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Introduction

Democracy means government by the people, or, more specifically, by repre-

sentatives elected by popular majorities in free and competitive elections (1), The dif-
ficulties that Turkish democracy still faces are well illustrated by the periodic inter-
ventions of the armed forces at roughly ten-year intervals in 1960-1961, in 1971-
1973, and recently in 1980-1983.

The question why democracy broke down again in September 12, 1980 may
be assumed at different levels. But before attempting to understand this event, it sho-
uld be noted that whenever Turkish democracy has broken down, it has not been su-

perseded by an authoritarian and totalitarian rejime (2). Yet there is a fundamental
contrast between these temporary interventions in Turkey and the long-term interven-
tions by the military in other Third World or Mediterranean countries such as Korea,
the Philippines, Argentina, Brazil in the 1960s, Chile in the 1970s, Egypt in Nasser pe-

riod, Spain in Franco period or the Clonels' Junta in Greece Q)

Many years ago, the father of modern Turkey, Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, enun-
ciated an important verity.He observed about the new national state he was bringing

into being:"We resemble ourselves"(4), By that,"he did not intend to imply that Turks
are inherently different from other peoples.or that the rules of political behavior in the
world at large did not operate in Turkey.But he was calling attention to the fact that

Turkish political experience was no carbon copy of that of other sates” ) . Fallowing
Mustafa Kemal's lead.one should be especially cautious identifying Turkish political
practice with models drawn from other societies and other times.

The product of Turkish history, the changing constellation of international
pressures, the impact of personality, and sheer chance combine to impart a uniqueness
that cannot be completely comprehended in the shorthand of analogy to other countri-

(*) The first version of this article was presented at the Turkish Studies Collogu-
ium series in University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, U.S.A., February 21, 1991.
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es. There is some discussion on the Turkish Constitution that it bears a resemblance to
some European countries-such as the Weimar Republic(German Republic) or the

French example () No matter how much the framers of the current constitutional
system may have borrowed from European examples, Turkey today is far from re-
sembling any of the various examples or any other external sources of inspiration.

Is Turkey a democracy? Is there a return to real democracy in Turkey or what
are the factors which make Turkish democracy into what it is? It is not easy to answer
these questions. However, we would like to explain the causes of the crisis in the Tur-
kish democracy, the role of the military in political life and the creation of a new Cons-
titution. We hope that answers to these questions are inherent in the explanations.

The Emergence of Polarization and Fragmentation

In fact, the dilemmas that Turkish politics went through since 1945 are typical
of the pradoxes of the democratic form of government. According to Ergiider, they
arise from the fact that a viable democracy should involve a successful blend of maxi-
mum amount of consent on the hand and the need for coercion to perform the basic

tasks of government on the other (7). He stated that "this critical balance between
conscent and coercion is more paradoxical in the case of developing countries which
desperately need effective governmental leadership and effectiveness to transform
their societies and economics while at the same time trying to build a democracy ba-

sed on consent as broadly based as possible"(g).

In each breakdown of democracy in Turkey during the past 45 years these
contradictions or paradoxes of democracy were much in evidence. In1960 the democ-
ratic system collapsed because conflict between political parties had been very polari-
zed and the mode of dealing with this polarization was majoritarian authoritarianism
in the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TGNA). Between 1961 and 1980, the cons-
titutional framework and the electoral system acted a broad-based representative par-
liament. What was lacking was the consensus needed to make coalitions work in a

very fragmented TGNA (9). As Ergiider stated that:

The attempt by the military to restructure the Turkish Political System after
the Intervention of 1980 aimed at minimizing political confilict through constitutio-
nal arrangements and by excluding elements in the party system that were associated
with conflictual style of politics. This meant the exclusion of political parties with
ideological or anti-systemic appeal as well as leaders of major parties which were
thought to be responsible for the failure of the party system to produce effective go-
vernmental leadership in a fragmented parliament. Depolarization was and is a fa-
vorite term of day-to-day Turkish politics of the 80s to describe the political philo-

sophy of September 12 th (10) :
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The recent Turkish experiance shows how a liberal and democratic system
can breakdown, and how perhaps it may be revived. With the greater protection for
freedoms contained in the 1961 Constitution, the Turkish political system was more
liberal and democratic in form. In the Turkish case ,custom.prejudice and long estab-
lised economic and social connections influenced voting, and other expressions of po-
litical interest, more than in most of the liberal democracies of the Western World.
Every liberal -democratic political system requires responsible but positive political
leadership in the general intrest. The danger from the political elites in this regard is
that they have a tendency either to be corrupted by an excessive pre-occupation with

intrests, or to be carried away with ideological rhetoric (1),

The Turkish system does not produce an elite able to maintain itself in office
for very long periods. The influence of party members is paramount and the device of
primaries for the election of candidates to run in the general elections help enhance the
influence of party official lower down in the hierarchy, What a responsible democra-
tic leadership must do is to produce realistic but creative policies and put them firmly

into effect when in office (12). In the Turkish case. temptation of short-term party ga-
ins is more important than long-term responsible and responsive to demands of polici-
es.

In liberal democracy, the military, the educational system and even the admi-
nistrative of the law assumes important roles. It is vital to have a bureaucracy whose
members actually believe in liberal and democratic norms, though the obstacles in the
way of achieving such a desirable condition are enormous. The perfect civil servant
for a liberal and democratic political system in only going to be found in utopia, but
the great danger of a politicized bureaucracy needs to be guarded against at the price of
other disadvantages. That the bureaucracy should provide a measure of leadership in a

liberal democracy even with regard (13,

For Turkey, the polarization of the bureaucracy was a real danger in recent
political life . It has, still, a polarized character and a tightly organized centrally direc-

ted institution (14).

The Military and Politics
The institution which has advanced itself most as the champion of the public

interest in Turkey, if in very broad terms has to be the military, often dubbed the "guar-

dian of Turkish democracy"” (15),

Paradoxical though it may seem, there is no doubt that this authoritarian insti-
tution has fulfilled this function both in 1960 and in 1971 and again in 1980.

