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On critical psychology in Turkey

Introduction

There are many difficulties in discussing the situation of critical psychology in Turkey. To begin with there is the question, whether there is anything in Turkey deserving to be called critical psychology. Critical psychology is a new notion for the majority of the academic community and unfortunately, most mainstream researchers express scepticism. Critical classics are mainly missing in Turkish except the works of Erich Fromm and Wilhelm Reich; and translations such as Vygotsky's Thought and Language like some psychoanalytic oriented texts, have not had any significant influence on the scientific community. Nevertheless, we can witness that in recent years the word “critical psychology” is being used more often than in the past referring to postmodernism on the one hand and Marxism on the other hand. In addition, some writers who emphasize cultural studies and point out the relation between the project of “westernization” and psychology should be considered on the critical side (e.g. Kağıtçıbaşı, 1994; Paker, 2004). 

We aim in this article to point out the parallelism and interaction between social history and the history of psychology, as we discuss the development of critical attempts along with the development of the mainstream psychology. Such a social-political view of history allows us to understand the social and political role of psychology in an international context, especially in countries experiencing a project of late modernism such as Turkey.

Our aim here is not to write a comprehensive history of psychology in Turkey, but merely to glance at the history of the critical attempts and to discuss them with a political-sociological view. The history of psychology in Turkey has been written, sometimes, completely from an outsider and western point of view (McKinney, 1960), as well as from an insider viewpoint with an official discourse emphasizing the long past of psychology in Anatolia (Basaran & Sahin, 1990; see also LeCompte, 1980 and Tan, 1972). Sometimes attention is paid to the social changes in and the social-cultural needs of Turkey and its effect on the development of psychology (e. g. Acar & Şahin, 1990; Kağıtçıbaşı, 1994). At other times, attention has focused on Tukey in the context of global history and politics with a more critical framework (Vassaf, 1987). We shall try to discuss the social change and the development of psychology with a critical view of history. We are trying to emphasize the relationship of changes in psychology to changes in the broader sociological-political context, combined with other changes in the ideological structure of the country, which are all powerful determinants of the institutionalization of psychology. 

For the sake of convenience on the part of the reader, we shall at first touch on the political significance of the development of psychology in countries like Turkey and glance at the influence of the history of modernisation on the development of psychology before considering the critical and oppositional approaches in Turkey. 

The Importance of the Story of Psychology in Turkey

It is instructive to focus on the role of psychology as a discipline and its dependence on late-modernism. On the one hand, psychology is an instrument of the modernists against traditional forces; on the other hand, psychology takes the form of scientific paradigms produced in “western” countries and is not necessarily sensitive to traditional epistemologies. Secondly, we can argue in relation to this fact that it is not only scientific paradigms that are imported via the psychology of the developed countries. During the importation of knowledge that is produced by North American mainstream psychology into the underdeveloped countries, the social and political symbolism within which this knowledge developed is imported as well. The “ideal society,” “ideal family,” “ideal individual,” “ideal political choice,” as perceived by North American mainstream psychology and its conceptual models or therapeutic techniques penetrate the “underdeveloped” countries as the ideals of modernism. In this sense, it can be argued that academic psychology that is closely in touch with popular psychology creates more or less a field of influence facilitating the spread of the “western” social and political paradigms over the “underdeveloped” countries. This point is closely related to the “imperialism of the Western psychology” (Hook, 2004, p.16). In spite of this, we should emphasize that the notion of “Western” is, in fact, very problematic in its own right.

The third aspect is the parallelism between the scientific revolution and big social-political changes in countries such as Turkey that are underdeveloped in the process of industrialisation. It is interesting to see a continuity of the psychological paradigms in these countries so long as the political life is stable and predictable, whereas the scientific revolutions of the West are not noticed at all. However, it cannot be ignored that in such countries psychological knowledge is dependent on foreign countries rather than their own social dynamics. To illustrate this, Vassaf (1987) states that:

“… psychology in Turkey and many other Third World countries has not developed through such a dialectical interaction between science and society. Rather, it is the result of an “export-import” relationship between the industrialized and urbanized countries of the West and the peripheral Third World, a dependency promoting relationship that continues to be encouraged by the present state of affairs (Wallerstein, 1976).” (Vassaf, 1987, pp. 486-487).

Ignoring the “crisis periods” of the West (through ignoring the contemporary texts or through avoiding translations of them) sustains an appearance of continuity without any rupture between successive “normal science” periods. The import of and dependency on mainstream psychology from outside also protects the main paradigm from possible alternative voices. Sometimes, crises and paradigm changes abroad are presented as “new developments”, however, a revolutionary transformation is avoided because of the apolitical perception of these new developments. 

The idea that psychological knowledge in Turkey is dependent on the outside should not conceal the direct relationship between psychology and the needs of social politics of the ruling classes. As will be seen later, internal social politics of “westernization” and modernization have a determining effect on the institutionalisation of psychology as an independent academic discipline in Turkey.

The dependence of psychology on social politics makes the controversial internal historiography all the more impossible. The attempts for such a historiography can present only a list of some approaches that follow each other but cannot reach any unity. For this reason, we want to emphasize the importance of a historiography of psychology that is parallel to social-political history.

Modernism in the Ottoman Empire and the institutionalisation of psychology in Turkey

From the 16th century on, the Ottoman Empire began to lose its power against Western European countries. Hence, the discussion in 19th century Europe of the destiny of the Ottoman Empire, called the “eastern question”, was in fact no more than a discussion on how this wide empire should be shared. After the Industrial Revolution, the Ottoman Empire, which was losing strength day by day in contrast to Europe, could not provide capital accumulation. This situation urged Ottoman public officials to seek a way out. The ideological effects of the bourgeois revolutions in Europe began to arouse some response among Ottoman intellectuals and bureaucrats. The recognition of the role played by industry and modernism in the military superiority of Europe inspired Ottoman intellectuals to advocate a modernism-westernisation process beginning with the military. The 19th century passed as a struggle between modernist-westernist bureaucrats and traditional forces. The supporters of modernism tended to introduce into the country not only the technology and science of Western Europe but also its culture and customs. Under conditions that were not favourable to the development of an Ottoman “national” bourgeoisie, the representation of these “bourgeois demands” fell to the westernisation-supporting bureaucrats’ bid (see Ahmad, 1993 and Zurcher, 1994 for debates on the history of modernism in Turkey).

