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l; TİJl]]l'.r" ınteraat ıoa,, 
.".":::^': ":.,1.]j:'#' ""

prestlglouaJournalwbichlscurrentlypubllsbedbyourbost,the
loternational Instltute of Social Eistory, Prof, Rüter deftned tbe scope of

tbedlscİplineasfollows:"Socİalbİstorylstakentooeantbeblstoryof
estates, c}aases, soclal groupiıgs regard}ess of name, seen botb as separate

and mutually dependent unİts"' 
..., _+art.ntr Dol,t for the thene of tbis

l ftnd tbls gtatenent a usefu} starting pı

PaPerlİ.e..prob}ensofconceptandnetbodlnstudyİn6tbesoctalblstory
of republican Turkey" for the fo1lowln6 reasons:

Ftrst of aI}, Ruter nakes İt clear:,:::İ 
H::1 :T#ls of

::,n"l,,ilj:§ 
""'."İ"'1,:"J ;:T'j;";'-", prevail ın our research

unless v{e a8ree upon rlgorous definitions and c}ariflcatlons of tbe

strateglcconcepts..socla]class"and..socİalgrouıo.Iwil}}atertryto
sbow tbat sucb a c}ariftcatlon would 5reat}y be}p to e}lnİnate a number

anblguitlesİnsoclalhistorystudlesofZOtbcenturyTurkey'evenağıon8
tbose structured around class-based approacbes

Sucbac}ariflcatlonwll}direct}yleadtothequestloıofwbether
(ln Rüter,s şords) soclal classes and/or 8rouPs should be "6een aa separate

orınutuallydependeıtunltg..AltbougbRüter.seclectlcgtatenent}eaves
tblscontroverstalİssueoP€nlIbelievetbatadeflnlteposttlon-takİn6on
tbeproblenlsregulred.Ivıll}trytoar5uetbattbedegree,formand
nature of "ıutual dependency' should be seen as a naJor feature ln

dİstln8uİsblngsocta}c.lassesfroıısocİaIproupsandtbatthlslsoDearea
of confusroo ,nl,n affects sturlles on 20tb century Turklsb soclety,

Rüter,s reference to tbe 'bistory of claases etc," leads lunedlatelY

to a nuııber of esseıtlal aıd nethodo}o6ica), 1ssues, If we conmit ourEelves

to a class conceptloı based on.nutual depeıdencY'',1t fol}ot*s tbat lnter-

c}assrelatloosandstrugglesw111oaturallyfallwltblnthe6coPeofsocial
blstory.Butdoesltexcludeantbropo1o61calandsoclologİcalbistoriesof
soclal8rouPsln,relatlvelso}atİou.froıothers?t[oreover,andmore
lnportantlY,lsasoctalbtstoryoflnterrelatİonshİpsbetweensocia}
classesandtheStateafeaslbletaskwbİchcanbedİsttn5ulsheticlearly
fron po},tlca} hlstory? I will answer thİs }ast questlon 1n tbe afftrnatlve
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-a questlon whicb, bowever, lnnedlately leacis to the trtcky concept of'the
ruling class". l{y dlscusslon ı.ıill attenpt to show that hlstorlca} studles on

Republlcan Turkey suffer iron a nuıber of ııislnterpretatlons on this
partlcular problen.

Historical studies structured around class-based franeworks requlre

an effective conbination of theoretlcal abstractlon with aa appropriate set

of enpirlca]. tools aıd naterlal. I wt1l try to dempnstrate tbat such a

corıbination has been an extrenely difflcult one for studles on 20th century

Turkey and that the double rlsks of "theorlcisn vs. enplrlclso" bave rarely
been avoided.

These are the issues rıhlch I w111 take up ln thls paper. Tbe paper

is structured around three sectlons where tbe conceptual franework, tbe

prob}en of "the rullng class" and nethodolo61ca1 problens aı,ound

"ernpiricisn vs. tbeorlcisn" v*l11 be discugsed respectively. Constralnts oi
tlııe and spaçe preclude a ful].-scale survey of studies relevant for tbe

soclal hlstory of 20th ceniury Turkey. However, a dlscussion in the abstract
is bardly posslble for our tbene, I have tberefore cıpted for a half-way
şolutlon aad declded to use a slngle source wben discussion around ııy
polnts requlre concrete exanples of hlsıory-wrltlag. Thls 1s a recent

workby ça6lar Keyder, a proninent soctal hlstorlan of Repub}ican Turkey.

His Dookı is pmsibly the ıost appropriate sin6le tex-t for a digcıısslon
aı,oıııd tıbe theıe of thls rırper slıce lt incartrıorates alıçt all tbe
controversial pcittonş rith şbich I take işşııe.

11. şÇTAI- CIA§SE§ AID SDCTll- GEOIIP§: r§ Tffi TURf,ISH BI}REAUCİACY

A ıffIlL clİ§s-?
If we intend to use social classes and soclal groups as basic uııitş

of analysis, we reguire an İnternally consistent and theoretlcally sound

conceptua} franerıork arouad whlch our definitions can be structured. l
conslder the .ıeater-ia]lst interpretatlan of hlstory as the nost appropriate
theoretical attenpt towards provlding such a franev*ork.

A fundanental proposltloı of bistorica] materla]tsn ls that a
partlcular c].ass structure emanates fron and, hence, corresponds to
partİcular relatlons of productlon. As for various relatlons of productlon
ln class societles, tbey are deflned and distlngulshed by speclfic
nıecbanlsıs of extractlng tbe surplus product fron dlrect producers. Tbls
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1nİtlal extractlon of the surplus constltutes prlnary re]atİons of

productton.

