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ABSTRACT: During the single party regime in Turkey (192395Q) two economy congresses were convened. The
first was in Izmir in 1923 and followed by the sedoone in Istanbul in 1948. Dissimilar to the ficste, second
congress was highly unsuccessful due to the diffemad irreconcilable views of the participantsroajor issues.
Consequently, this last congress escaped the attsntif the most economists and historians and rexdabo little
examined. Contrary to the common outlook, it is degrthat the second congress actually aimed to esirnifie
strength of the Turkish private capital and thengfiag paradigms to the government. Therefore,dka rests behind
this study is to discuss this congress within thenework of this approach.
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1948iK INCi EKONOM I KONGRESININ YENIDEN DEGERLENDIRILMES]

OZET: Turkiye'deki tek parti doneminde (1923 — 1950) #onomi kongresi toplangtir. ilki 1923 yilinda
izmirde, ikincisi ise 1948 yilinddstanbul’da toplanrgtir. lkinin aksine ikinci kongre, katilimcilarin énemli
bashklardaki ¢aitli ve uzlasmaz goérileri nedeniyle bgarili sayilmamgtir. Sonug olarak bu kongre, @oiktisatgi ve
tarihcinin dikkatinden kacarak neredeyse analiineetien kalmgtir. Genel gorgiin aksine, bu kongrenin Tirk 6zel
sermayesinin gliciini ve sawwonrasi dgsen paradigmalari hikimete géstermeyi hedefiatiisinilmektedir. Bu
nedenle, cagmanin ardinda yatan ana fikir s6z konusu kongraeydklgim cercevesinde analiz etmektir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Turkiye ekonomisi, kongre, devletcilik, tek paflodernite. 1 6 1

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is to discuss and assegey Economy Congress, convened in Istanbul in Ndper 22 —
27, 1948. This discussion aims to build links betweconomy political roots of early republican pels and the
disinterestedness of Turkish government on thisgmss. There were two important congresses on &uono
conditions of the Turkish Republic during the singlaty years (1923 — 1950). The first one conveneldmir in
1923. The first congress was especially importantesthe young Republic’'s economic problems wererranas,
and need for the fast solutions were crucial. Seamngress privately organized in Istanbul by ereeeurs and
renowned academicians in 1948. The post-war ecanconditions for Turkey once again were not favtgah
terms of a war weary world. Therefore, this congi@smed to discuss and find solutions for thesegimg problems.

There are always some difficulties in establishangetwork of interrelations among the historicabgqadures.
Therefore, the first step should be establishinghacro view around the questions. If the questionsidc be
surrounded enough, it would be relatively easiespot the relative significance of this problenotingh a historical
perspective. This journey enlightens not only thetfut also gives some clues for a better undwetistg of present
and future. Therefore, discovering seemingly unirtggd or uninteresting turning points of history ymaring
invaluable consequences. Based on this fundamehtalstudy could claim that the single party dosmice and
statist economic approaches were parts of a biggfegme called “the modernity project” of the yowegublic. This
project certainly did not start with the Republic Tiirkey. Catching the modernity was a formal polafythe
Ottoman Empire in most part of the 19th centurywieer, these early attempts were limited by adgptmilitary
techniques and technology of the Western countriesrder to counteract the expanding Western inafistic
invasions (Anscombe, 2010: 159), and they werentleeless not in the framework of predeterminedstialiprojects
except during the reigns of Mahmud Il and AbdulhtaiiniOther institutional and technical innovatiowere often
blocked by political and economic elites of the EmpAcemalu and Robinson, 2002: 35-36). However, this

" All the views expressed in the paper belong toatthor and do not represent those of the Centrak Béithe
Republic of Turkey, or its staff.
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evolution ignores the imperialistic pressures omo@an Empire came from the powerful European state$
Russian Empire.

