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FOREWORD

The present study was submitted to Columbia University as a doctoral
dissertation 1n July 1980. In September 1980 Turkey experienced another
military intervention. The argument of the study, 1 think, has expianatory
value concermng what has unfolded since then. (Which, in turn, 1 think, vin-
dicates that argument.) Therefore, | have made no substantive change in the
text and even left the ume clauses as they are in the final chapter. Here, 1
would like 1o stress one point. The 1deological ‘‘constants’ 1 have indicated in
twentieth-century dominant Turkish political thought by using Gokalp, 1n a
sense, as a foil, retain their validity for the 1980°s at a certain level of abstrac-
tion. The post-1980 concrete political groupings and realignments represent
but orgamizanional reshuffling and change of pilaces among familiar actors, on
a familiar political space—the 1deological parameters of which now officially
defined as exclusively corporatist and on which proliferation of corporaust in-
stirutions, faws, and practices comntinues.

I thank: Jacob Hurewitz and Douglas Chalmers of Columbia University;
Serif Mardin of Bogazi¢i Unmiversitesi; Joseph Rotschild, Edward Allworth,
and Richard Bulliet of Columbia Umversity; Marion Leith, Engin Akarls, and
Zafer Toprak of Bogazigi Universites:; Avia Ortacg; Jane Warner and Nurten
Senay; Peggy Freund and M. Ann Campbetl. I pive this book to the person to
whom 1t owes Its existence.
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THE CONTEXT







CHAPTER ONE
HISTORICAL AND SOCIAL SETTING

Ziva Gokalp 1s the only systematic thinker of stature that Turkey has pro-
duced in the twentieth century. He lived and wrote in a ume of profound crisis
and change which marked the transition from the multi-ethnic Ottoman Em-
pire (1299-1922) to the nanon-state of the Turkish Republic (1920/1923).
Under conditions of political turmoil, economic bankruptcy, world war, and
a desperate search for cultural re-orientation, he tried to create a synthesis of
Turkic, Islamic, and Western values and concepts for the national revival of
Turkcﬁl.

Gokalp witnessed the collapse of an empire whose relative weakness vis a
vis the other European powers had grown deeper since about the end of the
seventeenth century, and had evolved into a disintegrative process through
1914, Histonians generally take the abortive siege of Vienna in 1683 as the
beginning of the reversal of Ottoman power when its expansion Westward was
deasively halted by Europe.'

In a series of treaties irom that of Karlowitz (1699) to Lausanne (1923), the
Ottoman Turks lost their territories in Centrai and Eastern Europe, North
Africa and the Aegean, Crimea and Caucasia, the Persian and Arab Near-
East.’

What was won by an Islamic conquest-state over four hundred vears was
progressively lost in the course of 1wo hundred years. Eariy in the 15th cen-
wury, populations governed by policies of tributary impenalism and granting
of semi-autonomy to religious communites (nillets) began to resort 1o revolu-
tionary activities which soon took the form of separatist movements organiz-
ed along ethnic lines and inspired by nationalist 1deologies. In the
predominantly Christian provinces, independent nationalist states began to
form, while the predominantly Muslim provinces fell under European rule
one after another. At the close of the First World War Turkev had already
become an Anatolian state and an ethnically and religioustv homogeneous na-
nion by way of secession and elimination. Turkish nationalism was thus less a
chosen policy than an accomplished fact of history, Goékalp, as the major for-
" “muiator of Turkish nationalism and amdst the persisting lost causes of Ot-
' tomanism and Islamic communalism. acauiesced in the diciates of listorical

reality and advocated a nonexpansionist, nonirredentist Turkism to ease the
public conscience 1n the transition from empire to nation.
Continuous military defeat and 1erritonial retreat before the Europeans n
the two centuries of deciine forced upon the Ottomans what has been called
ngefenswe modermzatiof, and wshered in an era of reforms. Modernization 1n
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some way always meant Westermzation, for the Ottomans identified with the
strong 1n order to resist the strong. Earlier attempts at modermzation
(1718-1839) were confined to adopuon of Western military techniques and
weaponry, training and organization. A second phase (1839-1876) involved
comprehensive reforms in the administrative and educational fields, agamn
based on Western models. After an abortive experimentation in parliamen-
tanism (1876-1878), modernizauon efforts continued under Abdiithamt 11°s
despousm (1878-1908) and during the Second Constitutional Period
(1908-1918).

In the eighteenth century, the major Western source of inspiration was
France. Starting 1n the second quarter of the nineteenth century, British 1n-
fluences were added. By the 1890’s German influences made their appearance,
1o iast until well after World War 1. Western-oriented modernization efforts,
throughout, not oniy elicited opposition and ntermittent revolts from the
tradinonal sectors of the Ottoman society, but also posed agonizing intellec-
tual dilemmas for the modermzers themselves.-To reconcile Western concepts
and practices with traditional Islamic and later Turkish values was not an easy
undertaking. The result was, mvanably, either ghallow eclecticism or internal-
ly contradictory combinations. In this respect, 100, Ziya Gokalp was to stand
out as the originator of the least inconsistent synthesis.

What 1 have called the second phase of modernizing reforms; the Tanzimar
period (1839-1876), 1s a controversial episode i Turkish history, but it had
far-reachung and lasung effects on Ottoman-Turkish society. Drawing upon
earlier beginmings, especially in the reigns of Selim III (1789-1807) and
Mahmut 11 (1808-1839), Tanzimat (meanmng reorderings or reorganization)
signified modern Turkey’s irreversible entry into the Western ‘‘circle of
civilization,’” to use one of Gokalp's terms, although he is a strong critic of
the Tanzimar 1n many ways as we shall see. As the Shaws correctly observe,
the Tanzimat changed ‘‘the concept of Ot i ]
one of alempung 10 preserve and restore the old instiitions 1o @ modern one
of replacing them with new ones, some imported from the West.”” Also, ‘‘the
successes as well as the failures of the Tanzimar movement in many ways
directly deterrmmined the course reform was 1o 1ake subsequently in the Turkish
Republic (o the present day.””

The Tanzumat came 1n the wake of a number of important developments.
The first was the 1808 Sened-i-ttifak (**Contract of Alliance’’), signed be-
tween the palace and the Avans {provincial power magnates of semi-feudal
nature) in an effort to reach a consensus over reorgamzational principles and
measures for the consolidation of povernmental authority. It essennally
suipulated a more broadly based governmental svstem that incorporated the
provincial power bases. The Contract, however, was born dead. 1stanbul was
unwilling to cooperate with the provincial leaders who were considered rivals

'
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of the Sultan and, therefore, challengers of central authority. As a matter of
fact, protracted attempts were made under Mahmud 11 (1808-1839) to purge
the ayan and exert Sultan’s authority over the provinces through military cen-
tralization. Mahmud 11’s relentless rpeasures toward§ that end, however,
brought him into a head-on collision with Mehmet Ali, the powerful governor
of Egypt. In the first round of the struggle (1832-1833) Mehmet Ali registered
devastating victories over Mahmud’s armies. ln the ‘second round
(1839-1841), Mehmet Ali was duly cast back into Egypt as a vassal, but onlv
with Great Britain’s crucial naval, military, and diplomatic support. To ac-
quire that support, istanbui liberally offered to the British the Commercia)
Treaty of 1838 {Trade Convention of Balta Limam) which removed previous
Ottoman trade restrictions and tarriff walls and opened up Ottoman ter-
ritories as a vast market for Briish manufactures.® jstanbul thus emerged
triumphant 1n the struggie for destroying provincial power bases, albeit at a
rather high cost.

Manmud 11 died in 1839. The initnative of reform and reorgamzation was
taken over not by his 16 year-old successor Abdiilmecid (1839-1861) but by
Resid Pasa, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, who had been the Ottoman
negotiator with the British. He became the chief architect of the Tanzimai.

The official document that auvgured the Tanzimat, the Giilhane Harr-i
Hiimayunu (*‘Imperial Rescript of Giilhane’’) came in 1839, immediately
after the Commercial Treaty of 1838, The Giilhane Rescript declared to
reform taxation and conscription, and to guaraniee the life, honor, property
and inheritance rights of all Ottoman subjects regardless of their creed and
relipion. In net balance and i1n appiication, the Rescript represented less a
universalistic confirmation of liberal principles than legal assurances to the
non-Muslim and non-Turkish mercantile groups protected by and affiliated
with European commercial interests. It was penned by Resit Pasa, but i was
pressed for and approved by the Britisg—foreshadowing the typical local-
Western configuration of the Tanzimat brand of Westernization.

The Imperial Rescript of Reform (Islehar Fermani) which was 1ssued n
1856 1o reaffirm the Rescript of Giilhane was outright co-authored by three
European ambassadors together with Ali Pasa and Fuad Pasa, both protépe:
of Resid and 1he leaders of the second stage of the Tanzimar.*

In fact, the Tanzimat was characterized by the domination of the povern-
ment by Western-oriented grand viziers (Resid, Ali, and Fuad), who came 10
supplant the power of the Palace with that of the Sublime Porte (Bdb-1 Ali) n
the now centralized Ottoman state. The Tanzimar, 1in restructuring ministries,
government depariments, legislative councils, the admimstration of justice
and of municipal povernment, deepened the process of centralization. It also
introduced a new system of schoois for the education of West-
ernized bureaucrais, nstitutionalizing the long process of secularizanon
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modern Turkey.® Although no secularnization of general public education was

“erizken, these developments signified the further eclipse of the traditional
religious school system imedreses) along with the diminution of the politicai
influence of the learned clergy (ulema).