If we coıne back to the İssue ralsed ln the İntroductory sectlon of

this paperı once we comıılt ourselves to the foregolng fornu}atlon, İt

b€c:ot!€s clear tbat socİal classes cannot be concelved "ln lsolatlon', A

speclflc duallty oİ soçia] cJasses, 1n Rüter,s words "nutualIy dependent on

each other,,; but also dlrectly confrontln6 each other, is tberefore produced

througb particular nechanlsas of surp]us extraction, Iı other words, each

c}ass can only be defİned wlth respect to its dİalectlcal opposlte wlthln a

distin6ulshable and we}l-defined ııode of extractlng the surplus product,

Vorktn8 c]ass vs. tbe bourgeolsie, serfs vs. lords, , the slave vs. tbe

naster are the wel]-knoı*n c]ass dua}lties rıblcb emer8e fron caPltallst,

feuda} and slave nodes respectlvely. Tbese exanples do not exhaust the

posslble and actua] bİstorical varlatlons based on e,8, senl-feudal,
,Aslatlc,,, petty-connodİty producin8 nodes, I w1ll elaborate how sone of

t}ıese patterns are observed ln 20th century Turkey further on.

Vben vıe cone to the task of clarlfyln5 sou-ia) groups/strata and

distingulshing tbeın froıı classes, the concept of tbe redlstrlbution af the

surplus pra7uct baa to be 1utroduced. In each social forııation the lnİtlal

extractİon of tbe surplus ls nodifled throu5b narket and non-narket

proce6ses of redlstribution i.e. secaıdary re}atlons of dlstrlbuttoı. Those

who partlclpate ln tbls redistrlbutlon process ln specifled forıns or

distln6uİsbable regularltles constİtute and hence deflne soclal

groups/strata. A dlvisİon lnto two broad 6roups are ca}led for İn thls

contextı Sub_groups of *onoatcally danlnaıt c]asses should be

dlstlngulshed fron laterıediate socilal strata. In tbe former case ln a
capltallst oconon}ı an Jıteı-aa] dlvlslon oi surplus va].ue takes Place

between lndustrial, financlal and connercia} capltal and rentlers as sub-

Eroups of the bour5eoİsie. In the latter case -and taklng a capltalist
econoııy a6 an exanple once a5ain- surp}us transfer to tbe bureaucracY, to

the self-enployed professionals or (ln tbe Turklsh case) to tbe so-called
'narglnal groups" takeş place through the intermediation of the Darket or

of tbe state.
Tbe foregolng propositlons carry a nunber of inplicatlons for

soclal history studles of 20th century Turkey. Anon5 tbese, I wlll take a

slng}e lssue for dlscusslon on whlch dlvergent perceptlons of soclal class

]
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lead to serlous confllctlng İnterpretations and nlsunderstandlngs, Thls ls

thequestlonofwhethertbeTurklsbhıreaucracyoftbeRepub]icanera
sbould be considered a soclal c}ass or not, Tbcıse soclal sclentİsts (anong

wbonKeyderİsarePregentatlve)whoanswertblsquestİonlntbe
afflrnatlve constltute a scbool of thought which evldentlY conf]lcts wlth

our understandıı5 of the tbeoretlcal fraııework deflnın8 c}ass structures İn

varlous soclal fornatlons,

Tbls llne of thlnkln6 conslders tbe Repub}ican (and before that tbe

YoungTurk)bureaucracyasanalnostdlrectandunlnterruptedcontlnuatlon
oftheottoııan.stateclass*lntothe20thcentury.Itlswellknownthat
tbat partlcular class -atthougb rarely under tbe şame tergı- has been

corısldered as one of tbe ııaJor classes of the ottonan soclal fornatlon by

tbe theoretİclanE of the *Asİatlc node oİ production" school.,l|e gbould

lnnedlatelynotethatsucbac}assforuatlonfulJ'yfİtslnwlthtbe
corıceptual franework and vıİth the deflnltlon of soclal class I presented

earller slnce ln tbls node a partlcular necbanlsm of extractİn8 tbe surPlus

(1,e. throu8h varlous nechanlsns of taxat,loı gua}i as tbe tithe) produces a

spectfİcdualltyofsocİalc}assespeculİartothlsnechanlsn:Thestate
class on tbe slde o1 surplus extractors and the tax_payln6 peasantry on the

slde of dlrect producers... In my vlevı the tbeoretlcal conslsteıcy of sucb a

ciass gtructure ls beyoud dlspute. Hovıever, rıhen we cone to the question of

whether the hlstorlcal-enplrlcal realİty of the ottoııan socİety corresponds

tosucbaııodel,theanswerbecones}essstraight-forwardwithevery
cbancetbattbelssueşİllrenainuıresolved;Therlvalscboolsofthou8bt
vılthrespecttotblsquestton-İ.e.the*Aslatlc"vs.the'.feudalist..
a:bools-havebeenuslngEıoreorlessthesanehİstorİcalnaterial,but
keep arrİvln5 at totally confllctlng conc}usİons, Thİs ls, typİca}ly, a case

rıbere connİtnent to a partlcular ,Dode]" bas becone an act of falth and

blstorİcal reallty and enplrlca} naterla} bave become subordlnate to uode}_

buİldin5. I will coııe back to thls }ast and nethodologlcal questlon wİth

respecttotbeRepubllcaneraatthe]astsectionofthisPaPer.
Even if we accept the eııpirlca} valldtty of the exlstence of a

,state classı durlng the classica] ottonan soclety, lt ls tbe effective

ldentlficatlon of tbls ç}ass wlth the Young Turk/Repub]ican bureaucracy of

the2Othcenturytbatcreatesabostofprobleııs.Thesubstantlationof
suchaPo6ltionregtılres.aaextrenelyİn-depthexposltİonandanalyslsof
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tbe tnternal transfornatton of tbe ottonan state class l,nto İts ınodern forn

andalsoanextrenelypaln-stakln6analysİsofthesocla}orİginsand
conposİtlonsoftbeııodernbureaucracyasvıellasthelndlvldual
biograpbiesofitspurportedleadin6nenbers(e.6,theYoun6Turkand
(enalİstpolltlcalcadres).Suchanana}yslsisbardlyundertaken3.

