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_
‘The History of Turkish Revolution’ (HoTR – Türk Inkılap
Tarihi) course taught in
Turkish Universities, covering the Kemalist system and espousing its principles
began in 1934 with lectures organized by the highest state authorities. There have
been discussions in Turkish university circles – especially among professors in the
ﬁelds of jurisprudence, political science and history – from that time up to the
present on the aim, scope and content of the course.1 These discussions have centred
mainly on two points: the ﬁrst concerns the course’s aim, which is to ‘inject’ the
Kemalist ideology; and the second is on the methodological problem within the
course. Although many studies have been conducted on the HoTR course, almost
none of these studies have focused on the historical factors that gave rise to it and on
the historical ﬁgures that began it and determined its content. This article aims to
study the ‘lectures’ (konferanslar), which were an important step in the emergence of
the course and lasted until 1942.
Although the HoTR course began in the second half of 1934, some historical
developments took place based on the importance of revolutionism (inkılapçılık) and
the Turkish revolution around the beginning of 1930s. Thus, it is useful to touch
upon some historical events before discussing the HoTR course.
Some events which took place at the beginning of 1930s drew the attention of
sectors of the Turkish authorities to the importance of the course. The ﬁrst of these
was that the principle of revolutionism was accepted in the congress of the
Republican People’s Party (RPP – Cumhuriyet Halk Fırkası), which was the only
party at that time. Atatürk, who said ‘my most important work is the foundation of
the Republic of Turkey’, thought that the revolution could continue only with the
help of those people who would understand and support it. He believed that this was
possible by teaching it to the new generation and thus keeping the revolutionary
creed alive in young people. In 1937, the principle of ‘revolutionism’ was set out in an
article of the Constitution and thus it became one of the basic principles of not only
the party but the state.
Another event that made the HoTR course necessary was the emergence of
totalitarian political systems in some European countries and Russia. Being under
threat from totalitarian regimes in Germany, Italy and Russia, Turkey saw the
course as necessary to prevent its people from being inﬂuenced by such ideologies.
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A further factor that aﬀected the emergence of the course was the historical studies
of the period. As part of the eﬀort to make the Turkish people regain their selfesteem, lost over centuries of military defeats, in 1931 the Turkish Historical Society
(Türk Tarih Kurumu) was established. The last volume of the four-volume General
Turkish History (Umûmi Türk Tarihi) prepared in cooperation with the Ministry of
Education is titled The Republic of Turkey, and although it was written as a course
book for high school students (15–18 years old), it presented the historical panorama
of the period and indicated the extent to which the republic was a centre of attention
in historical studies.2 Besides, the ‘Turkish History Principle’ (Türk Tarih Tezi) that
emerged at this time, and which claimed that the Anatolian region had always been a
Turkish land, replaced what was a religious-oriented historical perspective with a
nation-based one, and in this way aimed to revive the feeling of patriotism and the
sense of belonging to a particular nation.3 Thus, based on a national perspective,
Turkish history was dated back to the ancient Anatolian civilizations. This historical
perspective was seen as the only possible way to achieve the level of Western
civilization which was the main aim of the recent revolutions in the country. It is
clear that the HoTR course that to taught in Turkish universities would help realize
the socio-political functions aimed at by the Turkish Historical Society and the other
historical studies.
Maybe, the most important development that placed the HoTR course on the
agenda was the attempt to reform the universities. The ﬁrst decade of the Turkish
_
Republic (1923–33) was a period in which the ‘House of Sciences’ (HoS – [Istanbul]
Darülfününu, later renamed University of Istanbul) could not fulﬁl the functions
expected of it in spite of all the eﬀorts made by the state. With the Uniﬁcation of
Education Act (Tevhid-i Tedrisat Kanunu), passed in the ﬁrst year of the republic,
almost all the pre-university educational institutions were reformed. However, the
only university then, the House of Sciences, was left alone in the belief that it would
reform itself according to the general socio-political changes in the country. In 1932,
there were more and more complaints about the inability of the HoS to carry out the
scientiﬁc functions expected from it. According to these complaints, despite the
juridical and autonomous position of the HoS, the university, which was the main
component of the HoS, became self-centred and did not contribute to the
revolutionary process that was going on in every aspect of socio-political life. For
instance, Falih Rıfkı Atay, a journalist who supported the revolutionary process,
complained in a journal article that the HoS was indiﬀerent to the Turkish
revolution and argued that in times of revolution universities should leave aside
scientiﬁc issues and serve the revolutionary cause. He claimed that one of the main
responsibilities of the university was to keep the revolutionary spirit alive in the
minds of people.4 The highest level complaint against this situation came from Reşit