However, on all three occassions the military have intervened to set up a dicta-
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torship intended only for a limited period until some modified form of liberal and de-
mocratic system might be made to work once more. According to Dodd "the language
of 'collapse’ or 'breakdown’ rather suggest a marked contrast between democratic rule

on the one hand and military rule on the other a black and white contrast that is too

sharp for the Turkish state (16)

He added that " at least since 1961 Turkish politics has always been under the
scrutiny of the military ; it has not been particularly the case since 1971. The role of the
National Security Council (NSC) with its substantial military membership has of late
years been enhanced. The military has taken upon itself the duty of offering advice and
has delivered stiff warning as soon as the political situation has shown signs of getting

out of hand.” an

Role of the Military in Turkish History

The military have played a significant role in Turkish culture and politics his-
torically. In the most general sense, the Turks have inherited Muslim culture which re-
cognizes and accepts the legitimacy of the military as an arm of the Islamic Commu-
nity. Heper and Tachau noted that” the military played a key role in the establishment
of the Ottoman Empire. The military continued to figure prominently throughout Ot-
toman history. Not only was the Sultan expected to manifest military prowess and
physical courage among other royal attributes, but also the elite Janissary Corps occu-

(18)

pied an important position in the imperial structure.

That is , the empire relied upon the army which played a fundamental role not
only in the economic organization based largely on conquest. However, for the purpo-
se of understanding the current position of the Turkish military establishment, little is
to be gained by looking at the Ottoman experience before the latter nineteenth century.

The guardian role of the officer corps as an honored calling ran as a basic thre-
ad through all Ottoman and modern Turkish history. This attitude of respect for a con-
fidence in the military commanders was in recent times to underline their inclination
to intervene when they saw threats to the state and to condition popular acceptance of a
military move.

By the end of the 19 th century, liberal reformist ideas had permeated the mili-

tary officer crops (19) The military played an important if somewhat indirect role in
the upheavals of the early 20 th century beginning with the so-called Young Turk revo-

luation of 1908 and continuing through World War [ (20). They provided the example
of military action against constituted authority on behalf of the Young Turk period

were mixed. They set no clear limits on military engagement in politics (21).
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In terms of the connection of officers with political parties, the Young Turk
experience provided a compelling example for Atatiirk to follow. Officers were the
core of the Committe of Union and Progress even though civilians played a continuing
major part in this seminal political involvement with civilian leaders was vital in nou-
rishing the concept that the officers were responsible for the destiny of the state.

The new Republican army became in fact the first insititution of the nascent
Turkish state even though it was formally relegated by Mustafa Kemal to secondary
place with respect to the parliament and especially the party. As Heper and Tachau po-
inted out that:

One of the important aspects of the so-called Kemalist regime was the al-
tempt on the part of Mustafa Kemal to separate the military from the ordinary con-
duct of pellitical affairs. In addition to his public statements on this point, he took offi-

cial action by persuading the Parliament to forbid military officers to stand Jor elec-
(22)

tion unless they resigned their commissions.

According to Heper, the aim of this policy was not only to prevent the military
from exercising direct political influence, but also to insulate the military establish-

ment from the pulling and hauling of the political arena @3 ). This 1s, in fact, characte-

ristic of stable political regimes C9 on the other hand, it is noteworthy that channels
of influence over the military were carefully preserved throughout the first three deca-
des of Kemalist Republican rule (roughly 1920 - through 1950).

A major factor in preserving stable relations between the military and civilan
leadership was the military background of the top figures involved: Mustafa Kemal
himself as President of the Republic until his death late in 1938 and Ismet Inon, suc-
cessor to Mustafa Kemal was assured of military support for his far-reaching reform
program. By the same token, the military was assured of freedom from partisan politi-
cal interference in their affairs as well as having access to the highest authorities of the
state.

A major change in the Turkish political system occured in 1950, when the 27-
year reign of the Republican People's Party (RPP) was brought to an end by a stunning
electoral victory won by the break-away Democrat Party (DP) under leadership of Ce-

lal Bayar and Adnan Menderes (25),

Heper and Tachau noted that " the victory of the Democrats did not occur in a
vacuum, It was the expression and the result of deep-seated social and economic deve-
lopments. Primary among these was the rise of a class of middle-class enterpreneurs
and businessman in place of the non-muslim mirorities who had fulfilled these functi-
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ons in the Ottoman Empire (26), They added that " the years of Republican rule had
produced an unprecendented era of peace for the Turkish people, bringing rising stan-
darts of living and the beginnings of industrialization and commercialization of the

economy."(27)

Consequently, a military career was no longer the only channel for upward
mobility. The proportion of ex-military officers among the political elite (i.e., in parli-

ament and cabinet) declined (23). Indeed, the twin pillars of the Kemalist regime ( the
military and civil bureaucracy) receded in power and significance during the decade
of the 1950s, overshadowed by the commercial eenterpreneurs and businessmen as
well as segments of provincial and regional elites. These groups became the core of

support for the DP (29),

In addition, the expended educational facilities of the Republican era opened
up altemnative career avenues for upward mobulity, particularly in the professions.
What is more, in the inflation which developed under the Democrats ambitious polici-
es of rapid economic development, the civil and military bureaucrats suffered materi-
al and psychic losses because their salaries failed to keep up with rapidly rising costs.
Thus, not only did the military feel they had lost access to the pinnacle of power, but

social status and prestige in the bargain (30),

The change in ruling elites, B1) which derived from important social transfor-
mations and reflected a shift in political structures, was perceived by the army as the
degradation of its own institutional prestige and a challenge to its image within soci-
ety. This was further aggravated in 1954 by the electoral success of the incumbents,
who played the military bureaucracy under their control. Thus, for the first time in Tur-
key, military power was subject to civilian authority.

The Background of the First Military Intervention

By the begining of 1958 the DP government had become isolated from virtu-
ally all the institutions of the state. Firstly, it had been the press and the judiciary follo-
wed by the civil bureaucracy and finally the army and the universities (32). The per-
formance of the DP government was highly criticised not only on its economic polici-
(33)

es but mainly on its enactment of unconstitutional laws

Politically, there is an intimate relationship between the deteriorating econo-
mic situation and its impacts on the social life and politics. DP government responded
to this by taking measures to isolate the public from politics. After the represive mea-
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sures, political activity outside the framework of the Assembly became virtually im-
possible. As the government could not deal with the rising demands within the soci-
ety, DP government found refuge in enacting unconstitutional laws and amendments
which gave the government broad powers of intervention in cotrolling prices and eco-

(34)

nomy on the one hand and the mass media on the other

The military take-over of 1960 was a turning point in the relationship between
civilian and military elites that had governed the country since 1923. Karpat noted that
"justified as a stop necessary for the preservation of democracy, the action appeared to
be chiefly designed to answer a threat to the RPP, which had governed Turkey from

1923 to 1950."39)

Strains within the civilian-military coalition had begun to develop as early as
1946, with the establishment of the opposition DP. The Democrats interjection of eco-
nomic issues into party politics was accompanied by an open display of animosity to-
ward the military's informal linkage with the RPP. The absolute majority election
system ensured the DP a far greater number of seats in the parliament than the percen-

tage of the votes it obtained (36), Meanwhile, Menderes did not try to amend the Cons-
titution of 1924 when the DP came to power in 1950. for he did not really disapprove of
its provisions. As Karpat pointed out " in fact he made use of the Constitution had ves-
ted too much authority and had been misused by the DP for partizan purposes."(37)

The 1924 Constitution stressed democracy over liberalism, even if it produ-
ced neither. The basic freedoms were not spelt out in detail, and could be, and were qu-
ite easily curtailed. Nor was there much emphasis on the separation of powers, the le-
gislature remaining the dominant institutition of government. It was a strong parlia-

mentary system, but power also resided in the office of the president.

