economic liberalisation while in government — sittbod for protection of the state, its
bureaucracy and reforms, and the national econ@vitiin the conservative limits of this
liberalism, then, and in view of their dynamic admition to the multipartist transition, the
DP’s role conceptions may be analysed as distinct.

The DP expressed their liberal role conceptionsaiironhood by emphasising three aspects
of their opposition platform — political, econonand religious freedoms. On each of these
counts, the goal of ‘civilisation by westernisatiaras tangible, and this will be addressed
after a discussion of each in turn. The first, focdi freedom, can be considered part of their
conceptions on nationhood as it implied a differaontlel of the relationship between the
citizen and the state. Indeed, compared with the’Rentification of the state with the
nation?’ the DP almost fetishised ‘the people’ againststiage as the nation, claiming a
monopoly on its enfranchisement. Writing a decaatées, liberal intellectual Ahmet
Agacglu had warned that ‘If the state expanded its oblprotecting the natural social order,
it could assume the functions of the nation, anthiAgacglu’s words, “could swallow the
nation” leaving no room for the unprompted develepirof society into a modern
democratic form?*®

From its earliest days, the DP would issue statésneasting doubt on the representative
credentials of the parliament, and convene mas®udsimations, a novel phenomenon itself.
The first of these statements was arguabl\Cibelii Takrir (‘Memorandum of the Four’) of
1945, which was a demand for internal reform whegection had prompted the formation
of the Democrat Party in January 194@lthough Bayar, the new DP’s chairman, had
consulted Inénii in the interiff the party immediately projected an image of itaslthe

party of the masses, and lambasted the RPP asitrgerand aloof in contrast. When the
July 1946 election results indicated RPP tampeBayar openly declared: ‘the elections are
far from showing the real will of the countr}. Over the last days of July, the DP organised
large public rallies protesting the results. Thesetings were held in the major cities of
Izmir, Bursa, Ankara, Konya and Adana respectivatiracting crowds of 40,000 at a tinfe.
The Democrats made their role conceptions on tiemenanifest in this conscious practice
of ‘going to the people’ speaking often and dingttl the crowds. DP speakers used an
earnest vernacular that established a familianty r@pport with their audiences, and during
their first election campaign, the party even pahmid two books of ‘epic poetry’, written by
local poets, extolling the new horizons awaitingkiy >3 They also turned their local
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branches into important centres for political sbhs#ion, recruiting members and leaders
known in their towns and villages, and publishiagdl newspapers to reach such
audiences? This was the time when the slogéeter... S6z milletindi*Enough... the nation
has the word?") first emerged, ‘launching the pdrikmown in Turkish political literature for
its “46 spirit”.”>

This discourse, connecting political freedom wtik hational will, was furthered at the first
Democrat Party Convention of January 1947. In dezoporary account, Tunaya described
the conference as presenting the DP as ‘the badyritlions of citizens had brought to
being, through their material and spiritual sace§’, and hence as a party ‘possessing a
structure broad enough to accommodate the entiilema® For the delegates, the
Convention became something of a haven for freedpeContemporary accounts emphasise
the atmosphere of euphoria that prevailed, witlegites enthusiastically giving each other
the floor in debates that lasted into each ofats hights, and which were punctuated by
renditions oftiirkii folk songs on the theme of freeddfDiscussions were marked by
unusually dismissive statements about RPP ruletlfandffirmation that ‘the Turkish people
believe that, for renewed national developmenipnat competition (the establishment of a
multiparty regime) is necessary.

The main event at the Convention was the adopfidinedtrriyet Misaki(‘Freedom

Charter’). This text was once again a demand fatigal liberalisation from the government,
and specifically for electoral reform, in a langadbat invoked the people’s voice and the

DP as its genuine representative. The Charterfeenaas understood to be intentionally
reminiscent of théisak-i Milli (‘National Charter’) of 1920, according to whichadiirk had
defined the young Turkish state’s boundaries initee of Independence. While drawing on
Atatirk’s legacy for legitimacy, the Freedom Cheeglso issued a quite unprecedented threat
that if the electoral laws were not modified, ‘B Group’s withdrawal from parliament
would become an unavoidable decisittThis Democrat challenge would become known as
the threat to ‘return to the bosom of the nati@mé-i mille). Once again recalling the legacy
of Atatlirk, Bayar explains that this was an oldgsler Atatiirk had used when he left the army
and launched the Independence Was the RPP continued to stall with liberalising the
electoral law, the DP reiterated its message titinis at its Second Party Convention in June
1949. It issued one of its most aggressive statesnat, which became known as tdli
Husumet Andor ‘Oath of National Enmity®! This text again threatened that ‘governments
that failed to heed the citizens’ votes would irgsbly face the “nation’s enmity®?

Which were the groups emphasised in this politicstourse on the nation; who were the
individuals presented as belonging to it? Answeting question involves an examination of
the DP’s interpretation of the Kemalist principlepopulism, closely related to their role
conceptions on nationhood. On the one hand, thaddpted a corporatist attitude to
populism, approving its conventional meaning thia ‘country was composed not of social
classes but of individuals who belonged to varioesupational group$?® In other words,
every individual had a place in the national baayd shared a common economic interest.
On the other hand, the Democrats rejected the @ampdin that this did not necessitate more
than one party. Menderes explained: ‘instead ohigasurselves on destructive class
interests we believe that all individuals... fdwttit to their general benefit to be united

around national parties®?

One of the Democrats’ main target groups was tha&t@ian peasantry, which made up 80
per cent of the population. The DP stressed ba@lp#asantry’s disenfranchisement at the
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hands of the RPP, and its special place as theiteppof the nation’s cultural values. For
example, Fuat Koprull wrote in 1947 that ‘the Talkvillager, who is no less patriotic and
politically mature than the city man, presentsrarliigent, nationally unified point of view

in matters pertaining to the interests of the coutif Another DP member, Ihsan Yurgla,
publicly declared: ‘The very first ideal of the Dearat Party is to develop the village and the
villagers. We will reach the villagers with poliicand human rights and freedoms, land,
abundant production, school, healthcare, and weatith we will make them the master of the
country.®® This reference to Atatiirk’s slogan — on the peaarthe master of the land — was
yet another example of the DP’s self-presentatgofa@hful to his legacy, and its assertion of
the RPP’s failure in this respect. Democrats wartiqularly aware of the strong feudal
relations in the East of Turkey, where agricultoael received less attention, but where
feudal gas traditionally supported the RPP. Speaking aDihs Second Convention in

1949, Bayar therefore made yet another link betwkerdP and the nation by criticising the
RPP, this time for its neglect of (mostly rural)si&n Turkey: ‘Those in the East, West, and
Central ,g\7natolia have equal political rights... 38 one of the Democrat Party’s greatest
causes..”