The idea of establishing an Ottoman university similar to western European universities was a product of this westernisation movement. Although the Darülfunun of Istanbul (Istanbul University) was the first modern Ottoman university in 1865, it was closed many times due to pressure of traditional circles, only to be re-opened several times as a result of the attempts of “westernist” bureaucrats and intellectuals. Though the first psychology lecture was held in 1869 and the first Ottoman book on psychology was published in 1871, continuous psychology lectures could start only in 1900 and the academic institutionalisation of psychology could only be realised in 1937. A remarkable point in this early period of psychology in Turkey is that the westernization-supporting intellectuals conceived psychology as an instrument of modernism against the Islamic doctrine of the soul. 

The publications of this first period are mainly directed to the introduction of this young discipline. Nevertheless, we should state that the education of psychology had a rapid development after the 1908 Revolution through which the Young Turks, a party of bureaucrats, officers and intellectuals representing bourgeois values, took power (see Turfan, 2000). It is significant that one of the two translations of Le Bon's Mass Psychology, which was the first psychology book translated into the Ottoman language, was published in the year before the revolution and the other one in the next year.

One of the most important problems preoccupying the government of the Young Turks was “educational reform”. Although the influence of values inspired by the French Revolution and of the French language continued among Ottoman intellectuals, the approaches of England and France to the “Eastern Question” distanced them as potential advisors. Of greater interest to Turkish rulers and intellectuals was Germany's moderate attitude to the Ottoman Empire contingent upon Kaiser Wilhelm’s Weltpolitik (cf. Ortaylı, 1981). This closeness culminated in the participation of the Ottoman Empire in the World War I in alliance with Germany. This, in turn, prepared the conditions for the invocation of Germany by the Young Turks to send experts for the modernisation of both secondary and university education (about the educational relations between Ottomans and Germans, see Ergün, 1992). 

One of the scholars sent by the German government in 1915 for the modernisation of the university in Istanbul was Georg Anschütz, who was directing the laboratory of psychology in Hamburg for a short time after the death of Ernst Meumann. Anschütz served three years on the faculty, which, because of the war, had only few students, before returning to Hamburg, where he later undertook the direction of the psychology department under the Nazi rule (for Anschütz cf. Borowsky, 1991; Moser, 1991; Petersen, 1991; Szwottek, 1991). Although he left behind only a five page text (Anschütz, 1916), and although hardly anything is known about his life and work in Turkey it is a widespread claim that Anschütz is, nonetheless, the founder of psychology in Turkey. This claim seems to be determined by a reluctance to recognize the contribution of Anschütz' predecessors, perhaps because the teachings of the faculty members before him had very strong theological implications; while his successors, represented only by Mustafa Sekip Tunç, conceived of psychology as a human science. Anschütz, during his Istanbul years, advocated an experimental pedagogy under the influence of Ernst Meumann and thus aroused in later years the interest of the researchers who advocated the experimental paradigm. Borrowing Samelson’s (1974) term, the claim that Anschütz is the founder of psychology in Turkey is primarily an origin myth (Batur, 2005).

After Anschütz’ return to Germany, psychology was represented in the university until 1937 only by one name: Mustafa Sekip Tunç. After the republican revolution between 1920 and 1923, Tunç was able to remain in his position in the department of philosophy. His approach to psychology was a reaction against materialism. In spite of this, we can say that Tunç brought something new to the education of psychology and also some popularity. He was trying to bring together an eclectic group of thinkers such as Ebbinghaus, Ribot, Freud and Dwelshauvers. Thus, his psychology was complementing his individualistic-liberal political thoughts with a spiritualism which rejected determinism. 

It can be argued that the thoughts of Tunç corresponded to the phenomena in the social field. The Kemalists, who practiced a liberal economic politics open to foreign capital until the economic depression of 1929, were also trying to realise westernisation, although they did not avoid oppressive precautions. The Kemalist reforms of this period were mostly directed to the renewal of the state structure and the legal system. It is interesting that one of the foreign experts invited to Turkey to write reports on educational reform was John Dewey, who represented a liberal point of view in the discussion of educational reform (Dewey, 1939). 

It is clear that the liberal politics of the Kemalist government were unsuccessful both because the national bourgeoisie did not emerge yet and because the Republic of Turkey was allied with the Soviet Union in its foreign policy and hence, found unreliable by foreign investors. After the 1930s, the Kemalist regime changed its politics to etatism. This phase was followed by “the single party period” and the enunciation of the principles of the (Kemalist) Republican People Party enshrined in the constitution and in the unification of party organisations with the state. The focus of the Kemalist reforms was changed in this period from the political field to civil society. This tendency required both the replacement of liberal state interventionism policies on educational reform as well as reform of Istanbul University, which was seen to represent a more liberal position during this process. The university reform took place in 1933 but once more foreign experts were needed to accomplish it. This need was met by the invitation of scholars who had escaped from the emergent Nazi regime in Germany (see Widmann, 1973). 

Wilhelm Peters, who had immigrated to England after dismissal from his position at Jena University, was appointed the director of the Pedagogical and Psychological Institute in Istanbul University, which was founded in 1936 and activated one year later (see Eckardt, 2003 for Peters and his contribution to the institutionalization of psychology at the University Jena). Under his direction, the pedagogues and psychologists who had studied mostly in Western European countries were brought together. It can be argued that the institutionalisation of psychology in Turkey was realised not as a spontaneous process, but rather as a result of those in power needing psychology for purposes of imposing educational reforms. 

