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Abstract:

The study of Turkey’s 1968 offers an interesting case, since not
only was Turkey a devout NATO ally, as a neighboring country of
the Soviet Union during the Cold War era, but also because Turkey
consequently found itself experiencing extremes leading to
political polarization and violence in the late 1960s and 1970s.
The 1968 generation in Turkey first emerged as a student
movement focusing on reform within the university system, but
towards the end of the 60s, it evolved into a revolutionary
movement, eventually fighting for the use of revolutionary
violence after the military intervention of 1971. This paper argues
that the dominant discourses of the period, such as the myth of
youth, anti-imperialist, modernist, and developmentalist
discourses, and the martyrdom discourse meld perfectly with a
masculine discourse and underlines the importance of introducing
masculinity studies for a deeper understanding of Turkey’s 1968.
‘Masculinity’ is indeed a keyword for rethinking the 1960s and
1968 generation in Turkey, as well as rethinking the Turkish
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political culture within which masculine discourse occupies an
important place. In light of the works of Raewyn Connell, who
argues that “gender relations are a major component of social
structure as a whole, and gender politics are among the main
determinants of our collective fate”, it is argued in this paper that
Turkey’s 1968 cannot be understood without “constantly moving
towards gender (1995:76)”. The paper discusses how the Turkish
1968 student movement did not only instrumentalize a masculine
discourse but also that it is possible to observe a war of
masculinities. Turkey’s 1968 generation’s masculinity was
constructed in relation to the colonial masculinity of the United
States as symbolized by the demonstrations against the Six Fleet
of the US navy in Istanbul.

Keywords: 1968 generation, political discourses, masculinity,

political violence, Turkey
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Erkekliklerin Savasi: Tiirkiye’'nin 1968’lerini Yeniden
Diisiinmek

Demet Liikiislii *
Yeditepe Universitesi

0z:

1968’lerin Tiirkiye’sini ¢alismak, yalmizca Soguk Savas doénemi
boyunca Sovyetler Birligi'ne komsu iken NATO nun sadik bir tiyesi
olmas! acisindan degil, aym zamanda 1960’larin sonunda ve
1970’lerde Tiirkiye’'nin kendisini siklikla politik kutuplasmaya ve
siddete yol acan agiriliklarin ortasinda bulmasi bakimindan ilging
bir konudur. Tiirkiye’de 1968 kusagi ilk olarak iiniversite sistemi
icerisindeki reformlara odaklanan bir 6grenci hareketi olarak
ortaya ¢ikmig, fakat 60’larin sonlarina dogru 1971 askeri
darbesinin ardindan devrimci siddeti kullanarak devrimci bir
harekete donlismiistiir. Bu ¢alisma; genglik efsaneleri,
emperyalizm karsithgl, yenilik¢i ve ilerlemeci soylemler gibi
dénemin baskin politik sdylemlerinin ve sehitlik sdyleminin eril
soylem ile miikemmel bir uyum igerisinde oldugunu tartisir ve
elestirel erkeklik calismalarinin Tirkiye'nin 1968’lerini daha
derinden kavrayabilmek adina ne denli énemli oldugunun altim
cizer. Ashnda ‘erkeklik,” eril sdylemin dnemli bir yer isgal ettigi
Tirk siyasi kiltiiriini tekrar goézden gecirilmesi kadar, ayni
zamanda 19601 ve Tiirkiye'deki 1968 kusagin tekrar diisiinmek
icin de bir anahtar kelimedir. Bu ¢alismada “toplumsal cinsiyet
iliskilerinin bir biitiin olarak sosyal yapilarin ayrilmaz bir bileseni”
oldugu ve “toplumsal cinsiyet politikalarinin miisterek

kaderimizin temel belirleyicileri arasinda” oldugunu ortaya koyan
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Raewyn Connell'in calismalari 1s181nda, Tiirkiye 1968’inin “stirekli
bicimde toplumsal cinsiyete dogru yonelmeden”
anlasilamayacagini iddia eder (1995:76). Bu makale, Tiirk 1968
0grenci hareketinin yalmzca eril séylemi nasil aragsallastirdigini
degil, ayn1 zamanda hareketin igerisinde bir erkeklikler savasini
gozlemlemenin de miimkiin oldugunu tartismaktadir. Tiirkiye’nin
1968 kusagimin erkekligi, istanbul’daki ABD donanmasimn Altinc
Filosu'na karsi yapilan gosterilerle sembollesmis olan ABD’nin
somiirgeci erkekligine istinaden insa edilmistir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: 1968 kusag, politik soylemler, erkeklik,
politik siddet, Tiirkiye
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here is a rich literature on student movements in the 1960s in the