What 1s, however, inadequately stressed by historians 1s that the Tanzimat
reforms carried out by a Westernized upper bureaucracy, often in conjunction

" with European powers, were taking place in what J. C. Hurewitz has

: called **modernization 1n a closed circunt.’”” They were compartmentalized in-
to the military, administrative, legal, and institutional spheres, without cor-
responding modernization in the social and economic fields. The results, if
not also the cause, was deepening economic dependency on European capial
and political power as well as eventual financial bankruptey.

This aspect of the Tanzimar did not go unnoticed by contemporary criics,

. as 1 was to be one of the reasons for Ziya Goékalp’s condemnation of the Tan-

__zimay glite’s ‘manner of WeslermzmgIA new bureaucratic intelligentsia that

¢ + came nto being as a Tesult of the early Tanzimat reforms now started 1o see

! the pasas as not only too Weststruck at the expense of traditional Islamic

values and national {meaning Ottoman) interests, but also autocratic and

_oligarchic. The movement formed 1tself into a society of Young Otiomans in

‘lﬁﬁ only to be disbanded in 1872. The Young Ottomans, led by Namik

Kemai and Ziya Pasa, called for political liberalization, constitutional checks

on the monarchy and Porte-bureaucracy, parliamentarism, and a better
balance of éy‘est&nsm and tradinonalism,*

“The Shaws correctly observe that the “Consmunon and Parliament n-
troduced in 1876 and again in 1908 were the direct results of the agitanon of
the Young Ottomans, but one must remember that they could not have been
achieved without the preparatory reforms carried out through the vears by the
dedicated Men of the Tanzimar whom the Young Ottomans ciricized 5o
vigorouslv.”’* Moreover, the changes i the basic institutions of Otioman
government were accompanied by significant alterations in the Ottoman
sociat structure. As the Shaws put 1t, the **Old Ruling Class of Otiomans was
replaced by a new class of bureaucrats, the memurs, with the msecuriy
resuling from their position as slaves of the Sultan replaced by a new
assurance provided by their development into a secular bureaucratic hierarchy
with lepal protections that discouraged the rapid shifts of fortune endemic in
the Old Order.”’'®

Penetranion of European capital and consequent development of in-
termediarv commercial activity, coupled with the Tanzimar’s legal protection
of private property, had also given nse to @ new mercantile middle clags.
“*Dominauon of Ouoman government and society by the memurs was
challenged by the new mddle class, which was just becoming a significant
political facior 1n the Iatter half of the mineteenth century. With the bulk of
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wealth in traditional Ottoman soctety coming from the land and with us
revenues considered the property of the suitan and his Ruling Class, capnal
among the subjects could be amassed only througn] trade and jndustry'' But |
new political and economic factors n the eighteenth and especially nineteenth |
centuries led to the rise of private ianded as well as commercial wealth 1n the \
hands of local notables. The most powerful of these notables (the ayan) used
their wealth for political purposes, ofien building their own locat armies to
perpetuate their power. But when Mahmuad 11's efforts to crush these and cen-
tralize all means of physical coercion in the empire ulimately succeeded, onlv
those provincial notables who were willing to use their wealth as capital to
develop economic and commercial enterprises had a chance to survive. The

Tanzimar incorporated this new class of wealthy notables (*‘esraf’, in the e oy,
Turkish sense of the word) into the provincial administrative councils; thu - r’@fgf
giving them some leverage over local polings ™ "':_,:‘ =

It was mainly the Christian elements, however, who gained most from L :"’u
tensified commercial relations with Europe under the Tanzimar, Almosl\ic‘zp;
ajways the Europeans preferred to work through local Christian merchantsin =~ ™ - «
conducting busiess in Otioman lands. Often, the economic and legal f:é

privileges enjoved by the Europeans (as a consequence of the 1838 Commer-
cial Treaty and similar conventions successively signed with other European
states) were extended to their locai apents as well. Muslim merchants, who felt
dependent on their Christian colleagues even in the predominantly Muslim
areas, desired 10 have a greater share of the lucrative trade with Europe. In the
predominantly Christian Balkan provinces, on the other hand, similar fric-
nons arose beiween Christian peasants and their Muslim iandlords. The
government cautiously but firmly tried to appease the pieas of Chnstuan
peasants for fairer treatment 1in compliance with the principles of the Tan-
zumai. 1t failed to prevent, however, the intensification of nauonalistic libera-
tion movements among Christuians, ted by prosperous middle classes and often
supporied by one European power or another.

The Young Ottoman movement and the aboruve First Constnutional
Period {1876-1878)"* that 1t led 10 must be seen against this background. On
the basis of the 1876 Constitution, a bicameral parliament convened in Istan-

ul. The lower house, which brought together an ethnically and religiouslv
mixed group of provincial represeniatives, served as a convenient platform {or Psb
the_expression of widespread complainis apainst the me Nm } @

deputies represented the interests of the new middle classes an and were willing to y/ %\

cooperate with the central government. but the centralist, eliust, and }
authornanan traditions of Ottoman siatecraft precluded toleration of that
type of criticism, Besides, ethnic and relipious hostilities and frictions between
the deputies hardened just about the nme when the Ottomans suffered one o}
the worst defeats of their mstoryv (the Russo-Turkish War of 1877). The
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government was overwhelmed by humiliating peace negotiations, a bankrupt
treasury, an enormous foreign debt, fresh separatist attempts and claims,
Muslim refugees flooding 1nto 1stanbul from lost terntories, and an nten-
sified reaction among the Muslims against Western encroachments.
Abdiilharmd 11, the reigming sultan (1876-1909), prorogued the lower house of
the Parliament on the basis of his constitutional rights and-with the support of
|gading statesmen,

‘-‘; He then began to centralize the government around his person. The ensuing

U period of despotism represented a shift of power from the Porte to the
Islamcist sultan, who, in alliance with a ‘*plutocracy of pashas’'* and keen
on acquinng the support of Muslim notables and religious leaders in the
provinces, put an end to all political liberalization. Efforts to modernize the
governmental machinery and to train qualified bureaucrats to improve and
seculanize the court and public education systems, and to develop the
economic nfrastructure continued without Interruption, if not with renewed
vigor, The Suitan desired that his Muslim ‘‘subjects’’ benefit more from these
improvements. He was paruially successful i this, but his Islamicist policies
provoked great pressure from European powers and contributed to further in-
tensification of the separatist nationalisuc movements among Christians.
Meanwhile, his oppressive measures drove voung intellectuals, bureaucrats,
and officers 1nto clandestine opposition movements that considered the
Sultan's policies a threat to the inte te

A secret society founded in 1889 by military cadets, the Commitiee of
Union and Progress (Jirihar ve Terakki Cemuyeri), soon found adherents
among jumor civilian and military bureaucrats, dissident intellectuals in exile
in Europe, and among the Turkish and Muslim sections of the emergent mid-
dle class—who saw 1n the Young Turks’ incipient nationalism a better oppor-
tunity to expropriate and replace the mercantile minonity groups. The Young
Turk ‘‘Revolution’” of 1908 brought about the restoration of the 1876 Con-
stiution and of the parliament by Abdiilhamit, who was finally deposed in
1909 having been hold responsible for an attempt at counter-revolution by the
reactionary elements 1n the society. Among those elected to the first Central
Committee of the Umon and Congress Party in“1909 ﬁvas Ziya Gokaip.

By 1914, however, the Uniomst government had been transformed into an
authornanian one-party rule under the triumvirate of Enver, Talat, and Cemal
pasas, who entered the First World War as an ally of Germany and promptly
fled to Berlin a1 1ts conclusion in 1918. The Armistice of Mudros (1918) and
the Treatv of Sevres (1920) formalized the dissolution of the Otioman Empire.
British, French, Italian, and Greek forces began to invade parts of Turkey.
Remaining Uniomst leaders including Ziva Gokalp, were exiled to Malta.

Nationalist resistance formed 1in Anatolia under the leadersmp of Mustafa
Kemal Atatiirk. In 1920 a Grand National Assemblv convened in Ankara, and

o e
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a ““Government of the G.N.A.”” was set up in opposilion to the Allied-
controlled Ottoman government in Istanbui. A new republican constitution
was drawn up in 1921. In 1922 the Sulianate was abolished by the G.N.A..
depriving the Istanbul government of 1ts lepal foundation. The War of In-
dependence having been brought to successful completion in 1922, the
Republic was officially declared in 1923. The years 1923-1945 were to be those

of the authoritanan single-party regime of the Kemalist Republican People’s \

Party. Ziya Gokalp, after his return from Malta :nggg_g# joined the Kemalist
nationalists 1n Ankara, and the RPP when 1t was founded in 1923.

Gokalp served, 1n the Second Constitutional Period (1908-1920), as a major
ideologue and a member of the Central Commitiee of the Union and Progress
Party. His ideas, however, were more amply implemented under the single-
party rule (1920-1945) of the first generation of Kemalists, whom Gékalp
joined and fully endorsed. VAlthough his unumely death probably deprived
him of recognition as S the official ideologue of the First Republic as well, his
influence can J ' ed.As a member of the Republican People’s
Party, among other public offices, Gokalp wrote and advised on a range of

subjects from the constitution to the family and gave ininial formulation to the

organizanion and 1deology of the single party, however much his teachings
were to be distorted subsequently.