The most important impact of the early studies of the Institute was on schoolchildren (Peters, 1940a; 1952). In these studies the IQ levels of the Turkish children were investigated; on the one hand, these studies served the re-organisation of the schools, on the other hand, they served a more ideological function: Dwelling upon them arguments against the racist approaches dominating in Europe were developed, namely, that there wasn’t any “racial” obstacle to the westernisation of the Turks, now that the Turkish children didn’t have any difference with the European ones in the IQ performances. 

The Institute included in its early period until the middle of the 20th century, three professorships: Experimental Psychology, General Psychology and Pedagogy. The professorship of the experimental psychology, occupied by Peters, represented mainly German experimentalism. However, a philosophical and anthropological approach prevailed in the General Psychology of Tunç.

Although Turkey stayed outside of the World War II, it was influenced through the war directly in the economic area and an accumulation of capital as well as a local bourgeoisie developed partly through the black market and partly through the discriminatory tax policy of the government against religious minorities. With the end of the war, the single party period in Turkey ended. In the general elections in 1950, the government was taken over by the Democrat Party, which represented the capitalist circles and the landlords. This new period can be characterized by a rush to dependency on the United States in foreign policy and economic matters and Turkey was the recipient of Marshall Plan dollars and participated in NATO and the Korean War. 

It is very important for the history of psychology in Turkey that in the post World War Two period, students from Turkey were sent to the USA through the scholarships of UNESCO and Fullbright and that American scholars sponsored by the same scholarships gave lectures for short periods in Turkey (Basaran & Sahin 1990; Kağıtçıbaşı, 1994; Vassaf, 1987). The scholars of the first generation of the Institute were in mid 1950s no longer in their positions. Peters was dismissed under the pretext of illness, Tunç was retired and Sadrettin Celal Antel, the first pedagogy professor of the Institute, died of a heart attack. The next period in the history of psychology in Turkey is a process of a rush to Americanization and the replacement of the German and French languages by English. German experimentalism, which was represented by Wundt' student, Peters, and which was open to the anthropological and philosophical approaches of Wundt (Peters, 1940b), gave way to American pragmatism.

Critical and oppositional approaches

In the history of psychology in Turkey very different tendencies could be mentioned as critical and oppositional. One can find researchers who turn to “western” psychological notions starting from the question of “westernisation,” which gained importance especially with the Young Turks and Kemalists. One can also find researchers trying to develop a psychology corresponding to the indigenous conditions of Turkey. Another tendency includes the Marxists aiming at a critical psychology starting from social criticism. However, their efforts resulted neither in theoretical unity, nor in an organizational expression of their attitudes, nor in practical action. Representatives of another tendency are the researchers with very strong social transformationist emphases and those working within the frame of social representations. And finally, there are others whose writings are influenced by post-modernist works and who have come to appeal in recent years to a broader group of readers. 

Nationalist Approaches

Wilhelm Peters, a former pupil of Wilhelm Wundt, as the chairman of the Psychological Institute, represented an important opportunity to bring psychology in contact with local Turkish culture. Although this chance was apparently missed with the Americanization of psychology in the 1950s it can be argued that in later years a second chance seems to be emerging through cultural studies and the interest among social psychologists.

While Peters was directing the Chair of Experimental Psychology, non-experimental studies constituted the domain of interest of the Chair of General Psychology under the direction of Tunç. One of the components of these studies was the attempt to develop a “local” psychology. Tunç assumed, from a Bergsonian point of view, that psychology is a human science. The second person named to this chair was Sabri Esat Siyavuşgil. Although he had initially applied, as a poet and translator, to the Department of French Literature he was appointed to the Department of Psychology, since there wasn’t any free position in French. Also it was thought that he could translate the classical works of psychology from French. 

A lecture delivered by Siyavuşgil in 1938 was titled Folklore and Psychology (1940). Later Siyavuşgil carried these studies further and prepared an essay on Karagöz, the traditional Ottoman shadow spectacle (Siyavuşgil, 1941). In these studies Siyavuşgil emphasized the need for a Völkerpsychologie that would take folklore as its starting point and he argued for the necessity of discussing the human being in cultural context. Hence he advocated a “pluralist social psychology” of ethnic populations, a psychology which would discuss the human subjectivity with “the same aim and the same method” of Völkerpsychologie (1941, p. 17).

In the 1950’s American pragmatism rapidly replaced German experimentalism, Siyavuşgil directed his interest toward psychotechnic and since then nobody has put any proposal for a Völkerpsychologie on the agenda.

Cultural psychology and transformationist efforts

Although the search for a psychology based on local sources ended with Tunç and Siyavuşgil, the problems that emerged because of the simple exportation/importation of North American paradigms of social psychology could be observed in the later period, too which later period? (i.e. Vassaf, 1980, 1982, 1987). For this reason, the criticism cultural social psychology has easily aroused the interest of researchers from Turkey.

One of the most common criticisms against mainstream psychology of North America comes from cultural social psychology especially after the 1990s. The “turn” to culture in American social psychology has also been felt in Turkey and cross-cultural comparisons, “verifications” and criticisms of conceptual frameworks rooted in America have become popular. The conception of individualism-collectivism has been criticized as a unidimensional construct and some social psychologists have rejected the dichotomic and stereotypic view of cultures, as individualist or collectivist, because neither of them seem to be dominant in Turkey (e.g., Göregenli, 1997). The assignment of a country or an individual to a categorical single-score of individualism-collectivism is rejected, because it is not useful for understanding social realities and cultural constructions. Social psychologists mostly agree that individualism and collectivism are orthogonal constructs and even a leading cultural and developmental social psychologist has argued that autonomy and relatedness are two separate and fundamental dimensions explaining relational-agency of social self in Turkey (Kağıtçıbaşı, 2005). After seeing that the imported social psychological constructs are not always useful to understand and explain “eastern” selves functioning adaptively in a specific context (see Gergen, Gulerce, Lock, & Misra, 1996, for a relativistic criticism), American individualism in psychology has also been challenged by a culturally sensitive and a contextual view of human subjectivity and by a socially relevant European psychology focusing on social issues and human welfare (Kağıtçıbaşı, 2000). 