The extent of this power is closely related to political circumstances, inclu-
ding the personality of the incumbents and the strengths and weaknesses of Prime Mi-
nisters, cabinets and the parliament. The 1924 Constitution made the presidency a
party office, the chief of state being elected by each Assembly for a concurrent term.
The leader of the party in power was elected in practice (Mustafa Kemal and Ismet

In6nii from RPP and Celal Bayar from DP). The President held the authority to choose

the Prime Minister and to approve his choice of ministers (38),

In the decade after 1950 this Constitution teherefore quite easily opened up
the way to the emergence of a dominant party government. Following in the tradition

of the RPP, the DP government showed a marked tendency to authoritarianism (39),
For the Ammy, the coup of 1960 marked the beginning of the process of its af-
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firmation in the political arena, and thus the defination of its identity. Although the mi-
litary did not implement identical policies during its three interventions (directly in
1960 and 1980, indirectly in 1971), having had to take societal changes into account,
its aim remained the same : the establishment of a political system which, on numerous
counts, comprises the normative values of the army and conforms it a privileged posi-
tion.

As Heper and Tachau stated that " the Junta which carried out the 1960 mili-
tary coup may have intended to establish a regime which would have fallen somewhe-

re between Nordlinger's "guardian” and "ruler” types.(4o) In actuallity, however, after
severe internal tensions and confrontations, the more moderate senior officers won
out over their younger colleagues, and the regime assumed the character of a "guardi-
an" regime, i.e., one which took control of the government for the purpose of preser-

ving (or re-establishing) the status-quo 1)

Two types of problems concerned the National Unity Council. In the political
sphere, the 1924 Constitution was suited to the emergence of an authoritarian-leaning
regime like that of the Democrats of 1950-1960. For democracy to survive in Turkey,
the members of the NUC felt it necessary to change the Constitution. The ailing eco-
nomy was the second concern. The officers emphasized that the wasteful policies of
the Democrats had brought the economy to the verge of collapse with a rising inflation
rate and trade deficits. To find solutions to these problems, the officers established a
Constituent Assembly and government largely composed of civilians.

Following the intervention except for the relatively short period until the ous-
ting of the "radical fourteen", there was no real military junta installed in pover. In fact,
by the RPP, oncemore, although there were military personnel in a number of impor-
tant positions. Karpat stated that " it should be emphasized that the military rule of
1960, unlike the intervention of 1980 was wide-open from the beginning to cooperati-
on and intercourse with civilians and these civilians belonged overhelmingly to the

rpp."(42)

The RPP assumed the responsibility or guardianship of the state and Kemalist
principles. And the military saw itself as ' the most concentrated embodiment of the
Kemalist elite for service to the state and nation.’ It is true that the military officers in
general felt greater sympathy for the RPP than for the DP. This sympathy had sociolo-
gical as well as political roots. They included the deteriorating socio-economic positi-
on of the officers corps,along with the civil bureaucracy, as well as the historical link
with the party through identification with Mustafa Kemal and his successor, Ismet
Pasha.

The new Constitution adopted on July 9,1961. It was explicit in emphasizing
democratic principles and the Kemalist concept of the Republic as a democratic, se-
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cular state based on human rights. This document included articles that dealt with the
safeguarding of individual rights and freedoms, the protection of citizens against abu-
ses of power by the local and national administrations, the authonomy of courts, and

the granting of unionization and strike rights to the workers 43)

Unlike the Constitution of 1924, the Constitution of 1961 did openly recogni-
ze the existence of some social groups such as labor, and acknowledged the workers
right to organize themselves politically on the basis of occupation and interests. The
authors of the 1961 Constitution including members of the Junta, who participated ac-
tively in the debates of the Constituent Assembly, sought to prevent the re-emergence
of a authoritarian partisan regime based on massive parliamentary majorities. Thus,
they produced a regime which placed restrictions on the government's freedom of ac-
tion (i.e., by establishing a second parliamentary chamber, by adopting an electoral
system based on a strictly proportional system of representation, by providing such
salient institutions as the universities with broad autonomy and by establishing such
new institutions as the Constitutional Court with powers to invalidate governmental
decrees and legislation.)

Sigmificantly, the new regime also provided more institutionalized channels
for access to the topmost political authority by the military (through the NSC), inclu-
ding the Ministry of Defense and the senior military commanders.

These changes were also designed to decentralize the state. The powers of the
President became only symbolic (unlike to 1924 and 1982). The President was to rep-
resent (o country as Head of State; executive powers were largely remowed from him.
Decision-making was mainly in the hands of the Council of Ministers, the Grand Nati-
onal Assembly, Prime Minister,Constitutional Court, and the local administrations
(44)

Structurally, the Prime Minister and the Cabinet constitute the chief power
center of the Turkish government. The members of the Cabinet have both collective
and individual responsibility. The framers of the 1961 Constitution had to go to great
lengths to limit the possibility of dominance by any one party. The overall aim of the
new Constitution was to strengthen democracy.

Taken together, the results of economic and political policy decisions were
the emergence of a liberal democratic order, similar to those in West European sta-
tes.and the reacceptance of planning for economic development. The national electi-
ons of 1961, when political power was returned to civilians, marked the beginning of
experimentation with these concepts in the new Republic. However, the leader of the
Junta, general Cemal Giirsel was elected President of the Republic. Furthermore, the
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next two Presidents of the Republic were also retired military officers (in the last
analysis, all presidents of the Turkish Republic, except Celal Bayar and the current
President Turgut Ozal, have been military figures).

The framers of the Constitution established a constitutional court and streng-
thened the Council of State,both of which bodies were made quite independent of go-
vernmental influence in the matter of their membership. In this and in other ways, the
role of the judiciary was greatly increased and made independent.