Through his works, and indirectly through his many students and disciples
who came berween the two world wars to fill imporrant posts in the Kemalist
party and bureaucracy, 1n acaderma and in the press, Gékalp continued to ex-
ert immense 1nfluence on the political and tellectual life of inter-war and

post-war Turkey. In_fact, the major thesis of the present siudy-is _thar -

Gokalp's corporaust thinking has provxdem worldvnew for
the-severa) dominant poliucal |deoloe,ms_an.cl_m_b@mlosopmes n Turkey
and that, more specifically, Umonism (1908-1918) and Kemalism (1923-1950) :
as singular official ideologies, as well as contemporary Kemalismis) °
(1960-1980), are but programmatic and, in the narrow sense, ldeological
W&g@ Indeed Gokalp’s corporatist model was the
earliest, most articuigie. and rpoST democralc pne in the Turkish Repubhc \J
Gokalp s sv§iem may be taken as a codification 61 the dominant ideas of his
-time, blending European corporatism and elements of the national political
.krpen‘t_a]i_ty.wlt may also be viewed as a source of influence and point of depar-
ture for what followed. In other words, his system fixed the parameters within
which mainsiream polinical discourse and action has been conducted in
‘} Turkey. To put n differently, the major 1deoiogical positions in Turkey have
| been denived {rom s pervasive corporaust model, occasionally explicitiv
} acknowledged and often onlv implied. Thus, 1 contend that the solidarism of
the Republican People’s Party of the Second Republic :(1960-1980), the
Kemalism:of the original RPP, the continuing Kemalism of the armed forces.
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_ . .u tile national socialism of the Nationalist Ac¢uon Party are vanants of

{ Gokalp’s corporatism. Their corporatism ranges from solidarism, with an ele-

é—fnent of democracy, to fascism. All are anti-Marxist, anti-socialist, and ant-
liberal, but not anu-capitalist. Each selectively emphasizes one aspect or
another of Gokalp's corporauism, or rather, corporatist capitalism in its
philosophical, political, and economic dimensions. ‘Hence, an assessment of
his system should furmish a vardstick for evaluating the several political
movements whose 1deologies trace back to Gokalp.

Gokalp’s corporatism, moreover, has been so formative i Turkish political
development that the étatist and authoritanian ‘‘liberalisms’® of the
Democratic (1950-1960) and Justice (1965-1980) Parues have also had to
operate within comparable cultural and msttutionai corporatist structures,
not to mention the corporatist ideological residues they themselves have in-
herited, via Kemalism if not directly from Gdékalp. It is important, if for no
other reason than this, to form an adeguate understanding of Gokalp’s
system. If there 15 10 come, at all, from liberal or leftist vantage points a
serious critique of the dominant, persistent cultural and institutional struc-
tures of recent Turkish politics, that enterprise will have to come to terms with

okalpism-Kemali irst

English speakers know Gokalp through the translations of Niyazi Berkes
{Turkish Nanonalism and Western Civilization: Selected Essays of Ziya
Gokalp, 1959) and Robert Devereux i(Ziya Gdkalp: The Principles of
Turkism, 1968), and through the monographic work of Uriel Heyd (Foun-
danuns of Turkish Nanonalism: The Life and Teachings of Ziya Gékalp,
1950). The first rwo works contain translations mostly of Gokalp’s historical,
cultural, and nanonalisuc writings with little representation of his political
and social thought. Hevd’s work 1s a valuable, if somewhat dated, attempt at
a comprehensive exposure of Gokalp’s thought, focusing, however, again on
matters of cuiture, reiigion, history, and nationalism, with some mnadequaie
and unsystematic coverage of the theoretical substance of Gékalp’s na-
tionalism.

Hevd states that his study 1s ‘‘concerned purely with Gokalp as the theorst
ofwrﬂu_rkish nationalism’’ and _that ‘‘greaier prominence s giveq (o his
views on_religious problems’’ than to_hig ‘lvery pumerous articles on
theoretical socioloev.””'* The ments of Heyd’s studv notwithstandipg, itus dif-
ficult for-one who has judiciousiy examined the-subsianee-ei-Gékalp’s na-

nonalistic polincal-social thought 1o agree with Hevd’s categorical ts
as te the_ unongality, illopjcality, and QO@DEMM%i
l@ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ@ﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬁin%ﬁd merely ac-
cepted and paraphrased the theories of Western, ‘particularly French,®

" sociologists’’;'” but in that case, Gokalp should be considered at least as
togical in his sociological theory as the European sociologists he emulated, n

-
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order for Heyd to be consistent himself. Even if Gokalp were unoriginal as far
as his analytical sociological theory 1s concerned, 1t would be something else to
consider unoriginal as a whole his social and poliucai theory and philosophy,
which was & synthesis ol severa ~French, or rather European,
socioiogy being merely one constituent part thereof.

What exists in Turkish on G8kalp, aithough voluminous, 1s mostly 1n the
form of biographical studies, memoirs, and disjointed exposés of his views on
various subjects, not infrequently marred by polemics of varying levels of
sophistication. It is the need, then, for a systematic and critical analysis of the
meaning and influence of Ziva Gokalp’s political theory that this study hopes
to fulfill.




CHAPTER TWO

LIFE AND POLITICAL CAREER

Ziya Gokalp was born on 23 March 1876 in Diyarbakir, a provincial center
n Southeastern Turkey, to a family of modest civil servants.' The year of his
birth corresponded to the short-lived first constitution and pariiament of the
Outoman Empire. He matured and reached his prime in the long and despotic
reign of Abdilhamit 11 (1876-1909). Goékalp, despite his provincial
background, became the theoretictan of the Young Turk or Umonist
“‘Revoluuon’’ of 1908 and later of the Republican or Kemalist ‘‘Revolution”
of 1920.

Gokalp’s native town of Divarbakir had been ruled by Arabs and Persians
until 1 came under Ottoman domination in the sixteenth century. Divarbakir
was thus a cultural frontier between the Turkish and other Near Eastern
civilizations. At the turn of the century, it also contained non-Turkish ethnic
groups. While Armenians sought mdependence, Kurdish tribes stood in revoli
apainst the central Ottoman government. Uriel Heyd [ighlly observes that the
mtellectual leader of Turkish nanonalism was born amidst conflicting na-
tional traditions, like many other nationalist leaders who came from border
populations,”

Gokaip’s political opponents have asserted that he was of Kurdish origin.
Gokalp mmself and his Turkish biographers, on the other hand, have argued
that the small town of Cermik, northwest of Diyarbakir, from where his
ancestors came, had always been inhabied by Turks, surrounded though 1
was by Kurdish villages, Hevd notes that Gékalp’s claim to be of Turkish
parentage refers to his paternal family only and does not exclude the possibili-
1v that he had some Kurdish ancestrv on his mother’s side.” Whatever the
merits of this case of ethnic origin, the more important thing 1s Gokaip’s ex-
press arpument that, even if his ancestors had come from a non-Turkish

distnict. he still would have considered himself a Turk,IFor his nationalism, as

U ! -
we shall see, 15 a matter of gubjechive xdggni;gp [ggguaeeF and accunura
(whas nothing to do with elements of race or ethnicitv. in an essav 11-

e “‘—'“‘w

tied ‘*‘My Natonality’’ (1923), he stated:

These evidences demonstrated 1o me that the inhabitants of Divarbakir are Turke.
| have learned also that | am raciallv a Turk, since the two grandfathers ol my
father came a few generations ago from Cermik, which is a Turkish area....
However, 1 would not hesitate 1o believe that 1 am a Turk even if I had discovered
that my grandfathers came irom the Kurdish or Arab areas, because 1 learned
through my sociological studies that Eﬂl_zgnalitv 1s based solely an_ypbrgnmn -

/

——— e T
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Also, in a poem addressed to a member of the puppet antinationalist
government of 1stanbul, who accused him of being a Kurd, he repliea:
Even if 1 were a Turk or not,
1 am the friend of the Turk;
Even if you were a Turk or not,
You are an enemy of the Turk.”

Gokalp’s family had a disungwshed record of government service. His
grandfather, Mustafa Sitki, was the son of a religious leader (miiftii) and held
government posts 1n the Eastern Anatolian towns of Van and Nusaybin. His
son, Tevfik Efendi, Gokalp’s father, worked for the Divarbakir provincial
government. He was director of the archives and the printing press. Later he
became editor of the official Gazette of the province and published a Govern-
ment Year-Book (sa/name) of Divarbakir.®

Gokalp's father blended in his son’s education modern Western and tradi-
nonal Islamic values. Goékalp reports, as often quoted in his biographies, that
upon a suggestion that his son shouid be educated in Europe, the father
replied: “*1f 1 send him to Europe, he might become a gavur junbeliever], but
if he stays here, he will become an ass.”’” Accordingly, Gékalp neither went to
Europe nor stayed 1n Divarbakir, going instead to lstanbu], where he learned
about Europe and its ntellectual currents.

Afier graduating from the military junsor high school {Askeri Riisiiye) in
Divarbakir in 1890, the year of nhis father’s death, Gokalp completed four
vears later the state senior high school (Miilki ldadiye), also 1in his nanve
town. He disliked subjects which required learning by rote, mastered
mathematics, and developed into an avid extra-curricular reader, especially of
folk stories and poetry. His uncle taught him Arabic and Persian and ininated
him into the works of Islamic philosophers such as Gazali, Ibm Sina, Faraby,
and the mystics, Muhiddin_Arab: and Celaleddin Rum.