Unlike the under examined reign of Mahmud I, tegn of Abdulhamit Il is still one of the most dissed and
controversial eras in the history of Ottoman EmpMmost of the scholars and historians are dividecheéavily
conflicting two parts on the evaluation of thisipdr According to first group of these scholars Albdmit Il was
the initiator of modernity in Ottoman Empire (Oz&nR009: 47 and Davuitu, 2009: 41). These writers illustrate
that basic institutions of modern society, suchmélary, education, transportation, agricultureranistration and
public finance were either established from scraticheformed by Abdulhamit 1. Pears (1917: 19192)ladds the
post office and medical school reforms as main essges of the emperor. Abdulhamit Il himself st#tesschooling
and agricultural education as his most importaitriies (Abdulhamit I, 1999/1918: 141 — 142). @ other hand,
the second group of academics that mostly followet Young Turks and the Committee of Union and Rasgr
(CUP) tradition tends to attribute the collapse led €mpire to Abdulhamit II. It should also be nothdt both
approaches are generally biased by prejudices anchative judgments of the ideological tendenciesthefse
historians and politicians. Dramatically, suppressif the intelligentsia in Ottoman Empire was asppression of
the intellectual and industrial development of #mapire since Enlightenment and industrialization t&en the
conguest of skepticism and rebellion against aitth@vlokyr, 2005: 341)

The modernity project of the Republic of Turkey Hadr characteristics. The first one was the econaitnension
that was to turn the whole society into an indatiréed community from a pre-capitalist Polanyiamsture. Second
aspect was to re-establish the society on the giowf knowledge, ethics and arts. Third one wasraate
enlightened individuals who cut their relationshiiheir old traditional roots and the old regima(\vHet Hof, 2010:
554). On the other hand, the state itself paraddlyi continued to keep its ties with this old mregi, and these roots
have always been the hidden obstacle before mageilicbay, 1999: 87). The last one was the tmsnal
structure, which was to establish all institutiomscessary for a nation state (Tekeli, 2002: 19-2®)order to
understand how this project was implemented, cpomding institutional structure of these aspectsukh be
examined. Economic statism was clearly the corneding institution of the first aspect. A mixture afganizational
structures realized second and third aspects, lmst important ones were “People’s Houses” (HalkeEyland
“Village Institutes” (Kdy Enstitlleri). The formeawas in charge of the enrichment of civic culture.

People’s Houses were one of the most importanstoblthe Enlightenment project of the Republic. hdes to
secure the social and cultural development inWith the political progress, they were not orgadias independent
institutions, but components of the single partychamism §imsek, 2002: 91). The duties of the Village Institutes
were to transform and integrate the rural areas the modern society. The last aspect, an all epassing
organizational structure, was represented by thglesiparty authority. As a natural consequencehisf project, it
was a “top-down” and rationalistic implementatiorogess. More clearly, the most rational ways argtitirtions,
from factories to architecture, to transform theisty should be discovered and engineered by thiggabelites and
later implemented by their subordindteBherefore, this way was not pluralistic and deratic by modern terms. It
should be added that these four instruments setasingle party authority, People’s Houses, artagé Institutes-
were not merely implementation tools, but alsogdok controlling the whole bureaucratic cadre ides to secure
all the course of realization process of this moideiproject.

The main reason of this conclusion is based onirttemse bureaucratic state mechanism of the OttdEmapire
mainly reformed by Abdulhamit Il and later strergtled and broadened by CUP. While Abdulhamit Il was
establishing new and modern schools in the capitalivas also aware of that the pupils of theseadshwere at the
center of the political oppositions to his thro@mnsequently, he wanted to keep these institutioiieuhis strict
control. Later developments proved his rightfulnegserms of keeping his authority in a safe pl&decan, 2009: 1

— 3). It is unproblematic to comprehend that iremedoping country well educated strata is alwagslyeto carry the

! This implementation process was highly succesdtiel to the single party administration. The reasehind this
success lies within the separation of the buresiacaad political powers. Working under a powersirigle party
authority the bureaucracy cannot create differeolicigs other than the administration and workselsolon
implementation projects or procedures (Riggs, 196%.:

2 This approach reflects a Gramscian rationale.rem@Gcian sense, society is divided in two partst fiart consists
of a strong power center. Second part is the penplvhich are not allowed to access to this powerénter
(Birchfield, 1999: 41). Consequently, all state ogéiine government, the army, the police, the cotints prisons,
education, etc.) turn into ideological state appes@s in order to re-generate the official ideoldgying the actual
production process of the goods (Althusser, 1993+ 23).
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enlightenment torch to different ideological patRslers — whether an emperor, strong man or aesipgity — are
either to cooperate with this intelligentsia or grgss them. In 19th century ethnical and religicerster — periphery
conflicts in the Ottoman Empire had reached itkpb&aorder to keep their throne safe, Ottoman sziges also had
to keep their authority in a patrimonial framew@@avdar, 1973: 16 — 17).