West, but it seems important to study that period in different

geographies in order to see the bigger picture, as well as to better
comprehend the different colors of youth movements all around the
globe. The study of the 1968 generation in Turkey offers a very
interesting case since it led to political polarization and violence in late
1960s and 1970s. Turkey’s 1960s ended with a military intervention, the
military coup of March 12th, 1971. At the end of the military regime,
almost all of the leaders from the 1968 generation were killed, either in
executions, operations, or torture cells. With the end of the March 12th
military regime and the declaration of amnesty in 1974, the surviving
members of the 1968 generation were all released from prison. Since the
leaders of the movement were all killed, it was the time of “apostles”,
using Giin Zileli’s (2002) words, and there was a fragmentalization of the
movement continuing the “struggle” even more strongly joined by the
members of the 1978 generation. Thus, “social movements continued to
rise, parallel to its reactionary opponents. The surmounting clashes
between leftist revolutionary movements and its reactionary-fascist
opponents determined the political fate of the country (Alper, 2009, p.
1X)”. The result was the military coup of September 12th, 1980, leading

Turkey into an authoritarian military regime.

Even though there are many important biographies?!, memoires?,
and interviews3 by the members of the 1968 generation in Turkey
written a posteriori, the original documentation of the period is still an
unresearched area. The existing literature in the social sciences on the
1968 generation in Turkey aims to contribute to the discussions on the
history of the left in Turkey and social movements’ literature*. In this
paper, however, I aim to refer to the existing literature as well as focus
on the original documentation of the period based on my research of
books and brochures, personal archives, periodicals, and audiovisual
material present at the International Institute of Social History (IISH) in

Amsterdamb®.
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This paper argues that ‘masculinity’ is a keyword for rethinking
Turkey’s 1968 as well as the Turkish political culture within which
masculine discourse occupies an important place.¢ Masculinity Studies in
Turkey is a developing field and there is a promising literature
demonstrating the importance of introducing masculinities in the
analysis of modern Turkey (see Sancar 2009; Ozbay 2013, 2016) and this
paper aims to contribute to that literature with a special emphasis on the
1960s. During that period, there was the melding of the different
discourses (myth of youth, anti-imperialist, modernist and
developmentalist, and martyrdom) with a masculine discourse. As
Raewyn Connell (1995:76) argues, “[glender relations are a major
component of social structure as a whole, and gender politics are among
the main determinants of our collective fate”, and accordingly, this paper
argues that Turkey’s 1968 cannot be understood without “constantly
moving towards gender”. An analysis of Turkey’s leftist student
movement demonstrates how masculinity can be read as a keyword of
the period and that the movement finds itself in the middle of a war of
masculinities.

The paper starts with a brief discussion of Turkey’s 1968 by
focusing on the student profile of the 1960s and continues with the
dominant discourses of the 1968 student movement and underlines how
the masculine discourse successfully melds into the other dominant
discourses and that Turkey’s 1968 cannot be understood without
underlining the dominance of this masculine discourse. Then the paper
discusses masculinity as a keyword for analyzing Turkey’s 1960s and
underlines a war of masculinities, a war between that of the 1968

student movement and of the US imperialism.

Turkey’s 1968
Student profile of the 1960s

he 1968 generation in Turkey first emerged as a student

movement demanding reforms in the university system, but with
the end of the 1960s, the movement evolved from a student
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movement into a revolutionary one, and finally to one arguing to use
revolutionary violence after the military intervention of 1971. Starting
with 8 April 1968 rectorate building at Middle Eastern University, the
wave of university occupations began in June of 1968 at Ankara
University in the Faculty of Language-History-Geography on June 10th,
1968, and spread to their Faculty of Law and Sciences on June 11th, and
then to the Istanbul University Faculty of Law on June 12th, 1968. In
other words, the 1968 movement started as a student movement and
thus recruited its members mainly from ‘university students’, which is
why it becomes indispensable to study the profile of university students
of the period in order to understand the dynamics of the movement.

