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Abstract

Every political system has a shared language of symbols, narratives and priorities
through which legitimation is sought. This language is basic and schematic, yet it
generates ‘legitimate’ priorities and objectives. My interest is two-fold: firstly, how is
this language reproduced, disseminated and upheld? Secondly, how is it used,
interpreted and adapted to legitimise a wide array of actions, policies or ideas? I seek

to answer these questions in light of Turkey’s EU ambitions.

I sketch the prescriptions of what I call the normative core of Turkish politics, as
expressed through national socialisation, the Constitution and the raison d’étre of key
institutions. I show how institutions such as the military, judiciary and Presidency
legitimise their actions through appeals to this normative core, thus reproducing it
with little variation, while simultaneously reproducing a shared language of politics. I
also highlight the wide dissemination this language enjoys through education and
early learning as well as its symbolic reproduction through spatial narratives such as

national sites, museums and monuments.

Having demonstrated how this language is institutionally entrenched, widely
disseminated and extensively used for the legitimation of public activities, I turn to
the question of whether its constraints also create opportunities. I argue that Turkey’s
EU ambitions have actually led to the proliferation of such opportunities by
introducing an alternative value benchmark in the pursuit of political legitimacy.

Although the language is not abandoned, it is being actively enriched.

After decades of tension and reform, the notions of«'secularism’ and ‘westernisation’,
cornerstones of the normative core of Turkish politics, are now open to debate. This
could lead to a process of radical re-negotiation of political values. Alternatively, the
constraints that the language imposes might actually outweigh the opportunities. For
now, a delicate but fascinating process of negotiation is unfolding in the heart of the

Turkish political system. My PhD seeks to explain and analyse it.
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Introduction

Introduction

The Republic of Turkey is Mustafa Kemal’s (later Atatiirk) creation. This thesis sets
out to examine the place Atatiirk’s legacy occupies in Turkey today and the role it still
plays in Turkish politics. I intend to show that Kemalism, an idiosyncratic blend of
legacies, ideas and prescriptions, constitutes Turkey’s language for legitimate politics,
moulding political debate and processes. I propose that Kemalism is neither redundant
nor a hegemonic ideology, as much of the literature suggests. Rather, after eight
decades of being appealed to, institutionalised and celebrated, Kemalism has become
a language used by law, educators, politicians and journalists, regardless of whether
they understand Atatiirk’s legacy the same way or, indeed, embrace it entirely. This
way of analysing Kemalism has not, to my knowledge, been documented and
explored before. Yet it is vital to do so as Kemalism’s ability to articulate Turkey’s

future is being revisited as Kemalism, as a language, is being renegotiated.

Because many embrace Kemalism as an ideology or creed and reject the very notion
of re-interpretation and negotiation, using Kemalism as a language and, even more
controversially, negotiating its specifics are sensitive issues in Turkey. Certain groups
oppose this flexibility and seek to reverse it. The ensuing battle of wills between
opposing groups is fought in Kemalist terms. Claims are made and opposed,
effectively, in the same language. This does not mean that Kemalism is the only
language for politics in Turkey; others do exist. Some, for instance, Islamic political
idioms, antagonise Kemalist assumptions. Others, such as languages premised on
Western universality and democratic popularity, represent alternatives without
rejecting Kemalism, for Europe as an abstraction and universal values as a measure of
civilisation are Kemalist legacies, as is the Republic within which a popular mandate

can be claimed. Kemalism frames political debate in Turkey.

Research for this thesis started practically as Turkey’s current government came to
power. My initial purpose was to understand Turkey’s erratic relationship with the
EU, explain why EU membership is simultaneously feared and coveted and why
domestic political actors simultaneously accuse each other of wanting EU
membership too much and not wanting it enough. What 1 found is that Atatiirk’s
legacy on the issue of westernisation is mixed and that a fierce negotiation on what it

actually entailed and whether joining the EU will realise Atatiirk’s dream or



Introduction

undermine his legacy is currently under way. This negotiation is effectively debating

both Turkey’s path towards the future and the nature of this future.

Chapter 1 will discuss the nature of Atatiirk’s legacy and its function and seek to
explain ‘Kemalism’ by looking at Atatiirk’s statements and speeches, analyses and
opinions offered by partisan intellectuals, politicians and journalists as well as
academic accounts. Looking at Atatiirk’s perception of his bequest, I will assess the
form its preservation takes: is it an ideology? A tradition? A movement? This will
help me analyse both this legacy’s corresponding role within Turkish politics and the
nature of its influence. Here I will propose that, although Atatiirkism is an ideology
for some and is understood as a movement by many, it has also become — through
time, institutionalisation and extensive use — a language. Kemalism, I argue, is a

language for the construction and negotiation of legitimacy in Turkey.

Kemalism as a language is useful because it is universally intelligible. In Chapters 2
and 3, I will show how every Turk is socialised into recognising Kemalist narratives,
themes and priorities. Chapter 2 will look at schoolbooks, language books and leisure
reading materials for children, while Chapter 3 will look at republican monuments,
museums and national sites. I will show how a nexus of meaning is introduced at a
young age and then constantly elaborated on and reproduced through a saturation of

public space with Kemalist symbols and narratives.

Chapter 4 will show that this language is used not only to articulate national identity,
but is actually the language of the law; its priorities are also the priorities of Turkey’s
legal system. Here I will demonstrate that the constitution derives its legitimacy from
Atatiirk and, in turn, bases all its provisions on Atatiirk’s principles. This means that

the legal system remains anchored on certain principles, reforms notwithstanding.

As 1 will show in Chapter 5, this means that, despite recent reform, the law is
interpreted in ways that uphold Kemalist principles as the judiciary understand them.
This effectively means that Turkey’s EU ambitions may be frustrated at home because
of an intense debate over the essence of Kemalism and the goals of Turkish politics.
Here I will show how self-professed Kemalists (the Turkish Armed Forces, TAF, or
the President of the Republic) reproduce this language while simultaneously seeking

to protect it from being used independently of what they perceive as its true content.
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Introduction

This is what some Kemalists believe the current government seeks to do: use
Kemalist language and priorities, namely westernisation, in order to renegotiate
Kemalist practices, institutions and principles. Chapters 6 and 7 will highlight how

this renegotiation possible in the first place and how it is being attempted.

Chapter 6 will demonstrate that Kemalist secularist legacies are mixed and
contradictory. For early Kemalists, secularism was both a stepping-stone for
modernisation and its proof. Hence, secular policies until the 1990s should be seen in
the light of specific conditions and in conjunction with the general direction of the
modernising project at any one time. During the 1990s, secularism was elevated to a
value in itself. In this context, the AKP' seeks to redefine the meaning of secularism
and alter the way secularism is understood and approached in Turkey. Erdogan seeks
to transform Atatiirk’s freedom from religion to European-style religious freedom. In
the context of Turkey’s EU aspirations, Premier Recep Tayyip Erdogan seeks to use
Kemalist westernisation to challenge Kemalist secularism. This debate, I will show,

simultaneously revisits the nature of modernity and the best path for its achievement.

Chapter 7 deals with westernisation. Although, on the surface, Atatiirk’s westernising
drive is clear, his legacy towards the West is mixed. Kemalist modernising urges are
closely linked to a defensive nationalism that makes Turks extremely sensitive to
perceived slights, insults and what is often seen as unwarranted meddling from
European quarters. As Turkey is battling against European doubts regarding its
Europeanness, a domestic debate about whether EU membership should be pursued at
all cost is gaining momentum. Many Kemalists accept an update of the system, but
see no reason to replace the existing legitimising paradigm. Others, including such
disparate groups as the government and much of the independent intelligentsia,
support reform and believe that democracy should permit diverging perceptions of the
‘good life’. This debate is influenced and often hijacked by domestic and international
developments and corresponding fears and anxieties. As incidents threatening to
derail Turkey’s EU bid are carefully negotiated at home, the question that needs

answering is whether accession can occur without the Kemalist republic ceding its

! Adalet ve Kalkinma Partisi, the Justice and Development Party. The acronym AK means white, pure,
unblemished — in keeping with the AKP’s self-professed integrity.
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Introduction

place to a second republic. Is such a transition desirable? And will Kemalism’s

defenders permit the articulation of this option in the first place?

Studying events as they unfold a priori guarantees originality for one’s project. This
thesis occupies a vantage point that has not been explored adequately elsewhere and
draws on material that — although analysed by others — has not been simultaneously
studied in the same volume before. Moreover, this thesis benefits from the analysis of

varied textual material and extensive personal observation.

I spent several months in Turkey, collecting books and documents as well as engaging
in participant observation, informal interviews and visiting all the museums,
monuments and national sites discussed in Chapter 3. All observations and
descriptions not referenced to others are derived from my own research and all
photographic material in the appendix is my own. A considerable amount of my
original material was available online, hence legal and official documents, speeches,
interviews, newspapers and certain scholarly articles were accessed electronically
unless otherwise stated. References from electronic sources do not contain page
numbers. All electronic references were valid and ‘live’ at the time of submission.
When quoting ministers, state officials and military officers, I cite their title at the

time the statement was made.

Newspapers are listed in the bibliography alongside a set of initials. In the text,
newspaper articles are referenced citing these initials and publication date. Finally,
schoolbooks and early childhood books are often penned by many authors or do not
offer the author’s name. In the text they are referred to by their title, for coherence and

clarity. Full bibliographical details are offered in the bibliography.

Quotes, especially from speeches and documents available in English, often have
mistakes in them that I have not corrected. For word-count purposes I refrained from
adding (sic) next to them. All translations from Turkish, French, Greek and Italian
sources are my own unless otherwise stated. In the bibliography, all documents are

cited in the original with translations provided only for Greek titles.

As 1 only started learning Turkish when I started my PhD, I am aware of the

limitations this places on my ability to use the language for some of my research. For
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Introduction

instance, 1 was unable to read the Constitution in Turkish. As all such documents are
available in English, however, this was not a handicap. I read the Turkish press daily
and my language skills were adequate to tackle all the original material needed for
Chapter 2 and elsewhere. Where secondary sources are concerned — and noting that
Turkish scholars invariably seek to publish in English — I made a conscious decision
to use only English-language secondary sources in the name of speed. I, nevertheless,
used numerous Turkish sources in English and French and believe the coverage of

secondary material to be balanced, although not exhaustive.
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1, Kemalism

Although it is easy to identify specific ideas and priorities as part of Atatiirk’s legacy,
charting this legacy and defining its form and functions is complex. In this chapter, I
will outline Atatiirk’s bequest, his political priorities and other legacies. 1 will
demonstrate the difficulties involved in seeking to define Kemalism as an ideology, a
political movement or a historical phenomenon and argue that, although Kemalism is

an ideology many espouse, above all it is a language everyone uses.

1. Atatiirk’s Legacy

During his lifetime, Atatiirk actively encouraged his people’s admiration of his
achievements as war hero and republican father. Moreover, he always stressed the
fusion of his personal trajectory with the national one, claiming that the nation is both
an extension and a reflection of his person. The people should not only admire him
but, in order to be true to themselves, remain loyal to him. Atatiirk claimed complete
ownership over the people he liberated. He was their natural leader and they were his
people, his children, forged in his image. This is his bequest, left to the Turks in the

form of Nutuk', the famous 36-and-a-half-hour speech.

In this speech, Atatiirk presents his leadership as essential to independence and
freedom. He presents himself as the sole author of national salvation — not even the
nation shares his glory — but also its only possible author. Without him, the Turks
would simply not exist and, Atatiirk stresses, he was the only person who could have
achieved this. There were no alternatives as his comrades-in-arms and republican
companions were inadequate, self-serving, power-hungry hypocrites and liars
(Atatiirk, 2003:16, 25, 409, 422, 443, 522, 581, 588, 592, 740). He on the other hand,
Atatiirk claims, only cared for the good of his people, who responded by giving him
their uncompromising affection (p.31-33, 622). His leadership, Atatiirk implies,

! Great Speech
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Chapter 1

cannot be imitated or repeated: therefore, the nation needs to remain loyal to this

legacy and vigilant against threats and reversals.

Given the magnitude of his achievements and the natural bond he enjoys with his
people, opposition to Atatiirk’s legacy would be not only foolish, but actually a
character flaw (p.11) amounting to national betrayal. Such treason, he notes in Nutuk,
took many forms during the national struggle. Some even sought to restore the
imperial state even though the nation’s manifest desires had made it impossible to
continue serving the Ottoman cabinet (p.165). Only Atatiirk responded to these
desires because, he notes, he alone possessed the vision for saving his people (p.8).
‘In this situation there was only one resolution to be taken, that of creating a new
Turkish state, based on national sovereignty... [so] that the Turkish nation could lead

an existence of dignity and glory’ (p.9).

Having saved the nation, to ensure that its restored dignity and new-found glory
would not lapse, Atatiirk launched a modernisation campaign. Turkey was to achieve
the standards of contemporary civilisation and join the civilised nations of the world
(p-303, 523, 598). Thus Atatirk offered his people military triumph, national
deliverance, happiness and ‘the avoidance of misery’ (p.318), as well as a promise to
work for the ‘health of this patria and nation’ (p.348). What he did not promise was
democracy. Atatiirk proclaims: ‘[s]overeignty belongs without reserve or condition to
the nation. The administrative system rests on the principle that the people rule
effectively and personally its destiny’ (p.492). Nevertheless, he also notes: ‘What 1
expect from the entire people, without exceptions, is complete submission to the
orders of the government’ (p.134); but not just any government. While Atatiirk was
alive, the Turkish Republic was his domain. Atatiirk notes: ‘The entire nation
accepted the principles / published and it was clear that those who opposed the
principles or even my person had no chance of being elected deputies by the nation’

(p.624 — emphasis added). And thus, he believes, it should remain after his death.

Evidently, Atatiirk’s legacy is one of nationalism and modernisation, not one of
democracy and individualism. This legacy rested on three pillars: collectivism,
essentialism and teleology. Nutuk closes with the famous Address to Youth, through

which Atatiirk entrusts the Republic to the hands of unborn Turks:
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“Your first duty is to safeguard and eternally defend national independence,
the Turkish Republic. It is the only foundation of your existence and future...
In the future, there will be those wishing the country harm, both inside and
outside it, who will want to grab this treasure away from you... By force or
ruse, all citadels and arsenals of the patria may have been taken; all of its
armies may have been dispersed and the country entirely occupied.

Envisage an even more sinister eventuality, suppose that those who hold
power within the country have fallen into error, ignorance or even treason and
confuse their personal interests with the invaders’ political ambitions. The
nation itself may have fallen into adversity, ruin and exhaustion.

Even in those conditions, Turkish child of centuries to come, your duty is to
save Turkish independence and the Republic. The strength necessary for this
exists, in full potential, in the noble blood that flows in your veins’ (Atatiirk,
2003:746-7 or 2002:279-280)°.

Atatiirk blends the primordial appeal to blood with the civic tie of republican
citizenship, thus tuming citizenship into an essential bond. Atatiirk claims both the
Turks and the Republic as his creations and then presents the two as naturally linked.
The Turks’ blood dictates protection of the Republic because ‘the blood shed’ (p.487)
for Anatolia’s deliverance ensured the Republic’s creation and should not go to waste.
Blood binds unborn Turks to the republican patria. It is natural, Atatiirk implies, that
individual Turks should seek to protect what their ancestors died establishing. If one

does not feel allegiance to the Republican Fatherland, then one is not really a Turk.

Through the Address to Youth — carved on the walls of public buildings, universities
and Anitkabir (Atatiirk’s mausoleum) and memorised by all schoolchildren — Atatiirk
binds national consciousness with the Republic’s protection. National consciousness
entails vigilance against external and internal enemtes. Although guarded, this
national consciousness ‘is not selfish and arrogant’ (1920 speech, see Atatiirk, 1920-
1937); rather, it is good both for Turkey and the world. Speaking in 1921 (ibid), he
stressed that ‘Anatolia... is not only fulfilling a survival duty for itself, but... erecting

a barrier against all attacks directed to the East’. For, although Atatiirk (ibid) stressed

2 For alternative translations, see bibliography.
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in 1937 that ‘[a]ll nations have become... members of one family’, dangers to

national independence persisted. Consequently, the nation must remain vigilant.

Actually, for Atatiirk, this is the main task of national education, as vigilance holds
the key to both national survival and greatness. Addressing a group of teachers in
1922, Atatiirk (1920-1937) noted: ‘A military victory is insufficient for true
liberation’. Lasting national survival and progress rest on the cultivation of national
consciousness through education. ‘It is only education, science and teachers that can

save the nation’ (1925 speech, ibid).

Liberation was only the first step in Atatiirk’s plan, the realisation of which relied on
retaining national consciousness. Speaking in 1923 (ibid), and reflecting popular
concerns of the time, Atatiirk noted: ‘No matter how great may be the victories won
by a nation at the battlefield, those victories may only yield lasting results through the
efforts of an army of educators’. Such statements undoubtedly offered teachers,
working under hard conditions, a sense of purpose. Simultaneously, however, they
reveal Atatiirk’s conviction that the national struggle did not end with independence.
National deliverance led to the Republic, which, in turn, opened the road for

modernisation. Modernisation was liberation’s final aim.

National pride was an invaluable resource on this path, so Atatiirk sought to cultivate
a strong sense of pride in national belonging. Speaking on the tenth anniversary of the
Republic’s foundation, Atatiirk identified himself as a member of the great Turkish
nation, alongside ‘his’ citizens and the nation’s ‘valuable army’ with great pride
because, he noted, ‘[tlhe Turkish nation is of excellent character... intelligent...
capable of overcoming difficulties of national unity, and because it holds the torch of
positive sciences’ (Atatiirk, 1933). Turkishness is associated with intelligence,
progress and bravery. Simultaneously, unity — vital during the tumultuous war years —
is deemed vital in peacetime as well, ensuring progress and greatness. Conversely,

disunity is presented as an affliction and a sign of stupidity.

The speech concludes with the words ‘ne mutlu Tirkim diyene’, *How happy he who
says I'm a Turk’, presenting happiness as a concomitant of Turkishness. This phrase
is now an ever-present national mantra. Although this repetition could be interpreted

as a sign of national insecurity, rather it seems to indicate the success of Atatiirk’s
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narratives in forging national pride and inspiring a sense of ownership over the

republican, national, westernising project, as described in Nutuk.

Yet, there is one conspicuous omission from Atatiirk’s account in Nutuk: there is little
mention of secularism. Does ‘contemporary civilisation’ ipso facto suggest
secularism? For Andrew Mango, Turkey’s most famous western student and one of
Atatiirk’s most fervent admirers, it does. Speaking in 2000, Mango argued that
‘secularism followed naturally from Atatiirk’s rationalist philosophy’. Atatiirk did not
need to stress the importance of secularism; in fact, secularism only becomes a
contentious issue when modernisation proceeds without the corresponding

secularisation. Yet this does not fully explain the omission.

Nutuk is hardly the place for secularist bravado. The speech was delivered soon after
the end of the Independence War, during which the Kemalists had made extensive
appeals to religion and the Caliph in order to gain the support of pious soldiers.
Memories were fresh. Although Atatiirk dismisses the Caliphate as ‘nothing but an
object of derision in the eyes of the civilised and cultivated world” (p.10), he still
appeals to God frequently (e.g. p.371, 373) and does not advocate uncompromising
secularism. He does, however, stress that the Turks’ greatness predated their
conversion to Islam (p.598) and urges them to purify sentiments and knowledge
‘through the light of true science’ (p.608), thus preventing tradition, history and the

fanciful notions of Islamic unity from jeopardising national survival.

Atatiirk praises enlightened religion whereby ‘humanity shall abandon Christianity,
Islamism, Buddhism [and] there shall exist a religion pure and devoid of tarnish,
simplified and comprehensible for all and having a universal character’ (p.612). This,
he notes, is in line with a higher level of civilisation and universal standards.
Secularism thus emerges as a means for showing the world that Turkey is not a
primitive nation sunk in prejudice and superstition (p.745). Hence, Atatiirk opposes
the Caliphate, not because of its religious identity, but because of its desire to block
progress in order to hold onto an order of things made redundant by the passage of
time. The Caliphate is guilty of seeking to ‘sacrifice the Turkish people in the name of

a simple caprice, a fantasy, a mirage’ (p.610).
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A nation has to move with the times or perish. The Republic, celebrated by Atatiirk as
the Turks’ ‘natural’ political habitat, is the vehicle for progress. Hence, Atatiirk
identifies republicanism and a thirst for progress as natural concomitants of
Turkishness. Secularism is in turn depicted as a natural republican trait and, hence,
necessary for both national survival and progress: ‘Our greatest strength, our prestige
in the eyes of the world rests in the new form, the new character of our regime’
(p-602). The regime that Atatiirk has bound with national identity is Turkey’s ticket
for acceptance by the world, or the part of it that matters: the civilised West.

2. The Six Arrows

Atatiirk’s legacy is emotionally potent, albeit often muddled in terms of its derivation
and internal logic. Kemalism’s prescriptions are simple and stark, yet no concrete
instructions are offered for the pursuit of its goals. Kemalism offers vision, but not
method. That was the case even before Atatiirk’s passing, even though he died in
office. In the 1930s, rather than actively formulating policy, he busied himself with
grand research projects in Turkish history and language. Nevertheless, he retained
control over the direction, boundaries and priorities of political activity through the
introduction of a simple set of principles known as the ‘Six Arrows’ (4/f1 Ok) initially
presented as the manifesto of Atatiirk’s Cumhurriyet Halk Partisi (CHP, Republican
People’s Party). With the exception of two short-lived experiments at controlled
opposition that proved unexpectedly popular and thus came to an abrupt end, the CHP
was, until the mid-1940s, Turkey’s only political party. This effectively gave the Six
Arrows universal validity, enhanced by their incorporation into the constitution

(Weiker, 1981:222), where they have remained, despite constitutional reform>.

The Arrows (nationalism, republicanism, secularism, populism, statism and
reformism) offer neither socio-political insight on a grand analytical scale nor short-
term party-specific goals. Rather, they propose avenues and methods for ensuring that
the Turkish nation leads a life of dignity, security and glory. Their ultimate aim is

modernisation, which, for Atatiirk, held the key to survival and progress. The Arrows

31n 1937, 1961 1983 and 2001.
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were pragmatic context-specific recommendations. Economic statism, for instance,
was necessary for survival given the post-war, crisis-ridden international economy
and was eventually abandoned. The remaining Arrows, however, survive and are still

continuously appealed to, with some having become values in themselves.