The universities and the Radio and Television Administration were accorded
a large degree of autonomy. Also, there was a large measure of freedom for the press.
The formation of business and other associations was also encouraged. For the first ti-
me, trade unions were given the right to strike. The other important point was the chan-
ge to a election system of proportional representation. The new system did not prevent
the RPP and Justice Party (JP) from emerging as the two major parties. But generally

speaking, as we have seen, coalition cabinets dominated the period 1960-1980 “3),

Crisis in Turkish Democracy (1961-1980)

The Constitution of 1961 also gave voice to asripations for social justice as
well as civil and social rights. Then, for the first time under the Republic, a socialist
party, the Turkish Labor Party (TLP), was established. Organized labor made signifi-
cant gains among industrial workers, partly as a result of a new law authorizing the
right to strike (1963). University students became politically active, and the first signs
of political polarization appeared. On the other hand. the era after the 1961 elections
became dominated with an inflation in the number of political parties and their increa-

sing polarization (46) As mini-crises developed from time to time, the military issued
threats of greater or lesser subtlety against the parties, increasingly adopting an anti-
left position. Finally, on March 12,1971.in the face of rising violence on the part of lef-
tist militant groups, the military forced the resignation of the government. It was the
second military intervention in slightly more than a decade and the same aim : safe gu-

arding of the state and Kemalist principles “n

The "coup by ultimatum" of 1971 (48) was the culmination of a deteriorating
political situation marked by a rising tide of violence, fragmentation of political parti-
es and weak and ineffective government. Through its intervention in politics, the mili-
tary exercised (or threatened to exercise) a veto over civilian authorities with the goal
of preserving the social and economic status-quo. As Heper and Tachau pointed out:

The 1971 intervention in Turkish politics resembles what Nordlinger calls
"moderate” military rule. The difference between the 1960 and the 1971 interventi-
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ons was that the military commenders now apparently wished to keep the regime in-
tact with only moderate changes designed to shore up its authority against challen-

ges, particularly from the political left (49) :

The essential reluctance of the military to seize power overtly, it was not long
before the civilian politicians openly flexed their muscles and forced the officers to yi-
eld on a highly salient issue. This confrontation took the form of a refusal on the part of
the major parties to ratify the military's favored candidate for the presidency of the Re-
public early in 1973. It was a rare occasion on which the RPP and the JP formed a com-

mon front (50).

In the meantime, political polarization continued to develop, although violen-
ce was at least temporarily brought under control. The RPP came under new leaders-
hip in 1972 with the resignation of Ismet Pasha and the elevation of the relatively yo-

uthful Biilent Ecevit O 1),

The takeover of March 1971 drew its impetus from the old tradition of the ar-
med forces association with the statist-elitists and the RPP, although it was a rather
premature, only half-thought out action. After the natural death of Inonii in 1973, the
RPP gradually discarded Kemalism as an ideology.

As Karpat stated that :

It tended to reject the concept of nation (millet) and the idea that Turkey was a
national state. It sought for a solid social foundation on the basis of which it could
call itself a true socialist mass party... It is clear that the deviation of the RPP to the
left, its rejection of the Kemalist principles, and its espousal of a hodgepodge of mino-
rity and potentially explosive causes (for example, Kurdish nationalists found favor
with the party) alienated the military from the RPP in general and from Ecevit in par-

ticular (52).

Indeed, the political history of Turkey after 1971 is the history of final collap-
se of the old coalition with the military emerging as the suprume arbiter above political
parties and social groups with the 1973 national elections, a new chapter began in Tur-
kish politics.

From 1973 until the 1980 coup, the country was run by weaker and weaker co-
alition cabinets coupled with deteriorating economic conditions and increasing politi-

cal violence ©3), The process of coalition formation, maintenance and dissolution be-
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gan to assume central importance in party politics. Extremist parties had the opportu-
nity of participating in coalition governments. So, they won an important role in the

political arena (54).

Especially NSP and NAP were able to gain important ministerial posts in the
coalition governments due to parliamentary arithmetics and thus assumed a political
power and an important voice in the decision-making infact unproportionate to its
electorate success.

The most important problem with Turkish politics of the 1970s was the failure
of the political parties to make coalitions work effectively. In fact this is one of the di-
lemmas of the democratic form of government not only in Turkey but also most deve-
loping countries. As Ergiider pointed out that:

On the one hand government must be based on a broad base of consent and
be representative of major social forces while on the other hand governmental effec-
tiveness must not be compromised to solve the momentous social and economic prob-
lems that arises in the process of transformation. Failure to balance these two para-

doxical objectives often leads to a decline of legitimacy of political institutions (55)

The stability of the Turkish political system and its capasity to tackle the im-
portant social and economic issues is closely related to the capacity of the political par-
ties to strike a consensus on constitutional reforms as well as on broad principles of po-
licies. The issues Turkey faced in the 1970s ranged from the consolidation of secula-
rism to population growth and educational reform from consolidation of a market-ori-
ented economic system to constitutional reforms on liberal political values.

At this point, the capacity of the leaders of political parties to make agreement
or pacts on the solution of social and economic problems and the consolidation of de-
mocracy was not sufficient. The polarization between the two major political parties
to the point where no compromise or bargaining could be achieved.

Turkish politics in the 1970s was thus characterized by excessive fragmentati-
on and polarization, and by a lack of decisive authority on the part of the government.
Polarization came to characterise not only the parties, but important social sectors as
well, including organized labor, the teaching profession, the civil bureaucracy, and
even the police.

At the same time, extremist militants engaged in escalating violence. Political

assassinations came to include members of parliament, and ex-prime minister, promi-
nent journalists and university professors. Some of the victims were extremists of the
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left or the right, but others (particularly among the journalists and professors) were
moderates. As Heper and Tachau stated that:

The latier type of assassination was clearly designed to undermine the politi-
cal center and accelerate the process of polarization. Nor were assassinations the
only form of violence. There were also massive outbreaks of communal conflict in se-
veral provincial cities marked by an ominous emergence of inter-ethnic (i.e., Kur-
dish-Turkish) and inter-sectarian (Sunni-Shii) cleavages. There can be little questi-
on that these traditional cleavages were fanned and exploited by political extremists,

and they threatened to broaden the base of political violence in an exceptionally dan-
(56)

gerous way

The crisis was further exacerbated by rampant inflation accompanied by seri-
ous industrial slowdowns and short-ages of consumer and important goods. By the

summer of 1980, the rate of political killings had reached an average of over 20 per day
57)

The activities of the NSP during the 1970s was against the secularist aspects
of Kemalism. As Toprak noted that "the NSP was a neo-Islamic party whose major
concern was the partial retraditionalization of Turkish culture along Islamic pre-

cepts."” 58) The NSP's concept of political development also remained vague until
1980 when the party organized the "Konya March" in a call for the replacement of the
secular system with a shariat order. This event is said to have inflamed the military and

prompted them to intervene (9),

Finally, between 1973 and 1980 Turkey's economic growth declined with
growth indicators showing serious economic problems; GNP's growth rate declined
from 8.01n 1975 to - 1.0 in 1980 the trade deficit reached the S 4.7 billion mark in 1980,
the inflation rate jumped over 100 percent, and trade as percent of Gross National Pro-
ducts (GNP) fell sharply, as shown in Table 1.