In mgh school, Gokalp also studied French, and progressive teachers, who

opposed Abduthammit’s despotism, led him to the liberal works of European

thinkers. Particularly important was his reljanonship with Abdullah Cevdet,
one of the founders of the Committee of Umon and Progress. who probabiv
was Gdokalp’s first link with tls secret society, Abdullah Cevdet later
represented the radical revolutionary, atheistic, and postivist wing of the
Young Turk movement. Abdullah Cevdet introduced Gokalp to a particular
brdnd of European organicist sociologv and materialist philosophy (Herpert
Spencer, Gustave LeBon, Ernst Haeckel, and Ludwig Buechner). T
In his iast high school vear or just after his graduation {at the age of seven-
teen or eighteen), Gokaip bepan wring revolutionary poems. Also at this
ume Gokalp suffered a deep depression ending 1n an attempt at suicide.
Surgery saved him, but the bullet remained 1n his skull until ms death. Some

antribute his later susceptibility to faanbén‘hﬁs@éﬂWawwmgf
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‘orty-eight 1o this fact.* Whether this was true or not, he was a compuisive
and indefatigable worker. Others found the reason for his attempted suicide
n family and financial problems. But psychological disturbances caused by
anxieties about his mission in life seem o be the more probable cause. 17 Taci ,
¢ Gokalp himself later sublimated his attempted self-destruction as a crisis of ™
. personal philosophy; He wrote that he was torn between the rauonahsuc/
: arguments received from his Western-oriented high-school teachers and the \ BF,
i mystical ideas derived from the Islam-oriented circle of family eiders.
There was however, also a definite social dimension. The mental dilemma /
100k place 1n the larger context of Gékaip’s search for social and political an-
chorage 1n a period of despotic rule and many locai social problems to which
he was sensitized. Gékalp himself identified the event as an anomic suicid
after he became acquainted with Durkheim’s work on IEe subject. In
“Hocamin Vasiyeti”® (**‘My Teacher’s Testament’’),® Gokalp lists the con-
tradictory 1deas that had seized him: mysticism vs. natural sciences, 1deals vs.
positive facts and objective conditions, mind vs. matter, emotion vs. reason,
necessity of natural laws vs. freedom of will. His resolution of the dilemma )
cl_: svwas this: the supreme truth (hakikan kiibra) is the “‘ideal’’, and the supreme /
"“\ ideal 1s nauon and freedgm.‘“[ﬂmt Gl v /3 m X rEsaa
In 1896, Goka]p arnved 1n Istanbul to study at the Vetermary College”
- |Miilkiye Bayiar Mekteb-1 Alisi}, the only institution of higher learning he
discovered he could attend without paying board and tuinon. Gékalp did not
=~ 7 graduate from this school. Nor did he receive an academic degree from any
>/ ‘. umversity, for he was imprisoned for ten months 1n his first or second vear for
; political activities against the monarchy, and then sent back 1o Diyarbakir.
During his stay in Istanbul, political activity claimed a greater portion of his
nme than his curriculum 1n the natural sciences. He officially entered the
secret Society of Unmion and Progress and met, through Abdullah Cevdet, with ./
other founders of the Commtiee such as Ibrahim Temo and Ishak SiikQn. He
also made contact with. and siudied, the emerging Turkist movement. He
pefniended Hiiseyinzade Ali, a Pan-Turkist from Russia teaching at the .
School of Military Medicine [Asker] Tibbiye}, the stronghold of the Young
Unionists, as was the Military Academy [Harbiye]. He read the seminal works
of Ahmer Vefik Pasa and Siileyman Pasa on Turkish history and language, as .
well as the investiganions of the French ortentalist, Leon Cahun.*' In pnison,
Gokalp also met a veteran revolutionary, who seems to have influenced him 5"
with the advice that the constitution might be restored to limn the sultan’s
powers, but that real democracy would have to await the introduction of \\*\
umversal mgbokalp 1ater acknowledged This debt 1n mis “Pinmin 7~ o
Vasiveti’’ (**The Testament of My Mentor”’)."? ’
During five years of exile in Divarbakir Gékalp noted that he read *‘hun-
dreds of books’ on natural sciences, philosophy, sociology, pedagogy,

\\.,—
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psychology, books m French on the ‘‘new sciences,” works on Islamic
philosophy, and mysticism, also resuming his study of Sufismylrasavvy

In 1902, Gékalp became Secretary of the Chamber of Commerce i Diyar-
bakir; 1n 1904, Assistant Secretary-General of the Executive Commuittee of the
Provincial Council. This 1s significant because 1t provides an instance of the
close relationship beiween the Committee of Union and Progress and |he local
notables tesraf) in Anatolia, who also controlled Jocal governmepi—a IOp)C
“Tiot Vel i’de uaie]vresearched, In 1908 afier the Young Turk Revolution the
Cemral Committee of the Union and Progress Party appointed him inspector
of party organizations 1n the northeastern provinces of Divarbakir, Van and
Bitlis. He lectured at the locai branches of the party. in 1909, he atiended the
Salonika congress of the party as the delegate from Divarbakir. At that uume
he turned down an adjunct nstructorship 1n psychology in the Department of
Theology and Literature at istanbul University because of the low salary. He
thus remained in Divarbakir as thelnspecior of Elementary Educanon for the

e — e e
Provipce.

Between 1904 and 1908, Gokaip published poems on the plight of the
peasantry and articies on the economic problems of the province in the local
paper Diyarbakir (1904-1908). His long poem, “‘Saki Ibralhim Destan’’
(“*Epic of Ibramim the Bandit’’), protesting the exploitation of peasants by the
hired hooligans of an oppressive landlord, also appeared 1n Divarbakir: Ar-
ticles on historical and religious subjects appeared under his signaiture in the
local paperifeyman'm 1909.

Gokalp became a member of the Central Commuttee of the Umon and Pro-
gress Party in 1910 and went to Salonika. (Salonika was chosen as the CUP
headquarters in the days of secrecy because of its distance irom Istanbul as
well as for its liberal atmosphere, sustained by the emergent commercial
bourgeoisie.) He kept that influential position until 1918. when the Party of-
ficially dissolved uself afier the defeat of the Ottoman Empire in Worid War
1. In Salonika, Gokalp also taught sociology at the party school and directed
the party’s vouth depariment. He earned the respect of the party leaders and
became a popular lecturer. Nevertheless, he did not directlv parucipate 1n
practical politics, nor did he accept or was he offered anv cabinet position.
Gokaip’s poems and philosophical essays in the vears 1910-1912 appeared 1n
the Salonika bi-weekly, Genr Kalemler, whose editors, Ali Canip and Omer

Seyfetun, had ininated a policy of ““purifying® the Turkish language. ™ //

It was during his Salonika vears that Gokalp consummated his nterest in
the works of the French sociologists, Gabriel Tarde and Gustave LeBon,
Kknown respectively for their theory of imitation and mass psvchology, Gékalp
mostly read and lectured on Alfred Fouillée, the idealist and cohdanst French

pm]osopher and for the first 1imeé became acquainted with the works ofg_lgg. },‘

rkhelm, who later became his Tavorite author.

“
S

<
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With the removal of the Central Commutee headguarters from Salonika to
Istanbul because of the Balkan Wars, G6kalp settled in Istanbul in 1912, Even
without an academic degree or a umiversity diploma, he was appointed as the
first professor of sociology in Turkey 10 the first chair of sociology at Istanbul
Unversity. In this middle phase of ns writing career, his articles appeared in
most of the major journais.

A sertes of articles on Turkism, Islam, and modernism first appeared in the
vears 1912-1914, im 7iirk Yurdu, published as a book in 1918.'* In this work
Gokalp emphasized Turkism and Westernism against the two other
movements of the day, Pan-Islamism and Pan-Otiomanism. In these vears
Gokalp also contributed to many Istanbul periodicals: the bi-weekly Isiam
Mecumast (1915-1916),'* which promoted a nationalist liberal theology 1n op-
position 1o the organs of orthodox Islamic thought; Milli Tetebbular Mec-
muast (1915),'* a journal of nationalist research; Jkusadiyar Mecmuas
(1915),"* an advocate of protectionist ‘‘nanonaj economics’’; the monthly
Mualtim (1916-1917), the ‘‘teachers’’ journal, 1n which his articies on the
philosophy and methods of education appeared, to be posthumousty assembl-

~ ed and edited in 1972 under the title of Milli Terbiye ve Maarif Meselesi (**The
z & Question of Nanonai Educanon and Tramning’); and Jetimaiyat Mecniuas!
“—(1917);™ a journal of sociology. Above alirhis contributions to the weekly
Yem Mecimug, (1917-1918)'® shaped the character of this prestigious publica-
tion of the day. Gokalp®s two volumes of poetry, Kizil Elma (1914) and Yen:
Havar (1918). became a medium for transforming theories into slogans and
myths. These poems iater produced confusion over the meaning of some of

his ideas.

