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Reflectj_ons on |'Some Prcblems of Concept and Method in

Studying the Social History of Republican Turkeyl', a 1ecture

by Korkut Boratav

It is great honour, but it is also great responsibility

to take stance in crucial questions of Turkish

historiography aJnong such distinguished historians. My task

is a1]- the. more difficult, because it wqs only three weeks

ago that I received the lecture of Mr. İ'oratav, and thus I

was not able to read C. Keydar\s State ana Class in Turkey,

which initiated Boratav} s lecture. However, his review was

very much stimulati-ng, I read it with pleasure also because

many of the problems raised by him have concerned me as we1]-

for a long time. In addition to a'.review of a revi_ew'.. let

me now also comment in sorne detai]- on a very important

question of Turkish historiography, narnely, the relationship

between the state and the classes, the formation and

stratification of the national bourgeoisie, and on

theoretical problems arising in this field.

If we consider earlier eras of history, it is obvious,

and in fact can be taken for granted, that concepts and

theories on historical reality include several remarks that
were appareııtly made on class grounds, reflecting class
interests, and they took into account only those aspects of
histori-ography which ,ue." .el.vant from the point of view of
a particu]_ar concept, and in this way they j.nevitably gave a

distorted reflection of reality. on the other hand,
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preconceptions arisi_ng

historical deve].opment,

historiography.

from.the comparison of types of

endangerin a specia]_ v,,ay, also

Consequently, it would be fallacious to investigate

19th and 2Oth century Turkish hj.story from the point of view

of Europe-centered, traditiona1 growth arıd modernizati,on

theories. Those theories i_nterpret the optimal functioning

of the social systeın on the basis of the idea], theoretical

moiel of mature capitalist society, which is put i_nto

practice by the developed countries. In that interpretati.on

re]_ative J-agglng behind is an ear]-ier,. j_ınperfect phase of

the historica]_ deve]_opment that ]eads to the idea1

prototype. The sti]]_ unc]ear phases of the deveJ-opment of

Turkey and its present structure basical]_y differ from those

propositions that lj-e behind the logic of those theories.

Thus, the j_dealized or mechanic ideas of the

traditional theories have to be replaced by an approach that

makes it possible to describe the structure and functj.oning

of society and its probJ-ems in concrete terms. From this

argument it fo]_lows that our investigations shou]_d aim at

establishing an analytic theory based on the historica]-

study of the development of society.

A historical_ point of view and the identification of

structural factors are,important for the functioning and

interpre.tation of a system with that particular structure,

and ultimately for the analysis of structural changes

themselves. Research in social sciences aims at eiploring
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revo].ution,

reVo]-ution,

the interdependence between cause and effect from the point

of view of value premises, that is, in our case,

moderni_zation ideals.

It is in this context that I would like to endeavour to

outline a theory of the function of the state, the formation

of classes, and questions of c]ass struggle.

The 2Oth century in Turkey saw processes serving as the

o:iginal accumulation of capltal, the formation of the two

ba-sic classes of capitalist society. The divergence of the

structure of classes from the aims of the Ataturk
11ı,

which _substituted for the bourgeois

character ofbecame manifest in the particular

tıe revolution. I wil] eiamine this problem in my lecture ln

mcre detail. In this way the revolution was not the

pclitica1 conclusion of a long economic evoJ_ution,

overthrowing the remnants of feudalism, 3s were the

classical bourgeois revolutions in Western Europe, but, oü

the contrary, it was the revolution ltself that created the

institutiona]- framework of the development of capitalist

production relations. This leads to a specia} historical

configuration in which coexistent precapitalist and

developing capi-talist production refations serve as the

basis of a superstructure which is to develop a capitalist

socio-economic system. Despite s]-ow and irregular

e]-imination of feudal and semi-feuda]_ remnants, social

development leads to the formation and dominance of the t*,o

basic classes of capitalist society, nameJ"y the bourgeoisie

and the working class. It fo]-]_ows from the dialectj"cs of
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antagonist conf].icts that the two classes, though they

represent the two poles of society and they have basj_cally

conflicting interests, are mutually dependent on each other.