An in-depth study of the profile of university students from the
period shows that only a minority of young people had the ‘privilege’ to
study in a university. In the 1968 academic year, for example, the
percentage of university students in the same age category was only
6.5%. When the university student category is analyzed according to
gender, we see the dominance of the males: 19% of the university
students were female, whereas 81% were male.” There is also the
dominance of a certain class within the university student category; that
of students coming from civil or military bureaucratic middle-class
families. In short, among the characteristics of the university student
profile, we see the dominance of the males coming, for the most part,
from civil or military bureaucratic families.8 That brings about the
dominance of the male category within the 1968 student movement,
which in turn, makes the research on the 1968 generation a male-
dominated one. However, it is important to underline that, recently,
research on the 1968 generation also began to focus on the ‘women’ of
1968 and female members of the generation have begun to tell their own
memoirs of 1968 in Turkey and create their own social memories.? The
memoirs and anecdotes of these women underline the male dominance

during the period enables a feminist account of Turkey’s 1960s.
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Dominant discourses of Turkey’s 1968 generation

n order to understand Turkey’s 1968 and underline its specificities,

this paper will discuss the dominant discourses of Turkey’s 1968

generation. The paper argues that masculine discourse melds
perfectly with some other dominant discourses of the movement as it
will be discussed below (“myth of youth”, anti-imperialist, modernist and
developmentalist, and “martyrdom”), and as a result, the movement
reaches/gains a certain momentum in the late 1960s. Hence, it is argued
that a multi-layered analysis of these discourses is necessary in order to
understand the 1968 generation as well as the political culture in
Turkey.

In Turkish political culture, since the nineteenth century, there is
what I call the “myth of youth” (Liikiislii 2009), in which young people
play an active role in the political space. If youth, as a social category, is
indeed a construct of industrialization, urbanization, and modernity (e.g.
Levi & Schmitt 1996), then the emergence of youth as a social category in
the history of modern Turkey dates from the nineteenth century
modernization movements of the Ottoman Empire. That era witnessed
the emergence of ‘modern’ Western-style schools, where the generation
underwent a ‘modern’ form of socialization (e.g. Fortna 2002; Sakaoglu
2003; Somel 2001. Interestingly, this modernization process constructed
youth as a political category whose ultimate objective was to save the
Ottoman Empire from collapse and restore its glory (Georgeon 2007;
Zircher 1984, 47-9). I refer to this definition of youth as a political
category, as the “myth of youth”, and argue that it has been a key
component of Turkish political culture since the nineteenth century.
Although the empire’s young generation accepted its political mission, it
also believed that the way to save the empire was to rebel against the
Sultan Abdulhamid II and his oppressive regime. Hence, the Young Turk
movement and the revolution of 1908 were in fact products of the
modernization process. Likewise, those who founded the Republic of
Turkey in 1923 were all members of the last generation of the empire
and had inherited this myth of youth, which therefore became the
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symbol of the young republic. The Republic’s first generation (1923-
1950), a restricted group of those privileged enough to have received an
education, was constructed according to the principles of the Republic
and Kemalist ideology, and is seen as the “vanguard” (Neyzi 2001) of the
Republic.

We observe that in the 1960s, youth acted in line with this myth of
youth and was mobilized in order to save the State. On December 27-
29th, 1968, forty-seven revolutionary organizations from different
universities and cities organized a protest march between two cities,
Izmit and Istanbul, against the foreign capital, common market, and
assembly industry. Following this protest, a brochure was published in
March 1969 by the Istanbul Technical University Student Union and
Istanbul Technical University Technical Schools’ Student Union. The
brochure demonstrates vividly the dominance of the myth of youth. In
this 31-page brochure, we see that the students say ‘no’ to the Sixth Fleet
of the US army, foreign capital, common market, and assembly industry,
and underline that they were children when the Marshall Plan!® was
signed, but now these days are over since they are the ‘young’ of this

country and say no to this plan of exploitation (see Illustration 1).