These poor economic indicators were coupled with decline of policy perfor-
mance in social equity. Investment in education continued to decline adding more fuel
to student unrest on university campuses. The wages of bureaucrats the largest wage-
earning group in the country, fell below the 1963 level. Military expenditures soared
up with dramatic jump in 1976 following the US arms ambargo on Turkey. The wages
of workers, on the other hand, remained relatively high but unemployment moved to

over 20 percent in 1978 (60),

Under these worsening conditions (as shown in Table 1), Turkish society be-
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came throughly politically polarized. While the number of labor strikes per year and
their intensity increased, political violence between labor unions, student groups, po-
lice organizations, teachers' organizations and most important the political parties,
became an every day activity.

Given these critical circumstances, it is perhaps to be wondered why the mili-
tary did not intervene much earlier than September 12, 1980. Economic breakdown,
civil violence, and open challenges to such highly symbolic values as secularist natio-
nalism, all of these were important reasons for military intervention. In the eyes of the
military, all these facets fused into one major failure of the system: the complete erosi-
on of governmental authority.

Three major factors account for the deteriorating political situation in Turkey
from 1973 - 1980. First was the polarization betwen the two major political parties to
the point where no compromise or bargaining could be achieved. The second was the
Justice Party's protection of the anti-state, militant, right-wing parties, the NAP and
NSP, for the sake of keeping the JP in office. Third, once in office, all of the political
parties attempted to fill the bureaucracy with their loyalists. The outcome was the se-
vere polarization of the Turkish bureaucracy.

The fragmentation among the political cadres reflected to a large extent the
fragmentation and polarization taking place in society at large. Law and order had to
be restored, but in the eyes of the military that could not be accomplished without re-
solving the conflict among the political actors in the first place. On the other hand,
fragmentation and polarization within and among governmental or civilian instituti-
ons could have adversely affected the military organization itself.

Turkish political culture has traditionally placed great value on governmental
authority. No group could be expected to take this matter more seriously than the mili-
tary. It could be argued that the military should not have intervened if it really had the
cause of democracy at heart. On this argument the military should have allowed the
political system to put itself to rights. Behind this view lies the belief that the political
system must learn to solve its own problems if it is to gain the experience and collecti-
ve wisdom necessary for survival.

The problem lies with the political elites. The greater complexity of
society which follows from economic and so
The problem lies with the poliical elites. The greater complexity of society which fol-
lows from economic and so
The problem lies with the political elites. The greater complexity of society which fol-
lows from economic and social development may well make military intervention
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Table 1 : Indicators of Growth, Equiity, Order and Liberty

Indicators of Economic Growth

Indicators of Social Equity

Indicators of Order & Liberty

Average Daily Number of

Year GNP |Workers| Annual Trade | Trade as Wages (TL) Invest. | Military Strikes Political

Growth | Remit |Inflation | Deficit | % GNP/ ]| Public | Private Civil | InEduc.| Expend. | Strikes Post- | Prisoners/

Rate (%)| ($M) |Rate (%)| ($M) Year Sector | Sector | Servant (%) Index | Year (N) |poned (%)| Year
1963 9.7 - 57 3195 15.7 16.7 12.4 29.4 106 65 8 0 2344
1964 4.1 9 23 126.4 133 18.8 13 34.4 _12.1 66 83 6 2720
1965 3.1 70| 43 108.3 133 203 12.9 33.7 11 70 46 8.7 1946
1966 12 116| 6.4 2278 13.2 21.9 135 326 11.3 77 42 16.7 910
1967 42 93| 65 162.4 12 218 13 30.6 11.8 88 100 2 644
1968 6.7 107 39 267.3 1.3 23 13.2 31.2 12.4 93 54 0 949
1969 5.4 141 53 264 103 24 14 31.8 10.7 93 86 58 819
1970 58 273 119 2973 12 26.5 15.1 411 10.1 100 72 6.9 1024
1971 10.2 471| 183 4116 147 24.7 16.3 383 9.4 114 78 6.4 1097
1972 74 740) 164 678 155 27.2 149 33.9 7 124 48 4.2 1223
1973 5.4 1183.3| 221 7196 16.8 27.8 15 33 8.8 131 55 55 1040
1974 74 1426.3| 23.4 |22076° 18.9 303 14.7 34 9 147 110 55 604
1975 8 1321.3] 16.2 33375 18.3 329 15.3 40 8.4 132 116 6.9 595
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Continue Table 1

Indicators of Economic Growth Indicators of Social Equity Indicators of Order & Liberty
Average Daily Number of
Year GNP |Workers| Annual Tradel Trade as Wages (TL) Invest. | Military Strikes | Political
Growth | Remit |Inflation | Deficit | % GNP/ | Public | Private Civil | InEduc.| Expend. | Strikes Post- Prisoners/
hRale (%)| ($M) |Rate (%)| ($M) Year Sector | Sector | Servant (%) Index | Year (N) |poned (%)| Year
1976 79 982.7| 16.1 3168.4 18.8 . 43.8 16.8 41 8 177 "8 276 749
1977 39 981.8] 249 1043.4 17 47.3 17.9 41 7.5 222 116 15 590
1978 29 983.1 438 23108 14 50.7 16.3 349 58 182 184 5.4 796
1979 -0.4 1694.4| 67 2808.2 12.4 43.7 15.3 31.9 6 178 176 10.2 2601
1980 -1 20711107 4757.2 20.8 37.7 13.3 242 59 202 222 185 4305
1981 45 2490| 36.8 4230.5 225 40 13.9 20 5 220 0 100 18606
1982 53 2500] 255 3096.6 231 38 13 18.1 4.3 230 [} 100 9305
1983 35 2600| 40 2500 215 36.8 12.3 17.2 4 230 0 100 7313