Apart from their emphasis on the peasants, thelBPiacluded the workers in their
discourse on the nation: ‘The Democratic Partglielbes in the political maturity of the
Turkish nation, and of the Turkish worker, and tstia his patriotism® Indeed, the DP
made significant promises to the country’s workerest notably on the right to strike. This
was carefully couched in a discourse that rejetttedhotion of class struggle, however,
prefiguring the conservative direction the partywdotake on this issue once in power. The
DP also had to pay attention to the nation’s @eitvants, who had been the RPP’s most
enduring bas&’ It is worth noting that the DP was careful indtection campaign to
distinguish between the two. By pledging ‘not testion the past’, they cleared the way for
a neutral bureaucracy and focused their attackh@RPP itself’ Nevertheless,
notwithstanding their corporatist discourse, thésDiBeral outlook meant the decline in
political prestige of traditional power bases -testaureaucrats and the army for exarfiple
and the rise in that of the new, votes-based ptase, namely those peasants and workers
who made up the majority of the electorate.

This approach to the nation’s individual freedonaswirmly tied to the western orientation
of Turkish national identity, which was still bestpressed by reference to the Atatirk era.
The Democrats placed their ‘liberal democraticioabuilding firmly within this western
context. Where Ataturk had emphasised the cultirénsion of westernisation, the
Democrats downplayed this somewhat, and seized tn@opolitical freedoms aspect in their
model:
Since Selim 1ll, all new movements had been coretlitom the top-down. For
various reasons, the state’s elites had felt tleel fer westernisation and had tried to
make the non-elites accept this. In 1945, we hadhed a point where the non-elites
grasped these salvationary ideas. It was now nagesslaunch the idea not “from
the state to the nation” but rather “from the natio the state”.”?

The DP’s western outlook was also manifest in thentations of the public figures in the
oppositional press and intelligentsia who suppoittel case in point is Ahmet Emin
Yalman/? editor of the pro-Democratatannewspaper. Yalman made his admiration for
European and American culture and political systesels-known, and exemplified the trend
of borrowing Western prototypes practised by thetemising Turkish elites of the time. In
his memoirs, Yalman describes his experience alaBdts Liberal International: ‘the
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brightest hope | saw was the Liberal Internationeganized by liberals from nineteen
countries in Oxford, England, in April, 1947, tourtier the Communist International. Its
“Liberal Manifesto” stood squarely for private iaitive, free competition, and... public and
private acceptance of responsibility for sociatijies’’* Yalman goes on to recount his
subsequent founding of the influential Societytfa Diffusion of Ideas of Liberty, which he
describes as ‘a Turkish chapter of the Liberalrim&onal... a nonpolitical group mostly of
prominent professors, lawyers, doctors, engineers journalists’™®

The next branch of the opposition platform, thereeoic dimension, also formed part of the
DP’s westernising liberal conceptions of nationréi¢éhe DP emphasised the sanctity of
private property, and material enrichment for &t a liberal route to economic
development. The Democrats wished to fashion asetwf priorities for this nation, which
can be summarised in their catchphrase: ‘We waatx a millionaire in every
neighbourhood’. Thus the nation was still to beoted towards progress and civilisation,
but this was substantiated rather with an emplwasentrepreneurship and consumption.
This required an adjustment to the nation’s ecooamiture. Bayar had expressed such
views while still in the RPP, for example in hisesph on the second industrial programme,
scheduled for 1939-1943: ‘Our principle... is talartake ourselves to encourage and support
private enterprise. We wholeheartedly desire theeld@ment of private initiative in the
industrial sphere, and we are continually invesiigethe best ways of achieving £
Writing a sort of advocacy article for the DP i tiddle East Journain 1947, Yalman
clarified:
The essential point of opposition to the Peopl@gyPlay in the Democrats’
understanding aétatism.(...) The Democrat Party accepted state owneistiypfor
certain key industries which were to feed privateegrises. These state institutions
were to be kept beyond the influence of particgtarernment interests, and were not
to come into competition with the endeavors of giévindividuals.’

These role conceptions were based in turn on aualise that rejected the notion of class
struggle, as articulated in this speech by Fuatrédldp‘In our country, there is no such thing
as a class issue... In Turkey, there is no sucly ths capital or capitalist. Is the poverty of our
farmer down to landlessness? No, we are simplyealowest level of living standards. That
is the whole issu€’® This rejection of class struggle ideology wasdatfshared by the RPP,
but the difference lay in the corporatist style #e@nomy had taken under the policy of
statism, and the DP’s preference for its undoingnt#eres made this clear as early as 1943,
speaking as part of the parliamentary Economic Cittee) and attacking government
proposals for the Trade and Industrial Unions, Bréfions and Trade Markets LdW:
They want to make the traders, industrialist ardtemen all part of the same
obligatory corporation. They want to bring us tlkersomic structures of Nazi
Germany and Fascist Italy. They simply claim: “wislwmto energise our national and
historical institutions into guilds”... but all &e is corporatism. A fascist corporatism,
a national socialist corporatisffi!

Instead, the DP focused on the plight of the mighélasant in Turkey, and pledged to raise
peasants’ living conditions by paying attentiorthie agrarian sector. This went hand in hand
with the party’s conservative view on the presaorabf the nation’s cultural values through
the middle peasantry, and its consequent relaxitigeocultural reforms of the Ataturkist era.
In short, the DP held a set of role conceptionsl&amentally opposed to the implications of
any class analysis in terms of redistribution auctral refornt" Indeed, it was partly in
protest at the RPP’s Land Reform Bill that étli Takrir had been submitted, an early
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instance of the manifestation of DP discourse iitipal practice. The landowners among the
RPP knew that ‘the party machinery at the locatlelepended on small town merchants and
landlords. This powerful interest group was in aipon to block any attempt to radically
improve the lot of the poor peasantr{>. Aydemir’s account describes the commission set up
to investigate the new bill as ‘composed of la@edowners’, who were all ‘against the
government and against this bfif More significantly, Menderes was appointed its
rapporteur: according to Aydemir, he protestedaifieuntil the end, resigning from the
commission a day before its ratificatidhit is also worth noting that the first versiontbé

Land Reform bill had been presented by Indnl ttigraent as early as 1937, but had been
swiftly laid to rest upon Bayar’s accession as RrMinister®

Indeed, the DP leadership — like their RPP couatésp- were not at all representative of the
vast majority of the population’s socioeconomiaciaiton. The DP was simply able to exploit
disaffection among vast strata of non-elites toegate popular support. In Aydemir’s words,
‘However close to the people the DP was, it wasigied to develop as a middle class party.
The DP was to be a party that drew on the supgditeourban and rural middle classes, and
that proceeded with national development... thratsgybfforts to speedily create a middle
class.®® Meanwhile, those who had flocked to the DP’s raaksl whose interests it
primarily served, included members of the comméauia industrial bourgeoisie, feudal
lords and landowners, and the urban and rural mididisse&’ The individual elements of
the enterprising nation envisioned by the DP wararaed up well in a speech from 1950 by
Minister of Agriculture Nihat lyriboz. Speaking jumionths after the DP’s coming to power,
lyriboz promised: ‘Since former times the systenbeoant farming [or share-cropping,
ortakcili has been in practice. Under this system the Weddtndowner provided the small
farmer with credit in kind and in cash. The LandWended that and created conflict over
land between the landlord and the tenant. Now,vadl encourage tenant farming and also
try to give land to the landless as soon as pasgibl) The big landlord will be protected and
the Land Law will be brought to life. We shall pide aid to set up big estate$®.’