As Atatiirk was the leader of a state-seeking nationalist liberation movement, it is
hardly surprising that nationalism remains strong in Turkey. In fact, nationalism is a
powerful tool for any state, partly because, Herb (1999:9) notes, state power is
territorially defined and partly because national identity itself is partially spatial.
States, therefore, invariably seek to control, define and use territory in order to
engender support or loyalty, claim legitimacy or foster a desirable collective identity.
This is exactly what Atatiirk’s nationalism achieved, welding ethnic and civic appeals
into a coherent narrative anchored on Anatolia. This account, essentialising both the
Turks’ homeland and their relationship to it, was subsequently embraced and widely

disseminated by the Turkish state (see Chapters 2 and 3).

Fusing nationality and republicanism, Atatiirk legitimised the polity by presenting it
as a product of Anatolian soil and the Turks’ natural political habitat. Yet this did not
constitute a declaration of democratic intent. As the Ottoman Empire became
associated with defeat and humiliation, Ottoman/Islamic identity became a symbol of
vulnerability and potential degradation. The secular Republic was thus hailed as the
institutional expression of a collectivist and decidedly anti-Ottoman Turkish
nationalism and a guarantee of security and dignity. Having identified backwardness
as the reason for Ottoman vulnerability, Atatiirk saw the Republic as both the first
stepping-stone towards modernisation and the best vehicle for its achievement.
Consequently, he was more concerned with modernisation than democratic structures,
while national sovereignty referred to a collective sense of destiny rather than civic

empowerment. In this context, populism proved a useful tool.

Atatiirk saw the nation as his creation and himself as the natural representative of
national volition. As the purpose of politics was given (modernisation) and as the
people lacked the political maturity to make (correct) decisions, Atatlirk’s populism
was, for Mango (1999a:6), a salutary sign of reason and realism. Effectively,
however, what Atatiirk described as politics for the people, if not by the people, was

pure paternalism and gave rise to the devlet-baba (father-state) that is only now being
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challenged through reform and the electorate’s increasing sophistication and

cynicism. Still the paternal(istic) rhetoric persists.

The vaguest yet possibly most influential ‘Arrow’ is ‘reformism’ or ‘revolutionism’,
referring to the continuation of the Inkildp, the non-violent revolution that was the
political and social transformation Turkey experienced in early republican years. The
secular republic was established as part of Atatiirk’s modernisation drive. Reformism
expresses his intention to persevere until modernisation is complete. Reformism also
proves that Kemalism is not reducible to the Six Arrows; its vision goes beyond the
methods employed at any one time, hence negotiation on how best to achieve

Atatiirk’s vision is possible, if not necessary.

Atatiirk wanted Turkey to be modern as much as he wanted to be the leader of a
modern country: personal ambition supported political intent. In Atatiirk’s mind,
secularism, a republican nation-state and economic growth were the essence of
modernity. Although his grasp of economic processes lacked sophistication, Atatiirk
visualised ‘modernity’ and tried to make Turkey look the part, hence his
republicanism, secularism and nationalism were often exaggerated in form and

possibly lacking in essence: they were means to an end.

Atatiirk’s (1933) legacy is clear: ‘[w]e shall raise our country to the level of the most
prosperous and civilised nations of the world... We shall raise our national culture
above the contemporary level of civilisation’. Turkey was a project and the nation was
the vehicle for its achievement; national need was what Atatiirk deemed it to be and
the nation’s destiny what Atatiirk commanded. In time, Atatiirk and his people would
come to be seen as essentially linked as he becomes the executor of national volition,
accepted by national mythology and academic commentators alike. When political
scientist Henry Allen (1968:69) claims that, via Atatiirk, Turkey exhibited national
volition — ‘deciding’ to make herself a nation — he effectively embraces the
essentialism of national rhetoric conferring a priori popular legitimacy on all
Atatiirk’s acts, including the creation of the secular Republic. Some identify this
mystical bond as Atatiirk’s most precious gift; others celebrate the Arrows as an
ideological bequest, while others still perceive the movement towards progress, rather

than its methods, as Atatiirk’s true legacy.
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3. From Atatiirk’s Legacies to Kemalism

3.a. Kemalist Mysticism

The mystical bond between Atatiirk, the nation and the Republic is accepted and
reproduced not only by Turkish schoolbooks (see Chapter 2), but also by academic
apologists inside and outside Turkey. Jevakhoff (1989:442) calls Turkey the most
beautiful homage to Atatiirk, turning the nation into a monument in the father’s
honour. This is a recurring theme. Most discussions on republican Turkey are
premised on the belief that, although without Atatiirk a Turkish national state would
probably still have been created, it would have been smaller and state-building would
not have been as peaceful (Mango, 1999a:4). Atatiirk, having shown Turkey ‘the way
out of an oriental ghetto’ (ibid, p.8), is venerated as the man without whom Turkey
would not exist; he ‘brought new life and hope to the Turkish people, restored their
energies and self-respect, and set them firmly on the road not only to independence,
but to that rarer and more precious thing that is freedom’ (Lewis, 2002:293).
Journalists and academics, both Turkish and foreign, revere Atatiirk and accept
Turkey as his handiwork. The legitimacy with which this vests his legacy cannot be
underestimated. Stressing that Atatiirk brought light and hope (Camaigil®, ND),
‘salvag[ing] his country from being reduced to... a client-state of British imperialism’

(DT, 22 November 2005) makes gratitude a quasi-compulsory feeling.

Baki Ilkin, Deputy undersecretary of the Turkish Foreign Ministry, in a 2003 address,
noted that ‘the Turkish nation founds its national identity with Atatirk’ on 19 May
1919, when Atatiirk landed in Samsun and the War of Independence begun. On that
date, ‘the birth date of Turkish democracy’ (ibid), the Republic, the parria and the
nation were born simultaneously. Although, Ilkin claims, the nation had “high values’,
Atatiirk vested it with his own traits, thus catalysing the Turks’ destiny through an
inversion of historical and political agency. Although the Republic is based on
national sovereignty, the nation is derivative. Ilkin even states that ‘[t]he Turkish
nation did not leave [Atatiirk] alone in this quest for democracy and modernisation.
With total conviction they adopted his reforms and embraced democracy’. Atatiirk is

the actual repository of national agency: the nation follows.

4 president of the Atatiirk Society of America.
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Initially, however, the nation did not follow all that readily. As ‘the masses for the
most part were oblivious to the fact that they needed to be saved’, notes apologist
Suna Kili (1969:53), Atatiirk ‘had to be ruthless in order to modernize a backward
nation at a time when its illiterate people considered any reform the work of the
infidel’ (Kaylan’, 2005:64). Thus, in Kemalist narratives, the Turks retain no agency
over their liberation and later republicanism. Yet Kemalist priorities remain ‘natural’
to nationhood as they appear expedient in light of a narrative of historical
determinism. Hence, these narratives can claim simultaneously that Atatiirk forged a
nation out of disparate and unwilling elements and that the nation is natural, its
character and aspirations directly inherited from Atatiirk. ‘The Turkish nation will
keep marching along the path of civilization that Atatiirk laid before it. Because the
legacy left by Atatiirk is still cherished by the Turkish people as the strongest
guarantee for its survival and progress’ (Ilkin, 2003).

For Kili (1969:82), ‘one’s Turkishness [is] not necessarily determined by one’s race
or religion, but by the degree a person associated himself with the ideas, ideals, and
goals of the Turkish nation and by determination to protect all that had been won as a
result of great hardships; and also by commitment to Turkish modernization’. As
Atatiirk forged the Republic and its citizens simultaneously and concurrently, loving
Atatiirk and cherishing the Republic is not a matter of choice. Essentialising the bond
Atatiirk shares with his people effectively ‘naturalises’ the entire republican project
and ‘locks’ the Turks into following the path that Atatiirk laid down for them because

to stray from it would violate nature, providence and common sense.

Although this infusion of national narratives with ideological subtexts? is hardly
limited to Turkey, its effects go beyond simply unifying the population. This
essentialist narrative replaces Atatiirk’s undeniable charisma with a quasi-mystical
aura (see Volkan & Itzkowitz, 1984:344-345). Atatiirk comes to ‘personif[y] the
Turkish Revolution’ making it impossible to ‘be for the Turkish Revolution and
against Atatirk’ (Aksin, 1999:14-15). This goes beyond acknowledging an
ideological debt to Atatiirk and a sense of gratitude for the modern, secular Republic.
Atatiirk becomes the anthropomorphic instantiation of both state and idealised nation,

Turkey’s patron saint, the source and guarantor of national pride and safety.

5 Journalist and self-professed Kemalist, see below.
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This is particularly evident during the commemoration of his death. On 10 November
each year, schoolchildren write him letters asking for peace, health and prosperity.
Some even register complaints about other children at school (H, 10 November 2005).
The letters resemble prayers. On 10 November 2005, Hiirriyet carried a text-box
reading Yol aym yol, ruh aym ruh: the road is the same road, the spirit is the same
spirit. The vision is alive and at 9:05 am, the time of Atatiirk’s death, the fatherland

stands still and silent to the sound of sirens and the national anthem.

10 November is a national day of mourning with ceremonies reminiscent of the
country’s monarchical past. In Istanbul, top military and municipal officers visit the
room Atatiirk died in, before it opens to the public. In Ankara, the President leads a
ceremony at Anitkabir, attended by Turkey’s political and military leadership before

this site is also opened to mourners.

Honouring Atatiirk entails a transcendence of his mortality. The rituals claim his
continued presence among his people. The appeals are not to his ideological legacy,
but to the mystical bond, the guiding hand that, as President Ahmet Necdet Sezer
wrote in the Anitkabir visitors” book on 10 November 2005, led ‘our country out of
the darkness with your enlightenment’ (S, 10 November 2005). The Dolmabahge
visitors’ book is filled with similar entries, evoking Atatiirk’s presence: a beloved and
saintly father watching over his people. The Independence War and reforms era are
mentioned as if still in living memory. Atatiirk’s immortal spirit is celebrated as the
guarantor of republicanism and the essence of Turkish national pride. For Parla and
Davison (2004:165, 167), this quasi-religious way of remembering Atatiirk supplants
choice and reflection with a public discourse of love and kinship. Regardless of
whether love is felt by all, this public narrative frames public discussions on Atatiirk
and underlies appeals to and discussions of his legacy. It is in this context that the
question of whether Atatiirk bequeathed an ideology should be raised. Many embrace
Kemalism as an ideology while others malign it as one, resenting its symbolic

prevalence. Yet ‘ideology’ does not fully describe Kemalism.
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3.b. What is Kemalism?

Kemalism is often referred to in the press as well as in academic and political
literature as an ideology. In a study by Giannakopoulos and Maras (2005:13) on
European Parliamentary groups’ attitudes towards Turkey, all respondents speak of
Kemalism as a doctrine. Although they disagree on Kemalism’s specifics (p.7, 16-7,
22), both the respondents and the authors treat Kemalism as Turkey’s state ideology.
Undeniably, Kemalism occupies a privileged discursive position within Turkish
politics (see Chapters 4 and 5) and although Atatiirk claimed that Kemalism was not
an ideology but a guide to action, some embrace it as a value-system, while others

oppose it as a hegemonic and repressive ideology.

For Parla and Davison (2004:35), Kemalism represents ‘the sole, most determinative,
all-encompassing public philosophy, embedded and enforced in the governing and
socializing institutions of the Turkish Republic’. Kemalism is heavily institutionalised
in Turkey, but Parla and Davison assume a degree of coherence and determination
that may be exhibited by self-professed Kemalist actors, but is not actually offered by
Kemal’s legacy. Moreover, although Kemalism enjoys a predominant discursive
position, Bozdogan (2001:12) finds that Turkey enjoys an intense, if polarised debate
between the defenders and critics of Kemalism’s republican modernism. If anything,
in the five years since Bozdogan’s publication, debate has intensified and points of
view have proliferated and fragmented. Turkey’s public domain is polyphonic;
Kemalism is prominent, but open to contestation and appropriation by political agents

from the far Left to the extreme Right (e.g. 7P, 14 December 2004).

For Parla and Davison (2004:36-7), this in itself is proof of hegemony as Kemalism’s
presence in non-state institutional spaces both ensures and proves the marginalisation
or elimination of alternative beliefs. To them, Kemalism is hegemonic, monopolistic
and exclusionary, ‘secur[ing] and reserv[ing] public space solely for itself by rejecting
prima facie the legitimacy of existing alternative ideologies’. It seems, nevertheless,
that Parla and Davison’s (2004:48-50) quarrel is with Atatiirk, not Atatiirkism. They
do not seek to analyse what they dismissively call the ‘congratulatory politics of
national enthusiasm’ (ibid, 2004:73). They do not seek to prove Kemalism is a
hegemonic ideology; that is their starting point. They choose to speak of hegemony as

Kemalism is neither coercive nor totalitarian yet, they believe, it still vanquishes
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alternatives. Kemalism is undeniably discursively dominant yet describing it as
hegemonic clouds over the intensity of public debate in Turkey. This debate leads to
alternatives to Kemalism prevailing on occasion and it often leads to the negotiation
of what exactly a Kemalist point of view ought to be in the first place. Such

flexibility, or even uncertainty, does not bode well for hegemony.

Although attempts to systematise Kemalism into an ideology have been made, they
never succeeded. Some, such as Camcigil (ND), believe that ‘[t]here ought to be an
Atatiirk chair and Atatiirk library in every Turkish University, and Atatiirk courses in
all middle and high schools. The public has to meet, embrace, and learn Atatiirk
anew’ and they should do so in a standardised and monitored fashion. Yet
standardisation would need to make a series of unsubstantiated assumptions and
manufacture a conceptual rigidity that Kemalism otherwise lacks (Sahinler, 1995:239-
240). ‘[Dlefining Kemalism as an ideology is a problematic issue. There is little
agreement among Kemalists themselves about what Kemalism exactly means as a
contemporary political project... Kemalism has become a secularist and nationalist

reflex, rather than a coherent ideology’ (Taspinar, 2005:87-88).

Kemalism is prevalent, but it is appealed to by different agencies within and outside
the state apparatus. The Association to Promote Contemporary Life (Cagdas Yasam
Destekleme Dernegi) for instance — a women’s group founded in the 1990s to counter
the perceived rise of Islamism — is not forced to include Atatiirk in its charter. It does
so because Kemalism is successful and hence appealing and because Atatiirk’s name
carries immense emotional resonance. This is possibly his strongest legacy and,
contrary to Parla and Davison’s claims, those who embrace Atatiirk’s ideas mostly

maintain that his bequest is not an ideology, but a course of action.

Kemalism lacks both internal coherence and a real theoretical basis for the analysis of
society, politics or history. It started life not as an ideology, but as an action-focused
movement created by generals and politicians — not theoreticians — in the heart of
battle. Kemalism was thus defined in terms of its goals, since its strategies were
strictly context-specific, moulded according to particular exigencies and conditions.
Although named after its undeniable leader, the Kemalist movement was historically

characterised by both conflict and disagreement. For Sahinler (1995:242), Kemalism
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constitutes a movement of permanent revolution. Evolution and change is inherent in

such a movement, as is criticism, even if Atatiirk often resented its existence.

Atatiirk himself always stressed the non-ideological nature of his legacy and his
followers claim to remain true to his goals and values while following no ideological
guidance. This legacy, they believe, is essentially democratic and humanistic (see
Sezer, 1992:3; Aksin, 1999:16, 19; Kaylan, 2005:67-8). Although Atatiirk may not
have always observed the letter of democracy in his lifetime, he ‘left behind him the
structure of a democracy, not of a dictatorship’ (Mango, 1999b:534, 536). This
structure is a vital part of his legacy, as is the purpose with which it was vested.
‘Kemalism means a continual effort towards modemnism and progress’ (Giritli6,
1984:252-3); Kemalism ‘means continuous pursuit of progress for catching up with,
keeping up with and even surpassing the advanced level of civilization, not falling

behind, not being humiliated or dominated’ (Camcigil, ND).

Kemalism, for its adherents, is a movement towards progress, modernisation and the
preservation of national dignity. The secular Republic is a Kemalist achievement, in
line with modernisation. Nationalism is a Kemalist instinct, in line with preserving
national dignity and freedom. But the essence of Kemalism is a constant movement
towards progress, helped along the way by democracy and scientific rationality. The
fact that Kemalism is not an ideology, note his supporters, ensures its continued
survival. ‘As Kemalism is based on rationalism, it will continue to be contemporary

and progressive’ (Giritli, 1984:252-3).

Analytically, approaching Kemalism as a movement rather than an ideology is helpful
and illuminating. However, Kemalism as a movement still does not convey the
complete story about Kemalism’s function in Turkish political life. Although not
actually hegemonic, Kemalism remains semiotically prevalent, seeking to establish a
monopoly over certain discursive terrains and the definition of certain terms. Hence, I
believe, it is better to approach Kemalism as a universally intelligible language

through which political legitimacy is negotiated and legitimation sought.

¢ Dean, School of Journalism, Marmara University.
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4. Kemalism as a Language of Legitimation

4.a. Legitimacy and Legitimation

It is a well-known truism that if a term can mean anything, eventually it does.
‘Legitimacy’ is one such term. It has been used to express a trait governments have, a
blessing people convey or a process of political negotiation. It has been equated to

authority, legality, democracy, efficiency and stability.

For Rothschild (1977:488, 498), legitimacy is a trait possessed, amplified or
squandered by political organisations or states. It is linked to authority, procedural
legality, good governance and efficiency. Although Rothschild does not equate
legitimacy with public acceptance, he concedes that it may exist to varying degrees
vis-a-vis different groups within society as legitimacy partly relies on a ‘show’ of

good governance, sustained in the face of various relevant publics.

For Lipset (1983:64), legitimacy is the measure of this show’s success. ‘Legitimacy
involves the capacity of the system to engender and maintain the belief that the
existing political institutions are the most appropriate ones for the society.’
Legitimacy, therefore, can exist in every society, regardless of its political
organisation or social structures, provided the system of government can maintain the
dominant social groups’ confidence in its ‘appropriateness’. But how is
appropriateness measured? Is it effective governance, as Rothschild suggests, a

normative fit with society’s values or neither?

For Schaar (1984:111, 127), in order to be legitimate, power needs to be situated in
something outside itself, be it God or a transcendental ideology. Schaar rightly notes
that, although belief is a manifestation of legitimacy, legitimacy cannot be reduced to
belief. His demand for a transcendental justification for power, however, leads him to
the conclusion that the modern, bureaucratic, non-transcendental state exists in a
perpetual state of legitimacy crisis. This may indeed be the case, but the lack of divine

justification of power is hardly the reason.

Schaar accurately notes that legitimacy needs to be negotiated in terms of a set of
values or principles. These principles, however, do not need to be external to the

political system. In fact, most political systems generate their own narratives of
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political legitimacy as they set rules according to their own principles. Currently in
the West, political narratives locate sovereignty firmly with ‘the people’ and
legitimacy is negotiated in terms of a popular mandate. Although legitimacy can be,
and often has been, negotiated in terms of a transcendental ideology, e.g. Communism
(see Di Palma, 1991), most frequently it is sought in terms of non-transcendental
values, such as democracy. Consequently, democratic governments are often
considered ipso facto legitimate, thus reducing legitimacy to a trait conveyed through

democratic election.

This fit means that even authors who vehemently deny equating democracy with
legitimacy make democratic endorsement a prerequisite for legitimacy. Beetham
(1991) is a case in point: he accepts that power is legitimate when justified in terms of
principles that satisfy a politically relevant audience; rational defensibility may
convince intellectuals, while priests may be swayed by appeals to God. Yet legitimacy
should not be equated to the act of believing. For Beetham, legitimacy is not simply a
public relations feat, rather it indicates the degree of congruence between the system
of power and the values providing its justification. This means that legitimacy is
historically specific and changeable as values change and governments lose their
legitimacy when this congruence lapses or weakens. This definition could be

universally applicable were it not for the tripod analogy.

Legitimacy, Beetham notes, relies on rule-derived validity and moral congruence with
society’s beliefs and values, regardless of their content or derivation, as well as
expressed consent; what he calls the declaratory power of confirmation. Beetham
introduces expressed consent in order to avoid the murky waters of inaction and
passivity being mistaken for acceptance. As a result, however, systems that do not
offer institutionalised avenues for the meaningful expression of consent (which for
Beetham entails the provision of real choice and the absence of coercion) cannot ever

be legitimate, although Beetham denies this is the case.

As Beetham, like Rothschild before him, notes that ineffective governance, rising
inflation or corruption can de-legitimise a government, he effectively reduces
legitimacy to shorthand for democratic electability. Moreover, Beetham (1991:216)
seems to conflate the legitimacy and stability of a regime and its incumbent

government when he notes that ‘[d]e-legitimisation is the dramatic loss of prestige
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incurred by a regime when large numbers of its subjects refuse to do as they are told
in a public and collective way’. By making civil disobedience the measure of a
legitimacy crisis, Beetham fails to distinguish between the various on-going
legitimation negotiations within a political system, fails to register the subtler signs of
legitimacy deficits and fails to achieve what he actually set out to do, namely improve

on Weber’s understanding of legitimacy.

For Weber (1978:226), legitimacy is claimed and believed in. It is not a trait that
governments possess, but a process of negotiation within a specific reference
framework. Legitimacy describes the degree of congruence between a policy, system,
action or institution and the values or principles that underpin activity in a relevant
political context, be it dominant social values, religion or democracy. Weber
(1978:266-7) concedes that ‘it is readily possible that, instead of recognition being
treated as a consequence of legitimacy, it is treated as the basis of legitimacy;

democratic legitimacy’. But this is one of many kinds.