Galip, the Minister of Education, who, in the opening speech of the new academic
year of the House of Sciences (University of Istanbul), stated:
There have been great social and political revolutions in the country but the
House of Sciences (HoS) has been indiﬀerent to them and remained on the
outside. The HoS has behaved as if it was not aware of them. There have been
radical changes in the legal system. The HoS has been content with only
including the new laws in the educational programme. There has been a
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renovation of the alphabet by adopting Latin characters; there has begun a
movement of pure language. The HoS has taken no notice of them. A new
historical perspective pervaded the whole country and became a national
movement. The HoS waited three years to show an interest in this event. The
HoS in Istanbul has ceased to realize its functions and has become self-centred.5
The House of Sciences in the historic centre of the Ottoman Empire, Istanbul,
bore traces of the old Ottoman regime and contained people and factors that were
against the newly born Ankara-centred regime. The presence there of academics that
were against the ‘new’ and its indiﬀerence to the revolutionary process in the country
were interpreted as evidences that the HoS did not share the ideal of the Republic.
Doubts about the institution became more intense when no one from it responded to
the demand of the newly established state for a book to be written on the revolution,
though it proposed a grant to fund it.6 The answer of the Rector (Darülfünun Emini)
of the institution to the criticism of the HoS was that they could not fulﬁl the
expectations due to ﬁnancial problems.7 However, the lack of response to the state’s
demand in spite of the grant showed that the reason behind their indiﬀerence was
other than ﬁnancial and this was contrary to what was expected from them.8
The necessity of the HoTR course emerged at this point, during discussions on
reform of the university. The complaints about the HoS drew attention to the
importance of national consciousness-raising eﬀorts among young people and of the
education of society on national issues. Thus, it can be said that what prepared
the ground for the emergence of the course was the complaints about the university’s
inability to reform in accordance with the new regime. Via the course, the new
regime would be taught to the university students, who were seen as the ‘future of the
country’ (ülkenin istikbali). This was also in line with Atatürk’s idea as presented in
his 1927 ‘Speech to Young People’ (Gençli
ge Hitabe) that the new generation would
be the protector of the Republic.9
The reform of the university gave rise to the foundation of the Revolution
_
Institute (Inkılâp
Enstitüsü). This institute was designed to function as a spiritual
club (manevi ocak) that conveyed the basic principles and aims of the revolution to
the new generations.10 Although there were various expectations of it, the ideological
mission of the institute was certain.11 It could be said that its theoretical background
was shaped in the process of the search for an ideological ground in the 1930s.12
Although the process of institutionalization continued for about ten years, the
Revolution Institute was in legal terms founded on 20 June 1933.13 According to the
ﬁrst course schedule prepared for the spring term of the 1933–34 academic year,
there would be ‘History of Turkish Revolution’ courses in March in Istanbul and in
April in Ankara. A more regular course schedule began to be used in the following
academic year (1934–35).14 The law about the course was the University of Istanbul
Regulation that was accepted by the Council of Ministers on 11 October 1934.15
According to the article concerning the course in the Regulation, ﬁnal year students
would attend the institute and those who were successful would get a certiﬁcate at
the end of the academic year.16 Without that certiﬁcate the student would not be able
to graduate from the university. Attending the course was not compulsory, but it
became a centre of attraction not only for the students but also for the public. For
this reason, a member of the parliament close to Atatürk made a proposal to the
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parliament suggesting that the course be open to the public.17 It was therefore
decided that people could attend the course with listener cards.
The name of the course appeared in journals such as National Revolution and
_
History (Milli Inkılap
ve Tarihi) even before it began to be taught at the university.18
After the course began, it was called ‘The History of the Turkish Revolution course’.
_
It was also sometimes called ‘Revolution course’ (Inkılap
Dersleri).
After the course began, its aim became clearer. As a matter of fact, the world
socio-political situation determined the aim of the course. The economic crisis at the
outset of the 1930s and the subsequent depressions in the Western world made it
necessary for the new regime to use all possible means to gain the sympathy of the
public, particularly the intelligentsia. In this regard, the HoTR course functioned as
a kind of theoretical background for the revolutionary process and the single-party
regime in the country.
Another aim of the course was to raise the revolutionary consciousness and
enthusiasm among university students. Recep Peker deﬁned the aim of the course as
‘to make the new generation experience the same revolutionary enthusiasm as the
people who lived and made the revolution experienced and to teach them the
principles of the revolution and make them ready for duty’.19