Once again, these role conceptions revealed the faRhfulness to the notion of Turkey’s
western identity. This was visible in the partyescientious following of American and
European examples. The Thornburg Report of 1948X%ample, commissioned by the
Twentieth Century Fund, recommended full-scalegiirsation as opposed to the etatist
systent® Thornburg was the Chairman of the Board of Engmeéthe California Standard
Oil Company, and Petroleum Advisor to the US goreent: in 1956, he would become
Menderes’ personal advisor on economic affaifshe DP’s early emphasis on the free
market and the agrarian sector, for example, wésenwith such American experts’ advice
at the time. Echoing this, Yalman recalls a Eurogear in 1947: ‘Another visit to Sweden
and Denmark, in search of campaign ammunition agdiarkey’s wasteful state
industrialization, reconvinced me that planned ecoyis a poor alternative to free
competition.”* As discussed below, such statements served tire@nthe anti-Soviet nature
of the DP’s role conceptions. The Democrat leaden® clearly devoid of any leftist
inclinations, as illustrated in the debates surding the shaping of the party just after its
founding. The pattern here was that the DP leaumisattracted a broad spectrum of
oppositional elements, including the left, but wbdiscard the support of those leftists who
wished to influence the party line. According tok&€ds account for example, former Foreign
Minister — and before his turn to the RPP, fouraféhe Turkish Communist Party — Tevfik
RUstll Aras was providing assistance with the writifghe DP programme in 1945. Aras
expressed his desire for a programme ‘more progesthan that of the RPP on ‘ideas of
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social justice®® Upon his attempt to include the clause ‘from eactording to his ability, to
each according to his labour’, he was sidelinedudtichately dismissed by the foundéfs.

Similarly, before founding the DP, Bayar and Memdenad benefited from cooperation with
leftist publisher Zekeriya Sertel, owner of thduehtial Tan newspaper. In 1945, they had
even agreed to contribute to a new magazine, fmubéshed by Sertel's wife Sabiha, entitled
Gorusler (‘Views’). However, that December, the headquartdiTanwere attacked and the
Sertels accused of communist sympathies: BayaMardleres immediately issued a public
statement distancing themselves from both pubtioafi* Both Aras and Sertel had
publicised their views on Turkish national intesalging in reconciliation with the Soviet
Union®® the Democrats swiftly repudiated these viéW®nce again, their role conceptions
on the economic aspect of nation building not aelpforced those on Turkey’'s western
identity, but also on Turkey’s international rol¢hen the RPP closed down the Turkish
Socialist Party and Turkish Socialist Workers Paaigywell as six newspapers and
magazines, and nearly all trade unions in Decerh®46, the DP did not oppose this.

The third plank of the opposition platform — retigs freedom — was among the DP’s most
controversial tamperings with the Kemalist lega@&yce the early republic’s reforms, the
state had emphasised secularism as part of ite thrimodernise the country in the European
image. As Gulalp points out, this was in the cohtdxhe centrality, ‘not ofeligion in

Muslim societies, but the role that Islam has mistdly played in signifying a social and
communal identity® Seeking to replace this with more ‘modern’, nadiist commitments,
the regime had institutionalised a series of ictesi reforms. These had often generated
frustration and dissent, which was communicatedutprisingly, in the religious idiom
under attack. As secular reform was one of the moyminent aspects of the state’s
generally overbearing nature, the Democrats cag@thlon it for electoral success. The DP
party programme contained pledges to set up reiggemlucation foundations and university
Divinity Schools, and to reform primary school edtion to emphasise ‘spiritual valuég'.

Yet these pledges also reflected the DP’s convermgeiith an existing intellectual trend that
deemed freedom of religious practice a crucial comept of each citizen’s individual
liberties. The Democrats generally favoured a &beterpretation of the fundamentals of the
Kemalist nation building project. Thus in Bayarjseming speech at the DP’s second
convention in 1949, he emphasised religious freedlmmgside the fight against reactionaries
in Turkey? The DP’s promises on religious freedom might appehave held the clearest
implications of all their platforms for nation bdihg. However, DP were arguably just as
concerned with shaping a nation oriented towardsrprise, where religious freedom was an
important aspect of a general relaxation of statgrol.

The DP’s role conceptions on the secular nation pteved consistent with its redefinition of
the route to a ‘western’ model of progress andisation. In promoting religious freedom,
the Democrats invoked the example of the West, &vfreedom of conscience was presented
as inviolable: ‘Education and travel abroad disetb® many intellectuals that religion
occupied a great part in the individual's life hetWestern countries which they took as
models in science, art, education, and politt€3Moreover, religious freedom would also
contribute to bolstering Turkey’s western identitythe international system, as it constituted
a most useful value to juxtapose with communisnysehevery trace the Democrats sought
to crush over the 1950s. Indeed, just after spgabdrireedom of religion at the 1949 DP
Convention, Bayar went on to the topic of the comisithreat in Turkey®! This was, as

shall be further discussed below, an important dsian of their anti-Soviet stance in foreign

14



affairs. As Ahmad writes of the 1940s, ‘Both thepRlicans and the Democrats were agreed
on the need to crush the Left®?However, it will be seen that the Democrats ware f

bolder in their modifications of the secular lavgsweell as in their concurrent anticommunist
campaigns. Here again, the influence on their éibeutlook of more conservative trends in
society was visible. For example, it was such covadive politicians as Hamdi Tanridver

who called for religious education expressly aseasure to combat ‘leftist currents’ and to
‘protect the youth against the “evils of materiafs..’*%

On Independence

In two areas of foreign policy, the DP arguablyeipreted existing Kemalist traditions in
ways that would fundamentally change Turkish fangdglicy for at least three decades.
Specifically, these were to formalise its alliamgéh the United States, and to make one of
the principal goals of foreign policy the overtrattion of sustained foreign assistance from
the Western bloc. Yet according to several accouvitat are here termed the Democrats’
role conceptions on independence in foreign palidynot differ significantly from RPP
precedents. As Gonltbol says: ‘the ideology andstaal bases of the political parties was
so limited as to leave little room for assessingrdicising the Turkish foreign policy with a
new outlook.*** However, a closer look at both the ideology areldcial bases of the
Democrats compared with the RPP reveals some sitiagi@differences, and these arguably
did cause them to forge a new outlook on foreigircpowhich would in turn cohere with
their novel approach to nation building in Turkey.