This distinction is vital in the context of modern Turkey. Here legitimacy is claimed
within a republican setting, where national sovereignty and representative democracy
allow for popular legitimacy to be conferred through elections. Simultaneously,
however, legitimacy is also claimed in terms of Atatirk’s legacy, including
republicanism, but not derived from it. Pursuing congruence with Kemalist values
generates boundaries and obligations, benchmarks and expectations that political
actors comply with in order to remain legitimate in the eyes of other politicians,
judges, the Press, the army and the citizenry. The image is not static. Kemalism, after
its extensive use in the public domain, its institutional entrenchment and reproduction,
now represents both the set of values through which legitimacy is claimed and the
language through which this is being done. As a result, Kemalism is the medium
through which political actors negotiate the boundaries of acceptable political activity.
Kemalism frames political debate, but does not determine courses of action, so
different and divergent policies seek to legitimise themselves in terms of Kemalism's

core themes and priorities.

In subsequent chapters, I will demonstrate that Kemalism is not only part of the public
culture, but also the normative bedrock of the Republic’s legal and institutional

superstructure, generating a frame of reference, explanations and expectations for
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citizens and officers of the state alike. I propose that Kemalism, far from being a
hegemonic ideology, actually is a language, dominant and widely used, yet separate
and distinct from Atatiirk’s specific political intentions. This language generates
constraints and opportunities (see Barker, 1990:139) as the process of legitimation

involves the creative re-appropriation of legitimacy’s sources.

‘1]t is a notable feature of power relations that they are themselves capable of
generating the evidence needed for their own legitimation’ (Beetham, 1991:60).
Rothschild (1977:491) agrees: ‘Discussions of legitimacy and legitimation risk
irrelevancy if they overlook this crucial dimension of a ruling elite’s sense of its
legitimacy’ and its public appeals to that effect. These appeals constitute the activity
of legitimation. Legitimation is the active pursuit of congruence with the political
system’s core normative values and the public claiming of said congruence. This
constitutes, for Barker (2001:2), a generic trait of government. Elected, appointed and
hereditary power-holders always actively claim to be legitimate, be it through the
fabrication of sumptuous palaces, the observance of religious rituals or declared
allegiance to social values and constitutional principles — themselves possibly

moulded by the ruler in question.

Legitimation can be carried out in a variety of ways: verbal, visual or ritualistic.
Although Barker’s (2001:20, 24) connections between legitimation and legitimacy do
not directly map onto what I described above, the stress he places on legitimation is
vital for this analysis. As a political process, legitimation has specific aims that do not
necessarily comply with society’s normative core of political legitimacy. Legitimation
is the process through which politicians seek to cover or explain potential disparities.
In this process, the political system’s normative core is appealed to, re-appropriated,
negotiated and redefined with reference to emerging domestic or international
realities, social change and each politicians’ specific agenda. Motives and intentions
are unknown and irrelevant to the analysis of legitimation, enabling us to assess the

government’s conduct vis-a-vis citizens and state agencies (Barker, 1990:2).

Regardless of whether ‘acceptance’ is part of legitimacy, governments seek
acceptance, particularly in a republic such as Turkey. As Barker (1990:98) notes, if
legitimacy is a relationship between the rulers and the ruled, between normative

assumptions and practical politics, then legitimation is the (public) effort to ensure
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that this relationship continues to exist. As legitimacy is not constant throughout a
political system, legitimation attempts enjoy varying degrees of success at different
times, in different contexts and in the eyes of different audiences. Hence the

legitimation process is never-ending and legitimacy never a foregone conclusion.

4.b. Kemalism as Language

Kemalism as a language is taught in schools, reproduced through media and spatial
narratives and extensively used by politicians, academics and members of the TAF
and the judiciary. The language has been in continuous use for decades and thus
enjoys a position of undeniable discursive dominance. While for Parla and Davison
this constitutes hegemony, for Volkan and Itzkowitz (1984:354) it represents a civic
cult resulting from Atatirk’s immortalisation. Constant appeals to Atatiirk
undoubtedly forge a ritualistic legitimation avenue for Turkish politics. Yet, his
legacy is most effective in the form it acquired, possibly despite Kemalist intentions:

namely as a language all Turks speak.

Kemalism constitutes the unquestionable normative framework for the negotiation of
political legitimacy in Turkey. Kemalism is the republican project’s lynchpin; a
national fact rather than a matter of individual political choice, as appeals to Atatiirk
and his legacy are constant. In fact, the sheer volume of celebratory material and
reverential references is telling in itself. This is not hollow politicking. Atatiirk’s plan
worked and the narrative of national awakening and liberation, as we will see, has an
element of defying fate in it. Appeals to Atatiirk and his legacy, therefore, represent
appeals for hope, resolve and pride in what the Turks are capable of. Appeals to

Atatiirk effectively constitute claims to be doing the right thing.

Mehmet Diilger, Chairman of the Turkish Parliamentary Foreign Affairs Commission,
(2005:24) opens an article by quoting Atatiirk’s *peace at home, peace in the world’
motto. He stresses that Turkish foreign policy is genuinely committed to Atatiirk’s
agenda, namely modernisation and the preservation of territorial integrity and unity

(p.29). Similarly, OECD’ Manager Mehmet Ogiitgii (2005:96) argues in favour of

7 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.
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Turkey’s ability to deliver the quick and radical transformation the EU demands in
terms of Atatiirk’s legacy. ‘One should recall that the founding father of modern
Turkey, Kemal Atatiirk, had accomplished the bulk of his revolutionary modernizing
vision for the country only in a period of 15 years... between the two destructive
world wars and in great deprivation. Consider what more can be achieved over the
next two decades in the era of rapid globalisation.” Atatiirk is proof of what Turkey is

capable of; he is Prince Charming in Turkey’s Cinderella story.

Yet the prince comes with heavy baggage. The founding of the secular republic was
both a crowning achievement for Atatiirk’s vision and an avenue for its continued
pursuit. Kemalist modernisation went beyond politics and economics, encompassing
individual relations and lifestyles. Social change, that elsewhere would be the side-
effect of modernisation, here was part of a sustained campaign, (Eisenstadt, 1984:3).
Atatiirk taught Turkish peasants to use beds, chairs and lavatories; he coached men
and women to embrace Western, mixed-gender entertainment. This was as important
to Atatiirk as acquiring a thriving industrial infrastructure, as he would thus achieve ‘a
shift in the bases of political legitimation and the symbols of the political community,

together with a redefinition of the boundaries of the collectivity’ (ibid, p.9).

This redefinition was total and extremely potent as the Kemalist conceptualisation of
modernity established a long-term discursive monopoly. ‘Modernity’ meant what
Atatiirk wanted it to. Such radical change was possible in the first place because of the
volatile post-First World War situation. Social and geographic dislocation, successive
defeats and exhaustion left the population disillusioned and receptive to radical social
transformation (McCarthy, 2001:92, 94). War broke social habits; the predictability of
social life and individual experience vanished. Successive defeats destabilised and
discredited administrative structures, facilitating political reform. Allen (1968:40),
seeking to vest even secularism with popular legitimacy, notes that disillusionment
with the Ottomans translated into widespread popular dissatisfaction with Islam.
Religion was not actually discredited, yet dissatisfaction with the imperial order was

widespread even among Ottoman elites (McCarthy, 1983:139-140).

Short-term expediency and Atatiirk’s de facto legitimacy as liberator and war hero
enabled him to introduce a series of radical modernising reforms without, at first,

disclosing the specifics and eventual extent of his wider project. Moreover, as Atatiirk
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started constructing a national legitimation narrative as early as 1920, with the first
National Assemblies (see Sezer, 1992:2), the radical transition to republicanism
appeared gradual. Once the Republic was a foregone conclusion, it became the avenue
for the introduction of a new politics of modernisation, conducted in the nation’s
name. This new politics — its goals, assumptions and language — now constitute
Turkey’s political reality. Although the new politics used the discourses of democracy
and national sovereignty extensively, they were actually welded into the
amalgamation of ideas that is Turkish republicanism, meaning more and yet at the
same time less than they would elsewhere. After all, the republic’s raison d’étre was

to achieve modernisation, not popular democracy.

Although the new political vocabulary marked a radical shift in Turkish politics,
Kemalism was more concerned with modernisation than with republicanism. The
Republic was a modernising tool. Its purpose, Karpat (2004:201) notes, was not to
allow the articulation of ‘society’s basic culture, philosophy, and aspirations’, but to
enable a revolution from above. As a result, national sovereignty referred to an
abstract and idealised nation, not Turkey’s actual citizens, and Kemalism, for Karpat
(2004:221), became a mechanism for the perpetuation of political control. Control
was necessary for securing a monopoly over the definition of progress and modernity

and ensuring the country did not stray from the path of its achievement.

Undoubtedly, a tendency for the establishment of ideological hegemony is evident, as
are the means for its potential achievement. Nationalism, republicanism and
secularism became the essence of progress, making Kemalist prescriptions absolute
conditions for modernisation, while also making ‘the attainment of modern European
civilization a new faith’ (Karpat, 2004:228-229). Nevestheless, this faith, although
discursively dominant, did not become hegemonic as, with the advent of multi-party
democracy, the rigidity of the Kemalist agenda was compromised. Although lifestyle
choices were heavily limited under both Atatiirk and his successor, Ismet In6nii, the
advent of multi-party politics made it evident that much of Kemalist legislation had

not penetrated Turkish society beyond the surface.

“The political struggle which began in Turkey after 1945 as a struggle for democracy
was in fact the struggle for cultural and spiritual freedom as people understood them’

(Karpat, 2004:231). This struggle lasted for several bloody decades and, for Karpat,
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represented an attempt to widen available lifestyle and belief options limited under
strict Kemalist modernisation that not only decreed that the pursuit of progress was
the purpose of politics, but also limited the ways in which that was to be understood
and achieved. Atatiirk’s vision of modernity was absolute. Legislation sought to
ensure that Turkey would comply with his vision, from the development of industrial
infrastructure to regulating his citizens’ private lives. As secularism was deemed
necessary for modernity, spiritual freedom became a political issue. As modernity
came with specific cultural manifestations, individual tastes and leisure were
measured against state-endorsed modernity benchmarks. For Atatiirk, appearances

mattered.

The 1925 Hat Law is a case in point. The fez disappeared from Turkish streets, yet the
law did not have the corresponding effect on mentalities that the reformers expected.
Similarly, banning arabesque music from the airwaves actually had mixed results as
the genre became, briefly, strangely subversive. The state’s relentless modernisation
drive turned appeals to tradition into potent political statements. Because Kemalists
perceived tradition as the opposite of modemity, tradition in all its manifestations,
including arabesque, became a language for the expression of political
dissatisfactions. This gave arabesque music subversive connotations by default,
permitting politicians, such as Turgut Ozal, who played this genre during his pre-
election rallies, access to pockets of electoral support outside the CHP’s reach

(Ozbek, 1997:219-220).

This politicisation lasted until the 1990s. The advent of private broadcasting brought
arabesque back into the mainstream, as the market incentive was strong. Now it is
neither contentious nor, for that matter, particularly popular. Yet the incident captures
in miniature Kemalist attitudes towards folkloric, traditional or ‘backward’ images,
practices and sounds. Interestingly, once the elimination campaign was suspended, the
music lost its edge. The Kemalists’ willingness, however, to simply eliminate
practices deemed undesirable from the public domain explains why Kemalism has

been described as authoritarian, despite the open and vocal debate over its specifics.

Kemalism can be questioned and disputed. Nevertheless, it enjoys unrivalled
institutional and legal protection and access to socialisation channels. It can easily

maintain a conceptual quasi-monopoly over certain analytical categories such as
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modernity, secularism and republicanism. Nevertheless, although authoritarianism has

often donned a Kemalist cloak, Kemalism is too incoherent to be authoritarian per se.

‘Ideologies seek both to make sense out of the world and to offer a rationale for living
and acting in it. As such, they offer visions of legitimate thought and practice in the
public world... All ideologies offer, in this sense, some prescription for legitimate and
illegitimate action’ (Parla and Davison, 2004:23-24). In Turkey, these prescriptions
have forged a language through which legitimation is sought. Even those departing
from Kemalism negotiate their position in its terms. This is possible because
‘Kemalist terms’ (from modernisation to popular sovereignty) are flexible since
Atatiirk furnished no concrete definitions. Consequently, alternative and, often,
competing definitions are sustainable, as Kemalism is in the strange position of
having repressed several ideas almost in their own name. Freedom of religious
expression was stifled in pursuit of secularism; democracy often suffered in the
Republic’s name; freedom of expression was limited in the name of a modemnising
drive that today brings Turkey on the EU’s doorstep; and Turks are still prosecuted
for insulting ‘being a Turk and the Republic of Turkey’ (Article 301/1, Turkish Penal
Code).

Undoubtedly, Kemalist agencies retain considerable power yet Kemalism is not their
exclusive property. As political agents use and re-appropriate Kemalist language, an
intense debate is occurring in Turkey. Although attempts are often made to stem the
creative uses of Kemalist language, alternative interpretations of terms (such as
secularism) and priorities abound. This, for many, is a deplorable event. ‘Gone [is] the
enlightenment programme of the Revolution... The Kemalist movement [is] frozen.
To conceal this fact, great emphasis [is] placed on “ceremonial Kemalism™ (Aksin,
1999:26). Jevakhoff (1989:457, 467-8) agrees: ‘[Tlhe mention of Atatiirk often
becomes a simple rite or caution used with the same ease by those on the Right and

Left.’

The ambiguity of Atatiirk’s legacy and the creative interpretation entailed in its
application to the 21% century make this debate possible. For Kemalist purists,
however, the debate is an aberration. To them, Atatiirk created a nation in his image
and, unless true to that image, people are laying false claims on national belonging.

For them (e.g. Kaylan, 2005:441; Mango’s 2000 speech) there is more to ‘Kemalism’
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than ritualistic references to Atatirk and modernisation. Yet, looking at Turkey’s
political exchanges, it seems that Kemalism is most relevant as a set of ritual
practices; as a language for talking about republicanism, secularism and
modernisation; and a language for talking about Turkey’s past, present and future.

Kemalism is an ideology to some — hated or espoused — but a language for all.

This was partly achieved through conscious institutionalisation and partly by default.
Although republican institutions reflect Atatiirk’s agenda, as they are his handiwork,
attempts to turn Atatiirk’s project of thorough societal transformation (e.g. see
Bozdogan, 2001:172, 174) into a coherent set of prescriptions fit for the 21* century
were frustrated. Particularly, since the advent of multi-party democracy, attempts to
standardise and safeguard Kemalism have been more successful in opening Kemalism

up for re-interpretation and negotiation than in protecting its purity.

‘[I]nserting [Atatiirk’s] principles in the Constitution subsequently also made it
possible for anyone adhering to the principles, often rather loosely interpreted, to
qualify as loyal to the revolution’ (Weiker, 1981:5). Kemalism, Weiker (1981:7)
continues, ‘established general principles which provided the outer limits of
permissible dissent, but many of the principles were also flexible enough in their
operational interpretation so that they could be legitimately debated’. It thus became a
language for the negotiation of politics. Kemalism delineates the boundaries of the
political arena and seeks to tame dissent, but does not set the political agenda.
Kemalist principles are schematic and offer guidance for political activity rather than

strict prescriptions, thus they frame political debate without actually determining it.

Hence, although the desirability of modernisation is not debated, its shape and the
best route for its achievement are. Atatiirk’s legacies are revisited and redefined in a
changing world, while competing political positions seek to justify themselves in
Atatiirkist terms. This is hardly surprising. Atatiirk is Turkey’s civic patron saint. His
plan worked and his ideas have been incorporated into law and institutional practice,
hence legitimation appeals phrased in Kemalist terms carry immense weight. What
may be surprising is the flexibility and adaptability of which Kemalism is capable. As
I will demonstrate in this thesis, the AKP is currently using Kemalist language and the
Kemalist westernisation drive to renegotiate political priorities and bring about reform

that would be hard to legitimise if it were not for the EU mantle. The AKP embodies a
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challenge to Kemalism, in the form of its Islamist credentials, yet it simultaneously
represents the promise of Kemalism’s vindication, as the AKP became the champion

of EU accession.

The ensuing process of contestation and negotiation entails the reinterpretation of
terms and notions, which, in turn, creates tensions. There is, for instance, the potential
for intense conflict between Kemalists and the champions of a different kind of
democracy, using Kemalist language in a way that challenges Kemalist authority.
This conflict could either express itself as a confrontation between ‘Kemalism’ —
defended by jurists, academics and soldiers — and the ‘people’. Alternatively it could
take the form of an internal semantic breakdown. Simultaneously, however, this
tension is creating opportunities not yet fully explored. Although momentous change
may be afoot, legitimacy remains a Kemalist domain. The AKP still seeks to
legitimise its leader through references to Atatiirk, noting that Turkey is living proof
‘that having a just and visionary leader is key to achieving quick and effective results’
(Diilger, 2005:30). By appealing to constitutionally enshrined principles (such as
territorial integrity and national unity) and national mantras, the AKP is widening the
scope of political debate without challenging its terms and Kemalism’s basic

premises.

It has been argued that Kemalism is an irrelevant term — having changed too much to
be analytically useful (Millas, 2001:30). It has been argued that Kemalism is a knee-
jerk reaction attributable to socialisation and political culture. Yet current political
tensions and negotiations prove that Kemalism has changed enough to represent a
language everyone in Turkey can use creatively. Rather than stifling debate, this
Kemalist language seems to be furnishing the terms for the revision of Kemalist
principles, assumptions and institutions. This flexibility is currently being tested.
Post-9/11, EU membership-seeking Turkey is facing domestic and international
challenges that require drastic action. The fluidity surrounding many of Kemalism’s
guiding principles makes taking the action needed difficult, as rival interpretations
clash in the public domain. Some wish Kemalism were more prescriptive, offering
firm guidance in a changing world. But it is not. And the debate over the true meaning

of secularism and westernisation is raging.
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Chapter 2, ‘Learning’ Kemalism

State-sponsored national-identity narratives in Turkey are conceptualised and
articulated in Kemalist terms. National identity, notes Gillis (1994:5), is a useful tool
to think with and a handy communication medium. As such, it is, by definition, shared
and standardised in order to ensure intelligibility among users. The school is pivotal in
the process of standardising and disseminating this cognitive tool, but not alone, as

any communication medium is reaffirmed and reproduced through everyday usage.

Turks learn Kemalism from a young age, inside and outside the classroom.
Standardisation and centralisation in national education means that core textbooks —
with the exception of language books and supplementary materials — are not selected
by individual schools. Former Minister for National Education, Metin Bostancioglu
(2001), prided himself on the textbooks his ministry produced, commissioned and
disseminated to all Turkish children. National education, stressed Bostancioglu (2000
& 2001), is the bedrock of national growth, progress and development. Inevitably,
centrally-produced textbooks and a centrally-managed single-textbook national
curriculum promote a Ministry-sponsored vision of the past and future thus forging
and sustaining ‘vocabulary and syntax of national identity’ (Heathorn, 2000:viii).
Hence every Turkish student receives the same presentation of Kemalist narratives,
concerns, priorities and vision at school as centralisation ensures coherence.
Moreover, a high degree of convergence also exists between state-produced books
and commercially produced titles. This creates a tight nexus of meaning, permitting

Kemalist ‘vocabulary and syntax’ to pervade a child’s wark and leisure time.

The very existence of commercial ‘patriotic’ titles testifies to the publishers’ and
purchasers’ active role in the cultivation and reproduction of a Kemalist arsenal of
intelligible and accessible signifiers. Kemalism, sanctioned and cultivated by the
school, is also actively promoted by the writers’, publishers’ and illustrators’
willingness to produce patriotic literature, only a fraction of which is surveyed here,
indicating an acceptance of the significance and emotional resonance of their subject
matter. This literature may not be consciously cultivating a language of legitimate

politics, but it is reproducing a nexus of national reference. The wide dissemination of
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this nexus makes legitimation appeals in its terms both immediately understandable —
as all Turkish children grow up ‘speaking’ this symbolic language — and potentially
very successful, given its emotional resonance. ‘Fluency’ may not ipso facto
guarantee endorsement of Kemalism’s standardised interpretations or acceptance of

Kemalist priorities, but it does guarantee intelligibility.

The role national education plays in this process is not unique to Turkey. Every
nation-state carries out or supervises national socialisation. Through ‘national’
education, the nation-state manufactures what Gellner (1983:38) calls ‘viable and
usable human being[s]’. A ‘viable’ individual is capable of decoding the complex
symbols underwriting social life in a modern nation-state. This ability, in turn, makes
the individual ‘usable’ in the context of the nation-state. Yet no code is value-free. A
‘viable’ individual recognises both symbols and the narratives of justice and greatness
associated with them. Ideally this recognition, Gellner notes, inspires desirable
emotions and courses of action, and national education seeks to forge both recognition
of relevant symbols and familiarity with the appropriate emotional responses to them.
The school cannot engender pride. It can, however, teach the connection between

certain symbols or events and a narrative of pride.

Heroism 1s inspiring and success stories are easy to tell. Ranging from early readers to
poetry anthologies, privately produced volumes dealing with Atatiirk abound. Artists
deem the subject worthy of their time. More significantly, however, the sheer bulk of
such material — only a fraction of which is discussed here — commissioned and
produced by commercial publishers indicates huge market demand. The sheer number
of such titles, on top of a considerable body of state-produced literature, obviously
suggests that parents or children purchase these books, finding them interesting,
appropriate or instructive. As a result, children ‘learn’ Kemalism through both state

and private channels. Thus Kemalism becomes a natural component of everyday life.

Yet it remains inaccurate to describe Kemalism as a hegemonic language. Kemalism
is propagated by the state, but alternatives are not silenced. Stories that have nothing
to do with Atatiirk, written by Turkish or foreign authors, are plentiful, as are
religiously inclined storybooks. Yet even religious stories do not denounce modernity,

nationality and secularism (Saktanber, 1991:174-5), rather they often seek to construct
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a specific kind of morality, not incompatible with Kemalism in its specifics (ibid,

p-180), but which attempts to balance religion with the dictates of modernity.