Sources : State Institute of Statistics, Statistical Yearbooks (1965-81); State Planning Organization, Annual Programs (1965-83);
SPO, Sectoral Report: Education (1983); SPQ, Trends and Prospects in Turkish Labor Force (1982); Ministry of Labor, Labor Force Statistics
(1965, 1973, and 1982); Ministry of Justice, Adalet Istatistikleri (Justice Statistics) (1968-81); Index on the military expenditures is calculated
by deflatind total defense expenditures by consumer price index of each year: Genel Kurmay Bagkanligi, Halkla lligkiler Burosu, (Chief of
Staff Public Relations Office), "Tutuklu Istatistikleri”, (Statistics on Prisoners) (1983); The statictics on wages is transformed from current
wages to real values by deflating the current wages using the consumer price index of each year with the starting value of 1963=100.
Current wages are obtained from the SPO and SIS. (61)




more difficult but it is never impossible because of unsuccessful civil leaders. More
developed states than Turkey have been governed by the military often with disastro-
us results. The success of democracy depends on the success of political elites. If poli-
tical elites are successful, the military will not intervene to system easily. The justifi-
cation, or if you will, the legitimization for each military intervention was based on the
failures of political parties to rule effectively and democratically.

The tragedy of the Turkish system was that moderates of the major parties co-
uld not join together, but were forced apart in order to cope with their extremist wings.
The leaders of the two major parties ( RPP and JP ) were frequently criticized by the
moderate opinion in Turkey for not forming a coalition of moderates to deal with vio-
lence and the economic situation, but we can appreciate that the logic of the system of
competitive politics as much as personel animosities blinded them to the effects of
their actions.

On the other hand, in Turkish political elite, there is no value consensus or will
for preserving democracy and interaction among factions. Undoubtedly, this is rela-
ted to political and historical cultures and to the historical framework. However, Tur-
kish political elites must change this understanding or their behaviors. The growth of
democratic consensus is the most important factor for the survival of democracy. If
political elites cannot attain success in providing democratic consensus and preser-
ving democracy, other institutions (such as the military) seize the opportunity of ta-
king over political power. Shortly, the lack of cooperation, collaboration and compro-
mise among the leaders of political parties lead to the destruction of the political balan-
ce which had previously guaranteed the survival of democracy.

It has been observed that social agitation prevails in most crisis situations and
in all takeovers the government in power had restored to declaration of martial law. In
such critical instance is the military is in the position of obeying the civil governments
orders that he might evaluate as not being neutral and always in relation to electoral ex-
pectations. The military's commitment to be apolitical and neutral is paradoxical in
such cases, and the military chose to intervene directly to the political life to be able to
stay neutral and establish order when the civilian governments failed to do so. The le-
gitimacy of the civil institutions was not questioned as a concept but their performan-
ce had been at stake.

In short, ideally, the role of the Turkish armed forces is to remain above and
outside politics, and to act as defenders of the Turkish state against external enemies.
Politization and factionalization of the armed forces is to be avoided at all cost. This
does not mean, however, that the military are not interested in the internal affairs of the
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state.
Aftermath of the 1980 Intervention

On September 12, 1980 the military moved again. This time they ruled di-
rectly for three years and produced a new system that maintained for themselves a di-
rect but limited role in majority party rule. All political parties were banned and their

leaders were barred by law from politics for periods from 5 to 10 years (62),
According to Heper and Tachau:

“The attitudes of the post - 1980 military junta clearly indicate that it did not
regard itself as moderator regime nor thai il intended its coup merely lo exercise a
political veto. The Junta’s perception of itself concorms more closely to Nordlinger’s
second category of a "guardian” regime, for clearly the intention has been to remove
corrupt and squabbling politicians, revamp the machinery of government, and re-

distribute some political power and economic rewards.” (63)

However, Nordlinger's third category of a "ruler” type was more suitable than
the "guardian” type at this point. The military junta had as its goal not control but often
basic changes in significant aspects of the political, economic and even social system.

Ever since the coup in 1980, Turkey's relations with the European Commu-
nity caused pressure on the junta to return to civilian rule. The only two allies that sup-
ported the actions of the generals were Great Britain and the United States. Yet, both
also expressed their wish for a return to democracy in Turkey when the time was right
(64),

Possibly crucial factor in determining the Turkish army's political attitudes
may be the fact that, alone among the Near Eastern countries, Turkey is a member of
NATO and the Council of Europe, besides having an Associate status with the Euro-
pean Community which is supposed to lead eventually to full membership. This in-
volves Turkey in formal obligations to respect democratic principles which do not af-

fect the leadership of most developing countries 63),

The armed forces have on several occasions been aware of the serious external

problems which would be created if they would fail to convince the outside world that
interventions would be succeeded fairly quickly by the reinstallation of a democrati-

cally elected government (66).

It is hard to prove the importance of this factor in the General's decisions befo-
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re and after 12 September 1980, but impossible to dismiss it entirely. It was important
to them to keep their relations with the Western allies on as even a keel as possible (for
example, Turkey was suspended from membership of the Parlimentary Assembly af-
ter the 12 September Coup).

The 1980 military junta insisted on more far-reaching reforms than its prede-
cessors. [t was certain to retain a significant role in the new regime. The generals deci-
ded that before te transition to civilian rule could take place certain essential measures
had to be taken. Those who carried out the 1980 coup found the 1961 Constitution lar-
gely responsible for the political crisis. The military regime quickly moved to replace
this with a new constitution, adopted in 1982. It brought drastic changes to Turkey's
political order.

The military rulers of 1980 - 1983 tried to provide laws and a constitutional
machinery for preventing an eventual return to anarchy. However, the army's greatest
problem, it appears, was not in dealing with teh terrorists, but with the politicians.
They broke the democratic rules in the 1961 Constitution. As Harris stated that :

“The military leaders sought to carry out these aims by reworking the consti-
tution and amending the political parties act and the election law. It would be a mista-
ke, however, to regard the 1982 Constitution, as much more authoritarian than the
one enacted in 1961, for the 1961 document was the basic model for the new order."
(67)

The adjustments embodied in the 1982 version were designed to provide ways
to prevent partiamentary deadlock or to end it through such expendients as elections.
The focus was on creating a system that would provide the voters with an effective go-
vernment, not to restrict the options and the ability of the electorate to express its will
and wishes. Harris added that "it was clear that the framers of the constitution saw
anarchy as a denial of democracy and hoped to inject greater discipline into society

through such mechanisms as a more hierarchical educational structure under a centra-

lized board of directors." (68)

The Constitution replaces the bicameral Assembly with a single National As-
sembly composed of 400 members elected every five years. It also calls for a presiden-
tial system by concentrating powers in the executive branch and restricting individual
rights and liberties. Attempts to limit and control political participation while at the
same time decreasing the representativeness of the TGNA and increasing governmen-
tal effectiveness poses a new problem for the consolidation of Turkish Democracy in
the 1990s.
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According to the 1982 Constitution, the president is elected by the National
Assembly for a single seven-year term. Compared to the pre-1980 presidential po-
wers, the new executive branch has extra powers. Not only his executive powers but
also legislative and judicial powers were expanded.