It is true that two important breaks in Turkishdign policy had occurred while the DP were
in opposition: the first was Turkey’s move from shing direct military alliances, towards
an increasingly comprehensive set of relations téhCouncil of Europe, the United States,
and NATO allies in general. The conventional wisderthat the Soviet notes of 1945-46
drove Turkey into the Western blb€,and specifically that she needed military aid ¢efk

her army mobilised®® Turkish policy makers were thus forced to mod#yatiirk’s foreign
policy of searching for Turkey’s security withiframework of weak regional pacts... which
crumble in the face of great powet8 ' The first note of March 1945 had informed the Burk
that the Treaty of Friendship would not be extendeéss its terms were changed to reflect
the ‘new circumstances’. Its renewal was to be @l on the establishment of Soviet
bases in the Turkish straits, and later on a rewisi the Turco-Soviet borders. These
unwelcome overtures were successfully confronte@inkey alone until 1948 until the

US made its position clear with the Truman Doctonh®ay 1947 %° The following day, US
experts arrived in Ankara to administer US aid twkBy, and a military aid agreement was
signed in July.

The Democrats did not differ from the RPP on thie8aviet stance, which, in view of their
position on the Right, gelled well with their amttamunism. It also bolstered their
representations of Turkey’'s western identity, whiody wished to promote at home and
abroad. Initially Bayar may have displayed a reduce to believe that the years of Turkish-
Soviet cooperation — which had characterised his &is Minister of Economy and Prime
Minister — had passed® However, as Karpat points out, ‘as soon as théeBerritorial
claims took a definite form in 1946’, Bayar madeestine DP issued statements supporting
the government on foreign policy, for example at plarty’s Second Convention in June
1949** One vivid example of the consistency of DP roleaaptions on the western
alignment thereafter comes from two similar speschade by Menderes. In 1946, he
affirmed: ‘Today there is no need to say much natreut our foreign policy, which is the
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expression, not of a particular party, but of thére nation’s united will. Our greatest wish is
to further strengthen our political and economiatrens with the US with each day, in an
atmosphere of sincerity and mutual understanditfgn the first government programme of
1950, Menderes began by repeating the same lindg;antinued: ‘We believe that our open
and sincere policy.is an important factor for the democratic front dmdworld peace’?

He then emphasised Turkey’s gratitude to its ‘gheand’ the United States for supporting
Turkey’s peaceful policy through the Truman Doatramd Marshall Aid** As Yilmaz and
Bilgin point out, ‘Turkey’s intellectuals of statedt chose to locate the enduring character of
Turkey’s westerness with reference to the “endurhgeat posed by the USSR. So long as
this narrative made sense, this identity couldustasned in the public domain. (...) The
perpetuation of the master narrative of the Cold Wehnat represented the Soviet Union as
the other — helped to (re)produce Turkey's wesigentity.”**

Subsumed within these new relations was the seicopartant foreign policy shift of the late
1940s — the open pursuit of foreign economic amst&t, which had been minimised since the
1920s in view of the adverse impact of borrowingloe Ottoman Empire. In 1945, with
Turkey suffering economically after World War Twognu approached the Export-Import
Bank for a loan of 300 million dollars. In July IR4Turkey requested inclusion in the
Marshall Plan, and was admitted to the EconomioRexy Programme a year later. This
was part of the broader American plan after WorldrViiwo, ‘aimed at the establishment of
pro-American regimes based on open, liberal ecoesinithe periphery:*° In view of the
emphasis placed on agricultural policy, it has beasonably assumed that the role
unofficially assigned to Turkey was as agricultuegporter to Western Europe. With this
new ‘economic dimension to her foreign policy’ Karpat terms it, ‘international economic
aid came to play a vital part in determining theicural transformation of Turkey, and in
cementing her foreign policy affiliation with theaat.™*’

It is in this respect that the DP can be said telgone beyond sharing the RPP’s interest in

the US relationship. For while the RPP might haenthed the turn westwards for

protection and aid, it was the DP whose politicad aconomic programme most

enthusiastically mirrored the prescriptions of Teyls US advisors. The DP had fully

embraced the Thornburg Report’s advice on the adprss needed to secure Marshall Aid:
American arguments met with a receptive audierarethey corresponded closely to
the economic perspective determined and dictatatidogomestic balance of class
forces. Both the American view and domestic develepts called for a liberal
foreign trade regime based on agricultural produncéind exports. In concrete policy
terms, this necessitated the implementation ofiasef measures aimed
fundamentally at raising total output in the agitictal sector. These developments,
both domestic and international, found their pcditiexpression in 1950 when the
Democrat Party came to power... there is no ddditits ardent adoption and
advocacy of the socioeconomic perspective outlaisalre was the major factor that
brought it to powet'®

The DP’s foreign policy conceptions may therefoegpinpointed as seeking US protection
from the perceived Soviet threat, but more endlyirap fostering this relationship to
strengthen Turkey’s ‘western’ identity, as wellfaseconomic reasons, regardless of
changes in the Soviet position. The DP voiced ttud@ conceptions on independence on rare
occasions, but when they did, it was to presenftherican bloc as the only choice for
Turkey. In 1948, Menderes made the following spaedhmir, criticising the Turkish Left

and the Soviet Union together: ‘Those policies segto be described as national or
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independent... amount to policies that distanckffam cooperation with the democratic

world. In such circumstances, our country wouldlbstined to remain... [behind] the iron

curtain.*® The same year, Bayar spoke in Balikesir:
As the Atlantic Pact has no aggressive goals, itldvbave been appropriate for us to
take our place there. The Mediterranean Pact, whilthbe established for defensive
purposes, might cater to the same need. We wislandrto remain safe in the event
of a new world war. But our geographical situatgives us pause for thought. In a
war by Britain and American against Russia, oumtgls neutrality would be
unthinkable'*®

Moreover, as Harris points out, after the Alliedtery, ‘the United States was generally

depicted by the Turkish press as the defendegbf,rjustice, and humanity** DP role

conceptions were reflected by important figurethefoppositional press, such as Yalman:
The stand | took iVatanwas that the United States of America, undertakihgavy
postwar task without adequate support elsewheredobasic ideals, needed
Turkey’s sympathetic partnership; and that, sinoesoirvival and development next
door to Russia must depend on collective secuity duty was to support the United
States... Credit should go to the Twentieth Cenfwnyd for underwriting, prior to the
United States’ government’s plan to aid Turkeyjrar@stigation which was published
under the titleTurkey, An Economic Appraisdl..) | found Dr Thornburg always
most sympathetic to our liberal campaigh.

As heirs of the early Kemalist tradition then, ié shared what was arguably an obsession
among the RPP elite with the westernisation of @urkowever, this had previously been
understood more in terms of a reorientation inweland foreign policy, and less in terms of
formal alliances. Moreover, the focus was on thestvas the states of Western Europe, the
simultaneous adversaries and models of the Ottdngpire’?® Under the Democrats,
westernisation became understood as an imitatatrfolsused less on the cultural sphere, and
more on the establishment of direct alliances ageration with Western powers. Thus in
the 1949 DP Convention, the RPP was criticisedt$chesitant’ foreign policy, for the
‘fiasco’ of Turkey’s exclusion from NATO?* Moreover, in light of the postwar balance of
power, attention moved increasingly to the Unitéat€s as a model. Over the 1930s, the
liberal capitalist model had been eclipsed somewfiat the Depression, and the rise of
Germany and Italy’s fascist alternatives. Now, tletory of the ‘Western liberal
democracies’ in World War Il restored the presbfieghe European, and particularly the
American models. In Gonlubol’'s words: ‘the RepuatidParty in power till 1950, and
especially the Democratic Party reinterpreted Wagtation to mean intimate cooperation
with the ‘Western’ countries at all costs and uraleconditions.**> Needless to say, this tied
in well with the DP’s anticommunist stance domesh; and its discourse on the Turkish
nation at last realising its liberal democratictags within a community of western nations.