Cultural studies are valuable in the sense that human subjectivity in Turkey should not be treated within “universalistic” paradigms of North America. It is important to note that “westernization” has been a problem in Turkey’s social structure and cultural-psychological studies have addressed this problem by separating healthy modernization from “westernization”. Because Turkey is a county with a wide range of social problems, a few social and developmental psychologists have challenged reliance on the empiricism of an atheoretical psychology in lessening the distance between the discipline and problems of the country (Kağıtçıbaşı, 1994; Vassaf, 1987). Thus, finally and perhaps most importantly, for the empowerment of youth, adults and families, applied social and developmental psychology gained a better conceptual approach after recognizing that imported concepts are not contextually relevant or adequate.

Related to the criticism of American psychology, there are a number of transformative, socially relevant and problem-oriented research studies. Especially after the 1990s, rising social structural problems of Turkey led some researchers to focus on projects such as using TV for the education of pre-schoolers (adaptation of Sesame Street TV shows), early enrichment of children by empowering mothers, adult education and literacy programmes (Kağıtçıbaşı, 2002, for a review), empowerment of children in poor school contexts from a participatory citizenship perspective (e.g., Değirmencioğlu, 2005a). These studies proved in Turkey that societal development is possible even in the context of harsh inequalities of capitalism (i.e., so called “sustainable development”); and that there is a responsibility on the shoulders of academic psychologists in this regard. In addition, it is valuable to see that academic psychology in Turkey is no longer just an effort of re-presentation and publication of psychological laws, it is also an effort of understanding the social and psychological realities through transforming and reconstructing them. 

Another line of socially responsible transformative academic activity, which is based on criticism of the oppressive nature of politics and unequal social conditions in Turkey, should be noted. Recently, increasing social problems in Turkey have activated a few psychologists, who organized a conference on the negative effects of the 1980 Military Coup in Turkey (Değirmencioğlu & Göregenli, 2003). They started to publish the results of their research in newspapers or simply declared their view on political issues such as the Kurdish question and violence in society (e.g., Göregenli, 2005), the torture of political activists (e.g., Göregenli, 2004), the problems of private school education (Değirmencioğlu, 2005b) and so on. Some other practical outcomes are as follows: a Commission for Trauma and Human Rights was founded within the Istanbul Branch of the Turkish Psychological Association, the professional organisation of mainstream psychology in Turkey. In Ankara, an Initiative Against the Psychiatric-Psychological Homophobia brought together psychologists, psychiatrists, psychological advisors and staff of social service agencies to challenge discrimination in these fields against homosexuals. It can be argued that there is more interest in gender studies in recent years. 

The unique potential of this activity is the explicitly political and progressive discourse in its organization. Some of those progressive academic activists tend to prefer working closely with their students and encourage them to take their political and societal responsibilities seriously. It is a valuable attitude in Turkey in which power distance between mainstream academic community and students is very salient and “value-free” American psychology is valued by those mainstream circles. 

The common characteristic of the studies reported above is the focus on the discriminated or oppressed groups, mostly with a certain distance from comprehensive and complete criticism of power and even of science. It is not so much criticism of psychology that comes into the foreground of these studies as attempts to reformulate the methods or arguments of the mainstream on behalf of the oppressed groups. 

Finally, we would like to note that the Military coup which happened in 1980 has had a certain impact on the emergence of cultural and tranformationist psychologies. The military regime sometimes opened a space for civil society movements and inevitably required certain transformations and restorations in society. However, it is important to add that this “space” led some intellectuals on the left to struggle for a civil society, while shifting their attention away from the necessity of removing capitalist power for good. In this sense, transformationist efforts can be seen as reactions to the antidemocratic and militarist practices, but not to capitalist relations overall, which points out the main difference between transformationist and Marxists approaches. 

Marxist Approaches

A glance at the works of the Marxist oriented researchers in order to find a more radical and more comprehensive positioning, leads us unfortunately to a disappointment. In spite of its meaningful history (the Communist Party of Turkey was founded in 1920), Marxism in Turkey has not been able to produce theoretically rich works. It has rather developed social criticism through influential literary works and tried to create certain spots within the civil society, allowing it to breathe freely. It should be added that Marxism has been under severe oppression by the state, on the one hand, and the intensive ideological influence of the Soviet Marxism, on the other.

It can be argued that Marxism in Turkey was conceived for a long time as a political orientation rather than a philosophy. Therefore, to be a Marxist and while being a psychologist does not always mean to be a Marxist psychologist. The endeavour to approach psychology from the standpoint of Marxist philosophy is rather a result of the intellectual climate of the 1970s. It wouldn’t be wrong to argue that Turkish Marxists have always had an interest in psychoanalysis, even if sometimes only to criticize it. Although writers like Fromm or Reich were known by the leftists in the seventies, it is hard to say that they had either theoretical or practical influence in Turkey. As for academic psychology, it has generally remained out of discussion among the Marxists. Here, it is to be stated that the traditional Marxists, instead of developing an encompassing critical view of psychology, either considered it a “natural science” and restricted their discussions to this dimension, or rejected it as a “bourgeois science”. It is important to remember here that in the past the influence of Soviet Marxism was deeper and more widespread among leftists in Turkey than that of Western Marxism.