Ioreover,tbereİsanotberandıorefundanentaltbearetlca]
dlfficultywtththlgpartlculartreatneıtoftberepublicanbureaucracyasa
class-adtfflcuttywbİcbdoesnotexistfortheclasslca]ottoııanperiod.
Iobodycandİsputetbefactthatthetvıentlethcenturybureaucracylsa
salarİed8rouPtıltblnamodernisedstatestructure,Astbestatefinances
becaıne lesE and less dependent upon tbe taxatton İııposed upon agrlculture

durlngtbiscentury|onecanbard]yspeakoİthebureaucracyasasocla]
classdlrectlyextractlı5asurplusfroothepeasantryvilthlnprinary
relatlonsofproductlon.Theseveranceofthedistrlbutİonaltrade-offs
betweenthebureaucracyandtbepeasantrybeconesconpleteanddefinite
wlththeabolİtlonofthetltbeln1925.Tbeonlylnterpretatlonconslstent
şitbtheforegolngconceptua}fraroeworkcanconsİdertharepublİcan
bureaucracyon}yasanİnternedlatesoclal8rouPwhİchearnsltsrevenues
froınastatebudgettowbichthepeasant,ry.s66111{tıu+-1onbeconesnainly
ltnİ.tedtoltsghareslnİndİrecttaxat.'.ın.Thebureaucracywİtbnodirect
trade_offs witb a partİcular c}ass nay, borıever, lnc}ude an uPPer ec}ıelon

şbosepcltlonstılthİntbestateenablescondttionsofnaterİaladvantage
orlglnatlngfroıtheband-outsoftbedoninanteconomicclasses.Thİsls.
however, a different guestlon to which I sba1l return further on,

A siııpl,1fled scbene reflecting the c}aşs structure and soclal

stratİftcatlon of tbe Turklsb society durln5 tbe repub),1can perlod sbould,

tnuyvlew,beconstructedaroundthetbreeobservablerelatlonsof
productlon, 1.€. capttalist, şeni-feudal nodes and petty connodtty

producti,on. Tbe soclal classes tıhlch these nodes create are, resPectİve}y,

therıorklngclassvs.thebourgeoisle;landless(orsııall)tenant-farners
vs.landlordsandıarket-orientedpeasantryvs.nercbants/ooneylenders.
This last ErouPı to be considered a class in its fult rlght, should be ln

its pre-capltallst forııs, Four sub-Eroups of tbe bourgeolsle

(lndustrlaL/agrarLaı,flnanclalandconnerclalcapltalandrentİers)and
threelnternedlatesocİalstrata(selfenp}oyedand/oreducated
professionals,tbebureaucracyandtheso-called"urbannar6lnals")canbe
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}

:

ProPot ğ!i as constltutlD8 the soı;ial 8rouPs subservtent and perlpberal tcı

and outslde tbe baslc class structure,

III. stEıAL cLA.ssEs AlD TEE STATB: TEE İEPUBLICAI BUBEAIICRACY AS

TE§ nlILilG cl,ıss
In tryln6 to delineate the 6coPe of soclal history tbrou8b Rütar,s

statenent quoted above, vıhen we cone to an elaboratlon of the phrase "the

hlstory of clasaes and soclal groupings" tbe questlon we bave to tackle 1s,

evidently,,,what klnd of bistory?" Thls questlon 1nııedlate}y leads to a

nunber of others: If lt ls wrong to deflne socla} classes 1n lso]atlon, does

it follow tbat the blst*ıy of c}asses can on}y consİst of the hlstory of

class strugg}es? But ln tbat case, 1on5 perİods 1n the evolutlon of socİal

for.natıons wheu class stru8gles app€ar to be dorıant and take place only

in the re6u}arltles of tbe econonlc donaİn ougbt to be excluded fron soclal

history.sa6enda,Suchanorlentatlonııayalso]eadtotheexcluslonof
tbosesocia]8r9uPswbosepartlclpatioırıithinc}assstru65lesare
extrenely conptlcated and ambi5uous. It ls c}ear that narroıı_nlnded answers

to these questlon would result tn llnltİn5 the scoPe of soclal history lnto

an extrenely contracted area of exceptlonal perlods and events, ln reJectin6

sucb a Darrow approacb I would even prefer to 5o one step furtber and

ProPosetbatabistoricalapproacbbasedonclassternscaınotexclude
coverİng 1nterrrelatİonshİps between socia] classes;,6roups and the state,