Implications: A Dilemma

Once the DP was in power, how were its role congegtiranslated into policy or ‘role
performance’? These conceptions were arguably dacwé¢he surface by the structural
realities of bipolarity, and what that meant foidaie-range regional powers, and thus
potential satellites, such as Turkey. Meanwhile,ghrticular colourings of their national
discourses helped precipitate the regional alignsngumch countries chose.
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The next question should therefore be: why diddkenocrats’ role conceptions necessarily
imply a link between foreign policy and nation loliig? This paper has maintained that
Turkey’s leadership prioritised both independend®m the Soviet Union at this juncture —
and national development, towards its civilisatiay@al. Turkey was to be a member of both
the ‘Free World’ and its ‘democratic community’. i$laspiration produced a dilemma which
is common to many developing countries: the Turlshed to achieve, on the domestic and
foreign policy fronts, two goals that were seemynigleconcilable. Role conceptions on
national development (towards ‘social and econdneiedom’) had to be premised on foreign
assistance, while those on independence (‘polifreadom’), had to be premised on self-
reliance. In Turkey’s Cold War context, these fl@ad became loaded terms. Unburdened
by the colonial experiences of their Arab neighlsptite Democrats resolved this paradox by
seeking thesame sourcéor assistance and models on both questions Wtst, and
specifically the US — and by seeking unity witiniboth cases. This locked foreign policy
and nation building into an intimate dynamic thrbagt the 1950s. This paper deals with
NATO accession then, as a part of this dilemma.

Role Performance: NATO Membership and the American Choice Confirmed

Turkey’s membership in NATO is generally acceptsdhaving entrenched Turkey’s western
alliance, and as having been a direct consequdrtbe &oviet threats of 1945. This section
considers the role of such foreign relations come@n generating Turkey’s ‘American
choice’ through DP role performance. To do so, piaiger employs two conceptual policy
debates: the first is the ‘defence debate’, degdtie realm of policy options for the securing
of Turkey’s independence and sovereignty. The sothe ‘aid debate’, denoting the
policy choices intended to secure Turkey’s natia®alelopment. The story of Turkey’s
NATO accession appears initially to fall within tliefence debate’. However, by
considering the simultaneous relevance of thedaiohte’, it should become clear that
foreign policy and nation building measures wenenaxted, both guided by the over-arching
guest for the westernisation of Turkey.

Strategic Context

According to various accounts, ‘In American eyestKey and its future did not loom large
during the Second World Wal?® Turkey was rather perceived to lie within the BHt

sphere of influence. When Stalin began his unwe&oxmertures to Turkey, neither Western
power wished this to overshadow the Potsdam talkd,both preferred that the matter be
pursued bilaterally. Over the late 1940s, afteir timétial willingness to leave the issue to
Britain, the Americans became subject to a conderéenpaign by Turkish diplomats to win
their support against Russfa.Harris attributes the subsequent rise in US comaenit to
Turkey to the breakdown of talks at the Foreign isters Conference of December 194%.
The heated exchange of Soviet, American, Britigh Burkish notes during 1946 culminated
in a defusing of tension, but still in no substantiS aid for Turkey. When in February 1947,
Britain asked the US to take over its economic toveards Turkey, this coincided with a
peak in the strength of Washington’s hardliners: Truman Doctrine followed in May.

While Washington committed to military aid, it wdmught that the Turkish economy would
be buoyed by international agencies, and thablitigal system could not inspire levels of
confidence that would merit economic assistanceeMthe Marshall Plan was unveiled in
June 1947, however, the Turks successfully lobfechclusion'? Turkey duly received
$300m between 1948 and 1952, the majority inveistegriculture. Ulman cites an
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American observer at the time speculating that whahged the Americans’ mind was the
realisation that a stronger Turkish economy wotdergthen its defence capacity.

By 1948, and with the signing of the Brussels Pd&,policy moved towards the building of
a collective security arrangement for Western Eardjne Ankara government’s pressure to
be included went disregarded, until Foreign Minidecmettin Sadak came up with the
temporary alternative of a Mediterranean Pact. Tdosdid not induce any serious US
commitment. Turkey, like Greece, was initially shell but then invited to join the Council

of Europe in 1949, as Turkey'’s politicians prepdi@dhe 1950 elections. By early 1950, US
politicians were too preoccupied with events inflae East to make any direct assurances to
Turkey. Meanwhile, the UK was unsuccessful in itertures to the US in turn, this time for
collaboration on Middle East defence. At that tiiee, British were far more interested in
Suez as a base than in the position of TufRey.

Turkish Action: Foreign Policy and the ‘Defence Q&b

Once the Democrats were in office, they energéyigalrsued US assurances on Turkish
security by switching from the RPP’s calmer diplay# more high-risk ventures that made
louder statementS? A brief survey of their individual tactics reveahe determination
behind each to entrench the Democrats’ role coraepbn Turkey as belonging in the West,
and on its security as crucial to that of the entiree World'.

One tactic was the DP’s voluntary acts of commitnteMNATO-approved ventures, such as
the decision to send troops to Korea in July 19%@ outbreak of war provided the
determined Democrats with an opportunity to prawertuse and commitment to the NATO
allies. Ambassador Erkin was first briefed by Merdgust two days after war broke out,
and this just a month before the secret meetinghich the decision was made to send
Turkish troops to Korea. This was announced onu®s and caused a storm among the
opposition, who had not been consultdtin a speech he made while visiting Erzurum,
Prime Minister Menderes complained to the RPP mesntiehis audience, and rationalised
the government’s decision as follows: ‘[surely] rasf you will have forgotten the weight of
the attacks made [upon us] at a time when the cgargecurity and international prestige
were at stake.* Ankara’s commitment of 4500 troops to Korea cdngi the first

military operation in the history of the republa@dccur beyond the borders fixed in the
National Pact. It illustrated the lengths to whibk new government was prepared to go to
prove its commitment to the West and to assert @yiskplace within it.