However, even in the first years of the institutionalization of psychology in Turkey some Marxist “influences” on some writers can be observed. Sadrettin Celal Antel is a very good example of this. Antel, who had studied pedagogy in France, was until 1927 one of the chairpersons of the Communist Party of Turkey (TKP) and its delegate in the Comintern. After the arrests of Communists in 1927, he gave up all of his relations with the party, was accepted to the Institute of Pedagogy and Psychology and advocated an approach influenced by Soviet pedagogy. Later, he was suspended from his office by the pro-German government for a short time in 1944, because of his anti-fascist attitude.


Another name that should to be mentioned here is Muzafer Sherif, who had a connection with the TKP and was, just like Antel, dismissed from the university in 1944. Sherif, who was born in 1906 in Izmir as a child of a well-to-do family, witnessed wars in his childhood and youth. In 1919 he was saved from being bayoneted through the mercy of a Greek soldier and it is well known that he dedicated his life to an understanding of the problems between human groups. Sherif took his Master’s Degree at the University of Istanbul before embarking on studies at Harvard University. He lived in the United States throughout the Great Depression and its aftermath, leaving for Germany in 1932. There he got to know Gestalt psychologist, Wolfgang Köhler and witnessed the rise of Nazism. In 1933, back in the United States at Columbia University, he came to know more of the members of the Gestalt and Frankfurt schools, took part in their meetings, and attended a course led by Otto Klineberg on “race psychology,” and its unequivocal political implications. After the publication of his widely influential work Psychology of Social Norms in 1936, Sherif went back to Turkey, where he began some studies with political content (for a short biography of Sherif see Granberg & Sarup, 1992).

Sherif, who did not avoid politicizing his academic activity during the influence of the Second World War, published his book titled Race Psychology (Başoğlu, 1943) in 1943. Sherif published articles in political magazines during the war years with Behice Boran, who chaired the Department of Sociology at the University of Ankara during the War and later was the first woman to chair a political party in Turkey, the Workers Party of Turkey. Sherif collected his articles later in a book entitled, Changing World (Başoğlu, 1945). Fatma Başaran, one of his pupils, reports that Sherif was very active in keeping with his anti-fascist attitudes; not only did he publish articles but also organized some academic meetings. He was criticizing not only Nazism but also Turkism and finally was arrested in 1944 for a short time by the Turkish government that practically supported the Nazis by that point. With the help of friends and professors in the USA like Hadley Cantril, Leonard Doob, Gardner Murphy and Gordon Allport, and through the support of the American government, Sherif was released from jail and allowed to leave Turkey to move to the USA (Granberg & Sarup, 1992). Although he wanted later to return to Turkey, he was informed that he had been dismissed from his position at the university using the pretext that he had recently married an American citizen. Consequently, Sherif stayed in the USA to continue his personal and professional life in that country.

Sherif, who was still under the influence of social life in the Soviet Union as well as the post-war prestige of the Soviet Communist Party toward the end of the 1940’s, reflected these influences in his book Psychology of Ego-Involvements (Sherif, 1948) more explicitly than he had done ever before. Finally, in 1951 in the McCarthy era, he signed a loyalty oath in order to stay in the USA and remained with the support of the University of Oklahoma (Asliturk & Cherry, 2003). He also gave up the explicitly political content of his studies. He retreated from studies based on social classes to those based on “groups” and he became more cautious about the expression of the political implications of his own social psychological insight (i.e. Sherif, 1966). Whereas Sherif can be referred to as one of the pioneers of political and critical psychology, in the history of psychology a totally different place is allotted to him with regard to his studies on the inter-group conflict and co-operation (Cherry, 1995).

In fact Sherif, as a comprehensive social scientist and intellectual has a more complex history than has previously been recognized in the literature. In narrow terms, he is regarded as an American social psychologist of inter-group conflict. Even though McCarthyism had a certain impact on his progressive discourse and he was relatively silenced as were others social scientists in the era, the point not to be missed is that he advocated a politically progressive and socially responsible psychological practice all through his life that was informed by his Turkish experience. What makes Sherif a good social psychologist is not exclusively his education in the USA, but the way in which he brought his personal history and his personal values, as well as his socialist worldview to bear on social psychology at one of the most heightened anti-socialist times in American history. In this regard Sherif is one of the most interesting forerunners of the history of critical psychology in Turkey and likely the United States as well.

Although in later periods psychologists from Turkey had some connections with Marxist, especially Soviet psychologists, through some meetings like the 18th International Congress of Psychology in Moscow, they were not influenced by the main paradigms of Marxist approaches. For example the lectures given by René Zazzo, a French Marxist psychologist, in Istanbul and Ankara (Zazzo, 1963a, b, c, d) aroused interest in regard to specific issues of differential psychology rather than as a Marxist oriented psychological practice.

The government of the conservative-populist Democrat Party aroused a great reaction in the Kemalist circles during the 1950s and ended in a coup d’état with popular support and the execution of three leaders of the party in 1960. The Democrat Party had followed a foreign policy quite dependent on the USA and a domestic policy that favoured the interests of landowners and the “local bourgeoisie”, which had been enriched through the opportunities of World War Two. The student movement which had begun before the coup d’état was acquainted with radical thinking and made use of the freedom of expression guaranteed by the constitution of 1961. A leftist wave with anti-fascist and anti-imperialist content was rising, on the one hand through new social classes created by rapid urbanization of the poor in big cities. On the other hand, the working class became more powerful due to the rapid development of capitalism. In spite of a right-wing military coup in 1971, this wave continued until another extreme rightist junta in 1980 which limited all freedoms and rights completely and for a lengthy period, imprisoned and brutally tortured leftist militants and trade-unionists. The common characteristic of all of components of this wave (left-wing Kemalists, communists, democratic revolutionary movements, etc.) was the defence of national values against imperialism. The intellectual climate created through such social opposition was also influenced directly by the political situation. 