State/class l1nkages should, tberefore, be consldered another area of

lnuestigation of socla] bistory,
Ivı1lldiscussafewquestionsonbİstorlca}İnvestl8atİonsof

state/ciass relatloıs both 1ı 6enera1 terns and v*lth respect to studles on

twenttetb century Turkey. In thİs case as we11, a Darror, İnterpretatlon

which focuses on state/class relatlons only durln6 those excePtional (1,e,

revolutionary or counter-revolutlonary) perlods wben classes en6a6e ln

stru561e for tİe conquxt of state Power would be counter-productive, It is

unjustıflable to exclude tbose long and nornal perlods İn tbe evolution of

class socletles xben the declslve questlon of."wbicb class rules?" has been

reso}ved,butlnterrelatlonshlpsbetweensub-5roupsoftherulln6blocand
the state, aş xell as those between the subordinate socia} 8roups and the

politlcal superstructure are tn flux,o

Do ı*e have any tbeoretlcal 6uldeltnes for sucb an i,nvestlgatlon? l

belteve that the best orlentatlon ls provided by a şıe}l-known thesls of tbe
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traterlallstlnterpretatİonofblstorythatdurlngthoseperlodsofthe
"Dcrnal. evolutioı of soctal fornatlons, the econonlcallY donİnant (1,e, the

ııaJorsurp}us_extractlng)classcontrolsthestateasrıell.Tbechan6lng
1nternalba}anceofforcesİn-betweenttesub-grouPgoftbedonİnantclass
deternlnes tbe forn and content of po}ltıcal power. and thls becoges an area

ofintra-classconfllct,bar6alnlngandconpronise.Casesofcoalİtlons
between econonically doninant c]asses for tbe contro} of state power can

alsobeobservedalthougb-bythenatureoftbln6s-thesearedestlnedto
be unstable and usually c0rresPond to historlcal}y transttory phases, A

refined verslcın oı tbe saııe tbesıs enphasises tbe re]atlve autoaoay of tbe

state at certa7n noıents: The scope of tbis autoaony area -or the exlstence

ofarelatlveJylar6eareaoffreedoalndependentofecononlcalJydanlnant
c7asses_ expands dur)ıg periods of transitjon froa one node of productlon

to tbe other. And it is during such transitory periods that thls re]at[ve

autonomylsoccasiona}Jyals-percelvdbytheobserver,oreventhesrcta]
scjentist,as!fltlsthest,atefunctİonarİes,theclvl]servants,lnshort
the bureaucracy itse]i which was the ruling c"lass,

Tbls ılsprceptlon 7s wldespread agong the sc,bo,Iars af three

countriesılthlangtradjtloasoİstı^on1statesandaİauthorltarianru]e
andltlsnatura]thatveshouldobgervethesaneLnterpretatlonanong
socla}EcİeatistsandhlstoriaasoİtıentiethcenturyTurkey,Thts
laterpretatlonlsabjectlonab]eaotonlyba;auseof|tstreatnentofthe
bureaucracyasasocİaJc]ass-whİchIhavealreadycrlticlsedabove_but

alsobecauseltseestbeadnlnlstratorsofstatefunctlonstbroughout
centurİesofottonanruleandthrou5houttherepubllcaoperlodasasln6le
rultng class naılaly undlffereotlated 1n tlııe,

TbetypicalTurklsbverslonofthlsapproach,partlcularlylnlts
ueıılyacquired,lİberalleft.verslonseestbewholebistoryof1.9thaıd
20th century ottoıan/Turklsh socletles as a "class stru85}e" between two

classes; Tbe bureaucracy and the bourgeoisle, Althou8h there are ups and

downslntblsstruggleandpbasesofcollaboratİonandcoalİtlons,İtls
malnly6eeııasastru66}earoundthestrateglcguestlononwhowlllbethe
rullngclags,TheconguestoftheStatePowerbytbeYoun5Turksand
Kena]İsts ln 1908 and 1920_1923 cannot be perceived as "hlstorical

ruptures.,}etasideaS..revolutlon6'.bytblsperspectlve,butratheras
incldencesofpolittcalconf]ictsbetweendİfferentfactlonsofthe
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traditlonal rulİng class and ls to be dlstlnguİshed fron the naJor class

conillct of tbe perlod -e,g. tbe bureaucracy/bourgeolsie conflict. Althoıı8h

aCvo;ates of tbls acbool 6ee a gradual strengtbenin6 tn tbe relatlve

posltlon of the bourgeoİsle durlng tbe decades, the oırtcone le far froı

teİn6 reso}ved even as ı{e approach the end of tbe century: Phases of

pro6ress of the bourgeolsle are follorıed alnost wltbout exceptlon wlth

periods of conebac}s of the bureaucracy. The 1960,1971 and 1960 ıotlitary

çoıJps are interpreted as bureaucratlc-nİlltary comebacks of tbls nature and

the definite connltment of the post-1980 Junta to tbe econonlc (and even

tbe politİcal and constltutional) pro6raD of the bourgeolsle İs not

eıp}"alned. In slİghtly different phraseology, tbe Turklsh hlstory of the

Zütb century is seen a6 a contİnuous, pendulun-llke and unresolved strugg}e

between the State and Clvll Soclety. Tbe "left" and tbe worklng ınasses of

the Turklsh soclety are lnvlted to Join the active forces struggling for
,civi} society, the vanguard of which has always been tbe bourgeolsle. An

undercurrent ln thts İntellectual tradİtlon represented ,aınong others, by

[ey,İer carries the sane story only up to 1950, tbe year of Denocratic

Party,s vlctory over the Kena}lEt party after wbich the bourgeoisle ls

a,lnitted to bave noved İnto a Dore pernanent positlon of streı8thE,

Tbe naln flaw rıith tbls story of an al}-powerful bureaucracy lu

its (clasElcal and Yestern_styled) Ottonan, and then Youn6 Turk, and

flnally Kenallst garbs but ııİth no dlstlnctlon tn İts socİal cbaracter and

functlon as tbe only rullng class fron the 14th (or 15th?) century up to

the second half of the 20th century ls 1ts extreme slnp}lclty: It noves

over tbe slx huodred years of hlştory llke a tank, levels all tbe bllls and

holes 1nto a flat area and clalns to explaln everythin6. I bave always

dqıbted that tbose ıa5lc fornulas whlch seen to explaln everythİng but are

ğctuatly devoid of substance. Tbe tbeory of the bureaucracy as tbe (alıgt)

perpetua} rullag class suffers fron a nunber of coııplicatlons, The

reluctance to define or de]lneate tbe bureaucracy wlth rlgour and eııPİrİcal

clarlty ts one conpllcatlon whlch I vı111 dlscuss in the next aection,

Relatlons of the 'bureaucracyı wlth tbe bourgeolsle ls another conpllcatlon

rıhlcb I will take up now.