Another tactic was to take the initiative to stepties with NATO allies, for example, by
concluding Turkey’s first trade agreement with &ra July 1950. Indeed, one of the earliest
signs of Turkey’s attempts to ingratiate itselftwihe NATO allies had been its recognition
of Israel in March 1944%° This was a deviation from its earlier position iagapartition in
Palestine, which had been received with gratituderay the Arab$®® The latter was mostly
taken in response to rumours of the new state’seft®anings, however, and when its favour
among the Allies became clear, Turkey lost litikeet in changing side$$’ Indeed, Inénii had
later authorised Fatin Riii Zorlu to begin talks on a trade agreement vatad!**® This was
finalised under Bayar's presidency within a mattemonths**°

Another method was to keep up a strong publicityrebn the advantages of Turkish

accession, while employing a private form of pressuhich stressed the disadvantages of
keeping Turkey out. Turkey’s press monitoring agesibad been aware that the American
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press at the time reflected the administrationeopcupations with the Korean crisf8 Thus
when the Democrats reapplied to NATO in early Augkereign Minister Képrull issued an
accompanying statement, published inltteav York Timesontaining a clear message to the
US. Koprili cautioned that the Turkish public relgat NATO membership as an ‘acid test’
of US interest in Turkey and that Turkey’s inclusivas ‘essential to close a breach’ in the
Allies’ defence systerti! Over August, the Turks had also been concernéteat
unfavourable position of the Western European mesnileNATO. According to their Press
Attaché in London, British officials had statedttherway and Denmark were opposed to
Turkish accession, as it would decrease their stfamems and increase their duties.
Compounding this for the Turks was the UK’s seertyimpn-committal response: ‘When the
spokesman was asked what the UK position towaksethlaims was, it was learned that the
spokesman refrained from using clear languaféX’hen the NATO Council’s second
refusal of Turkey’s application came in Septemi@5Q, Turkey's ambassadors to the US
and UK relayed the feelings of ‘abandonment’ whigre spreading across the courlfty.

Turkish tactics also combined flexibility with isséence when contending with the
concessionary recommendations of the NATO Couseth as the US-proposed
Mediterranean Pact in 1950, and the British prefegdor a Middle East Command in 1951.
This flexibility was maintained or reduced depemggdam the popularity of the concession

with the strongest power, the US. Indeed a survdypth government and opposition press
on the UK proposals for Middle East defence refeedeep dissatisfaction across the political
spectrum in Turkey** Ahmet Emin Yalman wrote iWatanfor example: ‘In return for being
accepted among those charged with the defence ¢irde World, we do not need to pay a
toll too. We just cannot view the toll of suppodiBritain’s incorrect and self-destructive
Middle East policy as valid:*®

The State Department’s concession in September 18%®een to recommend that Turkey
and Greece be included in the military plannin@g&TO’s Mediterranean section. The
British reluctantly acceded to this, which was dHar blow to their hopes for drawing the
US into their plans for Middle East defence viaKay. They had wished this to be
accomplished through direct US assurances to TuMegnwhile, Turkey was once again
disappointed, but forced to accept the State Deymant's offering for the time being. The
Turks had further cause for alarm when Chairmath@fUS Joint Chiefs of Staff, Omar
Bradley, published an article discouraging US imeahbent in ‘local wars’ in places like
Turkey*° In Oran’s words, ‘the Turkish leaders realized tfar Turkey, there was no
alternative to NATO membership?’

Turkey still had to contend not only with Americasluctance, but with the added
complication of Britain’s plans being at odds withth its own and those of the US.
However, the Democrats were attuned to the wayginh the Allies’ respective positions
seemed to be changing. In the US, developmenteiKbrean war, as well as Yugoslavia’'s
recent conflict with the Soviets, were significaiite idea of Greece, Turkey and
Yugoslavia becoming the shield to protect westarroge against a Soviet offensive through
south-eastern Europe was developing fast in thelsmifi the American military**®
Furthermore, with Soviet advances in nuclear teldgyover 1951, US air force officials in
particular favoured Turkey’s inclusion in NATO agmvider of US airbasé$®

As a final tactic then, the Democrats played off &mericans against the British, as

fortuitous developments for Turkey brought the Aitean and Turkish positions closer. By
1951, the UK preference was for associating Tupgeayarily with Middle Eastern, rather
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than Mediterranean, defence. In February 1951Cthramander of British Forces in the
Middle East, General Brian Robertson, paid an w@ffieisit to Turkey and proposed an
Anglo-Turkish alliance in the Middle East insteddlee NATO Mediterranean command.
Turkish Chief of Staff General Yamut had initiajiven a positive response. This was
suddenly withdrawn with a government aide-mémairdiarch, however, which deferred the
issue pending progress on Turkey’s role in NATGitamy planning. The Turks had reacted
shrewdly to the tangible change in American circlesr the same early months of 1951.
Ambassador McGhee’s emphatic messages to Washiongtdnrkey’s centrality to Middle
East defence had played a role, as well as hisimggithat Turkey might resume its earlier
neutrality otherwise. Now the Turks stuck to thggins and insisted on their position. At an
Istanbul meeting of America’s Middle East Ambassado February, it was thus
recommended that the US should urgently make mdefehce arrangements with Greece
and Turkey, with NATO accession as the preferrethou°

Turkey would have to confront further British digsems however. Firstly, faced with the
supportive front of the US, France, Italy, Luxemigpand the Netherlands, Britain proposed
that Turkey (and Greece) not be given full-memlb&tus in the alliance. This Turkey
successfully resisted with US support. By Julytdn was proposing that Turkey enter
NATO but come under a separate ‘Middle East Commamndbe led by a British general and
aimed at finally securing the Egyptian ba3eTurkey had no choice but to accept, in order to
neutralise Britain’s objections. At its meetingdieh 16-20 September 1951, the NATO
Ministerial Council decided to invite Greece andKay to join the alliance. The Democrats’
final hurdle would come at the high-level talksched Ankara to discuss the MEC, to which
they had only agreed on condition that their outearot precede Turkey’s formal admission
to NATO.

At the October talks, Menderes came under joindgaree to adhere to the Middle East rather
than (Eisenhower’s) western European Command. Sdamed like a last-minute perversion
of Turkey’s steady course towards NATO accessiaonti@ other hand, their ‘relegation’ to
the Middle Eastern theatre was couched by the WSamdl French spokesmen in terms of
Turkey’s ability to work through the Defence Comtedt and the Finance and Economic
Committee. Moreover, as might have been expediedJ& commitment clearly went much
further than that of its friends, and was reassgurithus General Bradley pledged: ‘no matter
what agreement is reached in NATO and which redioommand Turkey falls under... the
US will continue to donate equipment to Turkey dilgand will keep a mission in
Turkey.™?The Turks held their ground once again, and thewdi largely overruled. In the
end, it was finally decided that the Turkish an@€krland forces would come under the
responsibility of NATO’s Allied Land Forces Southeturope Command, while their navies
would come under a new Middle East Commétidurkey and Greece were formally
admitted to NATO on 18 February 1952. How did thekE maintain their positions at this
conference?