It is difficult, however, to observe the direct traces of this influence within the scientific-psychological community in general. The majority of psychologists in Turkey seem to have carried on their work outside the realm of social and political problems and not to have been influenced by this climate of the 1960s and 70s. 

It should be noted that the books of some Marxist oriented psychoanalysts like Reich or Fromm were translated into Turkish in this period. In addition, the discussions about the problems of westernization and the questions about the appropriateness of the notions produced in North America to understand the indigenous cultural structure began to preoccupy more and more psychologists in these years.

For example, Gündüz Vassaf, a psychologist who studied in the USA, described psychology in Turkey in an article in 1982 as “a fight for independence”. According to him, psychology in Turkey was “rather a product of our dependence on the West, than a product of our own needs” (Vassaf, 1982, p. 30). Vassaf was discussing especially the dependence of IQ-Tests on culture and criticizing the way these tests were being used. He discussed questions on the IQ-Tests in a study he carried out in 1977 (Vassaf, 1977a). He argued that the IQ-Tests should have been employed to the advantage of the whole society, rather than to the advantage one group against others. Considering the fact that the tests in use in Turkey then were for the most part simply translations or not adequately standardized, Vassaf developed a new IQ-Test and standardized it for children between 5-7 years (Vassaf, 1976b). He did not hide in these studies his sympathy for Marxism. He compared the usage of IQ-Tests in the USA and in the USSR and supported clearly the Soviet practice. But the target of his criticism was, just like the case with psychiatry (Vassaf, 1980), the “direct” import of the methods produced in the West and the use of the psychological knowledge in accordance with the ideology of the ruling class, rather than a criticism against psychology itself. In this sense, he could interpret the founding of a psychological laboratory in Istanbul as progress with the idea that in this laboratory “we can do our own experiments on our own subjects” (Vassaf, 1982, p. 31). However, that psychology must not be at the service of a group of the rich, but of the people generally, is the main common theme emphasized in his writings during this period. Even though we categorize his efforts among Marxists approaches, we should note that Vassaf has never been explicitly Marxist and his greater commonality with transformationist psychologists should be remembered.

The most important representative of the Marxist oriented psychology is Serol Teber. Teber who was a TKP member went to Germany after his neuropsychiatric training and continued his research there. The intellectual development of Teber is also prototypical of the development of the Turkish left: The USA’s anti-communist project for the Middle East, which was intended to surround the Soviet Union with a “green belt” of Islamic countries during the Cold War era, yielded results in Turkey. Islamic elements that were weakened by modernist-Kemalist policies started to reoccupy a significant place in political life after the 1950s. The 1970s were characterized by strengthening Islamic radical right, and also the violence exercised by fascist gangs on the proletariat and leftist fractions. In this context, the ideological defence of modernism by the Turkish left against Islam and racism, as well as its defence of Kemalism as the representative ideology of modernism in Turkey despite its nationalistic character, determined its conceptualization of philosophy and science. 

Teber’s book, The Source of Our Behaviours published in 1975, harbours the traces of this political situation. According to Teber, who considered behaviour against anthropological and physiological background, psychology should be a science of behaviour and the only scientific psychology consonant with Marxism was Bechterev’s reflexology – or with the name in wider use, behaviourism. It is important to state that it was the first psychology book citing Marx. We should also emphasize that this book, in contrast with some anti-racist work of Sherif, does not use the framework of present critical psychology, however, it was used as a progressive textbook in the political education of leftist circles of 1970s. 

The coup d’état that took place in 1980 in Turkey was aimed at the destruction of the left within all of its segments. The Turkish left that had to spend the 1970s in street fights started to spare time for reading books again, first in prisons, and thereafter in the circles of the periodicals that were newly organized. Furthermore, in the discursive atmosphere engendered by the Kurdish national movement that was increasingly making its impact felt, the Turkish left started to question Kemalism on the axis of nationalism and modernism. Political activities were accompanied by publishing campaigns. The psychological writings of Teber criticizing psychoanalysis changed after the 1990s towards a direction along which psychoanalysis played a positive role. The criticism of psychoanalysis was paralleled with the criticisms of Kemalist modernism, nationalism, and positivism as its philosophy of science. A reflection of this metamorphosis can be found in his earlier edited book (1984) about the Einstein-Freud correspondence on war. In the preface of that book, Teber associated Freud’s name with Social Darwinism and with Konrad Lorenz, and stated that Freud’s theory of instincts along with Social Darwinism constituted “the fundamentals of official state ideologies of the countries in which state monopolistic capitalism was in lead.” 

However, in his later Notes on Political Psychology published in 1990, Teber endorsed the view that “the psychoanalytical theory in its general lines is more political and radical than we hitherto knew” (Teber, 1990). This book was written under the intensive influence of the Frankfurt School and critical psychoanalysis, both intellectual frameworks associated with the critique of nationalism and positivist development of society. Almost all the books written by Teber after 1990 were forged along the same lines, and before his death, he dedicated his last work (Teber, 2003) to Freud’s psychoanalytical biography.

Towards the millennium, Serol Teber was the only representative of an orthodox Marxist oriented psychology in Turkey. His books were generally a part of the political education of leftist factions. In this sense, he has an important influence on Marxist oriented psychologists. In the tense climate of the 1970s, having quotations from communist poet Nazım Hikmet or Marx himself in a book about psychology of behaviours; explaining clearly the political and ideological implications of psychological knowledge; and opposing the illusion of “value free science” dominating the academic world, were all progressive attempts in development of Turkish psychology. As one of the first persons to discuss the critical psychology of the Frankfurt School (Teber, 1990) and as the writer of psychological and historical analyses about some Ottoman intellectuals, Teber has a special place in the history of critical psychology in Turkey. In addition, his orientation toward psychoanalysis is a very important contribution to the theoretical legacy of the left in Turkey.