The History of the Turkish Revolution course began to be taught in the Revolution
Institute at the University of Istanbul on 4 March 1934, which was also the date of
the foundation of the Institute.20 The location chosen for the course was Zeynep
Hanım Mansion close to the old Faculty of Arts.21 The ﬁrst lecture was given by
Minister of Education Yusuf Hikmet Bayur. This meant that what was, in eﬀect, the
opening ceremony for the Institute was attended by a great number of people. The
speech was also broadcast on radio and was cover news in the semi-oﬃcial
Hakimiyet-i Milliye newspaper.
In his speech, Yusuf Hikmet Bayur told how six European countries (the Russian
Empire, Britain, Germany, Italy, France and Austria) wanted to disband ‘the halfinvaded’ (yarı-müstemleke) Ottoman Empire and how the allied countries had
designs on the lands of the empire during the First World War. He declared that
there were no such things as pity and fairness in international relations. He likened
international relations to ‘the dance of the wolves’ and stated that such ideas as
friendship and enmity should be seen in these terms. Bayur handled the weakness of
the Ottoman Empire in respect of two points: the ﬁrst was the Capitulations
_
(Kapitülasyonlar), and the second was the Islam Caliphate (Islam
Halifeli
gi). For
him, the ‘economic’ (iktisadıˆ) capitulation abolished/undermined the economic
control of the state in its customs and obstructed the development of a national
industry; what he called ‘juridical’ (adlıˆ) capitulation, on the other hand, protected
foreigners from being tried in Turkish courts and thus provided them with economic
advantages particularly in public works. The other weakness of the empire, the
Islamic Caliphate, had lost its appeal to the Muslim world because of the
colonization of the country. Besides, since it was higher than the parliament in
political aﬀairs, it an obstructed the development of the country.
Yusuf Hikmet Bayur determined the teaching plan of the course. For him, the
_
First World War and the Turkish War of Independence (Türk Istiklal
Savas¸ı) were
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the military and political part of the revolution. The other element was ‘the change of
the 1300 year old principles of jurisprudence’. The last part was economic and it
concerned ‘the movement from an economy based on small shops and manual work
to one based on developed industry’.22 From Bayur’s speech, it is possible to
categorize the HoTR into three historical periods: the military and political period
between 1914 and 1923; the jurisprudence period between 1923 and 1926; and the
economical development period between 1929 and 1934.
_
_
Prime Minister Ismet
Inönü’s
lecture took place 14 days after the opening
_
ceremony on 20 March 1934 in the Faculty of Law of Ankara University.23 Ismet
_
Inönü’s
lecture was signiﬁcant because it was the ﬁrst time a Prime Minister had
given a lecture at a Turkish university.
_
In his lecture, Inönü
presented his views on the Turkish revolution. For him, the
aim of the Turkish revolution was not only to defend the country against invaders. It
was also the Turkish people’s survival of the Ottoman system. In this regard, there
was no relation between the reforms of the last century of the Ottoman Empire and
the revolution led by Atatürk. The Turkish revolution was unique in its national and
_
socio-political character. Inönü
deﬁned the reforms of the last century of the
Ottoman Empire as movements that ‘took place in an enclosed cell that [were]
isolated from the realities of the country and thus they could not lead the Turkish
people to independence’.
_
On the role of the revolution following the Turkish war of independence, Inönü
said that the Turkish nation was a ‘great society’ (yüksek cemiyet). Not believing in
any dogma and not sticking to any dogmatic idea for the welfare of society was the
greatest revolution accomplished by this ‘great society’. For him, this was the
supremacy of the new regime in contrast to the old regime and its conservative
adherents. The revolutionary creed (inkılap davası) had two purposes: ﬁrst, those
gained with the reforms should not be lost; and, second, structural changes should be
made in socio-economic life to realize the needs of society.
_
In the last part of his speech, Inönü
touched upon the economic aspect of the
revolution and declared that it was the duty of the Turkish revolution to take ‘state
precautions’ (devletçi tedbirler) for the economic welfare of society. State
intervention, like every other economic policy, was the practical way to cope with
economic problems. This policy did not aim to prevent private enterprise; instead, it
was seen as a factor that would stimulate private enterprise. Towards the end of his
_
lecture, Inönü
said that the revolution might seem to progress in a ‘zigzag’ but this
was because of the dynamic nature of social life. According to him, the revolutionary
process progressed by taking into account the factors originating in the conditions of
life and by making changes where necessary. He stated, ‘Instead of pouring out or
declaring theoretical principles (nazarıˆ prensipler) without taking into account
the realities of social life, our revolution progresses by considering the whole view
of life and the national ideal and by taking precautions where necessary in its
progression’.
Falih Rıfkı Atay – a journalist and writer who viewed socio-political issues with
_
the ideological perspective of the time – stated his impressions of Inönü’s
lecture as
_
follows: ‘Ismet Pasha insisted on one fact: the existence of the Turkish nation
_
depends on its independence . . . In the same lecture, Ismet
Pasha also underlined the
_
fact that the Turkish revolution is still going on . . . We will never forget what Ismet
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Pasha has said and we will never let any of his statements lose its power and
eﬃciency’.24
When the lectures of the Minister of Education and Prime Minister are viewed
together, both of them underlined the fact that the Turkish revolutionary movement
should not be linked to the reforms of the late Ottoman period. In other words, the
Turkish revolution was a unique movement without connection to any other past
event.
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Those who were to teach the HoTR course were named in Yusuf Hikmet Bayur’s
speech:25
It is certain that such an important course cannot be taught only by one person.
The part concerning the military and internal issues will be taught by
Mr. Recep, the General Secretary of RPP (Republican People’s Party), who
has shown a great interest in these issues from the beginning of the struggle for
national independence and who has occupied certain representative positions
related to these issues; the part concerning jurisprudence and the economy will
be taught by Mr. Mahmut Esat and Yusuf Kemal, who have taken part in the
jurisprudence and economic aspects of the revolutionary process from the very
beginning in representative positions; and the part concerning foreign aﬀairs
will be taught by myself, who has been the director of political aﬀairs of the
national government from the very beginning of the revolution.
It is therefore clear that the course would be taught by the following four politicians:
1. Recep Peker: Member of Parliament of Kütahya province and the General
Secretary of RPP.
_
2. Mahmut Esat Bozkurt: Member of Parliament of Izmir
province.
3. Yusuf Kemal Tengirsenk: Member of Parliament of Sinop province.
4. Yusuf Hikmet Bayur: Member of Parliament of Manisa province and Minister
of Education.
Mr. Y. Hikmet was to teach the historical, Mr. Y. Kemal the economic, and
Mr. Recep and Mr. M. Esat the political aspects of the Turkish revolution.
The fact that those who would teach the course were selected from among
politicians cannot be explained only by the lack of teaching staﬀ in the newly
established system. In fact, this is the conscious preference of the authorities and
Atatürk’s inﬂuence on this selection is apparent. This can be understood from
Bozkurt’s statement that the ‘Great Chief’ (Büyük Şef) Atatürk requested him to
teach the new generation the revolution’s history of jurisprudence; when this request
was conveyed to him by the Minister of Education, he accepted it immediately
although he had planned to work in his farm in Selçuk.26
Another factor that aﬀected the selection of these people is that they had already
been in the ‘modernization’ (modernles¸me) process of the revolution since the
Turkish War of Independence. When Yusuf Hikmet Bayur introduced them, he
particularly emphasized the fact that these people had been in the revolutionary
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process ‘from the very beginning of the national struggle’. Thus, their having
occupied important positions in the revolutionary process and experienced the
enthusiasm of the revolution from the very beginning would make it possible for
them to interpret and explain the revolution from the inside. For those people
teaching the course was a matter of revolutionary creed rather than a scientiﬁc act.27
Since these four ‘teacher’ politicians played a functional role in the formation of a
history of Turkish revolutionary discourse in Turkish universities, we should have a
closer look at them.