This rejection of the economic and political role imposed on
Turkey by the United States to be a loyal and docile ally, brings one of the
dominant discourses of the 1968 generation in Turkey: the anti-
imperalist discourse joined with anti-Americanism in the spirit of the
Cold War era. Saving the nation passes through an anti-imperialist
discourse during this Cold War era and reaches an anti-American
momentum, in particular, with demonstrations against the Sixth Fleet of
the US navy in Istanbul and the protests against the US Ambassador to
Turkey, Robert Kommer!!, during his visit to the Middle Eastern
Technical University in Ankara on January 6th, 1969. Needless to say,
this anti-imperialist and anti-American discourse of the 1968 generation
in Turkey is in strong solidarity with Vietnam and Palestine, and there is
a reflection of the Vietnam War and the Palestine issue in Turkey. This
anti-imperialist discourse thus seems to give the 1968 generation in
Turkey a transnational aspect, while it also enables us to create a link
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with the ‘local’ rebellions and revolts in Anatolian history against
tyranny. In the brochure of the Istanbul Technical University published
in March 1969, we see this reference to the Anatolian folk culture. In the
brochure, famous folk literature composed of epic narratives about
outlaw heroes like the epic of Koéroglu are being rewritten to talk about
the current situation in Turkey. For example, Kéroglu’s epic address to
the Bey of Bolu in a harshly critical manner is rewritten to address NATO
(istanbul Teknik Universitesi Ogrenci Birligi, 1969, p. 8-9).

In line with this anti-imperialist discourse, it is possible to observe
the dominance of a modernist and developmentalist discourse in the
brochures of the 1968 generation in Turkey!2. It is argued that
imperialism is an important obstacle for the development of the country
and that for the country to develop, Turkey needs to be totally
‘independent’. Indeed, the Turkish 1968 shares a characteristic of the
Third World student movements of the period. Emin Alper (2009, p. 92),
discussing the 1960s student movement in a global perspective, argues
that “unlike the Western student movements’ anti-nationalist, anti-
modernizationist characteristics, student movements of the Third World
are strongly nationalists (nationalism with a leftist version) and are in
support of modernization, development, and industrialization
discourses”. A brochure published by the Hacettepe University Faculty of
Medicine students discussing health issues in Turkey demonstrates how
the students saw a strong link between imperialism and the
development of the country. In this report, published after a field trip to
eastern Turkey, it is underlined that health problems in Turkey are

directly linked to other issues in Turkey. The brochure notes:

We believe that before any action towards the development
of the country can be taken, our country needs to gain full
independence, because all of these actions are incompatible

with the profits of the imperialists and compradors.

There appears the task of the revolutionaries: To work for
the full independence of Turkey.., which is indeed the
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prerequisite for the resolutions of so many of our problems
(Erttirk, 1970, p. 12, my translation).

With the death of Vedat Demircioglu, the first ‘martyr’ of the 1968
generation in Turkey, through an operation by the police at the Istanbul
Technical University dormitory after demonstrations against the Sixth
Fleet, begins a discourse of ‘martyrdom’. The number of ‘martyrs’ in the
1968 generation will rise, and as already stated with the March 12th,
1971 military intervention which Cimen Giinay Erkol (2016, p. XI) calls
as a coup “which traumatized the climactic 1968 spirit in Turkey” and
“which punished 1968 radicalism grievously and put the brakes on the
rise of socialism in Turkey”, all of the leaders of the movement will be
either killed in operations, in political executions, or in torture cells. As
stated by Hamit Bozarslan (2011), ‘martrydom’ is indeed one of the
keywords for understanding not only the Turkish case but also the
Middle East. These deaths, as well as the torture endured in prisons
during the military regime, should be seen for this generation as
“pursuing the politics of certainty, in which death is the mysterious but
unambiguous point of reference upon which to build a moral word and a
sense of community (Spencer, 2000, p. 134)”. It is, in fact, through these
martyrs and the martyrdom discourse that the state violence and
political bravery of the victims/martyrs are transferred into the political
imagery. In the brochures published, it is possible to see this transfer of
the martyrs into political imagery. The names of the martyrs are
continuously stated and commemorated and there is also the production

of folk poem for them (see in particular Dosttan Dosta Deyisler).

Thus, all of these discourses discussed above meld with a
masculine one and it becomes the duty of the young of the country to
change the situation. The illustration below (discussed earlier in the
text) states that as children, the members of the generation could not say
no to the Marshall Plan but now as the young of the country, they say no
to the plan.
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DIN  Cocuktuk,
GECTi 0 GUnler BAy AMERIKA...