Although literature providing different readings of nationality exists for adult
audiences, for children it does not. Alternatives to patriotic literature constitute a
separate genre, but do not challenge Kemalist national narratives. Whether the state
would block attempts to provide an iconoclastic reading of national history aimed at
young readers is a rhetorical question. Yet it is important to stress that the
predominance of Kemalist narratives is ensured by agencies outside the state acting
on the basis of market incentive and not state pressure. Books analysed here, although
produced by various authors and publishers, share a coherent narrative structure. In
introducing Kemalism as a language, the books also introduce Turkish history from a

Kemalist vantage point, which effectively legitimises Kemalism in Kemalist terms.

This legitimation narrative consists of three layers. Firstly, Turkishness — nationality,
national history and the national homeland — is presented as natural and essential.
Secondly, republicanism is presented as natural to Turkishness. Although civic on the
surface, republicanism is presented as a quasi-ethnic trait; an ‘organic’ component of
a ‘natural’ identity. According to national narratives, the Turkish nation is both the
force behind and the natural outcome of Atatiirk’s republican reforms, thus the two
become essentially linked. What starts as a civic narrative becomes an essentialist
discourse. Finally, a quasi-metaphysical appeal accompanies the account, celebrating

Atatiirk as the nation’s natural leader and its timeless instantiation.

This narrative is linear and progressive, structured around Atatiirk’s career,
achievements and aims. Modernisation and the preservation of national independence
and dignity are presented as the ultimate goals of national history and national
greatness is measured in their terms. Consequently, Atatiirk’s republican/secular
legacy is celebrated as the sole medium for the achievement of the desired future. In
doing so, national narratives give Atatiirk’s legacy a talismanic quality, while he

emerges as, simultaneously, accessibly human and super-human.

This storyline is powerful. But is it effective? Unlike spatial narratives (see Chapter
3), books can be ignored. Yet they remain significant for three reasons. Firstly, the

books analysed here are designed for young readers. The accounts are schematic,
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unsophisticated and, thus, accessible across cultural-capital-induced barriers acquired
with age. Although scientific treatises on Kemalism abound, familiarisation with the
Republic’s early history is not allowed to become the exclusive domain of the
‘educated’. In fact, it starts before the child can actually read. By definition, it

accesses a much wider audience than any specialised volume could.

Secondly, the proliferation of styles in which Atatiirk and other national(ist) stories
are available further expands potential readership, as different tastes are catered for
without varying the message. Thirdly, repetition ensures ‘naturalisation’, as narratives
introduced by early childhood books constantly reappear in novels, comics and
poems. Moreover, this narrative features in schoolbooks. Given their de facto
institutional legitimacy, schoolbooks are invariably treated as objective and true.
Hence the concert between schoolbooks and leisure books enhances the authority of
their common message. The fact that pre-school books, leisure reading material and
textbooks sustain the same narrative allows for its cumulative and gradual enrichment
with one goal in mind: the education of republican citizens responsive to Atatiirk’s

reforms, who also relish a sense of ownership of said reforms.

Kazamias (1966:220-221) notes that, in the 1960s, educators equated ‘Turkishness’
with allegiance to Atatiirk, the TAF and secular Republic and a sense of ownership of
Kemalist reform principles. In this chapter I will demonstrate that this largely remains
the case and analyse the corresponding narratives in three bodies of literature:
textbooks (state-commissioned or endorsed as part of a single-textbook national
curriculum); language-learning books; and state-sponsored and privately published

leisure books.

1. Kemalist Essentials: Claiming Anatolia
l.a. The TTT

Anatolia plays a central part in Kemalist national narratives (see also Chapter 3), as it
is vested with the power to naturalise and unify its inhabitants. So, although the Turks

originated in Central Asia, the parrative claims Anatolia as their natural homeland
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and its history as their history. This mélange of conjecture and elective affinities for a
while constituted a powerful political and academic current, supported by Atatlirk
himself, in the form of the Turkish History Thesis (Tiirk Tarith Tesi, TTT), the appeal
of which, although diminished in scholarly circles, has not altogether lapsed.

Millas (2001:77) believes that the Balkan national uprisings in Ottoman times taught
the Turks the usefulness of propagating the myth of an ancient and superior people
with a ‘timeless’ claim on the national land. The TTT forges this myth for the Turks,
presenting the people as ‘native’ and national geography as ‘natural’. The TTT,
intended for both domestic and international consumption, represented an
extraordinary attempt to prove that Turkish history is not reducible to the Ottoman
period. Actually, while claiming that Turkish history predates and outshines Ottoman

history, the TTT ended claiming most world civilisations as Turkish'.

Through what Millas (2001:62) calls ‘expressed anti-orientalism’, the TTT sought to
reaffirm the Turks’ worth vis-a-vis the West by claiming both the origins of Western
civilisation and the West’s genetic ancestry as Turkish. As Atatiirk (2003:388) put it:
‘It is a truth known by all that... long before the advent of Islamism, the Turks had
penetrated to the heart of Europe’. Historical appropriation and reductionism enabled
the Thesis to claim that, as Turkish people were the Europeans’ ancestors and
Anatolia, the Turks’ home, was the cradle of all Western civilisations, Turkey was, by
extension, European. Hence Atatiirk’s westernisation drive would enable Turkey to
‘return’ to an assumed original position, alongside the West. Presenting a bid at
momentous transformation as a homecoming naturalised the process, thus both

legitimising it and fostering public confidence in its success.

Atatiirk’s policies, advocating the return of Turkey to the Western fold and of
Western civilisation to its birthplace, presupposed that the Turks’ ownership of
Anatolia was ‘natural’ and total. The nature and significance of this ownership
represent the TTT s most lasting influence on Turkish national narratives. Anatolia

remains shrouded in a mystical aura, perceived as both conveying and expressing

! Vryonis (1991:37, 70-2, 74) quotes Tiirk Tarth Tetkik Cemiyeti Secretary-General Resit Galip
claiming the Hellenic, Chinese, Indian, Etruscan and Roman Civilisations as ‘Turkish’. Turgut Ozal

concurs (1991:6, 11, 346-7).
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national character. This makes its protection from violation and the maintenance of
sole Turkish ownership a Turk’s foremost national duty. Anatolia’s territorial
fragmentation would also maim national character; this is the message that the books

surveyed here convey.

This is hardly surprising. Intermal inconsistencies aside, the TTT provided an
overview of world history that enabled Anatolians to be, for the first time, proud of
their Turkishness. Although with time, and through Republican commemoration,
sources of national pride proliferated, the appeal to an Anatolian identity was initially
necessary and has since remained strong. Even the Independence War, now
commemorated as a Turkish national war, was at the time, fought by Anatolians, for
Anatolia. Anatolia thus became the conceptual bridge, thanks to the TTT’s
retrospective articulation, that took the people from their Ottoman/Islamic past to a
Turkish future. The Independence War thus represented both the Turks’ glorious
national awakening and the deliverance of Anatolia’s holy land. Similarly, the
Republic was inserted into this essentialist discourse by being claimed as the natural
offspring of Anatolia’s historical development, the structural manifestation of
Anatolian character and the institutional expression of nationality. This fusion offered

a powerful legitimising discourse for the Republic’s early years.

Millas’s overview of early Republican schoolbooks, history books and novels shows
that, as the Kemalists gained confidence, outlandish TTT appeals ceased. The thesis
faded into the background, surviving in fragments, nuances and assumptions that,
according to Parla and Davison (2004:221), lead to ‘praise for anything Turkish’ and
the assumption that ‘anything praiseworthy is Turkish’. Although naive patriotism
hardly needs recourse to a pseudo-scientific basis, TTT influences survive. In the
literature surveyed here, they are most evident in the presentation of Turkey’s

‘rightful place in the world’ and the glorification of Anatolia.

1.b. Republican Anatolia

Anatolia features heavily in the material surveyed here. Early and pre-school readers

celebrate the fatherland through the national flag and map. Turkey’s shape becomes a
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powerful Republican symbol. Children memorise its borders and visualise their home
as an international entity. The history they learn (national awakening, Independence
War, modemisation and current events) takes place in and around Anatolia and is

mostly concerned with Anatolia’s protection, defence and advancement.

Early childhood books such as Atatiirk ve Cumhuriyet abound. The mere existence of
‘Atatiirk and the Republic’ in a pre-school series including titles on animals, family
life and traffic awareness is telling in itself. The book starts with counting exercises:
one apple, two pears, three Turkish flags (p.8-9). The existence of national(ist)
symbols at this level naturalises them, while repetition makes them familiar and
almost personal without, however, allowing them to become banal and mundane. The
seemingly omnipresent flag is always presented in a respectful setting. It gradually
becomes a potent symbol. National narratives will later assist in turning it into a
sacred object. For now, the book teaches children how to draw a Turkish flag (p. 25).
Interestingly, this exercise follows a section on growing potatoes. The even and
random mix of ordinary information (such as naming the seasons) and nationalistic

narratives ‘neutralises’ them, making both sets of information appear factual.

On the book’s back cover, a picture of Atatlirk is superimposed onto a map of Turkey
drawn to resemble the flag: red with a white crescent and star. Underneath this, on a
heart-shaped wreath held up by children we read ‘ne mutlu Tiirkiim diyene’. National
references become a natural part of everyday discourses and encounters. It is a small
step towards accepting, or even expecting, nationalism to form the backbone of public

political discourses later in life.

A rival publisher offers a similar book entitled Atatiirk. National symbols are, again,
introduced in a seemingly innocuous yet potent fashion: a Turkish flag at the end of a
maze (p.15); exercises in drawing the flag, singing the national anthem or counting
Turkish soldiers. Repetition is vital because it engenders familiarity. Introducing very
young children to this pervasive national discourse naturalises it, as the omnipresence
of national symbols in diverse settings becomes habitual and, by extension, ‘normal’.

This is vital as this omnipresence persists beyond childhood (see Chapter 3).

The familiarity of such symbols facilitates the presentation of Anatolia in the desired

(Republican) light, which is what a famous children’s series under the general title
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Kiigiik Gezgin does. This ‘Little Traveller’ series boasts over 100 titles seeking to
familiarise young Turks with their country, integrating different cities and regions into
official Republican history. Unity is of the essence. The series, aimed at
schoolchildren, uses photographs and drawings; the text is dense and the colours dark.
In Kiitahya'da, the series’ hero, Omer, expresses the desire to travel and get to know
his country. This is a commendable desire, readers are told. Reading books about his
destination on the train, little Omer offers his readers a short history of Kiitahya (p.4),

complete with visual aids and pictures of republican statues and monuments (p.2).

This city, and Anatolia in general, is the home of great civilisations, we are told.
Omer speaks of Kiitahya’s Hittite, Frygian, Roman, Byzantine, Selguk and Ottoman
heritage (p.9) gradually progressing to the Independence War and Kiitahya’s part in it.
Although information about architecture and local cuisine is offered, the book is
actually an ode to Anatolian republicanism. The patriotic narrative is accompanied by
pictures: the Dumplupinar monument (p.12), statues of Atatiirk flanked by Fevzi
Cakmak and Ismet In6nii and of Mehmet¢ik* (p.11). The book praises Turkish soldiers
for inspiring trust in their friends and fear in their enemies. Omer speaks of national
heroes as martyrs, recounting the events of 1922 as the Greek offensive started to
crumble. His narrative is illustrated in eerie black, white and green drawings of

battles, graves and an outstretched arm holding a flag, emerging from a marble slab.

Children are highly unlikely to read the entire Kiigiik Gezgin series. Yet exposure to
one title suffices to learn that Anatolian cities, with their specific culture and history,
contributed in a unique and vital way to the Independence War, confirming and
celebrating the unity of Anatolian domains. The cities’ differences are played down
and their shared Republican legacy stressed. Although the series fulfils a Sunday-
school role, promoting a wholesome, patriotic, articulate and exceedingly polite little
Omer, its main message is the celebration of Anatolian unity. The Independence War

and Republic are celebrated as means that ensured and continue to protect this unity.

National unity and unity between the nation and the land across space and time are

also the themes of Yesilyurt’s Canakkale Benim Adim (p.8). Most books of this kind

2 Mehmetgik, little Mehmet, is the average Turkish soldier, often celebrated as the nation’s most

authentic representative,
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celebrate Anatolia as the cradle of civilisation, home of the Turks and birthplace of
the Republic. Waxing lyrical about Anatolia’s natural beauty is either entirely absent
or used as an introductory gimmick before delving into its political history. Yesilyurt,
true to the TTT, starts his account with Troy, skips the Eastern Roman Empire and
Byzantium, reaching the battle of Canakkale (p.17) in a few pages. According to the
title, this battle should be central to the book, yet its discussion is brief. The account
swiftly moves on to the Independence War and the Republic (p.24). For Yesilyurt, the
country’s glorious past makes its defence an ever-pressing duty. His historical
analysis is peppered with poems and warnings about how close Turkey came to not
existing (p.56-60) and stresses that, given the circumstances, the Turks’ success and

survival is little short of a miracle. The Republic is part of that miracle (p.65f¥).

Although Anatolia was delivered by divine or superhuman fiat, its protection is now
everyone’s duty. Anatolia — the Turks’ national home and the Republic’s birthplace —
is celebrated in this dual role in novels and schoolbooks alike. The preservation of
national geography is vital. Anatolia needs to remain whole, hence vigilance against
invasion or secession is important. But Anatolia must also remain the Turks’
undisputed home, hence internal contenders for ‘indigenous status’ are as dangerous
as invaders. Consequently, Anatolia’s ancient peoples are ‘claimed’ as Turks and their
history appropriated (see Chapter 3) through the land, believed to carry its own
history. Thus Anatolia itself ensures the desirable time-space continuity. Sole
ownership of Anatolia meant that the Turks’ national existence and chosen
civilisational identity were secure. Turkey’s map under the national flag came to

symbolise all this.

Such historical revisionism is hardly unique. National identities the world over rely on
the constant revision of collective memories (Gillis, 1994:3). Nation-building is
primarily a process of revision aimed at ensuring a fit between collective memories
and certain prescriptions, that, in Turkey’s case, entail allegiance to the nation, the
Republic and Atatiirk’s modernisation. Hence, celebrating the Turks as Anatolia’s
sole legitimate heirs assisted both nation-building and modernisation — by elevating

the Turks’ collective self-image vis-a-vis the West.

There was only one problem: other Anatolians. Although war, displacement and

population exchanges altered Anatolia’s demographic make-up in the Turks’ favour,
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nation-building required replacing the memory of coexistence with a narrative
claiming the Ottoman Empire as a Turkish state. Turkish schoolbooks thus integrate
the Ottoman period into a Turkish-history narrative starting with the 1071 battle of
Manzikert (Malazgirt), after which, it is claimed, Anatolia became Turkish. All states
that existed in Anatolia since then are integrated into a geo-politically continuous
narrative (Koullapis, 2002:280-281). By presenting Anatolia’s history as Turkish, the
Turks emerge as indigenous; Anatolia’s rightful owners. As other communities are
rarely mentioned, textbooks sustain the impression that Anatolia was scarcely
inhabited before the Turks’ arrival in the 11™ century. Moreover, if the Turks are
native, non-Turkish populations resident in Anatolia are, by extension, non-native.

Thus the Turks manage to be ‘from elsewhere’ and indigenous to their new homeland.

This narrative is complicated but necessary for nation-building, hence national
education was harnessed early on to disseminate it. In fact, a Ministry of Education
was created before Turkey was, so to speak — it was established in 1920, while the
Independence War was still raging. This, Winter (1984:185) rightly notes, indicates
both the importance of education for Kemalist modernisation and the republican
elite’s readiness to use it as a nation-building tool. A year after the Republic’s
proclamation, this determination to control national socialisation led to the unification

of education, bringing all secular and religious institutions under direct state control.

Although the Turkish nationalist elite was following foreign models, this initial
establishment of the national schooling system in the midst of war had a lasting effect
on education. The martial tone persisted, viewing teachers as an ‘army of educators’
and education as a campaign for national survival. Undoubtedly, given the deprivation
and widespread illiteracy of early republican years, this militaristic approach bolstered
teacher morale. Yet the maxim her Tiirk asker dogar, every Turk is born a soldier,

seems to have affected education long after the end of the war.

Kazamias (1966:143), in his now-classic study, found that the education system’s
stated aim was to inspire a sense of national duty and pride in ‘being the son of a great
nation with an honourable history’. The TAF, he notes, was a useful model,
representing an idealised version of the republican Turk, forever vigilant against
threats. As the Republic and patria are fused in Turkish national discourses and as

Turkey’s historical claims on Anatolia are an indispensable part of national identity,
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patriotism is effectively synonymous with a duty to protect both the nation and the
land against incursions, divisions and threats. Anatolia’s integrity, national unity and

the survival of the Republic thus become indistinguishable.

The high school history book Inkildp Tarihi ve Atatiirkgiiliik (ITA, ND), celebrates the
TAF as the purest representative of the nation’s spirit and strength. The TAF, it notes,
ensured Anatolia’s deliverance in 1923 and its continued protection since (p.75).
Soldiering is celebrated as the Turkish nation’s highest profession and art (also see T,
13 January 2002). Discipline, strength and order suit the Turkish character,
consequently the TAF is one of the world’s oldest and most prestigious® military
establishments (ITA, ND:238). The bilingual reader Ozgiirliik Ugruna/To Set Them
Free* also calls soldiering ‘a man’s route’ (p.6/7), celebrating ‘a soldier’s qualities’
(p.62/63) and stressing every Turk’s duty to protect Turkey as Atatirk did
(p.186/187).

It could be argued that, as a conquering people, the Turks inevitably resort to a
militaristic identity alongside the appropriated histories of the peoples they
conquered. Yet the TAF is also a useful conceptual bridge in a narrative seeking to
distance the Republic from its Ottoman past yet retain continuity in Anatolia’s
history. The TAF, celebrated as the only segment of the Ottoman apparatus that did
not betray the people and embraced the national cause, republicanism and modernity,
offer the Turks a sense of continuity. The TAF, ITA claims, inherited a tradition of
valour and forward thinking which now represents the Turkish nation’s distilled spirit.
In Atatiirk’s words (/T4, ND:239), the army represents and protects national unity,
freedom and strength. Thus it remains organically linked to the people and land — an

argument often appealed to by the TAF — and responsible for their protection.

The subsequent glorification of the land is found in both books. /T4 hails Anatolia as
the Turks’ cradle and their grave, soaked in ancestral blood and, for that reason,

Turkish in a most elemental way (anonymous quote, p.80). Sacrifice binds the people

3 Kokli, literally “with roots’.
* The book is used as an English language-learning tool in Turkey, Turkish language-learning tool in

America and, the authors proudly note, as part of Kemalist education.
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to their land. Citizenship, the administrative manifestation of this essential bond

between the Turks and their homeland, is derivative and secondary.

Unity within and with the national domain is a natural state of being. ‘The nation
inside the boundaries of the fatherland is one whole’ (p.84). Hence, both the Allies’
desire to share the Empire’s lands during the First World War and the Ottoman
government’s failure to resist betray both morality and nature (p.115). The Allies
pursued narrow self-interest — using the Empire’s Greek and Armenian populations as
pawns for their designs (p.115, 126) — with a disregard for justice. Using a David-and-
Goliath narrative, ITA notes that the Allied forces were stronger, richer and more
numerous than the TAF. Yet Turkey had nature and justice on its side so it won the
Independence War and established the Republic. National deliverance and the

Republic’s establishment are presented as indistinguishable.

Thus, believes Altinay, emerged the myth of the ‘military nation’. Studying the
teaching of National Security Knowledge in Turkish schools, Altinay claims that
socialisation into the ‘military nation’ is surprisingly successful. Unless personal
experience directly contradicts what they learn, students internalise national security
wisdom imparted at school. Although critics exist, Altinay found that the course
helped sustain a reverential attitude towards the TAF. National Security Knowledge
(compulsory for boys and girls in all high schools and usually taught by a serving or
retired officer) is openly aimed at raising citizens committed to Atatiirk, his reforms
and principles; conscious of the privilege of being a Turk; and willing to sacrifice
personal interest for the common good (Altinay, 2004:120-1). The course accepts
most TTT assumptions about national history, depicts nationalism as a natural

instinct, not an ideology, and celebrates the TAF as the nation’s embodiment (p.125).

Altinay offers a minute and superbly annotated analysis of National Security
Knowledge textbooks (hence I shall not focus on them here). The course’s
preoccupation with the unity of nation, territory and language, and glorification of the

TAF and national service, Altinay notes, works. Students generally accepted military
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service as ‘the most sacred service to the homeland’’ (p.131), while teachers equated

a good education with inculcation in Atatiirk’s principles (p.135).

Altinay found that teachers often implicitly referred to the proverb Tiirkiin Tiirkten
bagka dostu yoktur®, heightening the perceived need to protect and preserve the
motherland from numerous enemies. Students were told that no country or
organisation — and certainly not the EU — wants Turkey to be strong and independent,
as Atatiirk warned in Nutuk. The course takes it as read that Greeks, Syrians and
Armenians have expansionist designs on Anatolia, while Iran wishes to turn Turkey
into a theocracy (Altinay, 2004:136-7) and its proposed solutions are invariably
military. Altinay found students mostly agreed with their books.

As noted above, all textbooks celebrate the TAF as the nation’s purest representative
and best guarantor of national greatness, freedom and safety. Here the military’s de
facto authority when discussing national security — they are, after all, experts —
enhances the gravity of the message. Classroom experiences reproduce the discourse
of threat and protection. It is extremely significant that none of Altinay’s interviewees
questioned this course’s existence (p.143) or the military’s unlimited access to all
high school students in the country (p.139) and actually commented’ that officers
were the best people to teach the course (p.147). As a result of this arrangement, all
Turkish students are told, by a figure of authority, that Turkey is surrounded by
enemies, hence the military needs to stay strong; a ‘fact’, Altinay (2004:145) found,
accepted even by those who questioned the course’s specifics. As the sacrality of
protecting the motherland’s unity and integrity is stressed, a powerful national
narrative emerges, lending legitimacy to all actions justified in its terms. Repetition
ensures familiarity, as this national mantra appears in history, geography and

language books.

% National Service is compulsory for all Turkish males. Exemptions do occur on medical grounds or for
the highly educated — for a fee. Although conscientious objectors exist (see

http:/"www.savaskarsitlari.org) their numbers are small as evading military service creates a myriad of

day-to-day problems.
® A Turk’s only friend is a Turk.