Recep Peker (1889–1950) was the ideologue of the single-party period and prepared the
programmes of the Republican People’s Party. Peker, as the General Secretary of the
party, was also Atatürk’s spokesman and he had the right to carry out Atatürk’s work
where necessary. Peker, who played an important role in the construction of the
Kemalist single-party state, became the representative of the extremists in the party due
to his authoritarian and fascistic attitudes. He was born in Istanbul, had his secondary
education in Kocamustafa Pasha Military School and then graduated from Harbiye
School (1907), a military school which trained many famous Turkish commanders. He
occupied some military positions during the Turkish–Italian war (1911–12), the Balkan
wars (1912–13), and in the Rumeli and Caucasian fronts of the First World War. In
1919, he ﬁnished at Military Staﬀ College. He moved from Istanbul to Anatolia
towards the beginning of 1920 to take part in the Turkish War of Independence and
became the General Secretary of the Turkish Parliament that was founded on 23 April
1920. In 1923 he was elected as Member of Parliament of Kütahya province and thus
also a member of the second-period parliament. In the same year he was elected as
General Secretary of the RPP. He became for a while the editorial writer of Hakimiyeti
Milliye newspaper, which was the mouthpiece of the newly established system. He was
Minister of the Interior between 1924 and 1925 and also the representative Minister of
_
_
Development and Housing. In the second and third Ismet
Pasha (Inönü)
parliaments
he was Minister of Defence (1925–27) and Minister of Development and Housing
(1928–30). In 1927, he was elected General Secretary of the RPP for the second time. He
established the ﬁrst government of the multi-party period and with his radical
Atatürkian line of thought he followed an unwavering policy against the opposition in
the parliament. He died in Istanbul in 1950.