In this hectic atmosphere and with the aid of hispgcious personality, Abdulhamit Il seemed to pigkthe last
alternative. It is not surprising to see that thaslition was inherited by the early republicardies (Dodd, 1983: 80).
Karpat (2007: 71) indicates that, especially atter 1931 congress of Republican People’s Party (RRRhuriyet
Halk Partisi), the Turkish state gained a more auitdwrian stance in order to protect the alreadyized reforms and
the pathway of the other prospective projectshia structure, RPP played the necessary intermediée between
the state mechanism and the society which is aispedsable bridge between development organizatiadsthe
client systems (Kaplan, 1968: 485). Ottoman andiShrbureaucracies had always been the centraiegof these
development projects. Republic of Turkey’'s moderpityject consisted of a series of revolutions. Cqusatly, this
“state of constant revolutions” (Alexander: 20023) 4should be safeguarded by military, bureaucrang a
intelligentsia.

The second economy congress convened during tbieedc and political framework. Turkish governmsngtance
against this congress is difficult to analyze edtfsight. There were signs that the governmentwedsaware of the
dilemmas stemmed from statism. On the other harmkdame apparent that it was almost impossibéitet with a

statist economic policy within Western world in thest-war era. Under the circumstances, it wouléxXpected that
the government should support these private aietivin order to find better and widely acceptedusohs. On the
contrary, Turkish government unexpectedly and lypighored the congress. It is deemed that theeexty liberal

atmosphere of this congress and its political mymsions scared the Turkish government in some way.

Methodological approach of this investigation felkba Polanyian logic that is the economy is considlembedded 1 6 3
in the social structures of pre-capitalist statsldnyi, 2001: 59 — 61). Therefore, the narratif/éhe study consists

of politico-historical clarifications regarding tmodernity. Our argument is that the modernity pbjef Turkish

Republic derived and transformed from the late staje®ttoman Empire, and this project was suspgegainst the

private capital in its single party period. In tipieriod private capital was tolerated as long &g articulated with

the state’s political stance (Yilmaz, 2005: 189)isTstudy comprises of three parts. In the first,ghe economic and

political conditions of post-war era, which is demhthose conditions gave way to the congress, beee discussed.

The narrative of the congress is the subject ofdwond part. The study ends with an appraisal.

ECONOMIC AND POLITICAL CONDITIONS OF TURKEY DURING THE WAR A ND POST-WAR
YEARS

Statist economic policy had been chosen in they gadrs of Turkish Republic. Planning activities vi@rseparable
and natural parts of these policies. Therefore g“First Five Year Plan”, prepared in 1934, was attame of this
necessity. “The Second Five Year's IndustrializatiRlan” was not fully realized because of the apphing world
war (Fry, 1971: 306). During the course of the $ec@/orld War Turkey had to keep a strong army of one million
soldiers. Withdrawing this huge work force from tiugal areas made a negative impact on economielgiewment.

On the other hand, world wide rising food and raatemal prices financially compensated the negatifects of the
economically destructive years (Lewis, 1974: 13¥Mlpreover, food and consumer goods shortages and the
mounting prices also made massive contributioriteeaapital accumulation of the private sector.

It is widely accepted that during the war yearscklmarketing was one of the main contributorshef domestic
capital accumulation. There is no solid statistdzatia to support this argument. However, some kgritdno had close
links with the government officials gave reliabledits to this judgment. Former ambassador andobitlee close
observers of those years, writer Yakup Kadri Kansarsglu (1968: 169) in his memoirs states that it was no
unusual to witness, almost in every corner of thpital, cabinet ministers, governors and other highked
government officials who had close ties with wahrblack marketers. Tezel (2002: 263) also suppbitsview
especially for 1943 — 1945 episodes. In 1943 Sgtaggovernment liberated the wheat prices. Consetuenlieat
prices sky doomed from 0,135 Turkish lira per kitog to 1 Turkish lira (Avciglu, 1968: 225). A capital levy on
non-Muslim citizens (Varlik Vergisi) in 1943 alsmmdributed to asset accumulation of Turkish engapurs



(Alexander, 1960: 357). Rising private depositsammercial banks and in Central Bank during this gkras can
be seen in Graph 1 and 2, also support this argun®@raph 1 shows the course of private savingsnduthe war
years.