7 Students in Southeastern Turkey, having had direct experience of conflict, had different views of the

TAF (e.g. see p.152, 163).
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Modernisation is justified in terms of protecting the motherland from ever suffering
indignity and fear again. In order to navigate around republican nationalism’s biggest
caveat — namely how, after fighting the Europeans, Turkey could be persuaded to

emulate them — national narratives separate European civilisation from the Europeans.

The Allies are the undisputed villains of early Republican history. The West is
depicted as evil — for fighting against the Turks and refusing to acknowledge their
superior nature — and inferior: hypocritical, self-interested and of dubious moral fibre
(Millas, 2001:75, 79, 84, 98, 133). The Allies’ baseness, combined with their strength
and wealth, makes them a constant source of worry. For Kemalists, Turkey had to put
itself in a position where the Allies could threaten it no more. Hence, although
defeated after the Independence War, the Europeans were not ‘neutralised’. The only

way for Turkey to be truly safe was to become as powerful as its enemies.

This initial conceptualisation of survival soon became a civilisational aim in its own
right and modernisation became the lynchpin of Republican nationalism. ‘Every
single aspect of reform was justified on nationalistic grounds and as a concerted effort
to indicate that the Turks were, or had the potential to be, as cultured as any other
nation of the world’ (Kazamias, 1966:187). This appeal entailed a precarious balance
between embracing Western civilisation and not forgiving the Westerners.
Kazamias’s survey of early Republican textbooks shows that Western civilisation is
promoted with heavy provisos, cautioning against the equation of Civilisation with
Western European countries. The fact that modernity happened to flourish in Western
Europe does not make it Western European. The Turkish modernisation drive was

thus reconciled with an intense pride for all things Turkish.

ITA celebrates this balance. Speaking of injustice, brutality, sacrifice and disaster, the
book accuses Europe and America of causing destruction and bloodshed in Anatolia
(p.80-1) while betraying their own principles (p.86-7)%. Turkey, conversely, remained
true to its principles even after military victory, never maximising her demands during
negotiations at Lausanne (p.174). Retaining the moral high ground is important to the
narrative. Turkey’s struggle for Anatolia becomes a pursuit of justice and fairness that

the Allies seek to violate in their pursuit of selfish gain (p.174-5). This rhetoric is now

§ Wilson’s Fourteen Points.

51



Chapter 2

often used against the EU by those who find that reform demands compromise

Atatiirk’s legacy: Turkey should westernise without the West.

This theme is stressed in the Education Ministry-produced comic Imparatoluga Veda.
The enemies are depicted as numerous and treacherous (p.13). Their only desire was
to carve up and share out Ottoman lands (p.42) and turn the Sultan into a puppet
(p.53), so that what little was left to the Empire would also fall under their control.
Moreover, the Allies’ ethnic or religious connections to minorities residing within the
Empire meant that Allied victories led to violence and intimidation against ‘the
people’ (p.47, 51). The comic’s exclusion of Christians from the Ottoman demos
gives (anachronistic) legitimacy to nationalist narratives. ‘The people’ are Turkish
and Anatolia is their rightful home. Although Turkey as a country may not yet exist,

the Allies are the people’s enemies as they violate their country’s integrity.

This theme is taken up by many a war novel or memoir, such as Seyfettin’s” (2004:4-
46) Primo, Tiirk Cocuk, following the spiritual journey of a westernised Turk who,
having rejected his nationality in the name of Western civilisation, discovered that
Westerners were not that civilised after all. Through an agonising night of self-
criticism, the hero exposes Western hypocrisy, cultural arrogance, imperial aggression
and insatiable greed. Young readers recognise these themes; national concerns are
confirmed. Seyfettin’s hero re-embraces his nationality and finds freedom, truth and
happiness in an identity he had previously rejected. This identity, the hero exclaims, is
a source of happiness because it is culturally authentic while offering a purer and
more honest approach to Western civilisation than found among many westerners. As
Atatiirk debunks the myth that Turkishness is a backward identity, he enables his
compatriots to feel proud to be Turkish and, through that identity, embrace modernity.

2. Atatiirk: From Essentialism to Metaphysics

2.a. Delivering and Protecting Anatolia

® This particular story is not taken from a schoolbook but during the course of my fieldwork I asked a

number of people whether they had studied Omer Seyfettin’s stories at school. They all answered in the

affirmative.
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The fusion of national independence, republicanism and, later, modernisation allows
national narratives to celebrate the Independence War as the founding moment of all
three. Atatiirk was the founding father of all three, hence presenting his career as the
unfolding of a preconceived plan towards national liberation, a seamless narrative of
military achievement and political accomplishment, is ipso facto celebrating the
republic that will soon emerge. Given the symbolic nature of the moment and the
genuine appeal of a heroic story with a happy ending, a vast body of literature exists
focusing exclusively on Atatiirk’s defence of Anatolia. This material confirms and
reproduces narratives discussed above, forming part of a self-perpetuating narrative
chain. Familiarity is part of its socialising function and, possibly, part of its appeal, for
this genre is particularly popular. Although circulation statistics are hard to locate,
staff in several Ankara bookshops confirmed that ‘anything with “Atatiirk” in the
title’ sells. Everyone I asked during the course of my fieldwork whether they had, in
their childhood, read Atatiirk-related stories, poems and comics answered
affirmatively. Reading about Atatiirk is a national pastime and the habit starts at a
young age. In Dost, possibly Turkey’s largest bookstore chain, Atatiirk and the
Independence War warrant a separate section, distinct from Turkish history and
politics and larger than both. Nurtuk is invariably in the bestsellers’ corner and the
sheer volume of secondary titles suggests one thing: publishers stand to gain from

printing them and do so with great flare and imagination.

Neverland Cocuk Kitabevi, a tiny children’s bookstore behind Ankara’s Kocatepe
mosque, offered 16 different Atatiirk-related poetry anthologies for very young
readers. Similar poetry anthologies for teenagers crammed several shelves, while
assorted biographies covered entire walls. Copies of Nutuk, in various abridged
editions, books on Kemalism, the history of the Independence War and/or the reforms
and books of Atatiirk’s quotations took up most of the youth section. Non Atatiirk-

related novels took up less than a third of the shelf space.

Atatiirk’s story is explored from many different angles. Some authors focus on his
childhood and youth (e.g. Araz, 1999; Savci, ND; or Atatiirk’s classmate Ali Fuat
Cebesoy, ND), while others relate Atatiirk’s story through parables and anecdotes. For
instance, Hengirmen’s (2004:8-9) Atatiirk Ciftlikte and Yavasli’s (2004:23) Ben

Mustafa Kemal discuss vigilance against the enemy in terms of the famous ‘crow
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incident’. Little Mustafa, the story goes, living on a farm in Rapla, is asked to drive
marauding crows from the fields. The crows, readers are told, represent the enemies
and the field the motherland, ‘little Mustafa would one future day scare the enemies

out of the country as he succeeded in scaring the crows off the plain’ (Hengirmen,
ibid).

Other books, such as Palazoglu’s (2004) history of the Independence War for young
readers, prefer a didactic tone, reflecting a belief that Atatiirk’s war feats represent
vital knowledge in themselves. This belief is often taken to extremes. Arikan (2003),
for instance, offers a day-to-day calendar of the critical period 1918-1923, while
Kokliigiller (2000) offers an effective inventory of key events and reforms. Atatiirk’s
principles are catalogued (p.59ff), as are his thoughts on issues ranging from law to
flowers (p.65-66) and from sport (p.81) to patriotism (p.83). One chapter offers
segments of famous speeches (p.86ff), while another is devoted to poems inspired by
Atatiirk’s life (p.111ff). The last chapter consists of a meticulous list of foreign
dignitaries’ statements on Atatiirk, alphabetised by country name (p.147fY).

As the story offers pitched battles, political intrigue, treason, heroism and a happy
ending, it most commonly appears in the form of emotional patriotic novels and
comics. The Ministry of Education publishes an entire series on Atatiirk’s career often
focusing on periods shorter accounts ignore: for instance, Imparatoluga Veda
(Volume 9 of this series) deals with pre-1919 events. Still, this account stresses that
Atatiirk already had a specific plan for national salvation. In the fullness of time,
Atatiirk’s level-headed brilliance enabled him to single-handedly deliver the nation to

freedom.

Atatiirk is presented as perceptive, resourceful, brave and capable of always making
the correct decision (p.22, 24, 36-7). Although not actually wielding power, Atatiirk
shows great leadership and serves the Empire commendably (p.6, 12), thus earning
the respect and admiration of both his men and superiors, including the Sultan and the
German Kaiser (p.16-17, 20, 33-34, 48). Although Atatiirk’s rank and age make the
lavishing of such praise unlikely, hindsight makes admiring Atatiirk seem natural.
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Atatiirk’s brilliance, the story claims, enabled him to remain untainted by the
Empire’s failures and abstain from Enver’s activities, realising the CUP' was bad for
the country (p.11). Only Atatiirk managed to lead his army to victory even in the
grimmest of times (p.38). He alone maintained his resolve when the Ottoman
government resigned itself to humiliation and nationalist commanders despaired
(p-43, 53). The war was not over, he said, the Turks’ war was about to start (p.44); the
occupying forces would not stay long: ‘As they came, they shall go’ (p.46).

In order to achieve this, Atatiirk travelled to Anatolia to organise resistance (p.54).
Interestingly, although the Sultan is aware of Atatiirk’s nationalism (p.27) and his
active involvement in and leadership of nationalist groups (p.53-55, 60), he still
dispatches Atatiirk to Anatolia (p.58) with the mission of ‘rescuing the state’ (p.61).
Atatiirk preferred to rescue the nation realising that, to remain true to his conscience,
he had to oppose the Sultan (p.28). The volume ends as Atatiirk departs for Samsun.
His parting words are that the Allies ‘cannot appreciate the love of freedom and a
nation’s determined struggle for it, the only thing they trust in is physical force’
(p.62). Everyone knows what follows: Atatiirk matches their force with his — and

wins.

Knowing the outcome hardly compromises the thrill of reading about Atatiirk’s
successes, however, as the immense popularity of the Kiigiik Gezgin series proves.
The series’ hero, Omer, visits famous battle sites, such as Sakarya, or places where
important innovations were announced, such as Kastamonu: the series ‘follows’
Atatiirk’s military and political career, although the books are not actually about him.
Yet a book about Anatolia is essentially about Atatiirk as he is the land’s champion
and its redeemer. Anatolia is the coveted prize the Independence War secured. As
Atatiirk’s life and the nation’s destiny are fused and he is the War’s undeniable hero,
as the Republic’s raison d’étre is Anatolia’s protection and Atatiirk is the Republican
father, the national narrative further fuses Anatolia with Atatiirk, for without him

Anatolia would have been ravaged.

In Ben Mustafa Kemal, Yavagh drives this point home. Before Atatiirk, invaders were
robbing the Turks of their freedom and the Sultan of his powers. But the Sultan only

1 Committee of Union and Progress.
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cared about his enjoyment (p. 34, 37, 78) and did nothing to prevent the Allies from
grabbing ‘our lands from our hands’ (p.51, 94). Even ‘the government takes the
weapons from our hands’ (p.88). ‘[Olur country lacked a firm hand’ (p.81). The

Turkish people and the cause of freedom needed a champion.

‘Our patria’s independence, our nation’s future is in danger’ (p.89), Atatiirk told the
Erzurum Congress, but ‘[t]he sublime Turkish nation, will show its heroism once
more, and will win the first national independence war in human history’ (p.83).
Atatiirk’s success, notes Yavagl, was vital for humanity, as the Turkish victory
against all odds ‘gave the whole world the first example of a national awakening’
(p-10). Historical inaccuracy hardly undermines the potency of this first-person
narrative whereby Atatlirk tells his young readers that ‘the most important thing for
humanity nowadays is freedom and independence’ (p.45). Which was exactly what he
gave the Turks. For ‘[wlithin two days [of the Erzurum speech] there were no
enemies East of Sakarya’ (p.99). ‘By 18 September 1922 no enemy soldiers were left
in Western Anatolia’ (p.109). Atatiirk had achieved the impossible (p.127).

This is where the education system comes into its own. Atatiirk is the symbol of
Turkish patriotism, hence protecting his legacy and safeguarding Anatolia and the
Republic — his gifts to his people — become, not simply national duties, but duties to
Atatiirk. He single-handedly delivered the land and its people; all he expects in return
is that his gift be preserved. Thus the Address to Youth becomes a national prayer. It
appears, superimposed on Atatiirk’s portrait, in the first-grade reader Birinci Kitap,
Okuma-Yazma (1990), although it is beyond the students’ reading abilities. It appears
on the last page of Ozgiirliik Ugruna (1981:250/251), printed in the shape of Atatiirk’s
profile, like an icon. In /74, the high school history textbook, the Address is printed
alongside the national anthem, the flag and a portrait of young, western-clad Atatiirk.

As ITA addresses teenagers, the introduction (p.15-16) explains why Atatiirk’s
reforms and thoughts are worth studying. The state, we are told, is naturally strong,
rich and beautiful, but remains a work in progress. For that work to be completed, the
Turks need to face and resolve contemporary problems and, to achieve this,
understanding Atatiirk’s principles is essential. Although, the nation is freedom-
loving by nature, it was Atatiirk who established its freedom. Studying Atatiirk’s

reforms, the book notes, is necessary for future happiness. /T4 claims to teach the
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history of Turkey’s critical years in order to offer students a reference point and
benchmark for the future. As Atatiirk’s reforms constitute an essential part of
citizenship, learning about his activities — and by extension his life — becomes an

essential avenue for moulding future citizens.

Hayat Bilgisi, an elementary schoolbook blending basic physics (unit 8) with civic
education (an introduction to electoral politics), farming (unit 7), giving directions

(p.73-4), shopping (p.33) and recycling (p.43), also offers lengthy patriotic interludes.

The book opens with the words of the national anthem, the flag — a visualisation of
nationality — and the words ne mutlu Tiirkiim diyene. Repeating this mantra
constitutes a national ritual, all the more potent for being familiar. Then comes a
simplified version of the already well-known history of the Independence War and
early republican reforms. The account is focused on Atatirk’s life and actions,
ensuring accessibility for its young readers, while also retaining narrative structure.
The choice to anchor the entire story on Atatiirk, however, is both practical and
tactical as it perpetuates and reproduces the myth that Anatolia’s deliverance was the

work of one man.

‘Before the Republic, our state used to be called Ottoman’, the book relates,
upholding the ‘Turkification’ of the Ottoman state discussed above. That state lost a
war and, as a result, part of the country was occupied. The occupiers disarmed the
soldiers (p.49), but Atatiirk went to Anatolia to fight nonetheless. The tone is set.
Atatiirk is the key historical agent: he started the Independence War (p.50) —
seemingly, single-handedly and proclaimed the Republic. The book presents the War
and the Republic’s proclamation as stages of the same event. Discussion of the
Erzurum and Sivas Congresses facilitates this, stressing the existence of republican

practice even in the midst of war.

Interestingly, although the war is discussed, the enemies are barely mentioned.
Germany, the Ottomans’ ally, is not mentioned either. Other nations are mere extras
in this discourse of inevitability leading from national liberation to political
republicanism. Nowhere is this equation more evident than in /74. The truth after the
Great War was simple, we are told; the Turks’ motherland was to be occupied and

shared out among the enemies. The Sultan did not resist, but the nation would. As the
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army was being demobilised, patriotic officers joined the nationalist forces that
spontaneously formed (p.74). Building on the established understanding of the
Ottoman state as a Turkish state, the book speaks of the nation and patriotic national
officers anachronistically, but convincingly. The sections on the Balkan and First
World Wars open with Atatiirk quotes — creating a false sense of continuity — and a

‘growing sense of national consciousness among the people’ is stressed (p.75).

The people rallied around the national cause (p.78-81). The book quotes from rousing
speeches and offers maps marking the changing political and military situation''. For
students long-exposed to a rhetoric of unity and indivisibility, taught to identify
Turkey’s map with independence and freedom, the lines criss-crossing the motherland
carry a potent emotional message. So the book proceeds, noting that ‘we will not
endure any nation becoming... our master in our own homeland’ (p.79). Atatiirk
ensured such a fate would not befall the Turkish people. Emerging as a deus ex
machina, Atatiirk is praised for his superior political understanding and ability to give
the people what they needed. He brought them hope by going to Anatolia with the
specific aim of establishing a new state based on national sovereignty (p.75). His plan
of action predated his posting; in fact, we are told, he only accepted the official
commission to facilitate this work, for he recognised, in the military struggle against
the Allies, a simultaneous struggle towards a new polity. Atatiirk was the dawn after a
long dark night (p.79), bringing justice to two million Turks who risked being
sacrificed to two hundred thousand Greeks (p.80).

Atatiirk delivers justice while also naturally representing the people — both through
superior understanding and through the democratic legitimation conveyed by the
Sivas and Erzurum Congresses. ‘The patriotic people of Eastern Anatolia were firmly
gathered and united around the Paga’ (p.84). The people wanted freedom and needed
Atatiirk in order to get it: his was a strong guiding hand to lead them towards the
future of national independence they had autonomously envisaged. Popular legitimacy

and procedural transparency is vital for Atatiirk’s own legitimation as a true national

"' E g. Balkan Wars (p.25); First World War (p.33); Mudros Armistice — map marking location of
occupying forces (p.41); Greek offensive and Independence War (p.128); the Republic of Turkey
(p.335); the *Turkish World” — countries considered ethnic kin (p.336).
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leader and genuine republican father: he was popular; his agenda was popular; his

power was acquired through proto-democratic structures.

This clarification is important as some small-minded, jealous people failed to see the
magnitude of his achievements and felt Atatiirk was exceeding the limits of his
authority for personal gain. But his contributions were selfless; a fact proved by his
resignation from the Ottoman Army — his childhood dream and only ambition — in the
national struggle’s name (p.83 & Ozgiirliik Ugruna p.212/3). Besides, ITA stresses,
Atatiirk’s authority could not be measured against conventional benchmarks as new

conditions forged a new legitimacy derived from the nationalist movement (p.85).

Presenting both Atatiirk himself and his power as legitimate automatically legitimises
subsequent political reforms. Claiming legitimation in terms of both democratic
popularity and natural authority creates tensions, as procedural democratic legitimacy
effectively qualifies claims to ‘natural leadership’. Nevertheless, the books pursue
both avenues in an attempt to pre-empt potential counter-narratives: Atatiirk’s power
was procedurally legitimate, democratically and essentially representative and his
goals were both popular and just. Although the discourse of republican nationality
presents the transition to a republic as natural and inevitable, authors are aware that a
republic needs to be popular with its citizens. Hence no legitimation appeal is left
untapped in an attempt to present the Republic as both natural and popular,

simultaneously giving the nation ownership of the republican reforms.

Moreover, Atatiirk’s legitimacy ipso facto proves the Sultan’s illegitimacy as he
opposes Atatiirk’s — aka the people’s — desires. As Atatiirk is the people’s
representative in both procedural and essential terms, the Sultan’s slights against him
represent a collective insult and violation of national volition. The Sultan forfeited his
legitimacy, /TA continues, when he conceded to the country’s break-up (p.89), thus
failing the nation. This was the ‘biggest blot in Ottoman history’ (p.117), as it ignored

national volition and was only erased by the treaty of Lausanne (p.173).

Discussing national will as something that predated the Independence War lends both
the nationalists and their state de facto legitimacy: on ‘April 23, 1920 a new state was

created in Anatolia based on unconditional national sovereignty' (p.120).
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Republicanism was thus inserted into the national imaginary as a natural concomitant

of independence. The connecting thread is Atatiirk himself.

2.b. Atatiirk: Real Man, Real Hero

Atatiirk is war hero, statesman and national champion wrapped into one. His every
endeavour seems to have been crowned with glory and everything Turkey is today
emanates from his vision and willpower. Atatiirk is the strapping young prince in
Turkey’s Cinderella story and, as such, he is a potent symbol in his own right.
Arithmetic books, for instance, often sport Atatiirk’s picture, looking fondly at a child
on his knee, encouraging learning with the promise of his affection. His omnipresence
may represent a homage, a habit or an attempt to invest an endeavour with some of
Atatiirk’s charisma. What it achieves is familiarisation with Atatiirk’s figure which, in
turn, helps sustain national narratives, as he is both the symbol of national victory,

republicanism and freedom and the connecting theme in all national narratives.

In these narratives, Atatiirk often emerges as a super-human, mythical figure.
Photographs help remind readers he was real. This ‘reality’ works on two levels.
Pictures of his parents, the home he was born in or Amtkabir (/T4, p. 62; Hayat
Bilgisi, p.59) serve as reminders of his humanity and mortality. Such pictures, and the
anecdotes that accompany them, enable students to develop a sense of proximity to
the leader. Simultaneously, however, Atatiirk’s pictures on the battlefield (e.g. /T4,
p.164) or a photograph of the Bandirma (ITA, p.77), the vessel that carried Atatiirk to
Samsun on May 19, 1919, thus enabling him to start the Independence War, remind
the reader that Atatiirk’s heroic feats, mythical as they may appear, are actually true.
Familiarity is not always trivialised. Hayar Bilgisi (p.60) seeks to cultivate respect,
even awe, when noting that Atatiirk devoted his life to the Turkish nation: defeating
its enemies, ensuring its progress and, eventually, breaking his health for ‘our sake’.
Okuma-Yazma concurs, linking his death to hard work while Ozgiirliik Ugruna (1981:
248/249) identifies ‘the burdens that a perpetually active life’ as the cause for
Atatiirk’s death. Cirrhosis of the liver is, unsurprisingly, not mentioned.
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The Atatiirk mythology is assisted by the proliferation of audiovisual material often
used in schools: documentaries, dramatisations — available on video and DVD - and
CDs of narrative, poems and patriotic songs. One such CD"? even claims to include
Atatiirk’s favourite song. Meanwhile, at home children can do jigsaw puzzles13
commemorating key moments in Atatiirk’s career. Adults hang his portrait in their
homes, shops and cars. The fusion of Atatiirk’s life trajectory with national salvation
creates immense interest in the man himself; his life, not just his career; his thoughts
and desires, not just his actions. Interest gives rise to a fascination that commercial
publishers are eager to feed and capitalise on with commemorative albums such as

Renkli Fotograflarla: Atatiirk, Ozel Albiim (ND).