First, Menderes stressed Turkey’s unique geosimat@gportance as being equally capable of
protecting the Middle East as well as the ‘riglatesof the Atlantic pact’ and the Balkans.
This was to rationalize Turkey's request for anréase of up to 35 regiments, and its
complaints of the meagre 1.1 per cent share itre@aving in Marshall Aid. Turkey had sent
a memorandum in advance which Menderes describfdlass: ‘Let me immediately say
that we do not wish to make this a matter of banigai.... Having said this, there are things
that show us that we are not exaggerating our désadie know that equipping the Turkish
army means arming the whole Atlantic communt®}.’
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This argument was also used to impose the Turlefemed order for their priorities in
NATO, expressed in this simple phrase: ‘As a mensh&ATO, we will work towards the
establishment of a Middle East Command with gre#émhination...**> Menderes stressed
that it was a strong Turkey that was a prerequisittliddle Eastern defence, and not the
MEC per se: ‘Imagine for a moment if Turkey weré tieere, what would happen [to the
Arab countries]? We must assume that all thesetaearwould have gone to the other side
of the Iron Curtain. (...) But if the forces [I hawgentioned] were present in Turkey today...
the whole area around our country would be secdféfenderes’s words also pointed to a
potential role for Turkey as the ‘West’s spokesrmatine East’, which it would indeed play
actively in Baghdad and Bandung by 1955. Speakaigrb the parliament in December
1951, Foreign Minister Koprulii made a clear digior between Turkish accession to
NATO and the MEC:
These two issues are completely separate fromaaeh. On the one hand, there is
the Atlantic Pact, a defence organisation, whichlbeen established in line with
treaty principles. On the other, there is the MédBhst Command, an idea, a concept,
whose treaty basis has not been laid out. We insll &ccede to the Atlantic Pact and
then deal with the business of the MEC, togethén wimerica, Britain and
France..*®’
Koprull repeated this message in early 1952, engihgghe different place Turkey would
occupy in each organisation, and its equal riglitis the other members of eatHi.

The identity dimensions of this foreign policy pess were very much in evidence
throughout, and Menderes’ responses in Octobeicpkatly highlighted the role of national
identity and its Others in his presentation, andisnown perceptions of Turkey’s role. The
MEC seemed not only to be stealing away Turkeyssigs] security, ‘the American way’,
but also the prize of integration into the clubailised’ nations. Thus Menderes began his
speech by responding to the British and Scandinasoantries’ disparagement of Turkey’s
economic and democratic credentials, and theirrgetgn of Turkey as ‘outside European
civilisation’.®® He argued that the socioeconomic conditions oepgnin parts of Turkey
were solely due to the necessarily high defencgdéisdof a country in Turkey’s geostrategic
position.

Secondly, to distinguish Turkey more clearly frdme Middle East Command, and indeed the
Middle East context, Menderes indulged in soméheffurkish elites’ customary
Orientalism when contrasting Turkey with its Aragdghbours. Thus after extolling the
honour and self-sacrificial ethic of Turkey’s ‘figdn nation’, Menderes added, ‘When it
comes to the Arab countries, they are divided mémy states without so much as unity
between them. Even if all these states were alitertte together, the force they would
generate would not be more than two or three regfist®° Once again, Menderes
emphasised Turkey’s place in the Western campk@wwill perform whatever duties it
must for the realisation of democratic ideals drgrotection of [ourfommon
civilisation.’*** In an interview one month later, Menderes’ langudigtanced Turkey even
further from the Middle East, describing it as @ea in which Turkey is obviously
interested *** Menderes went on to reiterate his commitment tddV& East defence but
framed this firmly within the context of Turkey’stlantic front role:
To mix the defense of the Middle East with the Atla Pact organization and to shift
Turkey toward the East would mean that Turkey wdndaonsidered differently from
the other members of the Pact. If Turkey is admhittethe Pact she must have the
same rights, the same obligations, as any otherbeeftf
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Turkish Action: Nation Building and the ‘Aid Debate

Turkey’s Western choice was a policy propelled dgury a nation building endeavour —
one in which westernisation was translated inte\a aconomic liberalism modelled along
American lines, championing the entrepreneur-aiti2éot only did the Democrats’ models
come from the West, the funds for their economiettgoment project would also be
negotiated with Western donors. This occurred withe so-called aid debate, which
proceeded closely with the defence debate uponhafuckish foreign policy was focused. In
the Democrat Party’s first programme in governmtrg,emphasis was on private enterprise
for economic development, now proclaimed possibltha RPP’s statist regime was to be
swept away. Indeed, Turkey had been trying to 0@ aid ever since the mid-1940s. The
government of the early 1950s stepped up suchtgffand with NATO accession, ‘an
important advance over previous connections wighwest lay in providing assurance that
Turkey would continue to receive aid in quantitiest could spell the success of the
government’s ambitious development platfé Thus the literature that describes post-war
Turkey as developing ‘a linkage between its ecomaani its foreign policy®°is also
describing a linkage between an aspect of the matidding plan and foreign policy in
Turkey. While the DP did not ultimately see througair liberal designs, their rhetoric and
early years of policy can be said to have aimeddtcing a significant value shift in
comparison to the earlier nation building mould'urkey. The DP presented economic
liberalism as of direct benefit to the Turkish patithis time conceived of as individuals.

Aside from the economic individualism encouragedh®yDemocrat policymakers, there
were also overt identity dimensions to the genersternisation process which they were in
the process of recasting. The aid debate shoullalso be examined in light of its
implications for Turkish identity, this time consighg its representations within Turkey, and
not just in negotiations with foreign powers. Dgrithe RPP years, nation building was
premised on an equation between contemporarysatitin and European standards, but was
also committed to a specifically Turkish nationaltare. With the DP, however, there began
a ‘process of indiscriminate imitation and adoptadreverything Western as being inherently
good, just and superiot®® This was encouraged by US interventions, suchagublication
by the United States Information Service of a paetpintitiedA Government Founded by
the Peopledistributed on the eve of the 1950 elections, @as®krting people’s rights to
change their governmetft’ The same message was fuelled by the Democratsttostaric

and that of the Turkish press loyal to them, sugBader. ‘much was made of the recognition
of Turkey’s equality with Western European natiorigerent in the agreement to include her
in NATO.”*®® There was a total identification of Turkish wittSlinterests by the enthusiastic
DP policymakers, and this despite several clausése bilateral agreements they signed with
the US, which accorded exclusive rights and prgeketo the American mission. Meanwhile,
as the Korean episode soon showed, Turkey’s ‘prstéve foreign policy gave new impetus
to the Turkish urge for cultural and ideologicatmdification with the West, which in turn
increased her foreign policy commitmeni¥.Reviewing Turkish foreign policy in late 1951,
Foreign Minister Koprill is described by the Bhti@mbassador as having ‘launched a
panegyric of Turkish-American friendship... [givindetailed figures of all forms of
Americaq7%1id to Turkey, the sum of which amountedsas to the equivalent of TL 1,176
millions.’