yhen tbe theoretlclan or historian connltted to tbe "Aslatlc' ıode

of productlon nodels deplcts the classİcal Ottonan "state class", he/she

palnts a picture ln whİch this ru]lng class attenpts to blnder as far as
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,]

possible the ener8eıce of rlva} centres of econonlc power based on varıous

forns of property and wea].th and succeeds İn thls endeavour wlth respect

to tbe l{oalen populatlon up to tbe end of tbe 20th century, But ı*hen the

sane theoretlctaı (llke Keyder) ııoves lnto tbe 2Otb century, partİcularly

fron 1914 oDwards| be continues to te}l the story of the sane rulln6 class,

albelt wltb a ,,refornlst, facade, shlftİn5 to a strat"6_y , f nurturİng and

supportİn8theneıılyener6ln5Turklshbourgeolsle,Tblslsnotaone-way
street:Thebi6berecbelonsofthebureaucracyenrlchtbenselvesasa
natter of po}İcy and legltlnately between 1914_1930 and llllcltly durln8

tbe 1930s and 1940s. As a result of this Proces6, for exaııple durlng the

etatlst perlod, 'it beçones dlfflcult to dlstin8ulsh between the top ranks

oftbepolltlcalc]assandindustrialbourgeoİsle,..,ıner6edlntoa
coalltlon...tof a] rulln8 b}oc,,,.wlth confllcts renainln8 tonlyl at the }evel

of divldin6 the spolls,"
ThequestionlEııe1].worthasklnglftbesewritersarespeaklngof

thesanesocialrealityinreferringtotheottonanstateclaşsoftbe
c]asslcal period tıİtb a deflnlte bİas agalnst İndivİdual enrichnent and to

tbe Youn6 Turk and Kenalist po}1tical cadres wltb intlnate and nutually

beneflclal llnkages yılth the bourgeoisle wben they wrıte sweepın8ly about

the"bureaucracyasarultn6class..toanalysebothphenonena.The
re}uctance to deflne and dellneate operatlonally the strateglc concept of

.tbebureaucract'evtdentlyisonemaJorcauseoftbedİfflcu}ttes.However,

and nore lnportantly, it ls evldent that tbe analytica} concept utılısed

herelsnotreflnedenoughtocapturetbeconplexsocİo-ecoıoınlcphenonena
occurrln6 ln tbe 20th century, In lookln5 at the sane pbenonena of the

state-bour6eolsle llnks, an alternative explanatlon based on tbe

neııbourgeolslenent, of tbe polttİcal cadres followln8 the collapse of the

enpıre _a period durlng wbıch the autonony of the state had conslderably

andlnevltablybroadened-andthegradualconguestofthestatebyabloc
of econonica}}y doıtnant classes flnalİsed not İn 1950, but 1n 1946 seens a

ınuch nore productlve one. once we }ıberate ourselves fron the in_bullt

do5ııasoftbenode},İttınedlatelybecoıesc}eartbattbenytbof.tbe
bureaucracy as the rulln5 c]ass" durin5 the 20tb century (or the flrst half

thereof) 1s a total}y redundant one,
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IY.EIPInIC§ıYs.TE§onlc§I:soİlif,E"TEoDoItrIcALnErLBCTIOIS:
Llkegostbrancbesofsocla}sclences,bistorlcallnvestl6atlons

confronttheriskoffallinglntoeİtheroDeoftbetwonetbodologlcal
extrenes: Enplrlcisıı vs, theoriclsn,

Eıplrlcisn as tbe rıldespread devlation ln nalnstreaı Turkish

historİansj.scbaracterlsedbyanextrenedown_to-earthapproachbagedon
detalled arcblve ııateria1 aıd enpirical tnvesttgatlon and bY the reJection

tbeusefulnessofanysocletaltbeoryorofconceptualframeworkon
re}atlvelyhlghleve}sabstractlontoexplaİnthe}on6_tern(historlcal)
movementsofsoclalsysteıs.Yİthrespecttosocialhİstory,enpİrİclsn
doesnotreJecttheuti;:;atlonofclass-basedconcepts,butexcludesaDy
coıınİtnent'toaaytheoryofbİstory(l.e.blstorlcalııaterlallsn)alnin5to
exp}aln the lan6-tern dynaıılcs of class socletles,

Theoricisnlnsocialhlstory,ontbeotberhand,lsanorecoıDııon
disorderşİthintheranksofradica]and/orf,arxlan-orlentedsocial
scieıtİstsandıanifestsltselfİnanexcesslvecoıımttnenttotbeoretİcaı
node}scoupledwitbselect'iveuseofenplricalnaterlalinasloppywayso
astosupporttheprrconcaivedtheoretlcalsçheme.Itİs'perbaps,not
colncldentattMtlnTurkeytbİstendencylsnatnlyrepresentedbynon-
blstorlansocİalscİentistsırbosedirectcontrİbutionstoourpuolof
historlcalfİndlngsarenotextrenelyİnpresslveandtıhcsetheoretlcal
contributlonsareusuallyrecelvedYıitbdispara5İng-andlnlıanycase6
unJusttfied- lndifference by professional historians,