— ke Wt —

Bu kitap ITUOB ve ITUTOTB tarafindan hazirlanmistir.
Diz. Bas. Tipo Nesriyat ve Basimevi/IST. 1969

illustration 1
Yesterday we were children, those days are gone Mr. America. (iTUOB, iTUTOTB, 6. Filo

Bekledigin Ekonomik Diizen Yurdumuzdan Kovulacaktir, p.2)
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Masculinites at war:
Masculinity as a keyword for studying Turkey’s 1968

efore discussing how masculinity can be used as a keyword to

study Turkey’s 1968 and the 1960s in Turkey and that the

movement finds itself in a war of masculinities, it is important to
underline that Turkey’s political culture was (and continues to be) a
predominantly ‘masculine’ one. Tanil Bora and Ulas Tol (2009, p. 826)
argue that politics in Turkey has been “male politics” not only because of
the fact that it is in great majority men doing politics but also because of
the dominant mentality underlining that politics is a man’s job and that
politicians masculinity had always been shaped around “proving oneself,
challenging other, and showing the efforts for showing what they are not
[showing all the efforts to show that they are not weak and womanly for
example]”. The study by Funda Senol Cantek and Levent Cantek (2009, p.
80) on the history of political humor in the early republican era
demonstrate that in Turkish political humor, there is a tradition of
caricaturizing male politicians as women and this portrayal always has a
negative connotation symbolizing being ‘incapable, weak, and wrong’. It
seems that today’s political culture continues to use this male discourse
and associate the opponent with characteristics such as not being manly
or brave. In Turkish political culture, politics is seen as a space in which
men prove their manliness and that on one side there is “honest,
righteous, and brave politicians” while the other those “acting like a

bellydancer, curling or twisting” (Bora and Tol, 2009, p. 827).

As already discussed, the university student profile of the period
was a dominantly male one with only 19% female students. That
dominance can also be seen in the student movement, which later on
transformed into a revolutionary movement. As already stated, the
female members of the generation have currently begun to write about
the 1968 generation and constitute their own social memories. A female
member of the 1968 generation, Jiilide Aral, comments as follows on the
question “Was there equality between men and women in the
movement?”: “Were we equal to men? In theory we were. However, the
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dominance of men was undeniable. They were there in committees, in
the administrations, and there were only a few women, and they were in
lower positions (Mater, 2009, p. 116)”. In a similar manner, Sule Zaloglu
Peringek, also argues that the members of the 1968 generation were also
members of the patriarchal society, and thus interiorized the existent
gender regime and division of labor. She explains, for example, that men
were the ones who were developing the theories, writing articles and
making decisions about the fate of the movement, whereas women were
active in jobs such as typing, preparing tea, or cleaning the office
(Yazicioglu, 2010, p. 186-187).

Cimen Giinay-Erkol (2016, p. 10) underlines that during the
period “masculinity was the primary constituent both in Turkish
Marxism and anticommunism” and that “both camps celebrated
traditional masculine concerns and phallic potency, creating similar
ideals of masculine toughness”. As a female scholar studying the
documentation of the period, the dominance of the masculine discourse
struck me and made me realize the importance of ‘masculinity’ as a
keyword for wunderstanding the period.l3 While reading the
documentation of the period, I observed that, especially with the
transformation of the student movement into a revolutionary one and
the fragmentation of the left, a pyramid of hierarchy among men was
created, even among the leftist groups, at the top of which were
characteristics like bravery, heroism, and honor, and at the bottom of the
hierarchy, alongside the opponents, resided characteristics like traitors,
opportunists, and collaborationists. There were also those ‘outsider’
categories used for the people on the right. ‘Dog’ was often used as a
metaphor for the rightists, alluding that they were the servants of
imperialism. In fact, we observe that a local “hegemonic masculinity”
(Connell, 2001) was being created hegemonic masculinity of the 1968
movement, and at the top of which were characteristics like bravery and
honor.1* It is important to highlight that the ‘mythical’ figures of the 1968
generation in Turkey were all portrayed and “remembered” by their
bravery and honor: Deniz Gezmis, Yusuf Aslan, and Hiiseyin inan were
executed; Ibrahim Kaypakkaya was tortured to death, and Mahir Cayan
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and his comrades were killed in an operation by the 12 March military
regime, all of which were demonstrated as examples of bravery

combining discourses of martyrdom and masculinity.