Without confounding the role of scholar and teacher with that of polincian

/lfor Gokalp never became that in the usual sense), he advised the Unmomsi

government on matters of political and cultural importance for the country:
p the unification of secular and religious educauon; the reorgamzanon of
%h.f" umversity and its libraries, and of religious colleges; the abolinon of the office
A /f of Sevhiilislam: the reform of pious foundanons tvakifiar); and the modifica-
7 uon of familv law. These policies and reforms, 1naugurated by the Unionist
government. were pursued more energetically by the Kemalists, Gokalp wat
also among the founders of the Economic Association (JAnisgr Dernei)** and

a leading member of the Turkish Hearths (7tirk Ocaklan)f
After the dissolunion of the last Ottoman parliament by the British invasion
forces on March 18, 1920, G6kalp was exiled 1o Malia along with hundreds ot
polincians and men of letters. In Malta, Gokalp seems 1o have taken stock of
his previous views and used the interval (1919-1921) partly to revise some of
his earlier works. while drafiing new ones. There he also kept 1n touch with his
widely sirewn disciples, and, as the saying goes 1n biographies and memours,
conducted a ‘‘one-map upiversuy ’ His students consisted of former



11. LIFE AND POLITICAL CAREER 15

mimsters and MPs, some of whom returned to join the resistance under the
leadership of Mustafa Kemal.

In a sense, the vears of exile (1919-1921) for Gokalp were a conunuation of
the war vears (1914-1918), during which he had been prepanng himself, as

/ well as others, for the psychological transition from empire to nation, while
the leaders of the CUP were siill committed 1o the ideology of Ouomamsm, In
/ contrast to the Ottomanist policies of the political leadership of the CUP and
the Pan-Isiamic loyalties of other groups, both of which were trying to salvage
the empure, Gokalp had been single-mindedly formulaung the outlines of a
realistic, (non- -expansiomst) Turkish nationalism. Now that the war was lost.
-along with the empire, Gékalp had a beuter chance 1n Malta 10 work out the
definitive version of that nationalism and to impress upon the public the futili-
ty of the other 1wo currents, The iransiion G6kalp himself made 1n these
vears from ““Turkism, Islamism, Modernism® (Tiirklesmek Islamlasmatk,
Muaszrlasmal\ 1912/1918) to “‘Pnnaples of Turkism” (Thrkeiiliipiin
Esas/arl. 1923), most probably drafied in Malta, but on basically unchanged
lines of thought, svmbolized the close of an era and the beginning of another.
in the meanume, the Turkish War of Independence (1919-1922) was beinp
fought 1o 1ts successful end in Anatolia.

The question of the nature of patriotisn was not the only pomnt of dii-
ference between Goékalp and the Committee of Umon and Progress, that 1,
the second-generation Young Turks who achieved power after the Young
Turk “*Revolunon’ of 1908, In some mmportant respects, the substance of

Gokalp’s teachings and the CUP policies diverged considerably, as was also to__

be the case with the Kemalists. In.one sense. Gokalp was the official ideologue ™
€. LOKAIp was (he oliical 1aeolo

of the Unionists and the unofficial ideologue of the Kemalists; but in another
\ sense, as 1 shall try 10 suggest in the pages that follow, he was not.”' Although
( his Wriings_and_inlormal 1eachings_provided the conceptual framework and
the political terminology for both, distoriions of the subsiance of his thoughi,
{purnoswe or unwnmlg’_were equal to, if not greater than, his direct influence
Although Gokalp was a moslt respected party ideclogue during the period
1908-1918 1n culiural and educanional matters, he never became one of the
policy-makers of the party. Nor was his political Theory one likely 1o be
adopted, even 1f fullv understood. In those vears of polincal turmoil.
1deological proliferation, party atomizanion,’* and culturai-psvchological
bewiiderment. the CUP 1tself was adrift, devonng the first half of its tenure 10
consolidating power 1n shifting alliances with the old bureaucratc elite.?* and
the second half to rismanaging the war. The Umonists, as Feroz Ahmad cor-
rectly points out, were not a monolithic political orgamization; there were
severe nternal divisions, which prevented them {rom putting up a unied
front.>
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Gékalp, then, was an island among 1siands. Moreover, he could not have
partaken in the authoritanan, bureaucratic, and vanguardist practices of the
Umnonists, or for that matter of the Kemalists, both of which movements soon
turned nto autocratic, if not technically dictatorial, regimes. By nature and
philosophy he was an unambitious and unassumin . He never became a
polemicist nor did he subordinate his principles to a passion for political of-
fice, or material benefit. His passion was for rational discourse and persua-
sion in the service of social and national progress through humanitarian and
peaceful means. A promunent educator, Gokalp’s colleague at istanbul
University in the 1910’s, auotes G6kalp as saying, ‘1 have entered politics 1n
order 10 restrain the evil doings of politicians.*™*

A note of stoical resignation coupled with unyielding mental activism
emerges from his correspondence from Malta. In a letter, he writes: ““1t is im-
possible for me to give up hope 1n the world.... 1 have sirong faith in the
civilizational progress of mankind and the cultural progress of my nanon.... ]
am optimistic by nature and emotion, as ! am optimistic in my philosophy and
science. In my view 1t 15 such scientific optimusm that would save us, the
Turks”'? In another ietter, he says that humanity has two wings, science and
the ‘*ideal’’, that assure 1nevitable progress: ‘““Humanity may sometimes fall,
but 1t can rise again with these wings,”'?”

Upon his release from Mala in the spring of 1921, Gékalp returned to
Turkey via Italy in the fall of the same vear. Not given back his chair at the
Umniversity or any other posiion 1n Ankara, the new capnal of the nationalist
government, Goékalp settled in his hometown and started to teach sociology
and psvchology at the secondary school and the teachers’ seminary 1n Divar-
bakir. Between June 1922 and March 1923 he published a little weekly, which
he accordingly called Kiicik Mecmua, and 1n which he wrote on politics,
economics, and social and culural problems. Goékalp had once again become
a source of influence on the political and intellectual life in Turkey. Falih
Rifks Atay was right 1in savingz ““We have to admit that through his Kiigiik
Mecmua Gokalp directs from Divarbakir the trends of thought n Istanbul.™

Gokalp also started to contribute 10 the major dailies 1in Istanbui
(Cumhuniyer’® and the revived Yen: Mecmua) and Ankara { Yen: Tiirkiye ™
Yem Gun, and Hakimiver-i Mil/iye} At the end of 1922 Gékalp was invited 1o
Ankara 10 direct the department of publicanion and transiation in the Ministry
of Educanon. In 1922 he published 7iirk Téresi, a work on the religion,
customs and law of the ancient Turks; in 1923, Tiirkciiliipiin Esaslari, which
elaborated the principles of Turkism as applied to all fields of nanonal life. In
1923, he also published A/un Isik, a volume of Turkish folk stories, and com-
pleted the first volume of Tiirk Medeniver Tarihi, the mstory of Turkish
civilization, which was published 1n 1926. His political pamphlet, Dogru Yol
**The Right Way""), in which he_ fully, Cﬁé&ﬁﬁ@,@ﬂgllleorlzed onﬂustafa
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Kemal’s newly founded Republican Peopie’s Party in 1923, and his political
writings 1n Ki¢iik Mecnua were later collected 1n 1947 under the utle Firka
Nedir? ¢ Wharis a Political Party)™,

Gokalp was selected 1o serve in the second Grand National Assembiy
(1923-1927) as a deputy from Divarbakir. (I do not say ‘‘elected,’’ for can-
didates for the National Assembly throughout the period 1923-1945 were
handpicked by the Kemalist leadership.) He served on the parliamentary
Commuttee on Educauon, which prepared the reforms n the school system,
curnculum and textbooks, and he participated in the preparation of the Con-
sttution of 1924, When he died on 25 October 1924, he left to s wife and
three daughters nothing but his governmem pension.




CHAPTER THREE

INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT

Gokalp's death was received with an exceptional sense of loss. In Tiirk Yur-
du, Hamdullah Suphi, MP and president of Tiirk Ocaklari, described him as a
‘“torch 1n our temple®’ and as a ‘‘plow that sowed deep nto the soil of our
country.”’ Ahmet Apaogiu, MP and professor of political science, called him
the ‘‘most dedicated Turk who gave us the ‘ideal.” Yahya Kemal, poet,
cherished hym as a ‘‘national treasure’ and wrote that ‘‘since the day the
radium-like intellect of Ziya Gokalp ceased 10 exist, darkness rules over the
sciences 1n our country,’” and that ‘‘his value was not appreciated even by the
elite.”” Rusen Esref, historian, portraying him as a man ‘‘who came from
Sufism to the positive sciences and who brought us the West from the East,”’
stated that ‘‘in science and knowledge there are 1wo Turkeys, before Gékalp
and after Goékalp.”' In 1931, F. R. Atay, publicist and popularizer of
Kemalist ideology, repretied that ‘‘neither our generation nor the next has
been able to produce a man of his calibre’’; 1in 1936, N. Atag, man of letters,
called him a “*greai svsiematizer and guide who was unique 1n ‘imposing’ hig
ideas’’; 1. H.Baltaciogiu, educator, described Gokalp as ‘‘the greatest
sociologist after Durkheim,” as ‘‘our greatest and last stride 1n
consciousness,’” and regretted that “‘we do not know him well enough.””