The new Constitution provides a long list of such powers and classifies them

m Article 104 (69), Among the President’s powers relating to legislative functions are:
delivering, if he deems it necessary, the inaugural address at the beginning of each le-
gislative year; summoning the TGNA into session when he deems it necessary. pro-
mulgating laws; returning laws to the Assembly for reconsideration, submitting pro-
posed constitutional amendments to popular referanda, appealing to the Constitutio-
nal Court for the annulment of laws as well as dissolving the Assembly and calling for
(70)

news elections

The President's powers pertaining to the executive function are as follows; ap-
pointing the Prime Minister and accepting his resignation; approving or rejecting ot-
her ministers proposed by the Prime Minister; presiding over the meeting of the Coun-
cil of Ministers whenever he deems it necessary; accrediting Turkish diplomatic rep-
resentatives to foreign states; promulgating international treaties; representing the of-
fice of the Commander -in Chief of the Turkish Armed Forces on behalf of the TGNA;
mobilizing armed forces; appointing the Chief of the General Statf, calling meetings
of the National Security Council and presiding over it; proclaiming martial law or a
state of emergency in collaboration with the Council of Ministers; signing govern-
mental decrees; appointing the chairman and members of the State Supervisory Coun-
cil and instructing it to carry out investigations and inspections; appointing the mem-

bers of the Board of Higher Education; and appointing university rectors an,

Finally, the President's powers pertaining to the judicial functions are: appo-
inting the members of the Constitutional Court, one-fourth of the members of the Co-
uncil of State (the highest administrative court), the Chief prosecutor of the Court of
Cassation and his deputy, the members of the High Military Administrative Court,

and the members of the Suprume Council of Judges and Prosecutors 72,

The President is elected by a two-thirds majority of the full membership of the
Assembly. If a political party maintains the majority in the Assembly, it can obtain this
additional power through a simple majority vote. On the other hand, the most impor-
tant point that the President is not politically responsible for his actions connected
with his office. Since it is one of the fundamental rules of public law that authority and
responsibility must go hand in hand, the absence of political responsibility for the Pre-
sident and the constitutional requirement that all presidential decrees must be signed
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by the Prime Minister and the Ministers concemed means that the executive function
is, in reality, exercised by the politically responsible componenet of the executive

73),

branch

With regard to individual rights and freedoms, the restrictions introduced by
the amendments of 1971 were culminated in the 1982 Constitution. Article 13 of the
Constitution includes a rather extensive list of conditions under which the govern-
ment can restrict individual rights an liberties by law,

In comparison, the 1961 Constitution did not include any such article. It is im-
portant to note that key concepts in Article 13, like "national security” and "general
tranquillity", are left undefined. The vagueness of these terms allows each administra-
tion to define them as best fits its own interests. For example, with regard to the free-
dom of the press, the Constitution states that freedom is guaranteed, except that anyo-
ne:

- who writes or prints any news or articles which threaten the internal or ex-
ternal security of the state or the invisible integrity of the state with its territory and
nation, which tend to incite offense, riot, or insurrection, or ... who Prints or transniits
such news or articles to others ... shall be held responsible under the law relevant to

(74)

these offenses

As the Helsinki Watch Committee reports, this press provision seems to es-
tablish not a gurantee of freedom of speech, but “penumbras of unprotected speech”.
(75)

On these occasions, the broad civil, political and social rights it details may be
suspended the name of national interest. As shown above, there are some restrictions
on publications (which threaten the external security and the integrity of the state) and
strikes (which are not banned unless they have political ends) (76) and on political par-
ticipation. The Constitution prohibits the trade unions from associating themselves
with political parties and restricts their political activities T7)- The right of associati-
on is guranteed, except that associations may not:

... Contravene the general restrictions in Article is, nor shal they pursue poli-
tical aims conduct political activity, receive support from or give support to political
parties, or take concrete action with labor unions, with professional associations ha-

ving public functions or with foundations (78)
The main purpose of these restrictions seem to prevent participation of unions
and associations in politics. A further restrictions on political participation states that:
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.. Associations, foundations, trade unions, and professional associations

with public functions, shall not organize assemblies or demonstration marches be-

yond the scope of their legitimate fields of activity and legitimate aims (79,

The restrictions are quite vague with the phrases "legitimate fields of activity"
and "legitimate aims" left undefined.

Trade union activities were to be further regulated by the new Law No. 2822
on "Trade Unions, Collective Bargaining, Strikes and Lockouts™. This law limits the
formation of new unions and places restrictions on right to strike.

The 1982 Constitution continues its predecessor's provisions for a National

Security Council (NSC). (80) This body was originally created in the 1961 Constituti-
on to assist in "taking decisions and ensuring necessary coordination” in the domain of
national security policy in its broadest defination. The NSC was often used during the
previous period of civilian rule for the public expression of military wishes; the com-
manders of the armed forces issued their decleration in March 1971 as members of the
NSC. The military takeover of 1980 was also accomplished in the name of this body.

As for the Higher Education Council. mandated by the new Constitution, (81)
this body is designed to provide central supervision of the various institutions of hig-
her education to ensure that they operate in conformity with the objectives and prin-
ciples set forth by law. This council, established in 1982, was accorded extensive aut-
hority to appoint university governing boards.

In essence, through these decisions universities lost their authonomy and be-
came state-controlled training centers for the Turkish university activities (curricu-
lum, research, teaching staff) throughout Turkey.