It is possible to state that this interest in psychoanalysis has been in existence since the 1970s in at least one segment of the left. However, the critical-intellectual influence of psychoanalysis dates back to 1990s only. In this regard, Saffet Murat Tura had a particular role in this influence; he was influenced by Althusser and published a book that introduces Lacan’s psychoanalysis in 1989. It is possible to state today that the intellectual interest towards critical psychoanalysis is intense. This interest extends to an interest for alternative approaches towards Marxism and the weighing of Western Marxism against Soviet Marxism in contrast to previous trends. Interestingly, the attention paid to psychoanalysis as both an intellectual field of interest and a clinical practice arose in Turkey about a hundred years after the birth of psychoanalysis, through channels outside of medicine, the academy and Marxism (Tunaboylu-İkiz, 2004). What blocked any development of it through Marxism is mainly that the Marxist intellectuals in Turkey were more interested in the Soviet Union than European forms of Marxism (Laçiner, 2003). This ceased to be the case especially in the 1990s and for example, Althusser and Žižek recently became writers often read in leftist circles of Turkey. At present, intellectuals in Turkey can easily follow developments in Western intellectual life, and political psychoanalysis is both stimulating and carrying a revolutionary spirit, which is valuable for the ideological struggle of oppressed people. 

Postmodernism, social constructionism and social representations

There are also other interesting intellectual debates in Western academia, to which Turkish psychologists have paid a considerable amount of attention. The most known is postmodernism and social constructionism, about which we will turn in a short review. The interest in postmodernism and social constructionism in Turkey has increased in parallel with the developments in Western psychology. It should be remembered that psychology in Turkey is directed, without a doubt, towards mainstream American psychology, although the curiosity in academic circles about postmodernism is helpful to challenge well-settled dominant paradigms of the last two centuries. As in other countries, this curiosity has questioned the ontology and epistemology of psychology and tried to open debates over issues such as realism, relativism, the role of language in subjectivity, alternative methodologies and so on. (e.g., Arkonaç, 2004; Gergen, Gülerce, Lock, & Misra, 1996). Although there are a couple of books and articles reflecting the ideas of Kenneth Gergen and Rom Harre particularly, the reception and interpretation of those ideas by the academic community seems to be very limited. 

A recent and interesting development in the diffusion of postmodernist and social constructionist ideas in psychology is that some leading advocates of these alternatives have social constructionists, postmodernists, radical discursive psychologists come together for a publication in Turkish on doing psychology in Western and non-Western societies (Arkonaç, 2004). Among those leading names, one finds Kenneth Gergen, Ian Parker, John Shotter, Jonathan Potter, Wolfgang Wagner and Ivana Markova. Although the emphasis on the theoretical problems of the conceptualization of selfhood in the West and the East is the central focus of the book, the political significance of the debate over the self and psychological knowledge seems to be missing. Given the academic social constructionist perspective taken by the majority of the authors, issues such as power and structure and a radical discourse on the need for a transformational and communitarian psychology in Turkey were ignored in this book to a certain extent.

Since the discipline of psychology in Turkey is so isolated from other disciplines, we should like to argue that a debate on the postmodern conception of psychological science might have significant potentials in developing a relatively more sophisticated psychology in Turkey. Hence, within the debate on postmodernism and social constructionism, there are for sure possibilities for new qualitative methodologies and a more culturally and historically relevant psychology (e.g., Gülerce, 1995), but not for a politically engaged psychology. However, it is interesting to see that the hot debates of Western psychology hit Turkey after about ten years and the impact is very limited because of the old and stubborn habits of depoliticized American paradigms. It can be argued here that postmodernism in psychology is, in fact, no different from mainstream psychology in terms of its political value in supporting the status-quo and this problem had been partly resolved in Turkey within European approaches. 

It should be stated that the theory of social representation of Serge Moscovici (1984) was welcomed as meaningful in this regard before the entrance of the debate on social constructionism and postmodernism. Nuri Bilgin, who is the leading proponent for the theory in Turkey, has also, been interested in the psychological nature of the political phenomena from a European social psychological perspective (Bilgin, 1997). The importance of the theory of social representations lies in its political framework and its power in leading social psychologists to deal with problems of the social in a sophisticated way. Given the critical discourse of social representations when set against North American paradigms, there has been an increasing interest in the linguistic approaches and a broader and critical social psychology. Along this line, the works of Rom Harre (e.g., Harre & Gillet, 1994), Michael Billig (e.g., Billig 1990) and Ian Parker (e.g., Parker, 1989), for example, have attracted limited but still considerable attention (in e.g., Paker, 1999, 2004). 

Conclusion

Despite the diversity of all approaches, critical psychology in Turkey has spread in quite a limited way. While in some of these critical approaches an epistemological break or the basic theoretical problems of psychology are discussed, the relations of psychology with power, human emancipation and its radical importance for a better society are overlooked or discussed only within the given limits of capitalism. Hence, post-modern and social constructionist tendencies support a depoliticized version of multiculturalism while advocating cultural pluralism, bypass power relations, and thus deradicalize psychological knowledge. As Collins (2004) puts it, critical psychology is conceived here as “a theory, a method or a body of knowledge” and the fact that it is an attitude is overlooked. The debates on the “impartiality myth” are ignored in these studies; it is forgotten that “social scientists have no such alternative as impartiality” (Göregenli, 2003); and the emphasis on “changing the world” is sacrificed to understand it or rather to give it a meaning.