Mahmut Esat Bozkurt (1892–1943), the architect of modern Turkish jurisprudence,
participated in the Turkish Communist Party that was founded by Atatürk in 1923.
His leftist-nationalist views are still referred to by diﬀerent groups from the
nationalists to the extremist leftists. He closed the Masonic Lodge which he thought
was serving the aims of imperialistic countries. Bozkurt was born in Kuşadası, an
Aegean coastal town, and graduated from the Istanbul School of Law in 1912. He
took a Ph.D. degree in Fribourg University, Switzerland, writing his thesis on ‘The
Ottoman Capitulation Regime’ (‘Du Regimes des Capitulations Ottomanes’). He
became the head of the Turkish Student Association (Türk Talebe Cemiyeti) that was
established in 1919 in Lausanne. He returned to Turkey to take part in the Turkish
_
War of Independence after Izmir
was invaded by the Greeks and began the Kuvayi
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Milliye (an organization of people’s resistance against the invaders) movement in
_
Kuşadası. He was elected in 1920 as Member of Parliament for Izmir
province. He
took part in the Constitution and Foreign Aﬀairs commissions and became the
Minister of Economy (1922–23) when Rauf Orbay was Prime Minister. At Bozkurt’s
suggestion and with Atatürk’s approval, the ﬁrst ‘National Economy Congress’
_
_
(Milli Iktisat
Kongresi) was then organized in Izmir
in 1923. Bozkurt also took part
in the preparation of the Constitution that was passed in 1924, became Minister of
Economy in Ali Fethi Okyar’s cabinet in the second half of 1923 and was appointed
as Minister of Justice towards the end of 1924. He played an important role in the
foundation of the Ankara School of Law that would train the future jurists of the
country. Mahmut Esat, who continued in his position as Minister of Justice in
subsequent governments, until he retired towards the end of 1930s, played the chief
role in the law reforms which took place in 1924 (such as the Turkish Civil Law,
Turkish Penal Code, Coasting Trade Law, Civil Procedure, Law Merchant and Law
of Obligations). He also represented the Turkish government at Lahey International
Court of Justice (in 1927) over the incident known as the ‘Bozkurt–Lotus event’, in
which a Turkish ship named Bozkurt and a French ship named Lotus bumped into
each other in the Aegean sea in the August of 1926. As a result of the death of eight
Turkish seamen, the captain of the French ship was arrested by the Turkish
authorities, resulting in problems in relations with France. Consequently, Turkey
took the issue to Lahey International Court of Justice and the suit ended in favour of
Turkey. This legal case is seen by Turkish historians as the end of capitulations and
the beginning of a modern period of jurisprudence based on sovereignty rights.
When the law requiring every Turk to have a surname was passed in 1934, Atatürk,
referring to this international success, gave Mahmut Esat the surname ‘Bozkurt’. He
also taught as a professor ‘international law’ in the Faculty of Law and
‘constitutional jurisprudence’ in the Faculty of Political Sciences at the University
of Ankara. Bozkurt died of a cerebral haemorrhage in Istanbul in 1943. Among his
main books are Lotus Davasında Türkiye-Fransa Müdafaaları (Turkey–France
_
Defences in the Lotus Case) (1927), Türk Ihtilalinde
Vatan Müdafaası (The Defence of
_
the Country in the Turkish Revolution) (1934), Türk Köylü ve Is¸çilerinin
Hakları (The
Rights of Turkish Peasants and Workers) (1939), Devletlerarası Hak (International
_
Law) (1940), Atatürk Ihtilali
(The Atatürk Revolution) (1940) and Aksak Timur’un
Devlet Politikası (The State Policy of Aksak Timur) (1943).