Graph 1: Deposits at Private Banks (Million TL).
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1 64‘ Graph 2 also gives more evidence for this condition

Graph 2: Private Deposits at Central Bank of the RépabTurkey (Million TL).
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Graph 3: Gross National Product by Kind of Econo#uitivity (at current prices — Million TL).
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During this period, with the pressures of incregsprices in agriculture and service sectors showesizeable
progress. However, industrial sector realized & stoprovement as expected in those catastrophicsy&raph 3
illustrates this movement.

The Turkish government did not stop its plannintivétees during and after the war. During the Sed¢t@&tan, priority
had been given to develop the state enterpriséswas envisaged in the First Plan. In this etanping works were
held by “Industry Research Department” (Sanayi kebkéyeti) within the Economy Ministry, and its chaan was
Sevket Sireyya Aydemir.

The main purpose of this department was to pregamnomic policies for and after the World War lkaer
Department primarily consisted of statist bureaiscrand their basic concern was to strengthenttte’s position

within the society as a whole (Tezel, 2002: 313)démir prepared an “Essence Report” (Oz Rapor) in LB45.

This report’s subject was the predicaments of thst-piar era. According to Aydemir there would be tmajor

economic orders after the war. The first order wobé the capitalist one, which later would turroimt “super
capitalism.” The other one would be “the sociatistconomic order” in northern countries, which wbaffect the

Eastern and Central Europe, and the Balkans. Turkayldiwtake its place within these two different vastl

Therefore, the country had to choose a third atgbeay between these two handicapped positionsrder to that,
Aydemir offered, to increase the state’s proportiothe national economy. One of the leading opptef statism,
Prof. Mikerrem Hig, later interpreted this repost“a transition plan through the socialist econortiifg, 1981:

105).

Aydemir went too far to offer that this scheme dHocover all industries, including mining, manufadhg and
banking. The state should also take a strong stamdereign trade by proposing a new foreign trasink.

Consequently, Turkish Republic should become botbrdds patrol for the Western countries and a trghiartner
for the Northern countries at the same time. N#yréhis plan should be orchestrated by a strotages which
appears in almost every aspect of life. As forhgate enterprise, they could find some workingaarin industry
provided they could afford to fund them. Howeveesthinvestment the private sector should do wadl ssnd

medium size enterprises. Report even suggestetbthationalize all transportation activities exdhgllocal hauling
realized with trucks, cars and carriages (Tezdd22@15). This report also highlighted the chamaofethe republic.
According to report, “Republic of Turkey is a statigpublic and state endeavor is the dominant faotindustry.

Therefore, it is neither possible to talk aboutexploiting capitalism in Turkey, nor bourgeoisiéydemir also
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envisaged that the workers should become civilasgss This last view was in parallel with the steapitalism. If
the major capitalist were state itself, the workafrshis machine should become civil servants ax$tef potentially
exploited workers.

Economy Ministry also prepared a “Post-War Plan"Bmoad Plan” (“Sava Sonrasi Plani”, “GegiPlan”) proposal.
This plan covered major mining and energy projestich would be realized by Etibank, and industpedjects by
Sumerbank. The plan consisted of all projects matized during the First Five Year’s Industrializat Plan. The
essence of this plan was an economic autarchy.rdiswpto the plan, every imported material shouldrgually be
produced in the country. This plan was so broatlitttesEconomy Ministry prepared an “Urgent PlanJime 1945,
and submitted it to the Prime Ministry. The cabiaetepted this plan in August 1945. This last gamarily

covered the urgent projects, which would be redlizg Siimerbank and Etibank. Many amendments werk roa
this plan, and its last form was finally ratifiegl the cabinet in April 1946.