A considerable fact in Turkey is that critical practices are becoming gradually more important especially in social psychological studies. It should, however, be noted that these critical studies can be radicalised only to a very limited extent. Even though the emphasis on a sociological social psychology gains more importance; and even though notions like culture and social structure are mentioned in recent years more frequently; and although sometimes the nature of psychological knowledge is questioned, avoidance of transformationist and social constructivist approaches of discussions of power relations still remains. Consequently, such attempts position themselves at a considerable distance from radicalism and the idea of emancipation. This attitude forces the social constructivists in many discussions to approach the problem from an apolitical perspective. In the studies of some transformationists (e.g., Kağıtçıbaşı, 2002) power relations are on the agenda only from a modernist point of view that criticizes actual government policies. Besides, no perspective for a radical change of the relations of production is offered. Finally, although social psychology is conceived by these critical approaches more politically than by mainstream approaches, only Marxist oriented researchers put a radical refusal of the actual power relations on the agenda. 

Marxism as a social philosophy and a view of history has, interestingly enough, more theoretical influences on clinical psychology than on social psychology in Turkey. Although these influences have failed to get beyond a limited anti-psychiatric criticism, it can be stated that both more critical books about clinical psychology are translated into Turkish in comparison with other areas, and a critical-political approach is not excluded in most of the psychoanalytical books written in Turkish.

In fact, the increase of criticisms against the traditional and positivistic approaches is related to an international trend. In the post-Soviet period, some questions were discussed more frequently, such as, whether the imitation of the political and cultural policies of Western European countries that was identified by the Kemalists as “the modern level of civilisation” is the only model for underdeveloped countries; what the “westernisation” project brings to those countries and what it takes away. Questioning “western” values for these countries created a controversial atmosphere and even the disappointment with the “west” yielded some new political consequences, such as the rapid Islamization of countries like Turkey in the Middle East. Besides, the questioning of “western” values coincided with a special period in Turkey: In the first place, the Kurdish movement that rose especially after the eighties placed Kemalism in question as being the embodiment of “westernisation” during the history of the republic. Thus, some leftist groups and intellectuals accustomed to evaluate Kemalism as an “anti-imperialist” movement started to define their distance from it more clearly. Hence, it became easier to subject the political as well as the scientific philosophy of Kemalism; neither “westernisation” nor the values of “western” science was able to escape from the growing discussion. As this process coincided with the internationally growing tensions against “westernization”, an important space was created for other lines of criticism against the positivistic science beside the Marxist criticism, which is always involved in criticism against the power relations. 

Finally, we can argue that there are some critical aspects from different theoretical points of view in every period of the history of psychology in Turkey, but there is not an integrative attempt at developing a critical psychology. It is not possible to predict today which changes among the above-mentioned currents will go forward in the next period; and how the national and international political processes will influence these currents and mainstream psychology. With an emphasis on the re-production of power relations missing, and with criticism taking a theoretical position rather than a political attitude, the border between critical and mainstream psychologies in Turkey could become blurred and critical psychology could possibly be absorbed in the course of time by the mainstream. Finally, we should like to argue that Turkey, like many other countries, is still at the beginning of the path from the criticism of psychology to a critical psychology, an important point that will require more attention in future from responsible activists. 
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Table 1
	Years
	Events in the history of psychology in Turkey
	Political and Social Events

	1846 – 1865
	
	The first University in Turkey was established. But it could begin its activity only 15 years later, since the construction of its building had taken a long time

	1869
	The first lecture on psychology: Temperaments and Climate
	

	1871
	The first book on psychology: Science of the soul conditions by Yusuf Kemal
	

	1907
	The first translation on psychology: Psychology of Masses by Gustave Le Bon
	

	1908
	
	The Young Turk Revolution

	1912
	Regular lectures on psychology under the title of “the science of soul”
	

	1914
	
	The 1st World War

	1915
	Establishment of psychology laboratory at the University of Istanbul under the direction of Georg Anschütz, a pupil of Ernst Meumann
	

	1918
	The Return of Anschütz to Germany
	The end of the war.

	1919
	The first Turkish “psychologist” Mustafa Sekip Tunç began to work at the university
	

	1919 – 1923
	
	The Turkish Independence War and the establishment of the republican regime

	1933
	
	The great university reform.

	1935
	Psychology lectures by Muzafer Sherif at the University of Ankara
	

	1937
	The establishment of the Institute of Psychology and Pedagogy under the direction of Wilhelm Peters
	“Single-Party Dictatorship” in Turkey

	1943
	Sherif: Race Psychology
	Second World War

	1944
	
	Arrests against the leftist groups.

	1945
	Immigration of Sherif to USA
	The end of the 2nd World War and the single-party dictatorship in Turkey.

	1947
	
	European Recovery Program (Marshall plan)

	1950s
	Rush Americanisation of psychology
	

	1960
	
	Mass demonstrations and the military coup against the conservative government

	1963
	French Marxist psychologist René Zazzo gave four conferences in Ankara and Istanbul
	

	1966
	Turkish psychologists at the 18th World Congress for Psychology in Moscow
	

	1968-1971
	
	Protest Actions of the leftist university students

	1971
	
	Military coup against the leftist forces

	1974
	
	Beginning of the street fights between leftist groups and fascist gangs

	1975
	The first Marxist psychology book in Turkish: The source of our behaviours by Serol Teber
	

	1980
	
	Military coup against the leftist forces

	1990-2000s
	Rising interest in tranformationism, and also social constructionism and postmodernism
	Kurdish question, rising power of religious and nationalist parties, resurgences in leftist movements, economic crises

	After 2000
	
	Debate on the possibility of Turkey’s unification with European Union
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� We accept that we had to make a rough and a partially “incorrect” categorization, in order to achieve a meaningful classification of critical and oppositional psychologies. A more correct classification would be a part of a broader project of sociology of psychological science, which is an effort beyond the limits of the current article. We should note that we take the risk of “incorrect categorization”, since all these categories are somehow interwoven. 
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