Publisher Milliyet claims that this album was designed as a resource for students and
schools. With that in mind, it opens with Atatiirk’s Address to Youth (p.5). The
photographs, arranged in chronological order, are digitally coloured, offering the
nation the opportunity to see ‘Atatiirk’s blue eyes’ (back cover). The captions offer
quotes from politicians, public personae, academics and Atatiirk himself. Nuggets of
nationally salient information are also offered, including a summary of the Milli
Misak (p.10), Atatiirkism’s core principles (p.49) and the significance of national
unity in ensuring freedom and territorial integrity (e.g. p.13, 26). Territorial integrity
protects the Republic, which in turn protects freedom (p.32). As the Republic is
Atatiirk’s gift, by extension, Atatiirk offered Turks both freedom and progress.
Pictures of children (e.g. p.16-8, 20-1, 27, 29 and, p.44ff pictures of Atatiirk’s
youngest adopted daughter, Ulkii), Western-clad crowds (p.32-3, 39 etc) and quotes

on women’s liberation (p.22, 34) enhance the message of republican well-being.

The album supports the one-man-struggle narrative with all the reverential admiration
such a feat deserves. In most pictures Atatiirk stands alone — even if that has, at times,
required some airbrushing'®. Simultaneously, this narrative is supported by a series of

pictures in which Atatiirk is not alone. Certain comrades-in-arms, particularly Ismet —

12 ‘Mustafa Kemal Devrimicinin Giincesi: S6z, Miizik, Sézliik’. Text and Narration: Fikret Kizilok
(Kalan Miizik Yapim ktd Sti).

3 Heidi offers 20 different puzzles. Other brands abound.

14 por instance, Refet (Bele) has been removed from p.14. See Mango (1999, fig.21, p.298-299) for a

copy of the original.
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having survived both early Republican ‘purges’ and digital refouchage - respectfully
accompany Atatiirk, stressing the subtext of great leadership among great men.
Similarly, quotes of admiration penned by famous individuals and the respectful
presence of military personnel (p.33, 40, 52) and foreign dignitaries (p.30, 67, 88)
underline Atatiirk’s personal authority. This recognition confirms Atatiirk’s glory in a
public and ceremonial fashion. Yet the image of the statesman does not outweigh that
of the caring national father. Atatiirk is shown touring the country, eager to stay close
to his people (although his biographers mention no such interest), as a father should.
One picture shows Atatiirk listening intently to a soldier, the proverbial mehmetgik

(p.60).

Such albums do not simply glorify Atatiirk, they also provide ‘proof of the
republican fairytale’s reality. A story of such achievement can easily slip into the
realm of myth. People need reminding that it is true. Pictures of Atatiirk delivering
Nutuk (p.69, 79) and other images associated with specific reforms accompanied with
explanatory captions (p.62, 84 the Hat Law, p.87 on script) provide hard proof. The
album does not need to relate stories, it simply hints at them. Everybody recognises
Sabiha Gokgen, Atatiirk’s adopted daughter and Turkey’s first, and for a long time
only, female military pilot. Her picture is a story in its own right (p.72, 89). Similarly,
pictures prove Atatiirk actually existed and one day in Kastamomu he did shock his
audience by introducing the Western brimmed hat. Simuitaneously, recognition of key

moments forges a narrative for the reader, regardless of whether one is provided.

Readers will have read an abridged version of Nutuk at school (Atatiirk, 2002), hence
a picture of Atatiirk delivering the speech, the finale of which (Address to Youth)
everyone knows by heart, triggers immediate recognition. Readers are aware of
Atatiirk’s modernisation drive, but while their lives are shaped by eight decades of
republican modernisation, beholding snapshots of the reform effort as it unfolded
enhances the story’s reality and resonance: the first Turkish universities (p.48, 50);
ceremonies celebrating Republican anniversaries (p.55, 57, 65); new factories (p.66).
The pictures extol progress, education, industrialisation. Atatiirk’s presence in every
frame stresses that it was all achieved under his guidance. The album finishes with a

picture of Anitkabir: Atatiirk is dead, but his legacy lives on.
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Nothing about this album is unique. ‘From the moment persons are born into Turkish
society, they are taught to view Mustafa Kemal as the unparalleled chief and savior of
the Turkish nation and to devote themselves to preserving his accomplishments and

legacy’ (Parla and Davison, 2004:41).

Pre-school ‘Atatiirk packs’ are common. Atatiirk Cok Seviyorum (ND) offers four
books of stories, pictures and exercises. Single volumes on Atatiirk and the Republic
also exist. Publishers seem to consider such titles necessary for early socialisation as
they always include them in ‘educational series’ such as the Benim Biricik Dergim
books, which are aimed at children aged 5-7. Here, Atatiirk ve Cumhuriyet (ND)
introduces basic facts about Atatiirk’s life and career and offers pictures of Atatiirk’s
Salonica house and Anitkabir (pages 4-5). As the book is an example of ‘learning
through doing’, national symbols are integrated into games and exercises. For
instance, joining the dots ‘gives’ the Bandirma (p.7), while mazes lead to the little
pink house and Atatiirk’s mausoleum (p.12). Similarly, in Atatiirk (ND) — a similar
volume by a rival publisher — joining the dots also gives the Bandirma (p.8) and
Anitkabir (p.36), which is also the final destination of a maze (p.37). Repeated
exposure to these images in childhood enhances familiarity while also ensuring that a

visit to relevant national sites, later in life, will feel like a return.

These books do not limit themselves to promoting national imagery. They also offer a
basic yet powerful republican narrative, always hinged on Atatiick. Atatirk ve
Cumhuriyet (p.14-5) suggests that Atatiirk brought fairness, peace and prosperity to
his people through reforms, depicted through scales and a courthouse, a dove and
olive branch as well as factories. A clock, some bottles and a calendar complying with
the republican metric system link objects the child recognises to Atatiirk. The
message is clear and partly true: nothing would be as you know it without him.
Atatiirk thus emerges as the maker of the child’s reality. Actually, Atatiirk emerges as
the maker of all good things surrounding the child, as his reforms are further
associated with enlightenment, freedom and happiness. Drawings show old and
stooping Ottoman Turks wearing veils and peasant garb in shades of grey and brown.
Next to them a young, straight-backed couple in colourful Western suits represents

‘new Turkey’.
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Visual narratives are easily accepted as factual. Lists of major national holidays and
their significance (p.16-7) and the seasons (p.18) enhance this aura of objectivity.
Either the publishers believe in the factual nature of their narrative or they wish the
children to do so. Either way, the presentation of nationally salient information as
objective and real moulds the child’s experience accordingly. In some cases, to ensure
that children have committed these facts to memory, the books offer tests. In Atatiirk
(ND), a quiz asks the reader to name Atatiirk’s birthplace and his parents, as well as
identify the Anitkabir and the Istikldl Marsi"®. Atatirk Cifilikte offers the names of
Atatiirk’s family members in a Turkey-shaped bubble and the child is asked to match
them to their pictures. This information enhances familiarity and accessibility, which
helps turn Atatlirk into a manageable role-model. Like his reader, Atatiirk had parents
and went to school — and he was exceptionally hard-working, setting an example for
all Turks (Atatiirk, ND:6).

Rather than discussing Atatiirk’s later accomplishments, these books discuss his
tastes, his habits and what is known of his childhood. Atatiirk asks the child to discuss
novels, noting that Atatiirk loved to read (p.21), or to discuss the sea, noting that
Atatiirk loved to swim (p.23). Rather than discussing the sources of Atatiirk’s
greatness, the books forge familiarity and accessibility. Offering a photograph of
Atatiirk with his friend In6nii (p.30), the book urges the young reader to draw the
picture of a friend; a picture of a smiling Atatiirk (p.33) begs the question of what
makes the reader smile. Atatiirk is real, accessible, lovable. On the last page the child

is told that this glorious man is dead and is asked to draw him some flowers (p.35).

Drawing parallels between a child’s experiences and Atatiirk’s life seeks to forge a
personal bond between young readers and the Republican father, stressing that every
great man was once a child. Atatiirk Ciftlikte belongs to a 32-title series dealing with
Atatiirk’s life, from cradle to grave. This series devotes several titles to Atatiirk’s

boyhood, his antics and achievements, even his first love.

Enabling a child to feel close to Atatiirk facilitates embracing the republican project
and its faith in an accelerated and controlled modernisation. Hence the books stress

traits that children may identify with. In Atatiirk Ciftlikte, Atatiirk is a poor, orphaned

1> The Independence March, Turkey’s national anthem.
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farmer, enabling millions of Turks to identify with him. Similarly, in Ben Mustafa
Kemal, a first-person narrative rich in photographic material (p.48, 64, 66, 74, 84) and
anecdotal information (p.23, 86-88) adding immediacy to the story, the author
constructs a sense of proximity. Although Atatiirk’s leadership is celebrated (p.69,
82), the book stresses his kind and caring nature (p.41, 49, 55), seeking to instil in
young Turks the knowledge that Atatiirk was one of them. But was he?

2.c. Atatiirk: Beyond Humanity?

Ata’ya Armagan - available in bookshops and costing twice as much as most
children’s books — is a small polygonal contraption of folded cardboard that
eventually unfolds into a flower made of pictures of Atatiirk from different stages in
his life. On the reverse side of each ‘petal’ one reads: I believed, I trusted, I worked, 1
captured success, I used the strength that was in the blood in my veins — a reference to
the Address to Youth — 1 am so happy, thanks to you. The belief that Atatiirk brought
his people success and happiness by enabling them to achieve both forms part of a
parallel narrative that children encounter as they grow older. Atatirk may be a

familiar figure, but, with time, he also becomes a superhuman hero.

The belief that heroes are the nation’s true representatives and the best examples
according to which ‘moral men and women’ should be moulded (Kazamias,
1966:133) means that such imagery is extensively used in education. Hero-worship
helped construct the new national narratives, as the Kemalist state sought to fuse
disparate ethnic elements into a coherent national culture through education (ibid,
p.109-111). Although smaller heroes are celebrated, Atatiirk represents the backbone
of this narrative. In fact ‘the War of Independence seems to be integrated into his life

or to be just an episode of his life’ (Koullapis, 2002:298).

Rather than fading, this phenomenon has intensified with time. The 1980s military
government enhanced Atatiirk-worship and ensured Kemalist principles were taught
in schools in a clear and comprehensive fashion. Although educational reform has
occurred since, this Kemalist drive has not been abandoned and Atatiirk’s

omnipresence has actually increased. Since the 1990s, history books average one
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Atatiirk picture every fourth page. This both capitalises on and increases the

emotional resonance of Atatiirk’s story.

This story constitutes the topic of choice for many language-learning books because,
according to a group of English Literature university students in Ankara, familiarity
facilitates language-learning. Hence books such as Kirk’s (ND) Kemal Atatiirk or
Ardananct’s (2004) Atatiirk: Leader of Turkish People — also available in German and
French — abound. Their format is standard: the story opens with a picture of the little
pink house (also in Ozgiirliik Ugruna, p.10) and recounts Atatiirk’s childhood in light
of his thirst for modern education. The double stress on modem education and
Atatiirk’s exceptional intelligence, diligence and indefatigable inquisitiveness (see
Atatirk: Leader of Turkish People, p.6, 9, 13; Atatirk Ciftlikte, p.3, 5, 13; Ozgiirliik
Ugruna, p.46, 56/57, 68/69, 154/5, 170/1, 174/5, 186/7; and Ben Mustafa Kemal,
p-19, 29, 33), simultaneously propagates the Kemalist modernising plan and

encourages children to be hard-working at school.

These books present little Mustafa as a miniature of the man he later became, with all
his convictions already in place and his plan formulated. In Atatiirk: Leader of
Turkish People (p.15, 17, 20), Atatiirk is depicted as patriotically aware by the age of
seven, while Ozgiirliik Ugruna (p.182/3, 184/5) suggests that Atatiirk was consciously
educating himself for his future role, learning how to manage political change and
bring freedom and democracy to his people. His leadership is presented as natural
(p-14/15, 168/9, 190/1), both in terms of his personality and in his relationship with
the nation. Atatiirk, it is claimed, was destined to lead his people to freedom and a
plan to that effect predated the circumstances that enabled its realisation. By 1919,
*[hle is ready to serve his country. He will go to Anatolia and create a new country.
He has the necessary talent to do it... So democracy [begins] in Turkey’ (Atatiirk:
Leader of Turkish People, p.27, 30).

In these simplified accounts, Atatiirk is both accessible and out of reach. He is a
normal boy, attending school as his readers do, facing his share of difficulties, yet
unlike ‘normal boys’ he has a mission, an inner calling that common mortals do not
share. The dissemination of this message, important in its own right, becomes more
significant when inscribed in language-learning material, compounded by the

awareness that the material will be automatically accessible to foreign audiences —
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and foreign audiences matter. Every book helping a Turkish child practice French also
enables a French child to learn about Turkey and Atatiirk or even learn Turkish. In
this spirit, Atatiirk comic books are available in a variety of languages. Children on
buses and ferries often clutch the Turkish version; according to booksellers, the
French, English and German versions are used for educational purposes, while Dutch
or Swedish versions are mainly targeted at tourists. Whatever the root of their appeal,
Turkish, French and English translations were sold out everywhere I searched.

Finally, I procured a battered Italian copy from a dusty bookshop in Selguk.

Once again, the narrative starts with the pink house in Salonica and ends with
Anitkabir. This is a story of landmarks, symbols and emotional appeals. The aim is
not the provision of facts, but their ordering. According to this sequence of events,
Atatiirk’s national leadership was a plan long in the making and his faith in his
impending success unwavering (p.19). The book stresses his genius and foresight
(p.13-4, 17) and his intuitive ability to know his people’s desires (p.43). This quasi-
organic link with his people meant that Atatiirkk’s power was essentially
representative, even if not always structurally so. It also meant that opposition to
Atatiirk’s actions ipso facto opposed the nation’s wishes. Only deranged, self-serving
individuals and reactionaries — such as Rauf (Bele), who advocated the Sultanate’s
return (p.33) — opposed Atatiirk and the Republic. Ozgiirlik Ugruna (p.230/1, 236/7-
238) concurs, stressing that Atatiirk always enjoyed everyone’s support. Those who
opposed him were jealous or ignorant men. Yet, we are told, Atatiirk actually
favoured the existence of opposition for the sake of democracy. According to Afatiirk:
La Nascita di Una Nazione, he wanted political activity to become independent of
him, yet deputies kept seeking his advice (p.35) and opposition leaders, feeling used

by subversive elements, withdrew from the political arena.

All figures, apart from Atatiirk, seem secondary and subservient to him. Even Kazim
Karabekir, without whom there would have been no nationalist forces for Atatiirk to
command, is mentioned merely as one of Atatiirk’s men. No other war comrade is
mentioned by name and, although the narrative does not lapse into falsity, omissions
create the impression of a superhuman leader taking Turkey by the hand, doing what
was necessary for the good of the people (e.g. executing dissidents p.36, 39, 45),as it

was ‘too soon to realise a completely democratic regime’. In Ben Mustafa Kemal
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(p.119) the same theme is stressed: Atatiirk wanted to give his people multi-party
democracy, but they were not ready. So he did what he had to.

Undoubtedly, Atatiirk was ‘one of the most important statesmen of our century’
(p-54), yet many authors approach him with reverence, vesting him with almost
superhuman qualities. In Ozgiirliik Ugruna, Atatiirk is presented as beyond human
constraints. This is a narrative of his childhood, for which sources are rare, but for the
authors the biggest challenge was not research. ‘Atatiirk’s achievements have made it
seem almost unthinkable that he could ever have been a child at all; to imagine this

great hero engaged in childlike activities seems almost an impertinence’ (p.Xiv/xv).

The book claims that Atatiirk, a born leader, did not develop the desire to lead his
people towards freedom and progress. Rather this desire was an integral part of his
personality, evident since childhood. His nature, we are told, was noble, kind-hearted
and caring: he cared for puppies and younger children (p.70-75) and once bought two
goldfinches just to set them free (p.26/7). ‘Someday he could lead the people of his
country to freedom, the same way that in childhood he had set free those two
goldfinches in the market at Salonica’ (p.180/1). National freedom, however, was not
Atatiirk’s only gift to his people. He also brought them individual freedom by
teaching them to embrace modemnity the way he had always done. Even at the age of
seven, Atatiirk refused to kneel at school, choosing instead to sit. He rejected tradition
and religion, preferring modern education, art and science (p.42/43, 60/61, 74/5).
Undoubtedly such thoughts are uncommon among seven-year-olds, but this is no

common seven-year-old.

Authors looking for the man in the boy have no trouble finding or constructing him.
In Ben Mustafa Kemal, Atatiirk is also depicted as a moderniser since early childhood,
rejecting corporal punishments, rote-learning and uncritical memorising at the age of
seven (p.16-8, 25, 28). His opposition to traditional methods and endorsement of a
new civilisational paradigm is not accidental. Atatiirk knew, it is suggested, since

childhood, that modernisation held the key to progress.

So Atatiirk saved his people, freeing them from the Sultan’s grasp and making them a
‘proud democratic nation’ (Ozgiirliik Ugruna, p.188/189, 198/199). Everything he
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promised, he delivered. In fact, the words ‘verdigi sozii tuttw’'® (p.23, 119) constitute
a common rejoinder in Atatiirk stories and anecdotes. He kept his word, against the
odds, making personal sacrifices as ‘the interests of Turkey and its possibilities for
survival lay with the Nationalists under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal...
undefeated in pitched battle, a master of warfare and tactics’ (p.218/219). Atatiirk
liberated his people becoming ‘[s]choolteacher (basogretmen) of the whole nation’,

leading his people to progress through his reforms. Thus, he was named Atatiirk:

‘His was an appropriate name indeed, because as father, he had given the Turk
reason to be proud of his home and his heritage, and made him ready to play a
role in the twentieth-century... In truth, just as the child Mustafa had set those
two goldfinches free, the man Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk had set his own people
free, free from the past, free from the dictates of other political powers, free to
walk tall among the nations of the world, free to live under their own laws,

free to sing their own songs’ (p.244/245).

This leader, exceptional by any standards, has been further glorified since his death.
For the authors, however, the divine aura surrounding Atatiirk is not the product of a
sustained glorification campaign. Rather, they believe that young Mustafa was on a
mission and a divine hand protected him ensuring he survived to fulfil it. This
narrative is not uncommon. In Ben Mustafa Kemal (p.76), we hear of a pocket watch
taking a bullet that would have pierced Atatiirk’s heart and sparing his life. In
Ozgiirluk Ugruna we are told that a door fell off its hinges onto his cot (p.50/51) yet
he was spared; a gun he was cleaning as a young boy fired by accident yet ‘for a
wonder, no harm had been done to anybody’ (p.64/65) and Atatiirk grew up having
learnt not to clean a loaded gun. Even when his brothers died of diphtheria, he
survived. ‘How had Mustafa escaped the dreadful disease?’ (p.20). The implication
that he was spared in order to fulfil his mission is clear in this narrative. His mother, a
republican Mary, knew her son was destined for greatness and although she deplored
the burden he was to carry for his people, she accepted it as his mission (p.126/127).
Atatiirk himself also believed he had survived for a reason (p.152/153 & Yavash,

2004:24, 32).

16 “He kept his word’.
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Atatiirk’s ascent to prominence appears linear; career frustrations are not mentioned
and his plan for national salvation is given a timeless quality. As God or providence
seemingly conspire for his success, it is no wonder that Atatiirk often features in
books as a quasi-divine figure. The bilingual reader Atatiirk Olmak/Becoming Atatiirk
is a case in point. A child is wondering what to be when he grows up. As the book
teaches basic vocabulary — family members and the professions — the child learns
about ‘how [Atatiirk] had saved Tiirkiye from the invaders and established the
Republic’ at school (p.10). Interestingly, in the English text the country retains its

Turkish name while in the Turkish text it is simply referred to as ‘our country’.

The child, fascinated, decides to become Atatiirk when he grows up. His family,
however, mock this decision: Atatiirk was extraordinary, no one can resemble him;
the very suggestion is a sin (p.16). ‘Not only did Atatiirk lead a revolution that freed a
(captive) nation, but he also paved Tiirkiye’s future by introducing reforms’ (p.13).
His brother laughs at him for wanting to be like Atatiirk without his ‘burning blue
eyes and hair, which shone like the sun’ (p.14). Everything about Atatiirk, from his

physique to his abilities, is unique and immune to replication by mere mortals.

Nevertheless, the child is told, by understanding Atatiirk’s thoughts and protecting his
principles everyone can preserve a part of him in his heart (p.18): ‘If you understand
Atatiirk, then he will always be within you’ (p.19). The child then ‘knew that Atatiirk
would live within his heart throughout his life and guide him. As he would, all the
other children on the path to peace and brotherhood’ (p20) like a patron saint or a
guardian angel. Thus, the Address to Youth becomes not a political bequest, but the
articulation of a moral duty for Turkish youth.

This is undeniably the stuff of poetry and, indeed, poetry it has inspired. Anthologies
such as Atak’s (ND) child and youth poems or Giines’s (ND) Atatiirk poetry
anthology pay patriotic homage to Atatiirk and the Independence War. Some, such as
Ozyiirekli’s (2002) Mustafa Kemal’in Siivarileri, complement dramatic verse with
graphic battle drawings and photographic material from the Independence War.
Cakmakgioglu’s (1997) best-selling Atatiirk Destam — the Atatirk epic, placed

alongside the Gilgamesh epic and the Odyssey in bookshops — celebrates Atatiirk’s

quasi-divinity.
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Atatiirk, the poem starts, was thinking of the people that had been forgotten for many
years and were thirsting for freedom (p.8-9). No one else thought of them while the
enemies were ravaging the country. But Atatiirk came to the people in answer to their
prayers. In the book, a picture shows trees in bloom and an angel hovering over a
dancing crowd. Atatiirk came to his people, with whom he belonged (p.12), and took
up their cause. With his arrival the first rose blossom tore through the darkness (p.13).
Atatiirk’s intervention restored his people’s pride, progress and prosperity (p.24); his

arrival enabled the water to flow, the trees to bear fruit and the sun to rise (p.14, 27).