However, these statist proposals were not veryagpfate for a state that was looking for a seathim Western
world. These realities forced the single party artithh to give priorities for a more liberal poliit structure.
Consequently, in August 1946 Mgukru Saracglu was succeeded by Mr. Recep Peker as the new pnimister.
Mr. Peker gathered a purely new cabinet withouintplany of the members of the former cabinet. Tée nabinet
devalued the currency in September 1946. The datiaiuof currency was accepted as a sign of mberdl foreign
trade. A couple of days later new government blddke new allowances for Urgent Plan. Economy Mipisnade
additional works on the Urgent Plan and revisedhilgget. The final sum revised as 301 million Tsinkiiras, and
the Ministry required this fund from the Prime Mitriy.

However, these funds were hard to receive. 202amillurkish liras of this budget should be in fgreicurrency,
and this should also be received as foreign crédithe post-war era, the only creditor state wesWnited States,
and it was very difficult to think that the U.S. wid support a statist or a socialist governmeneréfore, the need
for a new and more liberal plan was eminent. Udus teality, the government demanded a new plam fioe
Economy Ministry in February 1947, and the Head i8dv of this Ministry Kemal Sileyman Vaner and the
members of the liberal “Turkish Economy Associatiarere asked to prepare a new plan. The new plamecas
“Economic Development Plan”, however, the singletpauthority did not find these measures strongueh.
Consequently, in September 1947, its prime minists replaced by even more liberal Mr. Hasan Sake. @ the
first jobs of Mr. Saka’s in the office was to pbhetUrgent Plan on a shelf. This date could be demnsd as a turning
point of Turkish economic history, since then nadiag political party dared to speak loudly fortista after that
day.

During this period, one of the other important depeents was the membership of the country to terdpean
Recovery Program” within the framework of "Marsh&llan". Turkey and the United States also signed an
“Agreement for Economic Cooperation”. Turkish goweent applied to the “European Economic Cooperation
Committee” in July 1947 for a credit of 615 millidrurkish liras for the realization of industrial peots, which
covered by Urgent Plan and Vaner Plan. Howeves, dpplication was refused by the United States rgonent in
January 1948.

In those days, Turkey had a notable visitor from tnited States. This visitor was economist Max rfibarg.
Thornburg took a strong stance against the stpbities of the Turkish governments. According tonhthe
industrialization plans were a mere explanatiostafe socialism. Thornburg reported that, “theesitadustrialization
program, combined with taxation and the legal systhas inhibited the development of private eniseprboth
domestic and foreign. Turkish savings have gorgelgrinto the purchase of government bonds” (Thorgh1968:
180). What Thornburg recommended to the Turkishegowent was to encourage both domestic and fopigate
capital to make more industrial investments. Theses were seriously considered by the Turkish Gowvent as if
they were coming from an official of the United 8&government. Thornburg’s views might play a iaumle in
the refusal of credit demands of Turkish Governnireri948. To sum up, Turkish Republic made seridtesraots in
becoming an industrialized country during the perad 1930-1939. In this period, annual industriedwgth was
11.6% (Boratav, 1999: 76). This growth realized tgtist policies, and tried to be sustained during after the
World War Il. However, rising liberalism after ihe post-war era did not allow statist policiesite lon within the
Western political sphere.
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On the other hand, debates against statism wengemotind did not start in the post-war epoch. Tldedates started
as early as in the 1930’s. One of the eminent églwon these debates was the Director of Istanbuil Rahority
Ahmet Hamdi Bgar. Bgar had an opportunity to accompany Atatiirk during of his long travels in the country.
He prepared a report after one of these travelhbyrders of Atatiirk. However, in the end, he daudt find an
opportunity to submit this report to Atatiirk, anabfished it asEconomic Statisnm 1931. He attempted one more
time in order to submit it to Atatirk when he was¥Yalova — Turkey, but his efforts were not paid again.
According to Baar, statism is a temporary position of the statemthe times private capital could not effort large
investments. Bgar supported the agricultural industrialization &ree foreign trade. For Bar, the state should
support the private enterprise. What statism mé&mhim was transforming the society into a modene by the
hands of the state. He accepted existing statisfhuasaucratic statism” or “governmentalism” (Tugpg&a999: 294-
297). He was also opposed to the economic autaekgnded by “Kadro” movemehtBasar later would play an
important role in the 1948 Economy Congress.