Asoclalscientİstxbo,forexanple,deflneshisobJectİvesln
hlstorİcallovestİ6atlonas.focusllngJontberelatİonsanoD8donlnant
classes and fractlons and tbelr atteıpts to attaln, nalntaln and eııploy

state power.7 ,s alıoşt autonatlcally preparlng a trap for hinself unless

be takes extreıe care to protect hls work fron tbe netbodolo5tcal bıaseş of

theorİctsı.Sııchanagenda(e.5.for2OtbcenturyTurkey)İnducesthe
tbeoretlcİantonarrateastorystructuredaroundafevıactors-e.5.
1ndustrlalaıdcoıunercla}bourgeolsles,thebureaucracyand_lnsecondrate
aad passlve rol.s- tbe şorklng class and the peasantrY. A Pre-concelved

scenarİoallocateswel}-deflnedrolestotheseactors.Suchastorycannot
benarratedunleasltlsassumedtbateachoneoftheseactors-e.6.
classes-Pos5essesaunİ.fiedandsln6}ewlllwlthrespecttoltsecooonlc
and po}ltlca} lnterests and acts according}y and conslstently,
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Such a story-tellİng nakes extrenely İnterestlng and excltln6

readln5. But the reader ııay occasİonally renember tbat what he İE studyİng

1s not flctlon, but soclal sclence, A researcher wbo takes social classes or

8rouPs thereof aDd 1Dternedİate soclal strata as tbe unİts of analysls of

social history sbould not comnİt blınself to thls flctlonal and abştract

netbodologİcal bİae. He 1s not Justlfİed to disregard the extrene dlverslty,

conflİctlng internal lnterests, elenents of false consclou5ness and the

unavoİdable unpredİctab1l1ty -rıblch 1s always present ln social Processes

6İnce tbey lnvolve buınan bein6s_ wltbln each classı BrouP or stratun, In

practıcal terns thıs ıneans that tbe researcber nust be satlsfled y+lth

establİshİng only general tendencles and loose and broad regularltİes with

resçiect to the actİons and ecoDonlc and pol1tical destlnles of these social

actors. And even these norlest conclusions can only be obtained on the basis

of extrenely systerıatıc use and cautlous İnterpretatlon of hlstorlcal and

enplrica1 naterlaI.
Itnustbeadnlttedthatnanycontrlbutionsto20thcentury

Turklsh soclal history suffer fron tbe theoriclst,s disorder, A typical case

in polnt refers to tbe }ack of any c}ear_cut deflnitİon of "the bureaucracy"

İnthosestudlesİnwhİchtbls5roupİstreatedastherulİngclassof
rep,ıbllcan Turkey. Ye do not know, for exanp}e ln Xeyder,s book, if thİs

.class" lncludes the totallty of civll servants only or tbe educated

professİonal self_enptoyed, the lntelll8eutsla İn general as ıçell, 0r does

tbe 5roup İnc]ude ııerely the polltlcal cadres, but only up to 1950 whatever

their ideo1o6ical orlentations and socla] roots nay be? After ],950 are we

entİtled to İnclude only tbose pollttcal cadres wlth partlcu]ar ldeo1o6lcal

orİentatİons and pol1tİcat llnkE (e.g. those belonging to the RPP or those

servİ.n5 the nll1tary Eovernnents) withln tbe ranks of thls "class"? And

after 1980, for exanple, where are we supposed to place the nass of tbe

clvlt servants wbo, by tbe dranatic eroslon of tbelr sa]arİes, are graduallY

novlng lnto the sbanty_towD areas of urbaı centres and are forced to the

}ıfe-styles and consunptlon norns of the proletarıat? should we evlct then

fron the ranks of the bureaucracy? or, maybe, bas tbe bureaucracy as a

cla,ss dlsappeared altogether when 1t was reııoved fron power (ln 1950) or

wben tbe lncones of the ErouP as whole deterlorated dranatlca}ly (post_

198c)? Tbese are tbe types of questlons renalnln8 unanswered ln most

coatributioDs on republlcan bureaucracy,
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As for tbe treatıent of social classe-s/grouPs a5 actors İn a pre-

concelvedscenarİo,afewexanplesnaybelnorderı"Thetl9thcenturyJ
bureaucracy...tendedtofavouranodelofcapltalİstlntegratİonproılsİn8
toupboldtheclalnsofstatefuıctlonarlesasasurplusreceİvln6class,"
,Tbe bureaucracy tİn the 193Os1 reacted a6alnst lncorporatlon lnto the

capitallst systeı, and a class strug6le ensued, between lt and tbe

burgeonlngbourgeolsİe...Tbepoorerpeasantry...preferredecononlcfreedon
1ntbefornofıarketopportunity,a}tboughnotasferventl.yasulddleand
rlcb peasants.. ,It was bi8hly unllkely that tafter 1960] any sl5nİficant