Figurative language emphatically stressing how ‘Atatiirk’s light’ changed his
country’s destiny is expected in a patriotic poem. Its effects, however, should not be
underestimated. Atatiirk is vested with the power to defeat fate and affect nature. Not
only did he re-draw the motherland’s map, he also made all his people — whom he had
known for centuries — be ‘of the same blood’ (p.15). Although the nation is claimed as
having always existed, Atatiirk awakened and united it. In fact, it was through Atatiirk
that the nation acquired the unifying tie of shared blood. The poem dramatises
national awakening: rolling drums follow Atatiirk’s wake-up call as villagers take up
arms and join him (p.17-18) to reclaim their land. During all this, Atatiirk remains

outside and above the nation which is symbolised by Mehmet, the soldier (p.18).

After liberating the nation, Atatirk ‘founded the Republic’ (p.19). Once again,
establishing the Republic is presented as an integral part of the national Independence
War. Once again, historical agency is vested in Atatiirk. The nation followed: when he
laughed, they laughed and when he called, they went (p.20). The nation accepted
Atatiirk’s Republic and the youth accepted the duty of protecting it and defending
national unity, knowing that the strength necessary flows in their noble blood (p.21).

The organic tie Atatiirk and his people share is extended to include the Republic.
Ankara is the nation’s heart, where love beats and the Assembly works (p.22). As the
Republic is organic, it is natural and essential. Atatiirk’s reforms, then, were
necessary. Republicanism was not a choice, but a natural imperative as Atatiirk was
creating civilisation (p.23). And he succeeded. Everything the Turks enjoy today,
from apples and waves to literacy and international respect is Atatirk’s gift. So

whenever problems occur, whenever there is confusion or uncertainty, the Turks turn
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to him for answers as he is the flag that never disappears from the skies (p.26):
Atatiirk has not left his people and they have not left him.

Atatiirk Destam stresses that Turks still eagerly answer his call to arms (p.28) and
shows drawings of schoolchildren — wholesome boys and uncovered girls — solemnly
filing past an Atatiirk bust while mourners hold flags and copies of Nutuk and
Atatiirk’s head hovers above them (p.29). Atatiirk has not left his people, he still
reaches down to wipe our tears, the poem continues, stroke our hair and say ‘now that
the Mustafa Kemals have grown, no one can make our fatherland disappear’. On the

last page, the Address to Youth spells out the Turks’ mission in their Father’s words.

Can such a leader’s bequest be ignored? Atatiirk changed history, defeated enemies
against all odds and modernised Turkey. His call on Turkey’s youth to defend his
legacy is hard to disregard; his assurance, that their blood vests them with the power
to do so, is hard to disbelieve. As Atatiirk’s people, the Turks inherit his deterministic
momentum towards success, survival and glory, as long as they remain loyal to
Atatlirk’s legacy. The Republic thus emerges as both the repository of national

essence and the only path towards success and progress.

3. Essential(ist) Civics

A republican narrative, hinged on Atatiirk, accompanies the story of national
liberation discussed above. In Atatiirk ve Cumhuriyet, pages 14-15 juxtapose everyday
life before and after Atatiirk. The dichotomy of old/new is simultaneously one of
good/bad: Arabic is written on a piece of grey scroll, Latin ABCs on a bright red
book. The Ottoman student sits on the floor reading the Quran while the modemn
(blond) child is seated at a desk in a sunnier room, wearing colourful clothing. ‘New’

things — associated with Atatiirk’s reforms and, hence, the Republic — are brighter.

In Ben Mustafa Kemal the Republic is equated with modernity and ‘contemporary’ is
equated with ‘good’ as early as page 10. By default, religion is equated with
backwardness, which is inherently bad. The Republic, we are told, brought modern

national schools, free from foreign oppression or religious superstition (p.122-3), as
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well as modern clothes (p.124) and surnames (p.126), thus enabling the Turks to enter
the contemporary world. Secularism, therefore, does not need to be discussed as
policy. Religion is dismissed as the reactionaries’ domain: men with no interest in
national survival (p.61, 95). Yet national survival is the most important task and the

Republic is discussed as a natural part of Atatiirk’s struggle for national salvation.

The Republic is depicted as born and subsequently named, as a child would be
(p.115). Interestingly, the schoolbook Hayat Bilgisi uses exactly the same imagery.
Atatiirk does not proclaim a republic in 1923, he simply names a structure that grew

organically as national sovereignty and representation took root (p.51).

According to Ben Mustafa Kemal, secularism is an inherent part of the republican
order, in fact, one cannot exist without the other. The issue of whether the country
was ready for secularism does not arise. Secularism is a given for contemporary
civilisation and when Atatiirk offered the Turks freedom and independence, he did so
through a secular republic. Today’s Turks ought to defend the entire package as part
of their national legacy. The book concludes with Atatiirk’s famous words, ‘my
mortal body will one day turn to dust, but Turkey’s Republic will live forever’, and
the appeal ‘remember me’ (p.132). The appeal is hardly necessary. For anyone
educated in Turkey, Atatlirk is impossible to forget.

Birinci Kitap, designed for use in schools both at home and among Turkish migrants
abroad, starts with a patriotic poem dedicated ‘to our heroic soldiers’ guarding the
homeland without ever sleeping. Although this poem is, undoubtedly, beyond the
children’s reading abilities, its presence is significant. Read out by the teacher in
class, the poem is visually enhanced by a flag, map .and Atatiirk’s portrait and
reaffirmed by a civics section, planted in the middle of the ABCs, discussing the

significance of Republican holidays through simple narrative and photographs.

Every year on 29 October, the book narrates, the nation pays its respects to Atatiirk's
mausoleum and Assembly buildings. Pictures of young scouts carrying flags give
children an active role in Republic Day ceremonies, enhancing the desired sense of
ownership of Atatiirk’s republican legacy. The sacred duty to protect this legacy is
stressed in the discussion of the Atatiirk Commemoration Ceremony, which takes

place on the anniversary of his death, 10 November 1938. The picture of a clock,
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showing 9:05, teaches the child the exact time of Atatiirk’s death. This is not simply
patriotic trivia; students learn that the clock on Atatiirk’s bedside stopped when he

passed away. No mystical interpretation is offered, but none is needed.

Through this account, children learn to identify national landmarks, such as Anitkabir,
and are introduced to the dual image of Atatiirk as familiar father and divine leader. A
picture of Atatiirk in a garden with a child and the caption ‘Atatiirk loved children’
seeks to establish accessibility, while a picture of Atatiirk seated at his desk, under the
caption *Atatiirk worked hard for our country’, establishes reverential admiration. The
knowledge that this extraordinary individual loved ‘us’ and dedicated his life to ‘us’,
creates an overpowering sense of gratitude and makes the map of Turkey, at the end

of the book, seem like Atatiirk’s gift to its young readers.

Maps appear in every schoolbook, stressing the significance of Anatolia — delivered
by Atatiirk’s victorious Independence War and administered by his Republic — in the
students’ own lives. This visual representation of national geography and
administrative sovereignty effectively celebrates Atatiirk’s legacy and achievements,
while also reminding young Turks of their duty to protect the motherland. The
Address to Youth features both in the actual books and at the forefront of their

authors’ minds.

Hayat Bilgisi’s readers are urged to be true, to work and to love their country and
nation, paraphrasing the mantra Tirk ogin ¢aliy giiven”, often inscribed under
Atatiirk’s busts. The opening pages hail the great Atatiirk for giving Turkey worthy
goals. The first chapter discusses the beginning of the school year, showing
classrooms, schoolyards and assembly halls sporting f}taﬁirk busts, banners and
portraits. Students, who stood by Atatiirk’s bust in their own schoolyard and sang the
national anthem, thus learn that their experience is shared by all Turkish

schoolchildren (p.10), forging national awareness and a feeling of unity.

This feeling is part of the desired national consciousness and a wider Republican
project. Part of this project is ‘being modern’, hence ‘modern’ traits are celebrated

and promoted alongside patriotism in Hayat Bilgisi: fitness, cleanliness, personal

17 “Turk be proud, work and trust’.
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hygiene, a healthy diet and proper sleeping patterns (unit 6), as well as decency and
good manners (p.20). Politics is discussed in terms of administering the beautiful
homeland (p.82-4). Although the country’s physical beauty is celebrated, with
pictures and references to its numerous tourist attractions, it does not divert attention
away from the true source of national pride: republicanism. Through references to
school and national elections (p.23 & p.57 respectively), the book seeks to make
civics relevant to students. Similarly, the discussion of the Republic’s significance is
framed in a narrative of rights and freedoms, which the students themselves enjoy
within it (p.98-99). Such rights can only exist in a republic, the book notes. Hence the
children ought to love the Republic, honour Atatiirk — whose gift it is — and the
ancestors who died in its defence, and do their duty: vote, work and do military

service (p.107) in order to protect the Republic just as Atatiirk did.

Hayat Bilgisi dedicates an entire section to the national awakening that began with
Atatiirk’s landing at Samsum (p.47ff). Although republican reforms are not discussed
at length and their radical natire is underplayed, they are presented as an integral and
necessary stage of the war effort. It is interesting that, although treaties and ceasefires
are named and dated, the book focuses less on the war and more on its achievements,
namely the national modernising republic presented here as inherently popular, a true
national endeavour (see unit 9). Simultaneously, however, it is abundantly clear that
family law, gender equality and modernity itself are Atatiirk’s gifts. Every Turk owes
Atatiirk a debt of gratitude for having ‘loved the homeland and the nation very much’
and for having ‘worked for the homeland and the nation all his life long’ (p.64). The

emotional appeal is compounded by patriotic poems (e.g. p.67).

Turkishness is premised on republicanism, which is Asatiirk’s gift. Yet this civic
narrative is not free from purely ethnic references. Ozgiirlitk Ugruna claims that
Turkey was Atatiirk’s creation, but the nation was not. Atatiirk awoke a nation that
existed since time immemorial. This national awakening was not separable from the
Republic’s birth, as Atatiirk identified republicanism as the only way to save the
country (p.208/209). His people would learn to accept democracy so they could
eventually be ruled by representatives and not one person, ‘no matter how talented’
(p-232/233). The Republic is thus incorporated into nationhood as, without it, the

nation would have slept on or perished. Protecting the Republic is now a national
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duty. The ability to do so, as the famous Address goes, is in the Turks’ blood.

Republicanism thus, peculiarly, becomes an ethnic trait.

ITA promotes a similarly essentialised civics account. The book celebrates the
Amasya Declaration as the turning point in Turkish history, after which territorial
unity and national independence became the core principles of politics. Nevertheless,
ITA suggests, the voice speaking through the declaration is Atatiirk’s (p.82). Although
ITA celebrates popular sovereignty, this does not translate to a discussion of national
agency. In ITA the sole historical agent is Atatiirk. Independence and freedom are
Atatiirk’s gift. This inherently contradictory postulation is viable because the nation is
fashioned in Atatiirk’s image, hence his will encompasses national volition. The
nation does not exist independently from Atatiirk. Hence, his statement that
‘[flreedom and independence are of my character. The most important legacy for my
nation ... is that I am a man full of love for independence’ (p.73) ipso facto makes

freedom and independence traits of a Turkish national character.

Yet the Turk, by this definition, craves national, not individual freedom. Hence when
Atatlirk states that ‘[t]he Republic is the most appropriate type of government given
the creation and character of the Turkish nation’ (p.181) he is referring to a vehicle for
the expression of a collectivist nationalism and his own modernising plan, rot to a
political arrangement that would bind and limit him in his endeavours. Moreover, this
statement renders alternative political arrangements ‘inappropriate’. Consequently,
the Sultanate had to be banned, especially as it defied national volition by bowing to
foreign interests. Besides, the Turkish nation needed progress and a return to past
systems or practices was not going to help. Rather, the nation selected a new president
to redeem past deficiencies (p.183). Atatiirk was elected unanimously on 29 October
1923, as the Republic was proclaimed. That day the regime, already essentially a

Republic, was given its true name (p.184).

Reform is presented as the restoration of Turkish politics back to a natural state of
affairs. The Caliphate is discussed in terms of an issue needing resolution (p.185). Its
abolition was Atatiirk’s answer to a problem. A technical discussion of the
Caliphate’s origins presents it as a political institution. The tensions that accompanied
decisions and reforms are downplayed and the Caliphate’s abolition is presented as

natural (p.185-6). Reform is once again depicted as less controversial than it actually
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was, thus dispensing with the need to discuss opposition to Atatiirk’s policies. If

something is ‘natural’ then its alternatives are, by implication, not.

The Caliphate’s abolition is depicted as structurally expedient and historically apt. As
a symbol of the old regime, we are told, the Caliphate could become a dangerous
focal point for regressive political elements. Now that the road for open-mindedness
and enlightenment was open, should Turkey risk returning to an artificial order
(p-188)? The recalibration of power-politics resulting from this reform is not
discussed. The book simply notes that it strengthened national sovereignty, allowing
the Republic to move into a laik diizen (secular order), wherein the state had no
religious foundations and used no religious symbols; religion was now the citizens’

domain. Secularism is celebrated as an essential part of republicanism.

As the Republic is a natural political arrangement for the Turks, /74 does not
elaborate on secularism’s inherent value. Secularism is not relativised by being
discussed as a reform. Rather, alongside nationalism, it is promoted as the foundation
of both reforms and, by extension, the Republic. Secularism is presented as a
paradigm-shift marking the transition to a new and distinct historical and civilisational
period. With secularism, a new era of law and justice was inaugurated: ‘Secularism,
national sovereignty, democracy, freedom ... are the contemporary order of life’

(p-290); they are natural so they are not debatable.

‘National narratives are constructed out of romantic ideas about the past and desires,
both conscious and unconscious, about what the present and the future should look
like’ (Heathorn, 2000:197). For Kemalists, the past held horrors and frustrated
opportunities. The only thing worth keeping about the Turks’ past was the Turks
themselves, now led into a glorious future by Atatiirk. Turkey’s national strength —
economic, socio-cultural and military (/74, p.253) — was to be harnessed in the name
of this civilisational transition. The Turks had to focus on achievements natural to the
era they lived in. Modernisation means ‘conforming with what is necessary’ (p.181).
This principle, we are told, is the basis of Turkish society’s values and institutions as,
for Atatiirk, modernisation was a question of life and death for Turkey. All sacrifices

were to be endured in its name. That was Atatiirk’s decision, the nation followed suit.
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Growing up in this Kemalist-saturated context means that Turks become ‘fluent’ in
the language that is Kemalism. They may choose not to speak it, but they understand
it. It also means that, for some, the language evokes feelings of duty, gratitude and
determination, while it neatly corresponds with categories of value for everyone
educated into this system. The propagation of this language and its corresponding

priorities and value-system continues through spatial narratives.
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Chapter 3, Continuing ‘National Education’: Spatial Narratives

A language needs to be constantly used in order to survive and not be superseded.
Kemalism, used so extensively in children’s patriotic literature and schoolbooks,
remains present in everyday adult experiences, its symbols pervading daily life.
Atatiirk’s face can be seen on coins and notes — including the AKP-introduced New
Turkish Lira — above store counters, in schoolyards, courtrooms, police stations,
squares and on street corners, accompanied by engravings and banners of his sayings.
No other hero or statesman is honoured thus. Spatial narratives endorse national
history’s message: Atatiirk is celebrated as an extraordinary hero, achieving Turkey’s

‘awakening’ and liberation alone; all other leaders were his assistants and apprentices.

Atatitk emerges as a symbol of dangers overcome and greatness achieved.
Monuments and statues celebrate his super-human, quasi-divine attributes, thus
lending his legacy added weight. Simultaneously, and confirming narratives
encountered in childhood, museums cultivate a secondary narrative reminding Turks
that Atatiirk was real. He slept, ate, wrote letters, had baths and needed socks. This
trivialisation helps bring a quasi-mythical figure within reach and permits
identification; Atatiirk was, after all, a Turk, the nation’s finest specimen. Turks are
invited to revel in pride for his achievements, but never to believe that they can be
emulated or repeated. The proliferation of Atatiirk’s images also warns the people
against straying from his modernising republican path. In order to achieve this, spatial
narratives build on the fusion of republican, national and secular symbols and utilise
Atatiirk’s face as a symbol of the specific Kemalist identity, already discussed. Thus,
imagery and assumptions learnt at a young age are constantly re-affirmed and re-
launched, turning national socialisation into a lifelong process and nation-building an

ongoing state activity.

Spatial narratives, constituting the most effective method of continuous national
education, are hinged on four core themes: the nation’s founding moment — constantly
rekindling gratitude towards Atatiirk; national and territorial unity and the need for its
protection; a glorification of the nation’s ‘true’ representatives: soldiers, teachers and

peasants; and a celebration of modernisation, through symbols associated with
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progress and the West'. Although living in this symbolic universe does not
necessarily make one a Kemalist, it perpetuates national socialisation in adulthood.
Categories of meaning are reproduced and associations, such as the link between
republicanism and secularism, or patriotism and loyalty to Atatiirk, are sustained.
Again, as was the case in Chapter 2, this reproduction is partly state-sponsored and
partly the outcome of individual and group initiatives sustaining a common currency

of symbols and narratives through which political legitimation is articulated.

With that in mind, in this chapter I will look at public monuments — inescapably part
of everyday life — and museums, as they are well-attended and their message enjoys a
large audience. As such national sites are entirely state-managed, their reproduction of
Kemalist language, priorities, symbols and narratives is ‘unadulterated’. Moreover,
their sheer number gives Kemalism an undeniable symbolic advantage over other
‘languages’. Simultaneously, the propagation of Kemalist language through museums
and galleries is equally important as curated sites carry the stamp of the expert and
thus enjoy respect and acceptance as ‘objective’ and ‘true’. This is particularly
important as adults, notes Riegel (1996:89), tend to learn about history and
ethnography through museums rather than books. Naturally, the potential effect of
this ‘education’ relies wholly on attendance. While at school the national curriculum

has a captive audience, here individuals need to choose to attend. And they do.

Although archaeological and ethnographic museums are the domain of tourists and
schoolchildren (becoming, by default, part of early learning), commemorative spaces
and exhibitions related to the Independence War and Atatiirk are filled with Turks,
defying Fyfe and Ross’s (1996:127) disclaimer that museum attendance is linked to
class. During my numerous visits to all museums, monuments and sites discussed in
this chapter (between 2002 and 2005) I was surrounded by people from diverse
economic and socio-religious backgrounds. As the subject matter of national
museums is familiar to all, those lacking extensive cultural capital are not intimidated.
For museums openly dedicated to nation-building, such accessibility, notes Wittlin
(1949:186, 202, 205), is a sign of success as their purpose is to help familiarise people

with the requirements and traits of their collective identity and the demands of

! Interestingly, modernisation was never celebrated through the glorification of bureaucrats,

entrepreneurs or scientific elites. This was a populist message.
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national citizenship. Hence the museum seeks to integrate the past with the present

and the local with the international in the context of a specific national narrative.

Museums turn the past into an invaluable resource for a modernising state’s pursuit of
progress (Walsh, 1992:37-8). Unsurprisingly, the Kemalist state has used museums
since its inception in order to propagate a specific national narrative and the
corresponding modernising project. Museums have been used to forge a link between
nationhood and allegiance to the secular Republic and to promote the assumption that

westernisation does not constitute policy, but a historical necessity.

When choosing to use museums as part of their modernising project, the Kemalists
drew inspiration from a century’s worth of experimentation in the guided production
of knowledge. Museums had been used for the political socialisation of citizens since
the French revolution when ‘[t]he museum was a crucial instrument that enabled the
construction of a new set of values that at once discredited the ancien regime and
celebrated the Republic’ (Hooper-Greenhill, 1992:190). This is what Kemalists
sought to achieve. They were not alone. In Nigeria museums helped people visualise
national unity (Kaplan, 1994:75-77). In Greece the founding of the new national state
practically coincided with the founding of the first national museum (Avgouli,
1994:261), while in Mexico, between 1825 and 1925, the National Museum was not
only dedicated to discovering Mexico’s ‘patriotic identity’, but also an accepted

symbol of that identity (Morales-Moreno, 1994:183-4).

This open dedication to national socialisation is particularly significant. Museums
are, by definition, the habitat of the expert. Some people consciously visit museums in
order to learn, true to the schoolbook’s enthusiastic endorsement of museums as the
perfect place to learn about the nation’s glorious past (Hayat Bilgisi, p.200).
Invariably, museum visitors accept that exhibitions offer *facts’ and knowledge rather
than artefacts and opinions. Objects in a museum are deemed valuable and important
and museum narratives automatically true. As Macdonald (1998:2) notes:
‘Exhibitions tend to be presented to the public rather as do scientific facts: as
unequivocal statements rather than as the outcome of particular processes and
contexts.’ In a Foucauldian Power/Knowledge nexus, Bennett (1995:59, 63) finds, the
museum possesses knowledge and the visitor does not. Although the visitors are

empowered through the opportunity to learn what the institution of power already
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knows, the ‘truth’ they are given access to is tainted and specific as the museum offers

what Hooper-Greenhill (1992:193) calls ‘society[’s] “general politics” of “truth”.’

Nevertheless, the belief that the museum bestows objective knowledge is what makes
it useful as a political socialisation tool. The actual message, as Hooper-Greenhill
(1992:195) succinctly puts it, is in the narrative, not the object displayed. The curator
turns maps, medals and fragments of objects into a story, leaving alternative stories
untold. Can the visitors see through the narrative? Some can, most choose not to.
Firstly, the museum’s de facto ‘objectivity’ makes it unlikely for credibility questions
to be raised. Secondly, narrative is what makes museums ‘good to think with’ (Fyfe
and Ross, 1996:148). Without narrative, the museums’ appeal is heavily diluted if not
altogether lost. Bennett (1995:131) agrees: the display context within which artefacts
are placed makes them relevant, evoking memories and creating expectations.
Museums thus come to not simply represent, but embody the national past. If nations
are ‘never-ending stories’ (Bennett, 1995:148), museums represent the state’s attempt

to stitch together what is known of these stories into a coherent national narrative.