Yusuf Hikmet Bayur (1881–1980) occupied a special place in the history of Turkish
politics with his controversial views and strong personality. He served for later
generations as a reliable source for a detailed and documentary record of the events
of the Atatürk period. Bayur was born in Istanbul in 1881. He was the grandson of
Kamil Pasha, one of the late Ottoman Viziers. Due to his family origins, he worked
as a teacher in Mekteb-i Sultani (School of the Sultan). After the establishment of the
Turkish parliament, he became Head Oﬃcer of Political Issues in the Ministry of
Foreign Aﬀairs. He served as counsellor to the Turkish committee in the London
(1921) and Lausanne (1923) Conferences. In 1923, he was appointed as ambassador
to the Turkish Embassy in London and in 1925 as the Belgrade Plenipotentiary. He
also worked as the General Secretary of the President of the Republic, Atatürk, for
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two separate years, ﬁrst in 1927 and then 1932. In between these two dates he worked
as Kabul ambassador (1928). In autumn 1933 he became Minister of Education and
he served in this position for ten months. During this period, he played an important
role in the university reforms in Turkey. He became Senior Professor of Indian
History at the University of Ankara, in the Faculty of Language, History and
Geography, which was founded in 1935. When the multi-party period began, he left
the RPP in 1946 because of some disagreements over party politics. He took part in
the foundation of Nation’s Party (Millet Partisi), the ﬁrst opposition party, and
served this party as General President for two years. He also worked as editorial
writer for Kudret, the party newspaper. He left Nation’s Party in 1952 and was
elected as an independent Member of Parliament in the 1954 and 1957 general
elections. With the military coup on 27 May 1960, he was arrested and imprisoned in
Yassıada with Democrat Party (Demokrat Parti) members who were in power before
the coup. He left political life after being freed under the amnesty of 1963. He then
devoted himself to writing for about 20 years, until his death. Among his main books
are Türkiye Devleti’nin Dıs¸ Siyasası (Foreign Politics of the Turkish State) (1934),
_
Türk Inkılâp
Tarihi (The History of the Turkish Revolution) (1940–67, 3 volumes),
Hindistan Tarihi (Indian History) (1946, 3 volumes), Atatürk, Hayatı ve Eseri
(Atatürk, His Life and Work) (1963), XX. Yüzyılda Türklü
gün Tarihi ve Acun Siyasası
Üzerine Etkileri (The History of the Turkish Nation in the Twentieth Century and its
Eﬀects on World Politics) (1974).

Yusuf Kemal Tengirsenk (1878–1976), who was born in a small town (named Boyabat)
in the Black Sea region, lived for almost a century and passed the last 40 years of his life
as an academician. In the Constitutional Era of the late Ottoman period, he was
arrested while a student in a military school for not giving away his friends’ names.
Tengirsenk served as Member of Parliament both in the parliament of the late Ottoman
period and the parliament of the newly established Turkish system. In the modern
Turkish state, he served in various governments as Minister of Economy, of Foreign
Aﬀairs and of Justice. He graduated from the Faculty of Law at the University of
Istanbul and then took his Ph.D. degree in the Faculty of Law, Department of Political
and Economic Sciences in Paris. After the invasion of Istanbul in 1920, he moved to
Ankara and from there, with Bekir Sami, the Minister of Foreign Aﬀairs of the time, he
went to Moscow as a representative. On 16 March 1921 he returned to Moscow as the
head of a delegation to sign the Turkish–Russian Friendship Treaty. In 1923, he was
appointed as ambassador to London, but upon the decision that a Member of
Parliament and could not also be an ambassador, he resigned the ambassadorship. In
1930 he was appointed Minister of Justice for the second time; however, he subsequently resigned from this post, abandoned active political life and became Professor
of Economics in the Faculty of Law at the University of Ankara.