In Tiirk Yurdu, Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoglu, Turkish man of letters and
diplomat, gave what was perhaps the most perceptive portrait of Gékalp:

Ziva Gékalp was a man who, for the first time in the East, combined in his person
the ancient virtues of the Orient with a scientific mind in the Western sense. There
15 no trace in mm of the profound but resigned and labyninthine way of thinking
peculiar 1o old Eastern sages, neither does he possess at all their epicurean and
easveoing disposion. He was a man of principle who applied all his ideas and his
philosophy to his own life, and who lived 1n their jaded walls. One shouid not
think that the atmosphere that surrounded him within these walls was an ai-
mosphere of pieasure and happiness, His was a bed of thorns, a pillow of stonc.
and a quill of renunciation.... The level of his contemporanes was not high
enough 10 appreciate this soldier of ancient virtue. In an age of double standards¢
when all men of ideas thought one way and lived another, individuals who united
their principles and living were strangers carrving within themselves the discom-
fort of their estrangement. 1 say Ziva Gékalp did not feel even this discomiort....
His calm and clear head, always above human passions, did not ior a moment
bend over to the feverish vicissiudes thar we call daily politics, even during hit
membership of the Central Commuttee. He always saw high and thought high.-

These statements by some of the most prominent intellectual and political
figures of republican Turkey, most of whom belonged to the innermost circle
of Kemaljsis,* raise an interesting guestion. How was 1t possible for a man of
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Gokalp's provincial background and humble origin to achieve such national
recognition and revered influence? And that, without any political success or —
self-promotion, but solely by the force of his 1deas and gercgggg gé'gmgie, Part
of the answer 15 already contained in the Iast clause of the previous sentence. —
But, then, how was this man able to start building such an impressive intellec-
tual svstem and moral philosophy) far out in the geographical and cultural -
periphery of the emmre, distant not only from European events and ideas but
even {rom the developments and intellectual ameninues of the metropolitan —
centers of Turkey?

There 1s, I think, not more than one answer. And that answer requires the -
use of a difficult term. Ziva Gokalp indeed was a man of genius, who
educated himself by sheer force of intellectnal curiosity and determination. —
He was also a man of vast humanitarian concerns, who channelled his intellect
into socially monivated directions. At the age of thirtv-four, when he effective- -
iy bepan his career as the political and moral educator of generations, first in
Salonika (1910) and then mn Istanbul (1912), 1n the metropolises of the coun- —
try, he had not been out of the provincial cultural milieu of Divarbakir (except '
for several student vears in Istanbul, a good part of which was spent In —
prison); vet he was somehow prepared for that roile—in which he contnually
tried to renew mimself for the remaining fourieen vears of his already short.
foriv-eight vears of life. What he achieved in those fourteen vears only 1s at-
tested to by the above statements.

If it were not for the factor of genus, the formal educanon and informal
socializanon Go6kalp could receive, as he did, in his native town, even In-
cluding the inspirations from Istamic Sufism and the rudiments of Western
thought he got from his uncle and his teacher, Abdullah Cevdet, respectively,
would not be enough for him to transcend iraditional frameworks of
thought—let alone achieve the only viable synthesis of his times and become
the shaper of public philosophy 1n 1wenueth-centurv Turkey. For the lack of
usual, metronolitan intellectual facilites and sumulanons, this man compen-
sated by greater-than-normal reading and\thinking. That he did feel the need A
for compensation was 1n 1tself something. . ‘\\\

Even if Goékalp’s intellectual development staried afler he came 10 |‘ne(‘?%;~
metropolitan centers of Sajonika and Istanbul, the mark of genius still has to s P
be admitted. For these were the years when manv intellectual patriots were m. < U};’*
contact with Euronean currents of thought, either through books and journals X < ?(,
circulating 1n Istanbul, secretly in the vears 1878-1906 and publicly after 1908, Y=~ S
or as members of a self-stvied diaspora of the intelligentsia 1n Euronean (7‘/% 16(’
capitals, often financially protected before 1908 by liberai pashas in exile and “ L
after 1908 by povernment grants. All first-generation and second-generation . c T
Young Turks had a much greater chance than Gékalp, as far as knowing )
Furope and living 1n 1t were concerned. Yet, with the tormer, the resuit was,

—
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invariably, eclectic and superficial formulas when sincere, and high-blown
riictoric but political opportunism when nsincere. (Most top Young Turk
leaders were known for their capitulating to Sultan Abdiilhamit 11 upon being
offered position and remuneration.)

Although Gékalp may be considered a second-generation Young Turk, and
was certainly a formal member of the Unionists, who were the Young Turks in
power, he represents a very different intellectual and political synthesis from
the Young Turk thought within the context of which his mntellectual career
matured. In other words, if we can take Gokalp’s social and politicai thought
as a codification or ‘“‘recodificanion’’; as Mardin puts it,* of the domnant
ideas of his ime, that codification was one which certainly included, among
others, aspects of Young Turk thought—iranscending the latter, however, by
incorporating it in a new synthesis, the totality and the logic of which was en-
uirely different.

The Young Turk thought was not a monolithic or homogeneous intellectual
movement; 1t was highly eclectic and consisted of indiscreet borrowings from
Furopean schools of thought, mostly in their popularized versions. Ernest E.
Ramsaur, in his study of the Young Turks and the 1908 Revolution, concludes
that the political thought of the Young Turks was a sort of undigesied and
unrefined liberalism,’ .

Nothing can be more misleading than this judgment, for despite ceriamn
liberal slogans that went into the Young Turk idiom, their political 1deology
was by definition anti-liberal (and certainly anti-Marxist). Their acknow-
Jedged European sources, if reviewed with the mimmum of attenuon, would
reveal this point clearly. And it was no coincidence that not only did the mos!
professedly liberal wing of the Young Turks (Prince Sabahattin) enjoy leader-
ship at no pomnt but also ms ‘‘liberalism’ was not liberalism in the
proper sense. It was inspired by 'European thinkers whom Ernst Nolte calls
“reneal liberals,”® that is, critics of classical liberalism.

Serif Mardin, in his detailed and theoretically sound study of the Young
Turks.® captures the nature of their thought correctly. In his overall evalua-
tion of Young Turk thought, Mardin concluded that this thought was not
libertarian but motivated by the ‘‘reason of state’’; it was not democraric bui
ambiguously populistic tn 1ts simultaneous distrust of the common peonle and
1dealization of mamipulaied mass actiony 1t was bureaucratically conservauve
and noi at all I’BdlCﬂl desmite a propensity for forceful changes from above, 1n
iself \nconsistent wnh the Young Turks’ general linear evolutiomsm; n was
defimtely authoritarian and in most cases proto-fascistic, or as Mardin calls 11,
“‘pre-totalitarian’’; 1t was ant-parliamentarian, despite the Young Turks'
superfical constitutionalism that has misied many observers imost 1n faci
were ssimply legiimist monarchists); it was definitely elitist 1n 1ts emphasis on
the authonty -of specialists, especially political elites. All Young
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/ Turks—civilian or militarv—were yanguardistg 1n the sense of advocatng \
reforms by mobilizing and manpulauing the gullible masses. All were
matenalistic positivists 1 therr epistemology, somé adhering 10 the
economistic and some to the biologistic variants thereof, and all anti-Marxist
in their selectivity of European currents of thought. Most were deeply 1n-
fluenced by soc1al Darwimism,

All this 15 alien to Gﬁkalp“’s thought, as we shall see in detail in the pages
that follow. While the mamnstream Young Turks were authoritanan, conser-
vauve, and elinst positivists 1n their political 1deology, drawing even they
name from August Comte’s famous motto, ‘;order and progress,’’'®* Gokalp’s
main source of inspiration was Emile Durkheim, who, although still n the L
posiivist tradition methodologically, had interjected an idealisuc eps- A
temology and a much more democratic and pluralistic political 1deology 1nto
that tradition with his splidaristic corporansmy'!

Gokalp became acquainted with Durkheim’s work only after 1910, when he
arnved 1n Salonika. Before that, the French socioiogists he had read were
Gabrie] Tarde, known for his *‘theory of imitation’ n explamnmng social
change, and Gustave LeBon, known for his theories on mass psychology. He
was aiso familiar with the organicist social theories of m and
Rene Worms, along with some materialistic European positivists that were in
vogue 1n Young Turk circles. These thinkers, who appealed immensely 1o
other Young Turks, did not have an impact on Gékalp’s thinking. On the con-
trary, they are harshly criticised, as we shall see, 1n his writings.

From what we can gather trom Goékalp’s running commentaries on specific
European thinkers—he was rather sioppy 1n his references—, he was familias
with quite a range of European thinkers, but the ones who impressed him
positively, before Durkheim, were {ew. The voluntaristic idealism of Alfred
Fouillée appealed to him only until he discovered Durkheim’s posiuvistic
1dealisr=13, Jean-Jacques Rousseau and Immanuel Kant, on the other hand.
seem 10 have left a lasting impression on him. This comes out not only
through Gokalp’s explicit, affirmatve relerences to Kant and Rousseau but
also from the subsiance of his thought, as we shall see.

Gokalp 1s popularly known as an unonginal follower of Durkheim. He in-
deed derived his analytic social-political theory mainly from the French
sociologist. But that 1s oniy part of the siory. Gékaip's normative theorv or
social-political philosophy contains elements of Rousseau and Kant as much
as 1t does elements of Durkheim.'” In another respect, too, Gokalp dif!ersf\;;q—e;—;’

e from, or 1s more than, Durkheim. Gokalp’s synthesis 1s a tri-parute one, ,{jy
which consists of cultural Turkism and ethical Islamism, Durkheimean ]
golidarism) being only one of three components.’