THE CONGRESS

The Economy Congress convened in Istanbul in Nove2®e1948. Primary purpose of the congress waksttuss
overall economic conditions of the country in tlesipwar period with academicians and businessmiea.congress
was organized by “Istanbul Tradesmen Associatidatafibul Ticcar Derrg®, and his chairman Ahmet Hamdi
Basar. The most remarkable characteristic of the cesgywas the absence of government representafivegress
was opened by the Organization Committee chairinzet Akosman. He stressed in his speech that thgress was
purely technical, and no political view should bemessed. In his opening addressgdasuggested the total
abolition of statism. According to him, the Turkishsinessmen were mature enough to survive withearing state
(Kiligdaraglu, 1997: 4 - 6). Economic conditions of post-wairkey were justifying Bgar's approach. Graph 4
highlights the post-war progress. As can be seethenGraph 4, in the eve of the congress Turkegnemic
performance was remarkable and far from its warsyegeakness.

Graph 4: Per Capita Gross National Product (at enhgrroducers’ prices — TL). 1 6 7
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The congress consisted of three parts. First past devoted to statism, second to taxation andhiihe to foreign
trade. During the statism sessionsgdamade explicit his views once more and he re-assigg his individualistic
and liberal attitude again. Moreover, he also detadrthe state should leave all industrial investsemthe private
sector. Having been not satisfied with the simpliof his first proposal, he also suggested thatvnership of state

3 This movement was representediadro monthly. Kadro was the ideological and politicapporter of the statism
(Avcioglu, 1968: 214). The main idea of this movement weasreate an elitist cadre to carry out the econaand
political reforms (Okyar, 1965: 100). This approdelstill defended by elitist theorists. Accorditigthese theorists,
masses should be eliminated from decision makinggss since their knowledge on vital issues anid dhdity to
act harmoniously are limited (McAllister, 1991: 237240). Ideologically, it was not a socialist lautather eclectic
movement (Turkg 1999: 99).
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enterprises should be transferred to the privateséree of charge. He even could not contain klfrfsom making
extra demands: The state should guarantee the omimipmofits of these transferred enterprises forpitieate sector.
Probably, the fundamental nature of the congressii these demands.

In his speech, Feridun Ergin (later, Prof. Ergiajimed statism as an unnecessary mind game arsifiddst side by
side with socialism and collectivism. AccordingEogin the real reason of economic statism was #dwres of the
authorities to enlarge their area of political hegay, therefore, the use of statism as a developteehwould be
nothing more than a “comedy of errors.”

Prof. Muhlis Ete drew attentions to two importasgues. First the places of state economic entegvwgre mostly
chosen without using economic reason. These hagpglicaused the high production costs for state gndes.
Consequently, these deficits must inevitably be &shby the central government’s budget. This situraturned the
pricing mechanism of the goods into a hidden taxafThis view was also supported by Prof. Omer Ceéat. Prof.
Ete also gave a detailed list of state enterprish&h might be kept in the state ownership (Kiduggtlu, 1997: 60 -
76).

There was almost a consensus during the sessiocsrsimg the statism and abolishing the state prises. No
attended party in the congress truly supportedetigting system. The broad consensus against dtisrstmarked
the end of an era (Tokg6z, 1995: 75). The onlydi@e/oices came from the press. Vala Nureddiskiam claimed
that what went wrong was not the statism but itsamplicationSevket Sureyya Aydemir, as the architect of “The
Essence Report”, accused the congress of anothexdgoaf errors inJlus. Bahadir Dilger inrasvir also accused
the ruling party of its ignorance on such an imaottongress (Kiligdagtu, 1997: 336 - 412).

In the end of the congress, three committee rembstussed. First report was on statism. This tepes clearly
anti-statist and pro private venture. Second rep@s on foreign trade and brought concrete proppsaich as
cutting of the budget deficits, stopping the defatiun of the value of money, opening the doorway fbreign
investments. These two reports were accepted alumastimously. However, the congress did not reacbngensus
on tax issues. This divergence caused for a chaaticof the congress (Sever, 2009: 93 — 96). Akosanal Baar
defended different taxation methods, and Akosmanply cut the last session and the cord of theopicone in the
end of the congress. Strangely enough, most menatggeed on the continuity of state existence ieifpr trade.
This view was defended by the relative weakneskdemestic firms against their foreign competitors.