The ﬁrst books on the history of the Turkish revolution are rather edited lecture
notes that are important historical documents representing the views on the Republic
of the four ‘professor’ members of parliament. In this regard, having a look at these
books will make it easier to identify the themes handled in the HoTR courses.
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Recep Peker’s Inkılap
Dersleri (Revolution Courses) was published by Ulus
Publishing House in 1935.28 The book consists of themes that Peker treated in his
lectures and each theme title is presented as a chapter title in the book. These titles are:
1. The Meaning of the Revolution, 2. Revolution of Freedom, 3. Revolution of Class, 4.
Reactions to Revolution of Class, 5. Political Parties, 6. Types of Political Parties, 7.
Diﬀerent Political Parties, 8. The Working Types of Political Parties, 9. Independence.
In his book Peker handles the military and interior political dimensions of the Turkish
revolution and the new conceptions brought about by it by contrasting it with the
revolutions in other countries. He especially focuses on the term ‘revolution’ (inkılap) in
his book. According to him, revolution is ‘cleaning a social structure of what is
reactionary, bad and dangerous and replacing it with the new, right, good and useful’.29
It presupposes the use of force where necessary against those rooted and reactionary
traditional social factors when realizing revolutionary practices. Peker points out that
this is possible only with the existence of a political party (staﬀ) that knows what is good
and right for society. On the other hand, ignoring Ottoman history, he criticizes the
revolutions of freedom (hürriyet inkılabı) in Europe that began with the French
revolution and resulted in free speech. For Peker, instead of the parliamentary systems in
European countries that made free speech possible for reactionary movements (mürteci
unsurlar) and gave rise to class conﬂicts and individualization which may be considered
as the denial of the ultimate state dominance, Turkey has its own revolutionary idea
based on nationalism, rather than the European Parliamentary Practice.
_
Another book is Yusuf Kemal Tengirsenk’s lectures on the Türk Inkılâbı
DersleriEkonomik De
gis¸meler (Turkish Revolution Courses: Economic Changes) that was
published by the Student Association of the University of Istanbul in 1935. Like
Peker’s book, each lecture forms a chapter. The ﬁrst ﬁve lectures deal with
the economic changes which had taken place from the Ottoman period to the time
of the book. The sixth lecture is entitled ‘Revolution in Population’, the seventh
‘Revolution in Agriculture’, the eighth ‘Revolution in Industry’, the ninth
‘Revolution in Transportation’, and the last is ‘Revolution in Commerce’.
Dialogue method is sometimes used, which indicates the friendly class atmosphere
of Tengirsenk’s lectures. Since the main subject of the book is economic changes,
relevant statistics, numerical information and data are presented. In Tengirsenk’s
lecture notes, when he praises the independence of the Turkish nation, his discourse
seems exaggerated in some cases. For instance, when describing the conditions of the
1920s, he says, ‘when all the ﬁres of the world dropped upon the heads of the Turkish
people and our future existence was pathetically uncertain, with bare feet, with sticks
as weapons in their hands, and with not a farthing in the Treasury, the Turkish
people tried to ﬁght against the invaders’.30
Another book on the history of the Turkish revolution is Mahmut Esat Bozkurt’s
_
Atatürk Ihtilâli
(The Atatürk Revolution), which was published in 1940.31 This book
was also the ﬁrst important publication of the Revolution Institute of the University
of Istanbul.
Bozkurt begins his book with the dedication ‘To Atatürk’ and the following
poetical statements:32
In this book
I tried to tell your work.
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Could I?
I do not think so.
You and your work are so sublime;
Diﬃcult to reach!
The book was not published when Atatürk was alive, and in the subsequent
statement Bozkurt says: ‘I come before Atatürk with a fragmented heart and with a
book orphaned and torn to bits and pieces’.
As a matter of fact, Bozkurt designed his book in three volumes. However, during
his lifetime he could only write the ﬁrst volume, which is entitled The Atatürk
Revolution.33 If he could have written the other two volumes, the second would have
been about the Turkish War of Independence in which, he said, ‘extraordinary
happenings took place’ (insan üstü hadiselerinin ifadesi). On the other hand, the third
would have been about economic, legal and social developments following the
establishment of the Republic.
_
In the book Atatürk Ihtilali
there is no such thing as a table of contents. The poor
editing as well as the multiple references make the book diﬃcult to follow. It jumps
from one subject to another, touching upon many issues from Nazism to Fascism, to
the Magna Carta and the French Revolution. The large amount of information
included in this 500-page book, in fact, shows the writer’s intellectual level. However,
he is sometimes criticized for not relating events to the Turkish revolution. For
instance, an inﬂuential socialist writer of the period, Şevket Süreyya Aydemir, states,
‘Mahmut Esat Bozkurt’s book is like a bundle of subjects not connected to each
other. He talks about such subjects as life and death, who John Locke is, and so on,
which are not related to the Turkish revolution’.34 The new endnotes added to the
book, and other additional notes, indicate that the book was intended to be
rewritten, excluding some irrelevant parts and including new sections.
As can be understood from the title of the book, The Atatürk Revolution focuses
mainly on the idea of revolution. First, dictionary or encyclopaedia deﬁnitions of the
term are presented in a contrasting way. Then, from Locke to Rousseau, Kant and
Marx, various philosophers’ ideas of revolution are analyzed. And, lastly, Bozkurt
winds up the argument by trying to present his own deﬁnition of the term. According
to Bozkurt, revolution (ihtilal) is a movement which destroys, in political, social and
economic terms, an old and reactionary system, usually through the use of force, and
establishes in its place a new and innovative one.35 Revolutions not only change
administrators and the political form applied in the country; they also change
the social institutions. The decisive point in Bozkurt’s deﬁnition of the term is the
replacement of the old with the new (ileri). If there is no such replacement, the
revolution becomes a reactionary (irtica) one. In his deﬁnition, Bozkurt classiﬁes
revolution into three categories: political, social, and economic. Only with the copresence of these three categories does a revolution become complete. For Bozkurt,
the examples in world history for this deﬁnition and categorization are the French
Revolution of 1879, the Russian Socialist revolution of 1917 and the Atatürk
revolution that began in 1919.
When he discusses whether revolutions should be regarded as legitimate or not, his
view is close to Locke’s, which indicates that Bozkurt sees revolution as a natural
right of the nation to use as required. He disagrees with Kant’s idea that revolution is
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a loathsome movement that may destroy everything valuable in human life – an idea
which is contrary to that of Locke. However, like Kant, he too thinks that in some
cases the right of revolution is open to misuse.
Yusuf Hikmet Bayur’s book, on the other hand, was ﬁrst published in 1940 by the
_
Turkish History Institute with the title Türk Inkılabı
Tarihi (History of Turkish
Revolution).
Like Bozkurt’s, Bayur’s book was not published in Atatürk’s lifetime. Statements
in the preface to the book, make clear Bayur’s wish that he could have shown the
book to Atatürk and asked his guidance.
_
Bayur’s Türk Inkılabı
Tarihi provides a comprehensive analysis of the period from
Abdülhamit the Second (one of the late Sultans of the Ottoman Empire) to the end
of the First World War. In the following years other editions of the book appeared
and to each one new information obtained from recently discovered documents was
added. The indebtedness stated in the book to the Ministry of Foreign Aﬀairs,
Turkish Historical Society, State Archives, Institute of the Turkish Revolution of the
University of Istanbul indicate the source of the additional information and
documents. Due to the extra information, the number of the volumes increased to
three. According to the most recent edition of the book in 1983, the titles of the
volumes go as follows:
Volume I: The historical events from the Ayastephanos (Yes¸ilköy) Treaty to the
_
Second Constitutional Era (Ikinci
Mes¸rutiyet Dönemi); the ideational and religious
conﬂicts in the period leading to the Second Constitutional Era.
Volume II: Tripoli (Trablusgarb) and Balkan Wars; treaties to share the Asian
part of the Ottoman Empire.
Volume III: The First World War that took place between 1914 and 1918.
The administration staﬀ of the Constitutional Era (the Sultan, Caliph, and the
_
_
Unionists – Ittihatçılar)
is harshly criticized in the Türk Inkılabı
Tarihi, which is an
analysis of the history of the events that prepared the ground for the National
Struggle. In the book, it is also stated that Atatürk saved at least the Turkish part of
the Ottoman Empire.
Bayur divides the Turkish revolution into two periods: the period of reforms in the
late Ottoman Empire that Bayur dates to the middle of the eighteenth century; the
second period, which he calls the Atatürk revolution, which began in 1918, the start
of the Turkish revolution. He conceives the reforms of the ﬁrst period as limited and
superﬁcial and those of the second period as comprehensive, all-inclusive and
profound.