" At the turn of the century, no less turbulent for Europe than for Turkev on
s fringe, Gokalp, like Durkheim, iried 1o expiain and to affect the course of
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events with his own version of solidanstic corporatism. In this effort, he
stands out 1n Turkey as the one person who was able 10 go bevond narrow
1deological blueprints 1o a systematic theoretical construcnion, With him, and
in contras! 1o the Young Turks, loose ends come together; eclecticism g
replaced with svnthesis; the discrepancy between what 1s prescribed and what
15 pracnised becomes smaller; imitative and idiosyncratic Westernisms are sup-
planted by a cninical apprecianon of the West; radical chic 1s superseded by a
sense of proportion and totality,

. It 15 no mean aclhievement 10 have jaid out the only plausible, comprehen-
sive cogninive map for Turkey’s passage from a six-hundred-year empire to a
new nation-state. In constructing his svnthesis of Turkism, Islamism, and

- aModermism. Gékaip’s gemus was able 10 do jusnce to all these elements. He

gzéc]\ou]d handle the dichotomies of tradition-modermty, contuinuity-change.
nationalism-internanonalism, and lslamism-secuiarism much better than hie
cﬁnpomas not bemapprecxated 1n Gokalp’s thought 1
the fact that, 1n his svnthesss, the emphasis 1s alwavs on the second terms of 7
these dichotomes. That fact, 1 think, will clearly emerge from the presen
7X l =5Z- study. In this sense. Gokalp’s thought 1s more modern than traditional, and

!  more universaiist than nationalist, however surpnising at first sight tins mav

s sound to ears accustomed to cliché interpretanions of Gokaip.

Gokalp's genius transcended the shortcomings of s contemporaries and

! the constrainis of his social and cultural milien especially 1n that he assigned

realistic. and therefore lasuing, weight to each element of his synthesis. His

well-considered Westernism was more forceful than thg uncritical Westernism

’ of manv Young Turks tand all Tanzimar modermzers as well as manv

_,/: Kemalists). Unlike those of many Unionists (and Kemalists), his modernist

s proposals were not un-rooted in national traditions; nor was he inhibited too

/ much bv those traditions, as were the hesiant Young Ottomans.

/ Onlv such qualiues of gemus, then, could have made a provincial intellec-

%= 1ual into a nationallv acclaimed teacher of public.consciousness and morais.

As a master of the short essay, Goékalp indeed shaped, 1m5f a mere
fourteen vears, the public philosophy of modern Turkey. His articles, essays.
poems, and pedogogic 1ales 1n journals and newpapers alone exceed four hun-
dred. He trnied.1o educate the public, at nmes pedantically s6, but never

: preaching lrom an assumed posiuon of moral superiority. Furthermore.

Gékalp was a man of ideas with a svstem of his own, In other words, he was

' not a public- spmted intellectual only; he was a social philosopher and polincal

\MIIIEOTIS! 1n s own right—certainly not one of the “‘greats’’ in the annals of

social and political thought, but very significant in the Turkish coniext. For n
1s Gdkalp’s corporatist svstem that both best reflects and has greatly shaped
nchlaﬁnnam polmcal thinking n_modern Turkev. To use one of Gékalp’s

owh n 1erms. ne was an excepnonal 1nd1v1dual who pave ‘cqnscxousness” e
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CHAPTER FOUR ~

GOKALP’S SOCIAL AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY

The Disparate Sources

Gokalp did not systematically study or write on philosophy as such, except
in the form of occasional philosophical meditations, posthumously collected
under the title of Cinaraltr Talks. His chief preoccupation centered on social,
political, economic, and culiural questions. As Hevd indicaies, he deait with
philosophy 10 the extent necessary for the theoretical foundations of his doc-
trines. } According 1o _Hevd, Gokalp explained the lack of interest
philosophy in his *‘usual way,”” that 1s, by state of the society i which he
lived.' In fact, Gokalp arpued that the circumstances in Turkev did not foster
specialization 1n philosophy as a specuiative discipline. in a natyon faced with
political and economic turmoil, he believed that the intellipentsia should con-

centrate on finding theoretical answers 10 practical problems.. Hevd’s inter-

pretation also stresses that, for Gokalp, philosopy as well as polincal and

social theory merely served as agents of practical activity for national revival. .

Gokalp’s social and poliucal docinnes were not simply analvucal. They con-

wﬂ-& normatve elements based on social, political,
and moral philosophy. He thus escaped the charge that he was relegating

philosophy to secondary consideration, Nor did Gokalp subordinate analysis
1o practice or constantly modifv inus theoretical positions to fit the poliucal
changes. He explicitlyv held that theories couid be appreciated in rational terms

decoupling a value-iree theorv from social reality., Instead he iried 1o blend
- NEOTY 11O s0c€1dl reality. €.lricd 1o pen

philosophers who-also pursued a sx'nflﬁs]?()??&éalism and posivism,

What were the substance and premises of Gokalp’s poliucal-social theory?
He titled 1t TUI’lel-\]iZ’i_l'-ﬂ/l_Slv;\\'eslel’n]SI h'loder,msm; Gokalp summed up his
**social 1deal”” in a single sentence: **We are of the Turkish navon imiller), of
the Islamic relipious community  (mmet), of Western cvilization
(medeniyer).”’”* He was thus attempung 10 integrate mio a single theory
Islamic and Western intellecrual 1radinons, which seemed 1o some totally 1r-
reconcilable and ynconsistent and 10 others combinable onlv bv acknowledg-
ing Efsiapable copiradicuons. Such judgments, however. are much too
facile, as a comprehensive assessment of Gokalp's mmellectual effort
demonstrates.

In Gokaip’s view, Turkish natonalism represented a culiural ideal and a

philosophv-of life which tayd the bass for sqqial solidanity. {He believed that

that applied to every nanonalism. His was a non-racist. non-expansionist,

the two,, someumes_doubtfully, though no less so than other European

N

)

o
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pluralisuic nationalism. Similarly, ius unorthodox, Sufi brand of Islam, with «
s emphasis on cthics rather than politcs, reinforced solidaruy. Thus, ¢
" Turkism became the cultural norm and Islam the moral norm n his socnelal
model, T
Westermism or modermism, which Gékalp used interchangeably, meant the 7
k scientific, technological, indusiriai achievements of European capitalism.
/ which were 1o form part of his program of nanional revival. Western science.
Y as he saw i1, inciuded the social sciences, especially sociology, politics, and
economics, Moreover, corporatism, as the solidanistic perception of society as
an analvuc discipline, also served as a philosophical model of society. Ihe
svstem as a whole took the shape of 1dealistic positivism: the method was¢
scientific 1n the positivistic sense, and the ideology was solidarism, a variant of
t corporatist capitalism” as opposed 10 Marxist socialism or liberal capnalism.
Gokalp labeled 11 sociai 1dealism icrimai_mefkiirecilik))
The social scientific theory stemmed from a second meaning that Gokalp
attached to the West. Western civilization, including the sociai sciences, did
L _not _consist_of the liberal model Jel of society and 1ts economic and polincal
organizanon. The concern of liberalism for the mdmdual, the market
mechamsm and represeniative parliameniary democracy was anachronistic
e and therefore undesirable. Nor was this diagnosis unique. Many European
. corporatist wriers, especiallv at the turn of the century, shared that jude-
/\ y ment. This explains Goékalp’s close affinitiy to these writers. Although 1n
/ Turkey. as 1in Europe, the attempied implementation of the corporatist 1deas
had to await the end of the First World War, the underlying theories hark
i back 10 the second half of the mneteenth century.
Thus. Gokalp decoupled the scientific and technological: from the liberal ra-
S e S nality of Western capnalist civilization as an analyfic and philosophical
o model of ‘society, He admired the one and criticized the other, siding with
e manv Europeans who were separating capitalism and liberalism and forging a
) new rationale for the capialist civilizanon, 1n solidaristic and fascistic o)
proto-fasaistic vananis./ Unlike Marx. who praised the culturai and
lechnclomcﬂﬁﬁvements of W estern capnallsm———nernaps more accyﬂne}\
<= he liberal bourgeoss civilization— Gokalp divided the two, believing that the
.lechnoloucal ranonalnv of caﬁﬁgﬂsm could exist without 1ts liberal ranonalc.
- He jomed a good number of Western theorists 1n adommg corparalism as z
different and supposedlv hipher and more humamtanan ranonale lor
capnalism. The axiomatic eiements of capitalism iself, however, never con-
stituted the subtect of the crinque thar Gékalp or others undertooh.
The compatibilitv of the cultural and moral solidarism of the Turkish ang
islamic traditons with European solidarism deserves a further word. Had
Gokalp tried 1o svnthesize the local 1radinons with European liberalism, thar
indeed would have been an amalpam of irteconcilables. instead he saw the
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potential harmony of the morai and social communalism of Turkish culiure

porausm. In all these systems the individual loses fis individualism as he !
assimilates into the community.