AN APPRAISAL

The progress of the congress generates two fundahmumestions. First question is whether the gowemt was
really so ignorant of this congress? It is diffictd say, “Yes” to this question. First of all, max the university
lecturers in the congress were also members ofTthkish Economy Association” in Ankara, which wassemi-
official think-tank for the government. These aaad®#ans also held positions as advisors at diffeodfices of the
government. Therefore, it cannot be assumed tleagtivernment totally ignored this congress. Onciarary, it
can be safely claimed that the government rathefieped to take an indirect stance. Second queiiaether the
statism was a mere technical issue for government;ould it be simply changed by more liberaligies upon the
advices of this congress? A second negative arstveerd be given to this question. In order to amsvs question,
statism should be considered with other aspediseo$tate. Then, it could find its place in thezlezAs it stated in
introduction, statism was also a part of the othets of the state with single party rule, Peoptdtises, and Village
Institutes to control the politics and society astele in order to secure the republican revoligidn single party
regimes, governments tend to keep their power atogp levels to ensure a rapid economic developrispter,
1959: 132).

Single party rule was essential for controlling paditical life. People’s Houses were for the crdduelevation and
control of civic life. Village Institutes played éhsame role in rural areas. As for the statisrgrasped almost the
whole economic life. Therefore, before and duting congress the government had a dilemma. Govertrinael to
give way to more liberal economic policies in ortlereceive foreign credits and to gain the sympafithe United
States to defend the country against the openbatBning Soviet Union (Truman, 1956: 118 — 120).tknother
hand, the bill the government had to pay by abwigstthe statism seemed too much to the ruling patgrefore, it
could be claimed that the government took a pasdtimece for the congress and adopted a “wait agtpsdicy in
order to better see the powers of the liberalsrtBhohe government was not willing to give thiedrals much more
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breathing space than they could ask for, so itcceature its remaining political power. On the othend, in the late
1940s the war rich Turkish entrepreneurs would tikeenjoy more political power than the single paatithority

allowed them (Alexander, 1960: 358). Consequerttly,government had to stick with its economic pegés. If the
collapse of two important cultural projects is tak&ccount with the trembling single party systentan be better
understood the government's position that it halg one tool to keep controlling the political areréherefore,

statism was not merely an economic, or rationalaghdout a political one. The actual project wasstittal control of
the societal development via state organizatiorigesisiun Ergin indicated the situation during tbagres$

Historically, almost all authoritarian or totalitan states during the first half of the 20th ceptuad strong political
and administrative controls over their economiespegially, after the 1929 crisis Nazi Germany, wiitth the Five
Year's Plans after 1928 the Soviet Union gainedrmoos successes in their economies with intensigte s
interventions and investments. If the politicalustures of both these states were ignored, stégevention in the
economy was legitimized at the expense of libecanemics (Van Der Wee, 1991: 32, 33). The Nazi Geyn
promoted industrial conglomerate&ofzerng in Japan the same accomplished igibatsu system. State
interventions became popular among the other Earopeuntries in the 1930s. Most of these counhiégsadopted
a corporatist approach. These countries eithecttiirer indirectly controlled their national prodien. In Germany,
Italy and Portugal, industrial and agricultural guetion was indirectly controlled by the states.ribg the “Front
Populairé” era in France, in the period of 193838, railways, Banque de France and some brancliles military
industry were nationalized. After a banking crisid933, the Italian government established a staterprise named
"Istituto per la Ricostrizione Industriale” (IRI) aritis conglomerate became a major actor withinebenomy.
Socialist Party in Belgium accepted a plan as itsygarogram in 1933, which was named as “Plan D& M&his
plan envisaged the total control of the economyis Tan was partially implemented when Socialisezevin the
office after 1935. In Netherlands, a similar plaasvaccepted. Its name was “Plan van de Arbeid érAfte 1932 and
1933 elections, ruling Social Democratic partiesSimeden and Norway put into operation similar plévian Der
Wee, 1991: 283, 284). Probably the most famouses$e plans was “the New Deal” of Roosevelt in 193% 1 69
common denominator of these corporations, instifigti or organization systems was their centrallynipdal,
monopolistic and bureaucratic structure. Thereftireias very easy to control the crucial part af tdross national
product via their top managers or owners of thestitutions. According to Maurice Duverger, Turkestatist
model was also a very promising alternative fortthied world countries, which were squeezed betwberpowerful
capitalist and socialist countries. Duverger alsdidates that this model had strong political repssions on the
countries, which were independent of Moscow or Rgkguoted in Ulken, 1981: 100).