It j.s not the origj-nal accumu]_ation of capital_ that is a

prerequj-site for the formation of the bourgeoisie, but the

original ex.proprj-ation, that is that direct producers aıe

deprived of their means of production on the one hand, which

]_eads to the accumulation of means of production on the

other.

The basic difference between socia]_ classes and socia]-

groups is that c]_asses are d,etermj_nant factors of a society,

their existence is determined by the fact that they are

interdependent and conditional upon one another, whi}e

social groups are not immanent constituents nor determinant

factors of the socio-economic formation, historically they

are provisional categories. This, however, does not exclude

the possibi}ity that the group i_nterests of certain strata,

or groups, of of the so ca]_led intermediate strata of a

so,:iety cannot, frorn tj"me to time, coincide with the

interests of one of the fundamental classes. In certain

cases socia]_ strata may even temporarily lead struggles for

class interests. Thi_s is what actually happened when the

Ataturk revolutj-on calne to be J_ed by a coa]-ition of the

intelligentsia, the aı.my, and the bureaucratic elite.

At this point T may seem to have arrivetl at a

contradiction within my 'orrr' system, because the

bureaucratic elite, which formed the state and economi_c

leadership after the Ataturk revolution, 1n my view, belong
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to the bourgeoisie. In its ideology and its goals this

stratum, and now I do not mean it in the politico-economical

sense of the word, is a]_ready capitalist, and its members,

with control over the key spheres of the economy are

potential entrepreneurs, and have chances of growing rich,

ano thus beconıing capitalists themsefves. The institutional

system of the state not only makes this possible, but even

stimu]ates it. To quote the famous definition of Lenin,

socia]_ classes can be differentiated on the basis of the

quantity and of their means of getting the social goods at

their disposal. And it is at that point that I cannot see

any re]_evant differ,ence between the bourgeoisie and the

bureaucratic bourgeoisie, because the latter is part of the

mechanism which ensures the expropriation of surplus va]-ue.

Their interests are fundamentally identica]_ with those of

the bourgeoisie, even if the conflict between the interests

of the two fractions of the bourgeoisie seem to have,

teıi.porarily , become signif icant. This confJ_ict , however, is

nev er so profound , or at ]-east j_ t has never become so

prciound as to jeopardize the current socia} system. They

dic jeopardize the soclal system in feudalism, and the two

fractions led the struggle against feuda]_ism. That is they

bot.h comrnitted thenıselves to the bourgeois social system,

ani to the future bourgeoisie.

class contours within the bureaucratic

not distinct, though, nor are they in the

developing capitalist class, be""r"e the
'I*._(_1^* , L, 

",[bourgeoisie ap.mpri§9ş intermediate strata,
,.,4_ç:C "-,_,i\_r.{ P" tıı

capitalist class coınpıYses small entrepren

bourgeoisie are

whole, newly

bureaucratic

just as the
L.=*

q,

eurs. ,i_-ü----5But the
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pure bureaucratic bourgeois, who does not directly take

part in exploitation, ls attracted towards.growing rich,

becoming capitalist himself, while important posts in state

adrninistration are also appealing to the capita].ist.' Thus

the boundaries of the two fractions of the bourgeoisie are

permeable and not distinct, and in many cases the two

fractions become interwoven. Considering the conflicting

interests of the fractions of the bourgeoisie in the modern

history of Turkey, it becomes clear that it is not class

struggle. The economic and political changes are the result

of fights only within the higher strata, on the top of the

social hierarchy, and they are in fact nothing but a

restructuring of priorities of power, economy, and politics

within the same class.