For understanding how Turkey’s 1968 generation’s masculinity is
being constructed, it is important to underline the existence of an
anticommunist propaganda during Cold War era in Turkey, as it is the
case in other ally countries of the US. The peculiarity of the Turkish case
is that the “inveterate enemy” is the neighboring country, the Soviet
Union (Oztan, 2012). The anticommunist propaganda uses a masculine
discourse against the left. In their article “Anticommunist Fantasies,”
Aylin Ozman and Ash Yazici Yakin (2012, p. 125) demonstrate how this
anticommunist propaganda is defining communism as a system in which
there is a common sharing of women and that the following anecdote is
well known in Turkey: “The husband comes home. While taking off his
coat he sees on the hat stand in the entrance another man’s hat. He puts

back on his coat and leaves the house; communism had come”.

Against such anticommunist propaganda, the 1968 movement
melds different discourses (already studied) with a masculine one and
argues that what they try to do is, in fact, save the country, threatened by
the dominance of US/imperialism. A good example demonstrating the
melding of different discourses with a masculine one can be seen in the
discourses of the movement against the Sixth Fleet. The Sixth Fleet of the
US was one of the main forces constituting the backbone of the US
military presence in the Middle East during the Cold War era and it
regularly visited Turkish ports throughout the 1960s. Following the
tension between Egypt and Israel, and the Six Days War in the summer of
1967, and the explicit support of the US of Israel, “the Sixth Fleet became
the central symbolic figure of imperialism, around which the main
demonstrations and clashes would take place (Alper, 2009, p. 312)". In
the brochures of the student movement and in the slogans used, it is
interesting to see the melding of the anti-American (anti-imperialist)
discourse with, specifically, the developmentalist and the masculine
discourse. In the brochures it is argued (aside from the other arguments)
that the American soldiers were turning the country into a “brothel”.
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That is why it is the task of the youth of the country (the myth of youth
discourse) to protest and stop the Sixth Fleet’s visits to the country.

This example not only shows how different masculinities are at
war but also helps us to deepen our analysis on hegemonic masculinity,
since local masculinities are being constructed in relation to each other
and in relation to the global hegemonic masculinity, and thus helps to
reflect upon global inequalities. Earlier scholarship has demonstrated
that European societies have used “gendered concepts and stereotypes
to legitimize and perpetuate their colonial governance and their exercise
of command and subordination (Sabelli 2011, p. 138)”. “Colonial
masculinity” (Sinha, 1995) defines the East with an Orientalist approach
and constructs a certain hegemonic masculinity over it. Spivak (1988), in
her influential essay, “Can the Subaltern Speak?” underlines the
relationship between the colonizer and the colonized man and explains
that the colonizer plays the role of “white men saving brown women
from brown men”. This raises the question of power and hierarchy
between “white” men and “brown” men. As Connell and Messerschmidt
(2005, p. 842) argue, the “locally hegemonic version of masculinity can
be used to promote self-respect in the face of discredit, for instance, from
racist denigration” and can only be understood in relation to its
adversary. That is why “dominant, subordinated, and marginalized
masculinities are in constant interaction, changing the conditions for
each other’s existence and transforming themselves as they do” (Connell,
Masculinities, p. 198). Needless to say, these masculinities that need to
be discussed in relation to each other, serve to enforce the gender
inequality and gender hierarchy, as demonstrated in the Turkish

example.

Even though this paper is limiting itself to focus on the war of
masculinities between the colonial masculinity and local Turkish
masculinity of the 1968 student movement, this war is extended to wars
between the student movement and what the student movement calls as
the collaborators of US imperialism, security forces and the rightist anti-
communist movement as well as a war of masculinities between

different leftist fractions, especially with the 1970s .
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Conclusion

n this paper, I argued that for rethinking Turkey’s 1968, masculinity

is a keyword. The masculine discourse is one of the dominant

discourses of the 1960s and it melds perfectly with other dominant
discourses of the period. This melding of the masculine discourse with
the myth of youth, anti-imperialist, modernist and developmentalist, and
martyrdom discourses enabled the 1968 generation to gain a certain
momentum in late 1960s. The paper aimed to demonstrate the
importance of introducing masculinity studies for studying the 1968
movement, as well as for studying Turkish political culture within which
masculine discourse occupies an important place. ‘Masculinity’ as a
keyword enabling us to study how different masculinities are at war and
how those masculinities are being constructed in relationship to each
other in political life. Thus, masculinity becomes a keyword for
understanding Turkey’s 1968. The student movement which evolved
into revolutionary movement found itself in a war with the colonial
masculinity, imposed by United States’ hegemony and that Turkey’s
1968 cannot be understood without understanding this war of

masculinities.
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