8rouPwİthlnthebureaucracy...Yıouldadvocateaprolongedregine...outsİde
Uesternpar}laıentarlsn.."tThe1960coupwaslanarriagebetween
bureaucratlchopesaıdtbenanufacturİngbourgeolsie.§demands.....Shanty
townersreprod.uced...tbeantl-elltereseıtnenttheybadcarrİedwlthtben...
,,[Fol].owlng 19s0l tbe bour5eoisle as a şhole...nade the cholce for restrİcted

denocracy...taıd] se}f-eıployed petty producers supported tbe new tpost-

1980] orientation"'E
Tbese statements, all froıı f,eyder, are supported by extrenely loose

andunsystenatlcenpİrlcalevİdenceandreasoning.Ianawaretbatoncewe
movetntotbelevelofabstractloneıbodiedintbeforegoin6statements,
theirenpirlcalsubatantiattonusual}yemer8esasaformİdableand.at
tlııes,inposstbletaskIanalsoconvlncedoftheoccasionalnecessityto
workattblslevelofabştraction.HoYıever,anexcessİvetendencyto
dlsregardaltogethertbetasktoforıulate,constructandsystematlse
crlterlaorİndicatorsbasedoneconoılic,political,}e5alorldeo}o61cal
tnforııatlon to gupport sırch tbeorettcal assertions can hardly be defended,

otberwlse,İtıaybea}uayspoesİbletosubstltuteoıesetofabstract
stateıentsforanotherandcontradlctorysetıılthoutevenbotherİngto
cbange tbe eıpirlcal groınd but nerely nake dlfferent tbeoretlcal

İnterpetatlonsonthebasİsoftbesaıehİstoricalfacts.Therels,evldently,
nolinlttovarlatİonsoatbesetbeıesun}essnetbodologİcaldİscİplİneİs
lıtroduced into the use eıplrlcal/blstorical iafornatlou,

YhatİindofeıplrİcalguideltnescanoneProPosetosalva6esoclal
btstoryofrepubllcanTurheyfroııtheexcesslvetbeorİcisııaffllctln6sone
ofourresearcbers?Ibelievetbatanybistorica]investlgatlonontbe
presentceDturynustıakegooduseoftbeenplrlcalnaterlalandflndings
enanatlngfroıvarİpusdlsclpllnesoİsocialsciencesandevenfrom
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uncoDventloDa1 sources.I w1ll conclude thls paper by sug3estin6 a few ideas

ia thls dlrectlon:
Anessentlalelenentofsocla}blstoryinvestlgatlonsofrepublİcan

Turkeyshouldbeseenasquaatİtatlveİndlcatorsofpriıaryaadsecondary
reiatlonsofdlstrlbution,Theavallabllltyofthls8rouPofenplrtcal

lnputs w1ll elininate all pretext for naking speculatlge statenents on

chan8eslntherelatlveeconontcposltlonsofsrclalclasses/groupsonthe
basis of whicb class positlons are usually bullt, Ya5es/va}ue added ratlos

and/or real wage, enployment and labour prodrcttvlty serles are tbe

relevant ,ndlcators of capltalist relations of Prduction, For PettY

conıodity productlon _tıith respect to the peasantry_ cbanges eitber 1n the

terns of trade for a5riculture or İn the coıınercial nargins betvreen prlces

paldbyflnalusersandprtcesrecelvedbyfarnersofa6ricultural(or
a8rİculture-başed)coınodltlesrePresentchan6esintheratesofsurp}us
extraction fron tbe peasaıtry. Under certaln types of ıarket structures

facİn8Pettycoıııodltyproductlontbefornerlndlcatorcanbeassuınedto
representsurplusextractlonbyİndustrlalcapltalandtbe}atterthatby
nerchantcapital.Forseıl-feudalrelatlons,Iaad-rentperunltof
agrlculturaloutputorrea}rentsperunitoflarıd,andchangesthereofcan
beused.Ylthrspecttosecond,aryrelatlonsofdistributlon,lnterestrates
aıdstrareoflıterestpaynents(orofrevenues)vıltbİnEro6sprofits(or
within GDP); a reftıed breakdov*n of tbe structure of relatlve prtces i,eadin6

_ to estlııates on coıııerclal narglns and profıts in various sectors; and non-

a5rlcultura} rents 1ı rea1 and relatlve terns refleaİi,the tnternal sbarlnS

oftbesurp}us.Trendslnthesbareofctvt]servicesalarİegwlthlnnon_
agrlculturalGDP,salarleslnrealternscanbeusedaslndlcatorsof
distrlbutloıfor.thebureaucracy.asaDinternedİatesocİa}stratum.For
tbecalculatlonofgoıeoftbeşej,ndlcators,conventlonalEtatİstlcsdo
provide the approprlate basis9, For others -e,6, tbose relatlng to senl-

feudal rents, lncoıes accruln6 to self-enptoyed professtonals or to tbe

.nargİnalpopulatlon.-fleldworkbydlfferentspecialİstscanprovldethe
necessary data,

In order to conprehend tbe lncldence of econoıic and eoclal

po).İclesenanatln6fronthestate,andtoassesstbenfrontbevİewpotntof
c}assposltions'tberesearcbershouldhaveaful}graspofthenechanlsms
througbvıhlcbtbesepo}lclesaredecİdeduponandarelııp}enented.Tbİs
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Eoes b€yond a Dere overvlew of tbe fornal cbanne]s and requlres a full

analysis of how partlcular ErouP6 penetrate and tnfluence declsİon-naklng

at the pollttcal leve}. tllthout such an lnvestlgation lt becones difficult

eltber to reject or valldate tboEe speculatlve fornulatlons on clasE/state

1nter-relatlonshlpssoneofrıblcbIhavecrltlclsedabove.
Vlth respect to the "hlstory of classes and of soclal 6rouplı6s",

partlcularlyontheday-to-d'aystru6glesofvariousErouPs'tberesbouldbe,
ln ııy vıeş no taboog on the utillzation of unconventiona] gources oı

gatherlng 1nforııatlon and of enpİrlcal naterla1. Frou socİo1o51ca1 and

anthropo1o61calfİeldresearcbtoJournallstlcandevenllterary
contrlbutloas, there exlsts an lnnense area of untapped 1nforoatlon sources

for tbe soclal blstorİan once he/she 1s wll1İn6 to nove lnto an unorthodox

style of wori.