By 1942 it became necessary to organize the revolution course into a programme or
lectures, train a certain number of teaching staﬀ for it and conduct research and issue
_
_
publications on it. This issue was raised on 1 October 1941 by Ismet
Inönü,
the
President of the Republic, in his annual opening speech to the parliament. He stated,
‘The Revolution course that has been given until now in the form of lectures should
be given comprehensively in the universities with the title of ‘‘The History of
Revolution and the Regime of the Republic of Turkey’’’. He also stated that an

Downloaded by [Cankaya Universitesi] at 01:51 06 May 2014

The First ‘History of the Turkish Revolution’

605

‘Institute of the History of the Turkish Revolution and the Republic of Turkey’
should be founded to do research in this ﬁeld and to expand the course.36
This speech was regarded as an order by the government; later a draft of a
proposed law was submitted to parliament by the Ministry of Education concerning
this issue.37 The proposal was accepted in parliament without query or discussion.
All the members of parliament considered the establishment of such an institute to
the beneﬁt of the Republic. For instance, according to the Istanbul Member of
Parliament Alaeddin Gövsa, the aim of the Institute was ‘to teach the ideology of the
regime of the Republic to students and to present the Revolution in an academic
way’.38 Minister of Education Hasan Ali Yücel also pointed out that the Institute
would help the Turkish War of Independence, and the revolution was to be taught in
a scientiﬁc way to the new generation, who were the future of the country.39
With the establishment of the Institute, the courses given until 1942 in the form of
lectures by politicians (members of parliament) were given over to the academicians
and began to be taught as one of many in the university, though without losing its
importance. Thus, in Enver Ziya Karal’s words, ‘the teaching method that was an
obstruction for understanding the course comprehensively has changed in a way
that will make the country a developed one’.40 There was a common view that
with the Institute a scientiﬁc method would be applied in the teaching of the course
and the subjects covered would include the newly discovered documents and
information.41
_
The Institute of the History of the Turkish Revolution (Türk Inkılap
Tarihi
Enstitüsü) realized the function speciﬁed for the revolution course by the Act passed
in parliament. In the draft, the motive for the proposed law was said to be that the
course would teach university students the historical causes of the revolution, the
way it emerged, and the realities of life on which its principles rested.42 It was also
stated that when combined with their national manners and good morals, the things
they would learn from the course would help them face possible future social
problems with a revolutionary creed and frame of mind.
Professor Enver Ziya Karal, who was appointed as head of the Institute of the
History of the Turkish Revolution, stated that the following points would be taught
to students:43
1. To protect the country against foreign invaders even in the harshest conditions.
2. To make the nation work in cooperation for the establishment of the Turkish
state and its development.
3. The stages of modern Turkish revolution.
4. To protect the structure of the regime of the Republic of Turkey and make it
stronger.
The Institute prepared a draft suggesting how the course should be taught.44 In the
programme framed in 1942, the HoTR course was handled in two parts.45 The ﬁrst
part, entitled ‘The History of the Turkish War of Independence and the Turkish
Revolution’, included developments from the Montreux Treaty to the beginning of
the Second World War.46 In the second part, entitled ‘The Regime of the Republic of
Turkey’, the Turkish regime was introduced and its structure, qualiﬁcations and the
events that prepared the ground for its emergence were deﬁned.
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With the foundation of the Institute, the name of the course did not change
_
_
although Ismet
Inönü
named it ‘The History of the Turkish Revolution and the
Regime of the Republic of Turkey’ in the above-mentioned opening speech. In the
parliamentary meeting on the law concerning the establishment of the Institute on 15
April 1942, the Kastamonu Member of Parliament, Abidin Binkaya suggested the
use of the modern Turkish word ‘Devrim’ for ‘revolution’ in the name of the
_
Institute instead of the old Turkish word ‘Inkilap’.
The Minister of Education Hasan
Ali Yücel agreed with this suggestion and instructed that the old Persian and Arabicrooted words in the Constitution should be replaced with modern Turkish words.47
About 26 years after this meeting, on 20 March 1968, the name of the course was
changed by the Institute to ‘Türk Devrim Tarihi’.48 It should be noted that the leftist
movements that were increasing day by day in the 1960s were also inﬂuential in this
decision because the Turkish word ‘devrim’ is one that had been commonly used to
deﬁne the leftist movements in the country. This is why the word ‘inkılap’ began to
be used again instead of ‘devrim’ after the military coup on 12 September 1980.
After 1980, the History of the Turkish Revolution course did not change much in
content. However, the military administration of this period renamed the course
_
‘Atatürk Principles and the History of the Turkish Revolution’ (Atatürk Ilkeleri
ve
_
Inkılap
Tarihi), which indicated the pedagogical function the military administration
expected from it. However, according to the well-known political scientist Bülent
Tanör, such naming was chronologically incorrect because the six principles that
were called the Atatürk Principles (which are Republicanism, Populism, Nationalism, Laicism, the Policy of State Control and Revolutionism) were speciﬁed in the
Republican People’s Party Congress in 1931 while the revolutionary actions (such as
the closing of the convents of dervishes, the reform of headgear and dress, the use of
the Latin alphabet, and so on) took place mostly towards the middle of the 1920s.49

The History of the Turkish Revolution course emerged as a result of the need to
teach the new generation the history and principles of the revolution. In this regard,
the lectures given by the four ‘professor’ members of government in the Revolution
Institute of the University of Istanbul and the Ankara University Faculty of Law are
worthy of taking into consideration.
In the History of the Turkish Revolution lectures, each politician who gave a
lecture reﬂected his own political view. For instance, in Peker’s lectures, the
parliamentary system is regarded with extreme scepticism and the need for
authoritarian state control is frequently emphasized. In Tengirsenk’s lectures, on
the other hand, as opposed to the idea of private enterprise in classical economy, the
need for the involvement of the state in the economy is stressed and the importance
of getting rid of capitulations is underlined. In contrast to those of others, in
Bozkurt’s lectures, anti-imperialism and the idea of independence are prominent. In
Bayur’s lectures, on the other hand, opposition to Western domination and the
Turkish nation’s struggle for independence are treated from a nationalist point of
view.
These politicians, who were devoted to the Republican ideals, also reﬂected
their views when handling the Ottoman period with an unfavourable approach. They
said that a mobilization of enlightenment should begin, opposed to the Ottoman
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heritage, and they underlined the vital diﬀerences between the Ottoman and the
Republican periods. In their lectures, the Ottoman background that had inﬂuenced
the Turkish revolution throughout its progression was either touched on only brieﬂy
or disregarded. The late Ottoman period was treated in a particularly subjective way
and from a strongly republican frame of mind. This was in accordance with the
thesis that the idea of Turkish republicanism was a ‘break from the Ottoman’
(Osmanlı’dan kopus¸).
The ﬁrst revolution courses, when seen in terms of the course books used, were
quite contemporary; in other words, they dealt with current issues instead of past
events. In the study of revolutionary acts the course became a ‘political science’ as
well as a ‘science of history’. The contemporariness of the revolution courses
continued with the foundation of the Institute of the History of the Turkish
Revolution in 1942. At its meeting towards the end of 1942, the Institute’s Council of
_
Science (Ilmıˆ
Kurul) came to the decision that the HoTR course books would be
renewed in every ﬁve years so that they could always include current issues or events
that belonged to the recent past.50
From the period of lectures to that of university courses, it can be said that the
lectures on the history of Turkish revolution served to form a theoretical framework
for the revolution and functioned as a type of ‘revolutionary training’ (inkılap
terbiyecili
gi),51 whereas the courses after 1942, with the foundation of the Institute
of the History of the Turkish Revolution and the Republic of Turkey, acquired a
methodological character, became more scientiﬁc, and thus began to require
proﬁciency in the ﬁeld.52
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(Istanbul).

Downloaded by [Cankaya Universitesi] at 01:51 06 May 2014

The First ‘History of the Turkish Revolution’

609

_
29. Peker, Inkılâp
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_
Bozkurt’s lectures are said to have been listened to with ‘enthusiasm’. Ilk
Tarihi Ders Notları
(prepared by O. Aslanapa), p.10.
_
35. Bozkurt, Atatürk Ihtilâli,
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