To further increase state controls over academic research, such autonomous
institutions as the Turkish Historical Society (Tiirk Tarih Kurumu) and the Turkish
Language Society (Tiirk Dil Kurumu) were placed under the newly created Atatiirk

High Institution of Culture, Language and History (82)_ These two institutions were
established in the 1930s and had remained as autonomous centers of research in Tur-
kish Language and History, gaining on internatinol reputation for their work. It was
also expressed in the will of Atatiirk that these institutions should remain autonomous

bodies receiving financial support from his estate (83). By transforming these institu-
tions into state-controlled establishments the coup makers in fact violated Atatiirk's
will. In any case, this move by the military regime imposed further state controls over
the intellectuals of the country.
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All the developments discussed above indicate that bureaucratic controls over
political participation in Turkey have been strengthened, giving the Third Republic an
authoritarian atmosphere. Similar to the restrictions on political participation by asso-
ciations, NSC and its allies took measures to control the formation of political parties

(84) that would enter the national elections in November 1983. Furthermore, the elec-
toral law was rewritten to make it more likely to return that one-party majority govern-
ments to the TGNA instead of unstable coalition governments.

1982 Constitution was broadly modeled on the 1958 French Constitution

(85). Although retaining a classic division of powers, it was intended to strengthen the
executive power of the President, limit the role of political parties, and circumscribe
the exercise of individual and associational rights that might threaten national unity
and security.

The Constitution was accepted by more than 87 percent of the electorate - 92

percent of the 95 percent who voted - on November 7, 1982 (86),

It is important to note that the 1982 Constitution was significantly different
from the 1961 Constitution. While the 1960 Coup leaders aimed at preventing the rise
of authoritarian regimes by establishing a liberal order, 1980 Coup coalition’s main
concern was the restriction of liberties included in the 1961.

The fact that Kemalism has been modified and reinterpreted after the 1980 mi-
litary intervention may in fact be related to the syndrome of being lonely at the top. The
military coup of 1980 accomplished what the conservatives in Turkey long desired:
the establishment of a rightist restrictive political order with liberalism in economics.
Perhaps, the ruling elite's desire to create a Turkish-style liberalism closely resembles
nineteenth century European Liberalism with the exception that citizens have voting
rights in Turkey. The system, on the one hand favors liberalism and free competition in
economics. On the other hand, it limits political participation to those who dominate
the economic sects. In any case, this type of "liberalism™ is highly dangerous because
such liberalizing efforts in the economy will create more political concerns for all citi-
zens alike. Unless the individuals are provided with political channels to effectively
voice their opinions in these matters, further social unrest is likely to emerge.

Conclusion
The military institution has advanced itself as the champion of the public inte-
rest in Turkey it has been the military often dubbed the "guardian of Turkish Democ-

racy”.
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With the breakdown of Turkish democracy in the late 1970s, the military re-
mained the only united element capable of restoring order. In contrast to the preceding
coups, the September 12, 1980 intervention demonstrated both careful planning and
military unity. As Ergiider pointed out that "this military interlude, in comparision

with the previous ones, was longer-three years- and more radical in terms of solutions

the military leaders tried to implement”. (87)

The military policy of centralization and reform was intended to prevent the
recurrence of terrorism and disorder. But it was also meant to reduce the ability of poli-
tical actors and pressure groups activity for providing liberal democracy.

The 1982 Constitution is declared to be unfit for Turkey by all of the parlia-
mentary political parties, each of which seems to have a different opinion about what
the content of the Turkish Constitution should be. Various articles of the 1982 Consti-
tution (as shown before) are inoperative for all practical purposes. Various articles co-
difying the activities of associations are considered to be in contradiction with free-
dom of expression and other liberties.

Social equity in Turkey was negatively related to military regimes and politi-
cal order. Basically. despite their poor performances in this field, the civilian regimes
have paid more attention to the improvement of social equity than the officers. It is fo-
und that liberty is weakened under military regimes and times of economic growth. In
fact, the military regimes did not change the development policies of the pre-coup ci-
vilian administrations. For social equity, however, the presence of military regimes
meant further decline in these indicators. In short, the civilian regimes placed more
emphasis on liberty and social equity than the military regimes.

The 1961 Constitution was quickly amended in 1971, restricting its liberal
elements. Ironically, the amendments to the Constitution, designed to increase law
and order in Turkey, were quickly ignored by 1976 with increasing anarchy and politi-
cal violence. Finally, after nine years, these amendments along with 1961's liberal de-
mocracy were cast aside by the 1980 coup makers.

Despite the transfer of power to civilians, the political structure of the state
closely resembles bureaucratic-authoritarianism. The framework of the 1982 Consti-
tution, increases in state control of associations through new laws, various restrictions
on individual liberties, and the way the regime transfer to civilians was carefully cont-
rolled, all indicate that order weighs more heavily than liberty in the new period.

In sum, the Third Republic of Turkey has made her a member of the authorita-
rian regimes in the Western World. The process through which democracy broke
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down during the Second Republic involved a complex interaction of political and eco-
nomic variables, both in domestic and external fields. Also, these relationship's were
highly crucial in the establishment of elite coalitions which in turn helped aggrevate
power competition between the elites.

The comparision between Turkey and Western European countries, from de-
mocratic point of view, the overwhelming majority of the Turks not only defend the
principles of democracy but demand that it be protected and fully implemented. Ho-
wever, it would seem that the sprit of democracy may be preserved in Turkey if its
implementation and administariton are made compatible with the country's traditions
of government and political culture. This implies that democracy in Turkey may have
to be implemented by means other than those known in the West.

In other words, the Turkish situation contradicts the common view, accepted
by Western students of politics, that democracy is the product comprimes and aggree-
ment among civilian groups. Democracy in Turkey began to be undermind when the
traditional understanding of government and authority. Their implicit supremacy be-
gan to be replaced by an individualistic and interest-oriented understanding of go-
vernment and authority. In spite of some important reasons (as explained above), all
three crisis resulted from the failure of the civilian to comprimise or learn to live each
other, whether in power or in opposition.

In addition to, institutionalized 1s the most important factor for survival of de-

mocracy (#8) How democracy has been maintained in a country with weak political
institutions and low level of consessus (governing without consensus, republic witho-
ut government, crisis of the state parliament, crisis of democracy).

Finally, when Turkey, in 1946 passed to multi-party system, we thought that
the liberal democracy was set but it was wrong reflectives; it was only a first step to the
liberal democracy. After from this years, system in the transition period, brought so-
me crisis such as 1960 - 1971 - 1980 crisis.

NOTES

1. It is not our intention here to examine the different defination of the democracy. Ne-
vertheless, the best defination was summarized by Linz as fallows: "...Legal
freedom to formulate and advocate political alternatives with the concomi-
nant rights to free association, free speech, and other basic freedoms of per-
son, free and nonviolent competition among leaders with periodic validation
of their claim to rule, inclusion of all effective political offices in the democra-
tic process, and provision for the participation of all members of the political
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