In Turkey, this narrative is simultaneously physically inscribed onto urban spaces.
Although architecture is not part of my analysis, it is important to stress that ‘the
planning of the capital city of Ankara is an unsurpassed example of the monumental
narrative of modern Turkey’ (Nalbantoglu, 1997:193). Architecture ‘assumed a
larger-than-life mission in Turkish nation-building’ (Bozdogan, 2001:6, 298), as
modemity lacked both a material base and a coherent social agent. Thus, the state
took charge, manipulating public space in order to give Turkey a modern aspect.
Reinforced concrete became a symbol of modernity, itself a constitutive part of
Turkish nationalism. Having changed the script and replaced the calendar, and in
order to achieve a visual representation of national imperatives and state ideology,
Atatiirk decreed the construction of buildings a /a Corbusier and Soviet-style statues
celebrating progress (Akman, 2004:103-111) and symbolising the modernisation
drive. Since Atatiirk’s death, the most potent such symbol has been Atatiirk himself,
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1. Atatiirk

Ahmad (2003:87) notes that Atatiirk felt confident enough to have his statue unveiled
in Istanbul as early as 1926. This was a bold move. The Republic was still young, and,
traditionally, Islam frowns upon the representation of living form. Since then,
however, statues and busts have proliferated to the extent that ‘[t]here is not one city
in Turkey that does not have at least one square with Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk’s statue
at its centre’ (Cinar, 2005:99-100). Atatiirk’s likeness expresses allegiance to the
nation and its principles, even abstract ones such as secularism. In fact, Atatiirk’s face

has become a signifier of republican legitimacy, national greatness and progress.

In Istanbul’s noisy Taksim Square, near Beyoglu’s crowded cafés and bookstores,
stands the Republic Monument (fig.1). Here Atatiirk is simultaneously honoured as a
soldier and statesman, on one side depicted in full military regalia and on the other
wearing a Western-style suit, celebrating both military prowess and modernisation.
This monument is a rare specimen, depicting Atatiirk in the company of others —
historical personalities, war heroes and deputies. Nevertheless, he remains prominent,
in a pose of quiet determination, undoubtedly leading those around him. Part of this
group consists of flag-wielding Mehmert¢ik figures. The national flag, a quasi-totemic
object, in the hands of a figure celebrated as the nation’s most authentic representative
enhances the message of national urgency and pride with Atatiirk emerging as the link

between national liberation and the Republic, and a symbol for both.

The Republic Monument is a reminder of the gratitude owed to all soldiers, whatever
their rank, for their role in establishing and protecting national independence and the
Republic. Naturally, gratitude is, above all, owed to Atatiirk, who delivered the
homeland and established the Republic. Here, the celebration of his reforms is subtle
— implied in his Western clothes but, above all, the choice of location for the
monument. Taksim stresses Istanbul’s modern, secular aspect with its bustling
nightlife and European pedigree. In fact, Taksim was specifically chosen as the site
for this monument in 1928 exactly because it lacked a mosque. As the foreigners’
quarter in Ottoman times, Beyoglu is full of churches and synagogues, but the
Ottoman-Islamist heritage is weaker. With no minarets in sight, Taksim became a
symbol of republican Istanbul. Arguably the Islamist municipality had this symbolic

narrative in mind when, in 1994, it contemplated building a mosque off Taksim.
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Although the project was justified in terms of the area’s need for a mosque in light of
other faiths’ over-representation, Islamists are aware of Beyoglu’s Republican
character and its symbolic significance for the nation-state. Trying to build a mosque
in Taksim was a heavily charged move that, if successful, would have broken the
Kemalist symbolic monopoly. For some, this constituted a provocative attempt to
undermine what this monument and whole area stand for: national unity within the
secular republic. Cinar (2005:116-7), however, believes that the Islamists’ choice of
Taksim over a more traditional area, such as Sultanahmet, for their mosque project is
not subversive. Rather it shows that the Islamists do not wish to create an alternative
centre, but embrace the nation-state and desire a voice within it. Kemalism, implies
Cmar, has won. Either way, this controversy — stressing the extent to which the
negotiation of public space in Turkey occurs in Kemalist terms — highlights the state’s
commitment to the preservation of Kemalist space. It is significant that the state
blocked the building of the Taksim mosque when hundreds of mosques are being built
all over Turkey every year. It is as significant, however, that Islamist politicians seek
to share Kemalist space without affecting a breach by moving to an alternative centre.
Regardless of whether they ultimately desire to coexist with Kemalism or defeat it,

the struggle for symbolic supremacy is taking place on Kemalist terrain.

Not that non-Kemalist terrain really exists in Turkey. Things have changed since
1928. Now Istanbul’s every corner bears Kemalism’s mark: from fashionable Bebek
to dusty Fatih, Istanbul is dotted with Atatiirk’s statues and busts. Some Turks enjoy
being reminded of Atatiirk’s exploits. Others resent the perceived personality cult,
even though they appreciate Atatiirk’s legacy. And there are those who resent both the
man and the statues so much that they are willing to pour green paint — Islam’s colour

— over them. Such incidents are rare but not unheard of.

When Atatiirk’s statue in Sincan’s Lale Meydani was vandalised, the city’s
Kaymakam, Ertan Yiiksel spoke of ‘desecration’ and called the attack *disgusting and
provocative... an attempt to sully Sincan’s honour’ (9-10 July 2005 7N4). The local
CHP head, Kemal Bastimur, accused the perpetrators of seeking to remind everyone

of Sincan’s ‘dark past’z, while crowds denounced the vandal in their midst.

2 Sincan was the site of intense religious tension on the eve of the 1997 soft coup, see Chapter 5.
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This struggle for symbolic control is unequal. Vandals, armed with tins of green paint,
have an endless task ahead given the sheer number of secular republican symbols.
Moreover, this is not simply a struggle against the state, police and judiciary; many, if
not most, citizens espouse Kemalism and resent such acts. Throwing paint over
Atatiirk does not merely constitute antisocial behaviour, it mocks the Republic, the
nation and the Turkish state’s modernising secular identity. Punishments reflect that.
Murat Vural, found guilty of five separate instances of vandalism including the
Sincan incident, was sentenced to 22 years in prison — four-and-a-half years per
vandalised statue. Although penalties are usually softer, the court explained, Vural
was a repeat offender who showed no remorse. He therefore had to be made an
example of as the desecration of Atatiirk’s statues was an open challenge to the

secular order (H, 3 November 2005; E, 4 November 2005).

The connection between respecting Atatiirk’s statues and respecting the Republic can
be taken to extremes as Veysel Dalci, AKP leader for Fatsa, discovered. Dalc1 was
arrested following accusations of ‘disrespectfully chewing gum during an April 23
ceremony’ while laying a wreath in front of Atatiirk’s statue (, 27 April 2006). Dalci
is lodging an official complaint with the TAF General Staff, yet the incident is telling
of the diligence with which secular Republican symbols are protected against

potential disrespect by suspected anti-secular actors, such as the AKP.

The symbolic representation of secularism is important for Turkey’s national project.
Although Atatiirk’s face encapsulates secularism, alternative symbols are also used,
such as women who have dispensed of the veil and are embracing modemnity.
Variations on this theme abound. Outside Istanbul University, Atatiirk’s statue is
accompanied by two stern, athletic youths: a man in a loincloth shouldering a flag and
a woman holding a torch, steadied by the Father’s hand on her back (fig.2). The
complex represents virility, strength, progress and freedom. Such statues, Bozdogan
(2001:75) notes, expose a Kemalist fascination with youth and health comparable to
that of Fascist Italy, only here the immortal leader is guiding the nation to a better
future through education, not martial virtue. The torch of knowledge burns bright,
symbolically held by a woman, whom Atatiirk liberated from the veil.

This basic semiotic recipe of torches, books, doves and flags is used frequently. In

Cesme’s central square, Atatiirk stands taller than adoring, flag-bearing youths. On
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Kusadasi’s seaside promenade, Atatiirk — again taller than other figures ~ holds hands
with two athletes: a man bearing a torch and a woman holding a dove. The structure,
surrounded by Turkish flags, stands on a plaque reading yurtta sulh cihanda sull’. On
the outskirts of Foga a composite sculpture of Atatiirk and two small children, a boy
and a girl, holding a book stands next to an engraving urging young Turks to aim high

in the Republic’s name.

This national narrative is glorious in its simplicity, representing peace and progress
through easy-to-decode symbols and depicting the nation through young and
wholesome, yet ‘nameless’ figures, eagerly following Atatiirk. The nation — men and
women, side by side — is young, strong and healthy, eager to strive for education and
progress under Atattirk’s watchful gaze. Education holds the key; hence the image of
a young teacher or student, holding a book — modern script clearly visible on the
cover — becomes an important modernisation symbol. Atatiirk remains the nation’s
mentor and guardian, the biyiik ogretmen (great teacher) leading his people to
progress. Outside Izmir’s Dokuz Eylil Universitesi, Atatiirk is seated in a huge
armchair next to a lengthy quote urging students to embrace modern art and science
and labour towards national greatness and security. Such quotes, seemingly engraved
on every available surface and the numerous statues adorning every Turkish town,
create a tight nexus of meaning, consisting of images, admonitions and a general
feeling that Atatiirk’s teachings can help ordinary Turks navigate through the
challenges of everyday life.

Atatiirk’s face thus becomes an icon, a promise of ‘protection’. In the quiet park
behind Istanbul’s Topkap: palace (fig.3) or on an imposing pedestal (fig.4), Atatiirk is
forever watching over his land and people. Near Izmir’'s NATO headquarters, a
majestic statue gives this protection an edge: Mustafa Kemal, uniformed and on
horseback, is pointing towards where the Greeks came from and retreated back to,
forever guarding Anatolia’s coast and reminding his people of how close Turkey
came to not existing. On the marble pedestal, a Delacroix-esque battle scene —

complete with flag-carrying woman —~ dramatises the sense of danger.

3 “Peace at home, peace in the world’, a famous Atatiirk quote, also the motto of the Foreign Ministry

and the daily Milliyet.
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Atatiirk saved Turkey from imminent danger and his legacy will protect it from future
perils. Hence his face becomes a lucky charm on crests and logos, while roads,
buildings, schools and airports are named after him regardless of any link to his life or
person. The Kredi ve Yurtlar Kurumu® logo, outside a girls’ hall of residence in
downtown Istanbul, consists of two girls’ faces superimposed onto Atatiirk’s. In
Istanbul’s Kustepe neighbourhood, a primary school sports a reproduction of one of
the leader’s most famous wartime photographs on its outside wall. In Sihhiye, a run-
down Ankara neighbourhood, a school founded in 1886, when Atatiirk was a babys, is
called Atatiirk Lisesi. The school was neither attended nor founded by Atatiirk, it was

simply (re)named after him, as if Atatiirk’s name was itself a talisman.

The omnipresence of Atatiirk’s name and face serves as a constant reminder of his
achievements and legacy. Atatiirk is among his people, guiding them, but also
assessing their progress down the path he chose for them. The proliferation of such
symbols in schools is particularly apt for reminding students — especially girls — that
modern education is a gift that they have a duty to protect. Through education,
Atatiirk gives his children the opportunity to remain free, become strong and work
towards actualising his modernising project. This message is inscribed in every

schoolyard next to Atatiirk’s bust (fig.5), yet is not limited to schools.

Atatiirk’s ubiquity both bolsters his legacy and serves to turn every activity into a
patriotic endeavour of utmost national significance, from the quote in Izmir’s tiny
ethnographic museum extolling culture and civilisation (fig.6) to the signs in Cesme’s
small but busy harbour admonishing the locals: ‘vatandas: her turist biiyiikelcidir ®.
Banners, Atatiirk’s profile in one corner, warn against littering or parking illegally.
Creating a modern, civilised country is everyone’s duty and public spaces are dotted
with ‘reminders’ of what is expected of people. Thus, notes Herb (1999:23), a
national landscape — cleansed of all visible traces of previous occupancy through
expulsion, annihilation or symbolic effacing — can be claimed. For Herb, Atatiirk’s
face, carved on wood and erected on a mountainside outside Urla, marks the symbolic

appropriation of space and its inundation with appropriate (Kemalist) symbols.

4 Credit and Dormitory Foundation.
5 Atatiirk was born in the winter of 1880-1.

¢ patriot, every tourist is an ambassador’.
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This process becomes particularly significant moving East. Oktem (2004:569) notes
that in Kurdish-populated regions, hills are often inscribed with the crescent and star
and slogans such as bas ogretmen Atatirk or ne mutlu Tiirkim diyene. Such
inscriptions, Oktem finds, proliferated during the height of the PKK’s insurgency in
the late 1980s. This ‘Kemalisation’ of space, notes Oktem (2004:564), followed the
elimination of the area’s alternative heritage, through neglect, migration or systematic
destruction. As, until recently, part of the Southeast was under martial law, the
process of cultural ‘neutralisation’ and re-appropriation was greatly facilitated — even
though, simultaneously, the boundaries of the region under martial law ‘traced a

Kurdish map and put it before the international public’’.

The Southeast is a riddle for Turkey. Politically complicated and morally charged, the
‘Southeastern issue’ is the subject of intense and bitter debate, coloured by different
perceptions of justice and personal loss on all sides. For McDowall (2000:210),
‘Turkey had unmistakably intended genocide of the Kurdish people. In practice its
intentions were defeated by the sheer size of the task’. But intentions are hard to
ascertain. What is known is that Kurds joined Mustafa Kemal in his rejection of the
treaty of Sevres, even though it offered them national independence. Through the co-
optation of urban notables and tribal chiefs and by playing the religious card, Atatiirk
then claimed the Kurds as the Turks’ ethnic kin®. Yet the Turkish embrace was vice-
like. As early as 1922 the Kemalists spoke of ‘bringing the Kurds to a higher level of
civilization through the building of schools, roads and (more ominously) gendarmerie
posts and military service [...] explicit within only a few months was the idea of
turning Kurds into good Turks’ (McDowall, 2000:191). This fits in well with the
Kemalist penchant for state-sponsored social reform, as well as the association of
tribalism and peasantry with backwardness. But modernisation in the Kurdish areas

required a more intense symbolic campaign than elsewhere.

The Kemalisation of space was meticulous. References to Kurdistan disappeared from
official materials, Kurdish provinces were renamed and their boundaries redrawn.

Hence, Le Ray (2005:4) relates, Dersim became Tunceli, failing to include much of

7 Former chief of parliamentary commission of unresolved political murders, Sadik Avundukluoglu (Z,
19 August 2005).
¥ Although, McDowall (2000:189-190) notes, the Kurds are of Iranian not Turanic origin.

88



Chapter 3

historic Dersim. Turkish became the only acceptable language. Attempts at reaction
and revolt led to brutal reprisals and, according to McDowall (2000:199), often
unrelated arrests, executions and large-scale deportations. In Atatiirk’s lifetime, war
was raging and Turkification was far from subtle. The state’s unitary national vision
and the goal of westernisation meant that the Kurds, referred to as ‘mountain Turks’,
were a national hurdle to be overcome. Their resistance to the Republic was regarded

as reaction against progress that had to be crushed for their own good.

Today, Turkification campaigns differ. There is a flag-raising ceremony in Tunceli’s
central square twice a week (Le Ray, 2005:7), while inscriptions on surrounding
mountainsides read ne mutlu Tirkim diyene and once vatan’. The removal of Kurdish
symbols from urban landscapes, notes Le Ray (2005:7), went as far as replacing all
green bulbs in traffic lights with blue ones to prevent the Kurdish colours (red-yellow-

green) from flashing up on a daily basis.

The campaign has had mixed results. Among the Southeast’s Alevi populationlo, the
state has abandoned its confrontational attitude in favour of co-optation. The 1980s
synthesis-inspired mosque-building spree ceded its place to toleration, if not support,
for the construction of cem evleri, the Alevi place of worship. With the Kurds,
however, the situation is more volatile. The existence of the PKK, whose history of
violence clouds the fact that it does not have a clear position on the issue of
separatism, complicates matters. Simultaneously, certain public figures, such as
Diyarbakir Mayor Osman Baydemir, stress their commitment to the unitary state,
noting that Kurds and Turks ‘founded the Republic together and will keep it alive by
being supportive of one another’ (TDN, 12 August 2005).

Nevertheless, achieving an atmosphere of cooperation is difficult because of the
Kemalist state’s Jacobin approach to citizenship, effectively proclaiming ‘to the Kurd
as individual, everything; to the (politically conscious and culturally assertive) Kurd,
nothing’. Many, including PKK sympathisers, resent having to choose. Yet for others,
including many Kurds in Tunceli, the distinction presents no problem as people pride

themselves on the purity of their Turkish and their attachment to Atatiirk.

9 “First of all, the motherland’.

10 The Sunni-Alevi divide cuts across the Turkish-Kurdish divide.
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This attachment, as noted before, is so closely linked to national identity and political
republicanism that land inhabited by people loyal to Atatiirk is ipso facto considered
‘safe’. As Kemalist nationalism is premised on citizenship and territoriality on the one
hand, and blood and ethnicity on the other, loyalty to Atatirk as an external
manifestation of national belonging means that the populations in question ‘fit’ the
nation and deserve the land they live on. This ‘desert’ is vital as Anatolia, as
discussed above, bestows metaphysical continuity and belonging to the people that
inhabit it, effectively merging civic and ethnic national narratives. For this reason, it is

vital that no non-Turk be allowed to claim Anatolia as his natural home.

The request to reopen Ayasofya as a mosque in the 1950s to mark the 500"
anniversary of the 1453 fall of Constantinople is a manifestation of this need to
celebrate Anatolia’s ownership. Similarly, the reaction against the commemoration of
Istanbul’s Greek history by the Orthodox Patriarchate and the reluctance to return
‘minority’ properties (e.g. see E, 6 & 7 September, 11 November 2005) is premised
on this elemental need to claim Anatolia as Turkish: administratively, historically and
organically. As Anatolia is a constitutive part of Turkishness, it needs to always have

been Turkish, hence its history is edited, rearranged and re-written accordingly.

This ownership is celebrated by inscribing public spaces with Atatiirk’s face,
symbolising both the nation and its struggle for Anatolia as the instigator and hero of
the Independence War. Atatiirk’s face expresses a very rich, albeit narrow, national
cosmos, enjoying immense emotional resonance as the hand-made banner fluttering
outside a petrol station near the coastal city of Seferhisar proves. On the banner

Atatiirk’s face is accompanied by the words seni seviyoruz'!.

In the outskirts of Ankara many houses sport hand-carved crescent and stars on their
walls and portraits of Atatiirk inserted in the tile work'?: Atatiirk symbolises the
nation, the Republic, national freedom and progress. His face symbolises everything
that is good about the past, present and future. Thus a self-sustaining cult emerges

around Atatiirk wherein two narrative strands are pursued concurrently. Atatiirk is

' ‘We love you’.

2 In the 30s, notes Bozdogan (2001:87), it was common to inscribe dwellings, not only public

buildings, with Atatiirk’s sayings.
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simultaneously celebrated as the example every Turk should follow and a divine
figure people should simply bow to. Preserving fragments of Atatiirk’s mortal life
stresses his humanity and accessibility, presenting him as the father everyone can
love. Simultaneously, appeals to the metaphysical, especially through stories and sites
related to his death, elevate him above humanity, a force to be obeyed and followed.
Republican mythology had to compete with the supernatural and metaphysical folk
traditions of a people neither prepared for nor, initially, convinced as to the benefits of
secularism and modernisation. So it created a rich and wonderful mythology of its

own, complete with a saintly figure and holy relics.

1.a. Atatiirk’s Personal objects

Objects associated with Atatiirk are preserved and carefully displayed in national
museums. This, on occasion, goes to extremes. In Istanbul’s naval museum, a silver
toothpick is displayed alongside other paraphernalia from his yacht, the Savarona.
Yet the trend feeds on and enhances the general tendency for national symbols to

constitute popular currency in Turkey, independent of specific political meaning.

The exhibition of Atatiirk’s personal objects further enhances their significance as the
act of display vests any item with value (Crane, 2000:2). As the objects in question
are mundane, such as combs and teacups, this institutional acknowledgment is
bestowed, not on the object, but on its former user. The individual whose personal
effects are deemed worthy of public display has to be objectively great, or the
museum — by definition the locus of unbiased truth — would not be displaying their
nightshirt. In Atatiirk’s case, already famous before his personal artefacts went on
display, the museum becomes part of a multi-faceted commemoration machine,
constantly augmenting the mythology surrounding him. The museum both creates
familiarity and increases awe. By proving that the great Atatiirk was real, drank coffee
and wore slippers, the museum makes his achievements seem even more admirable

for, although an ordinary man, his deeds were extraordinary.

Objects become stage props in the reconstruction of Atatiirk’s extraordinary story.
This is necessary, as the past, Fowler (2003:81) notes, ‘does not just exist. What we
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see of its presence, and the uses that we make of our ideas about it, are to a
considerable extent contrived’. Thus information about the past needs to be ‘staged’
with the help of banal, everyday objects, in order to be accessible. In Atatiirk’s story,
such objects abound. On the top floor of the house he was born in, on a busy street in
Greece’s second largest city, Thessaloniki (Salonica) there is a small display of
Atatiirk’s clothes: undergarments, collars, slippers, shoes, worry beads and a dinner
jacket. Atatiirk’s report cards from the Manastir and Harbiye military schools are
displayed, offering objective proof that he was as intelligent and studious as legend
suggests. The museum also displays Atatiirk’s Ottoman and Republican identity
cards. This is not only irrefutable evidence that Atatiirk was real, but also a visually
powerful way of introducing the script reform through contrasting the two documents.

Visual aids are invaluable in summarising complex policy.

Objects associated with Atatiirk also allow a museum to ‘claim’ him. In Istanbul’s
Sigli district, in a house where Atatiirk spent a brief 18 months as a little-known
Ottoman officer, a small display of his personal effects, including clothes and
underwear, marks the space’s authenticity. Similarly, down the road, the military
museum boasts a wide collection of Atatiirk’s personal objects, mostly donated by his
youngest adopted daughter Ulkii. Clo<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>