Flıa}ly,lnvestigatlonsonc}assldeo1.o6ieslntbelrlınnense
variatlons and ln flux bave tradltlonal}y renalned tbe ıost speculative

area for the Turkisb Eoclal lnvestİgators. Tbe Turklsh intellectual and

po}lticatlifeofthepresentcenturylsvarledandrlcbenou6htoprovlde
the raw ıaterİa}s for an analysls of tdeo1o61ca1 posİtions, Yhat ls nlsslng

iE the lact of approprİate theoretlcal and ııethodo1o6ica1 tools for linkln8

1ndlvldual or İnstltutlonal vlewpolnts, poeltİons and actions to partlcular

socİal classes and 6roups, for dlstlnguisbİng tbe varİous layers of ldeology

or for decoıposiD6 an apparent}y sln5le doctrlne 1nto lts dlfferent

ldeologlca} coıponeıtş. yithout a refıned and extrenely careful endeavour İı

this dİrectlon, any stateıent on "bourgeols, petty_bourgeols, offlctal,

doııtnant, ııorking class, bureaucrattc" ldeo}o5ies becone, at best, nere}y

worklnghypotheesand,atııorst,enptyandspeculatlveassertlonsdevold
of aay substaıce.

I.etıeendonasonewbatoptlıılsttcnoteconcernln6thefutureof
socla}blstoryofrepubllcanTurheywitbaTurklsbsayln5:"Vehavethe
su8ar,thef}our,tbeoİt;butwherelstbepuddln6?"Alltbeelenentsofa
5rand synthesls of Turkish socta} hlstory for the 20th century exist, both

ateuplrİçaland.tbeoretlcal}evels;buttheexpectedoutputofhlgh
standards İs yet to be produced. llorıever tbere are sı5ns that we wil] not

walt too 1ong before startlng to enJoy tbe pudding,
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1.Ç.Keyder,StateaadCJasslnTurkey,Verso1.9s7.,Lcındon.Keyder,asfaras
I know, İs the only Turkİsh s_oci_a}lcientıst rıho bas labelled bİE own work

as osocial blstory,. See bls ropıuasaı ?arlb ça]l,na7arİ, Dost 1984, Ankara,

2.Inf,eyder.swords,lntbeottonansoclalfornatlon."functtonarİes
constitute a state_ciass.,.based on the extractıoı of surplus (ın tbe forn

oftaxes)fronanlndependentpeasantry..(,StateandClasslaTurkey'
op.cit., p.26.)

3.InXeyder.sstoryısşr.etlne.in.thel8thorl9thcentury,andoutofthe
blue, ener8es .a o",*,,roo"an, factlon rıtnın the bureaucracyi",twttb a] nore

secular conceptlon of state po"*rj ıuoai...a versJgn of reforıılsn," And tbİs

.bureaucracy tended to favour u ,J"ı of capıta}ıst İntegratlon proınlslng

to upbo}d tue claıis of state functlonarles as a surpluJ recelvlng class,,

<Ibid., pp.2S,29) This ls as far as Keyder s,:= i: explaining tbe

trarısformatlon .i tb; cıassıcaı oitorr, ,sIate_class" lnto tbe youıg

Turk/Repub}İcanbu.",u",ucy.Theu,tho.ınayfeelJustifiedtopatnta
plcture of an "rii"i"ıy 

simtb tianstornuiıoo Just because be asserts that

tbts 1s no new "ı""" 
l"rratlon, ;-i;".d a perf_ect contlnuation of the

sane class tnto a ,oa.r, "... ııor-".r.ıi aon,t feel any socİa} sclentlst is

Justlfled to erııınaie hts/ber tı.o."ii"ul, analytİcal and enplrlcal

difficultles ııerely by slıplifyin6 aşsertions,

4.EistorİesofEtatesoroflater_staterelationsİntbenarrowsensewou]'d
naturally fal} outside the scope of scctal history, to be covered by

conventl-onal (e,5, "polttlcal') blstory,

5.[nf,eyder.sundergtandln6,lftberelsasinglerevolutlonaryrupturein
tbe evolutlon of ottrru, oft ırrtisn-socıetıes, ıt is the electoral victory

ofDegocratİcPartytn1950seen(lablswords)as..afundamentalbreakln
Turklshhtstory...agaİnstastatİsttradİtlonseveralcenturİesold.',[leading
to] tbe bureaucracy's subordlnatlon l" ll, bour6eoisle durin6 the subsequent

phase.' (Ibtd. pp,124 ,!2?,>

6, ibid. pp.106- 10? ,

?. Ibld. p.4.

8.Ibld,pp,[g,2,|2?,],ıı1,145'?o?,225-226respectlvely.Thesecritlcal
observatıoDs oD tne tieoriclst blas İn keyder,s recent book should not be

lnterpretedu"u...ıtıclsıofKeyder,sprevlous.contrlbutlonswblchbad,for
exaıple, enrıched-orr-enpırı.uı _İro*ı*oie 

and theorettcal understanding of

Turkey durln6 tne 1gZOs and and of TurİlsU agrarian structures,

9.s€eK.Boratav,DJetürİjscieYİrtschaftİa20'Jahrhundert\.]908-1980)'
Da5ye11 1987, r.roiir.t and K.Borat u, rı.tıye Iktlsat Tarlhl, 19a8_1985,

Gerçek 1988, Istanbul for tiııe "..io,covering 
the wbole repub}lcan perİod

of nost of the oJo"]"",tloned lndlcators of dlstrlbutlon,
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