The position of cl.asses, intermediate strata, and

groups can be defined by examining the system of

distrlbution and redistribution processes. r think that here

we nıust differentiate between proceşses of distribution and

of redistr.ibution, and, wlthin the 1atter, between primary,

that is state controlled redistribution, and secondary

redistribution which is partially controlled by the state

and partially by spontaneous laws of economy.

The benefit of primary distribution, that is the direct

expropriation of surplus value in capitalist production

relations is. only avai]-abfe for the entrepreneurial stratum,

which has direct interests in production. As I wi11 outline

in my lecture in more detail, the state controlled price and

credit mechanism, through the primary redistribution
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processes, provides means for the capitalist to benefit from

financial means that were expropriated from the primary

production processes, then centralized, and redistributed,

that is to gain profit both from the primary distrıbution

processes and from those of prlmary redistribution.

The power system, which is manifested in the

bourgeoisie, was not suitable for using state taxation for

the redistribution of incomes through the financial
/

.l
administration, thus enforcing the accumulatidn of private

capital reserves, as is done in the developed capitalist

countries

If we suppose that the class iontent of a social- group

is determined by its direct role in production, that is by

direct exploitation in the case of the bourgeoisie, our

earlier statement on the class content of the bureaucratic

bourgeoisie could be challenged. However, the bureaucratic

bourgeoisie' in fact aims at developing and consolidating

capltalist production relations and it represents the state,

the repressive force for the maintenance of these production

relations. consequently, members of the bureaucratic

bourgeoisie mainly strive for becorning entrepreneurs

themselves thus benefiting from primary distribution

processes. Hence the benefits of the bureaucratic

bourgeoisie from the distribution processes could n6t be

regarded as redistribution, rather as a reordering of

primary distribution. I think, though, that now there aıe

also secondary redistribution processes in Turkey. I think

of redistribution processes induced by inflation, because
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those processes affect the various strata of the bourgeoisie

in dlfferent ways, and do not lead to a balance of the rate

of profit within the bourgeoisie as a class, but rather the

opposite. For instance the great capitalist can easily shift

ffects of inflation to a socially weakerthe negative effects of infla

partner. At tlıe same time inflation can contribute to

financingstateexpenses,anditisalsoameansfordeficit

financing through regrouping incornes,

The distribution and

been mentioned so far are

l
r'edistribution processes that have

all of market character. It is

much more difficult to follow and is virtually impossible to

assess non market character distribution processes, 1ike

social privileges, surviving hierarchy of power, and factors

affecting the consciousness in the symbolic spheres of

society (art, religion, education) , which ultimately a1l

contribute to the reproduction of social inequalities,

Now going back to the initial question, I would like to

pointoutagainthatİnınyviewthebureaucraticbourgeoİsİe

is not a separate class, Those at the top of the state

administration hierarchy, leading statesmen and scientists,

membersofthegeneralstaffallbelongtothebourgeoisie.

They rnainly corne. from intermediate strata, but those, as a

category, cannot b, identified with marginal strata,

although nelther of them are closÖly related to any social

class.Theyare,tosomeextent,provisionalformations.But

intermediate strata are closely related to the spheres of

production, reproduction, distribution., and services, while

marginal strata have been driven to the periphery of those
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processes, their relation is occasional and sporadic. Their

existence is fragile, and thus they themselves are at the

periphery of society. I have found that a consolidation of

this pseudo_proletarian stratum started in the 7os, while a

fairly extensive mobility can be observed in intermediate

strata.

In the economic ]_iterature there are various theories

of the role of the state in the capj_talist social systern.

/
some l concentrate on state interference from a capitalist

ts u"onorl"'''

effects. A great number of theorie" c"ntru at the class

content of state interference.

InmylectureIwouldliketooutlinetheroleofthe

state in the development of capital_ist production relations,

and a]_so would like to comment on the class content of state

interference.

First I would like to present a short historical

introduction in which I am going to investigate why the

socio-economic formation developed in the Osman Empire was

not suitable for initiating the development of capitalist

production relations and for producing a national

bourgeoisie that could have led the bourgeois revolution..
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