The Democrats’ pursuit of the US was accompanied bcCarthy-like wave of
‘anticommunism’ from the government, which oftemvgel also as a veil for censorship of
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any sort of criticism. Among those who criticiség tKorean War decision were inevitably
Turkey’s Leftists — for example, the Paris-baseabRessive Young Turks Union wrote to
Bayar in 1952 asking him to take action againstibéogical warfare being used by the
Americans in Korea. The letter warned him of theusands of Turkish lives who would fall
victim to the same fat€! These Leftists would become subject to a zero-game in which
the government classified citizens either as atvaitiethe nation, or as treacherous
communists. According to Egal, ‘Indbnu had sought to establish a multiparty demacy of
limited scope, keeping it closed to the entire lasfiwell as illegitimate currents on the Right.
The Democrats skewed this model to an extreme lokyaini’s plans, as their enmity
towards the Left reached hysterical proportidi$Thus even token dissent on foreign policy
was discouraged, as Menderes presented it ascaalatinity issue. For example, when the
Turkish Peace Association was formed in July 19%Ddistributed leaflets against the
Korean War decision, it was closed down just dagerf’® Also closed down on
anticommunist charges were 17 magazines locatldanbul, Ankara and Izmir which
published articles and caricatures critical ofdleeision. Meanwhile, according to Oran,
‘Immediately after the decision, the Student Unidstanbul University organized a

meeting with the representatives of the DP, the BRPthe Party of the Nation at which the
government’s decision was backed and communismuheeal. This backing continued
throughout the war. Fired on by the government @agapda, the Turks began to view the war
in the Far East as if it weie the defense of Turkey its&if*

The speed with which the government clamped dowthooal communists’ was matched by
the speed with which it began relaxing the seadgime in Turkey — again, two not
unrelated developments. On 16 June, the ban omigpéhke call to prayer, @azan in Arabic
was officially lifted, with Arabic now being desbed by the Undersecretary of Religious
Affairs as ‘the original language of the ezan’ s bwn original words’’®> On 25 August,

the Director of Religious Affairs declared thatlds rejects communism absolutely... Faith
and the spirit are the most powerful weapons agasrsmunism?’® In July, the DP began
allowing Koran broadcasts over state radio, dectdaedcrease the number of Imam-Hatip
schools for religious training, and increased thédet share of the Directorate of Religious
Affairs.>”” By October, in a controversial new ruling, religgoeducation had become
compulsory in primary schooté® Just over a year later, a British report on irgégifairs in
Turkey could observe: ‘The most striking evidentéhe liberal policy of the government
was the revival of religious observance... New mosguere built, old shrines repaired, and
places of pilgrimage openly frequentéd’

In October 1951, news of Turkey’s accession to NA¥&3 accompanied by further arrests
of suspected communists. A British report on ‘Comiam in Turkey’ from 1951 noted with
satisfaction: ‘The fact that so little materiabigailable on the subject is due at least in some
measure to the effectiveness of Turkish methodtealing with this problent® The report
then reviewed the lengths to which the Democraegawient were going to quash such
‘subversive activity’ in Turkey, for example by measing the specificity and severity of
punishment of the relevant provisions in the P€uwde. The report described the wording of
a new bill that condemned ‘the formation of asstmies with the aim of establishing the
domination of a social class over other socialsgas. to penalties ranging from 8 to 15 years
hard labour®* Later, a clause was added stating that leadersrofunist parties would be
punishable by death, and the bill was passed oacgimber. Of the three left-wing
periodicals which existed in 1950, only ohmah’s Ark,survived by late 1951, while police
surveillance and government crackdowns had foreedral prominent activists — most
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notably the poet Nazim Hikmet — to flee the couriiThus the British ambassador could
conclude:
...deprived of their leaders, harried by the poéiod their informers, cut off from
direct Soviet help and encouragement, and inhillated climate of public opinion
increasingly hostile to anything bearing the tahkoscow, the handful of active
Turkish communists who remain at large have vétig Ichance of making any
progress with the organisation of an integratedkibarCommunist Part}?>

With the communists so clearly deemed ‘Othershef Turkish nation and the ‘Free World’,
the linkage between the Democrats’ foreign andonatipolicies here was not subtle — ‘by
joining the western alliance, the anti-communistncy of the state present since its
foundation was reinforced by anti-Soviet sentim@hiese two overlapping anti-communist
and anti-Soviet streaks became the determiningifashaping Turkey’'s domestic and
foreign policies }®*

Conclusion

Evaluating the early years of DP foreign policyh&bassopoulou writes of the Democrat
leaders: ‘the new government was going to be mersigtent and loud than its predecessor
in promoting Turkey’s security interests and regiamle.”®® This is certainly true, but more
specifically, there was a change in self-image Wisiccompanied the change in government
— this would have implications for both foreign jggland nation building. This paper began
by arguing that this change was prefigured in tResDole conceptions. On nationhood, such
conceptions did not — and publicly could not bensee- differ from the RPP on certain
Kemalist principles, namely republicanism and naism. However, their liberal approach
to the controversial principle of reformism meaantfeaching changes to secularism, etatism
and populism. The nation was still to be Turkisd anll to be ‘civilised’, but its components
now emphasised were the entrepreneurs and theibglillage people, whose individual
rights and freedoms were in turn emphasised asisighie state. Meanwhile, the nation’s
Others — internal division and any foreign threaiow took on communist and Soviet form
respectively. These statements were certainlyétteind articulated through the prism of
party politics, but this does not negate theiridgdtstatus and content. The distinction to be
made is between an RPP whose nation building pgreojas to be eroded by multipartism and
the DP who stood only to gain. The DP’s directionthe Turkish nation was consistently
related to the liberal democratic model of the p@mectorious in World War 11, and
increasingly focused on the rising superpower ef\ifest, the United States. One of the most
transparent indications of this general trend cofreea Metin Toker's memoirs, recounting
Bayar’s explanation for the way in which the fouP Bbunders decided on the name of the
party: ‘It's not that the American model playednote here. Was there not a Republican and
a Democrat party there tod%

Once in government, the change which the Demoamalis’performance would bring about

is hinted at in a remark by the British ambassaddmkara, Noel Charles, according to
whom the Democrats saw themselves as ‘the serual partner in a defensive system
created by the British and the Americatf§.Based on evidence from Turkish, American and
British primary sources, this paper would press lime further and argue that the Democrats
considered, and subsequently attempted to appbemselves thepokesmenf the West in
the East. Working towards the goal of building Tayknto a ‘little America’ politically and
economically, they saw themselves as embodyingttineutes of their imagined West,
namely its superior weight in strategic, ideaticswadl moral terms.
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It is interesting to reflect on the counterfactiat Turkey might well have stayed neutral in
the Cold War and remained protected. Accordingltodn, ‘Turkey would be dragged into
war under the NATO commitments should there bereventional war anywhere in Europe.
On the other hand, should Turkey be attacked bytwets, she would receive help even
without NATO membership because the United Stadefdmot allow Russia to conquer the
Middle East.'®® This seems a reasonable view to take — howewenutiook of the
incumbents of the time arguably prioritised morantlsimply the Soviet threat, which
explains their desire to cement their US alliancéaa as possible. The government did not
only desire security, but also identification witle West, and access to foreign assistance.
The connection between the Democrats’ role conoeptand early role performance was
thus the perception that approximating more clotethe US model was the panacea for
both national questions and foreign policy chalEng/Vhile this model was first entrenched
during the DP’s time in opposition, the Democratguably saw their raison d’étre
increasingly in terms of leading the cry for denadiation as part of the Allied camp. Thus
the civilisation paradigm melted easily into ‘FN\@®rld’ rhetoric, and for them — if
temporarily — the dilemma was resolved.
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