On the other hand, after the World War II, alliedcapation forces, especially The United States paton
authorities, smashed the powerful conglomeratesGefmany and Japan, and the remaining countries were
discouraged adopting such plans. Turkey was nat iafsnune to these kinds of discouragements. Conségue
during the turmoil of post-war epoch, namely betw&845 -1950 period, the Turkish government greguast its
direct control over its controlling instruments. Wever, these tools were transformed into other $orf more
authoritarian gendarmerie, common primary educadiwh irritation projects took the place of Villalgestitutes; but,
this was a retreat from the cultural elevation @cojof the rural areas, and consequently peasastngined as a
stable social problem. Large scale state indugtrigjects were abolished due to the lack of adegfeatign credits.
As a result of these advancements, statism sloutystrely declined, but rising capitalism has disen blocked by
“bureaucratic statism” as Bar prophetically envisaged. Single party rule disgped, but a strong political
establishment with its well-built institutions (tlaemy, later National Security Council, army-backedsidents and
other governmental organizations) fulfilled its uam (Trimberger, 1978: 121). This rationale protres existence
of a discriminatory and bureaucratic rule in Turls@yce the disappearance of statism.

* This tendency of the single party government vedsrlproved by political movements of the multitpar
regimes. After 1950, taking the office by an oveelrhing popular vote, the Democratic Party admiatsbn
acted like a single party government and did nange the RPP’s import-substitution policies (Herghla
1988: 20). It is obvious that the Democrats fourskbful to keep the single party years' “privileged
entrepreneur” system (Bta, 2005: 386) in order to maintain a single haodtl over the economic and
political life.
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These political regressions of the ruling singletpalso gave the re-shaped state a defensivé. ralnomic
development was no longer a primary issue undemévay formed exaggeratedly suspicious and selfegutive
stat&. This new form of the state was merely a buredisceppliance to control the free parts of the abaind
political life. In later periods, especially in thaulti-party era, the governments which over-trdstesir popular vote
had to face with this defensive establishmentheforms of "coup d’'états", in their weakest pesio@onsequently,
it is more comprehensible the government's openillimgness to accept the liberal prescriptions bé 1948
Economy Congress. This unwillingness can be mordyessen in the 1960 coup. After the coup, RPP tied
bureaucratic establishment reached a compromiseebatstatism and liberalism in the form of "planeednomy"
and the liberals were temporarily purged from tloditical arena under the rule of "National Union Quitiee"
(Milli Birlik Komitesi) and during the coalition geernments of Inéni in the period of 1960 — 1965erkEwfter that
date, liberal parties had to govern under thetstGonomic planning provisions of the constitutd@spite their vast
popular vote. After the 1960 coup, in almost eviery years period, the deviations from the officiabstance of the
state were rigorously penalized in the forms ofrope covered coups. Shortly, this transformatiodidates the
existence of a defensive state mechanism whictsgixeessive priorities to security issues befoeedivelopment
projects.

Therefore, it is deemed that the 1948 Congress heafirst round of the game among the conflictingiliast parties.
However, this round produced no apparent victoe @bngress was simply a chance for these confiigiarties to
check their powers in front of the public opiniddaving created by the state, it was very difficialt domestic
entrepreneurs going too far than what happenethénCongress since legitimating of their wealth wiagags a
problem up until the 1980’s (Bua; 2003: 39Y. The liberal entrepreneurs and academicians hagitofor the 1950
elections for the second round. Consequently, 1948@ss produced two significant end results. Fitsyas a
breaking point in the history of Turkish privatetenprise that Turkish private capital has nevembless powerful,
both economically and politically, after that dé§econd, it was the first open manifestation of téet-seeking
entrepreneur prototype who will become a major @ag domestic markets in coming decades due tdattieof a
well established commercial culture.
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