Ziva Gokalp's synthesis of Turkish nanonalism. Isiamic Sufism, and Euro-
pean_corporatism—both as a scientific- ific-analynical model of society and as &

(somal-pvc_)h_qcai philosophy— became_plausible m _iis_disunction between

!
{
)
{

S

/

2y

“‘culture” (hars) and “civihzallon (medenn_el) In an article called **Three

Movements’’ (1912),* he argued that Tur)\lcg@, Isiam, and Modermgrp were
c ict 1de ce eac

not f_mrff ory 1deals, since each answered.a. differe eni_need, Thc 1dea of

modernism suzmﬁed the pursun of the scyentific, _lechnological, and industrial

civilization of 1he West. It did not demand the adopnion of the European

“wav of life’” and **moral vajues.”’ Nor did 1t suggest the simple 1ranster of

the technology of Europe..Rather 11 required becoming “‘independent’’ of

i . N - B
y Europe.’ In short, he called for 3 detensive modernization mthout an accom-

panying sense of cuituralanfenonty.
In a series of arucles on education (1916),¢ Gékalp furmshed working
defimnions: B el f e
N - Le e m amy ~\

The 1orai of *‘judpments of value”’ that exist in the “‘conscience’ ol a nation 1s
calleg tu_]luﬂi..,( hars); Educaton 1s transmitting this culture imo psvchological
nabits 1n the individuals of a nauon.... The total of “*judgments of fact’” thar exist
in the “‘mind”’ of a nauon 1s called science {(7enmvar). TTaimiig 1 translorming .
this knowledge into psychological habits 1n the individuals of a naton.

Hence,@ﬁﬁq?g_‘is 1he moral_and_aesthenc aspect of cjvilization;,science_and
lEChFlE).l:)_L’__\:? the cogmitive and material aspects. §In Gokalp's usage the
dichotomv simply assumes, somewhat musieadingly, the names of cuiture and
civilizanon, or perhaps more accurately. national culture and jnternational

civilizanon

Vajues and nsntutions that coniorm 1o the collective conscience and.
therefore. 10 the national culture consniute living tradinons. Those that do
not are *‘social fossils.”” Dualines emerge 1n the life of nanons when cultur¢
and civilizaton are not properly distinguished iyom living tradinons and deac
ones. In mneteenth-century Turkey. for example. he discerned two civihza-
nons (Arabl-c Persian and: :European) and-one culture (Turkish). At the turn oi
the century, athrd cmhzal1onJ.‘(QE;T_g[}_\|__sh),\\as added 10 this incoherent
social-intellectual mixture, since the devotees of Turkism advocated that old
Turkish words. long 1n disuse, replace words of Arabic and Persian ongin.

even though they had aiready been assimilated into the collective conscience

el

and Islamic Sufism with -comparable elements 1in Furopean solidanstic cor- |we

3

and thus become firmly rooted in the Turkish language.®* Gékalp opposed ex- A

tremism 1 the movement for the “‘purificavion’’ of the Turkish language and
also the proposed change from the Arabic 1o the Laun aiphabet on the pround
that 1 would sever the continuitv of national culture. At the same time. he ad-

I'd
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vocated basing education on nanonal culture.l Gékalp rejected the idea that
the principies of modern education were necessarily those of the most civilized
and powerful Western nanons. Those principles lay in the domain of jraining
(which 1s civilizational), not educanor)/Therefore educanonal reforrp_Mon

/m:m»xmplv the abandonment of culture for civilization but exactly the reverse,'*

Tﬁ":‘ In another arncle_ on “CQIIUfaI Groups and Civilizauonal Groups”

' Y2 (1918),'" Gokalp further clarifies the subject. There are 1wo Kinds of social

v eroups and 1wo sets of corresponding :udgments. Value judgments—such as
moral obligations, legal rules, aesithetic views and ‘‘ideals’’—are subjective,

"% relative, and pecuiiar 10 cultural groups. However, scientific truths, medical
knowledge, economics, engineering. commercial and agnicuitural technigues,
logical and mathematical concepts, and the like are objective, absolute, and
belong to civilizational groups. According 10 Gékalp, in their analvses of
society Gabnel Tarde emphasized, as the more important phenomena,

- ¢ivilizational groups and cognminve Judgments,}&mle Emile Durkheim em-
; bhémzed more acclirately, culiuraj group?é_nd moral yudgments.'* Through
“*consciousness,”’ the ‘‘individual in culture” mlern-a_l_lzes and obeyvs as
valuable ideals the norms set. by the “‘social conscxe;]ce" {collective cons-
cxence) The “‘individual 1n cvilization’” thinks within the logical framework
of a'i'social reason, nv ‘-
lwrl‘plpm;_]udgmems of facts and their science fall essennally 1n the /
domain of civilization which s international. Ideals and their philosophy fall
__essenfially in_the domain of culture which s naMhroug‘h such a
mechanmism, Gokal arrives at his vision of nanonal—culmral dwersn\' within
internanonal- c1vxlxzauonal umly. . fTie Creations and virtues of every nabon
“contribute 16 the richness and versatility of the mternational commumty,
which also is charactenzed by equalitv and peace among nanons He separates '
_the nanonalrgg!lure group—which resembles somewhat the * commuml\' ' of

“Ferdinand Tonnies (1885-1936), as distnct from ““Sociéty”" "~ from the 1nter-

national civilization group for iear of the eclipsing of the former. Gé&kalp

completes the circle and pives a communitarian aspect even to the civilization
eroup. This 1dea, he expressed epigrammancally m a couplet of his poem,

““Medenivet,’” (‘‘Civilizanon’’") (1918);

s~

N

Civilizauon 15 a book to be written mternanonally,
11s_chapters to consist of the culture of each nation.'*

lFor Gokalp there was no inherent contradicion between culiure and
|v11)zanon,,or between one nation and another, or between nanonalism .
(Turkism), religious community (lslam), and international community
{Modernsm—Westernism). Although these should not be confused, thev were
In no way incompatible as ideals worth preserving, provided that their func-

uon, place and level in nanonal life were not confused.!* Comparably, there

i
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were lensions but no incompatibilines within the culture group itself between
secondary proups and their norms: These, 100, could be harmonized." (

~ The tenstons between a national culture and other nations or internaional !

( ovilization were 1in fact unnecessary, because each answered a different needf
{ at a different level. So, according 1o Gékalp, it became possible for Turks to;
jaim simultaneously at a Turkish-lslamic culiure, while equipping iself wilhi
{the “‘reason and science and technology of contemporary civilization.””"* Asl
European nauons formed pan of a Chnistian internationalism, the Turkish |-
nanion jormed part of the istamic civilizanion. Nevertheless, Gokalp observed,
the contemporary development of science and technology had replaced the
religlou§ criterion of internationalism with that of posiuive science, As the
relipious community ceased to be the criterion of internationalism, or interna- |
uonal civilization, relipion became a type of morality and social solidam)'.“J
He believed that Tanzimar modermsm had gone astray in rejemlsm
and aiming at a mu]tf—re]igmus Ouomanism, while disregarding Isiam. The
Tanzimar's cuitural policies, according to Gékalp, might not have been con-
tradictory, had they accepied Turkism as a pillar of Ottomamsm and Islam
apainst ‘‘cosmopolitanism,’’ that 1s, an unsound form of internanonalism. 1n-
spired by an uncriucal acceptance of Western culture at the expense of 1rads
nional vajues, The Tanzimat’s fatal mistake sprang from uis failure 1o take inte
yd consideration the fact that g]he ideal of nationalism had become the dnving
force of the age.” *"—

. Yor Gokalp, the importance of nanional culture, including relipious ethice. -
derived irom uts function of assunng the individuals of a societv based on
social solidarity. While nanonal culture (hars) strengthened solidarnty, 1nter-
nanonal civilizanon might,endanger, i, if the affecuve and cognmve levels , .— .

4

were confused. In another arucie on *‘Culture and Civilization’* (1918)°', |
_ Gokalp defined the culture oi national soclety as the **sum of institutions that @
© create solidarity and interconnect ndividuals of a society.”” In contrast 10 !/
 cultural institutions, civilizanonal msntutions linked the **upper strata of one ‘
' ; cocietv 1o the upper strata of other <octettes.”?? While culiure was a cohesive
/ element between the people and the elite of a society. crvilizanon. i not_
(shared, became a divisive element between 1hem.!i:_*“ : ~
; Gokalp claimed that if culture and civilizauon were clearlv distinpuished
"{ and their levels kept apart~manv ‘‘sociai dualities’” 1 a nation would be
1dentified and prevented..These were due either to the conflict of cultural and
aivilizational institutions and norms. or to the conflict of two or more cviliza-
tons 1n a soctety. Giving manv examples irom Ottoman Turkish society. he
analvzed the split between the elite and the people as well as intra-elite conflict
In language, literature, musits~archuecture, law, and militarv and cvil ag-
minisiration, For instance, he noted that the early laws and decrees of the O1-
toman si1ate were based on Turkish custom, unlike the Selcuk statecrait which

~——
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derived from Arab and Persian sources. He attributed the decline of the Ot-
ioman Empire mainly to the neglect of Turkish mstitutions and vaiues and
their subordination to Arab and Persian analogues. Under the Tanzimai, he
ob_s_grved,,lo the conflict between populiar Turkish culture and the courtly Ot-
toman (Arab-Persian) cmhzallonf were added new tensions: European-
French civilization {Westernizing bureaucrats) as opposed to Arabic-Persian
{the ulema) among the elite, and Turkish culiure as opposed to both thesc
civilizations between the _peopje and the elite.** Consequently, ‘“our literature.
philosophy, politics, and ethics became a mixture of Persian and European
civilizations.'’?*

In auempnng 10 emulate the “*positive sciences and industrial techmaques”’
of Europe, which were the ‘‘real elements of civilization’’ and were ‘‘common
Jnsututions among nations’, and which had reached 1he highest level 1n
Europe at the nme, the Tanzimar made a fatal mistake. That mustake con-
Sisted n ymiaung the (national) cultural values of the lndmdual European na-
_tions, Which 1n any case were nol integral elements of the European civiliza-
tion group.’ i { Gokalp's receptivity to European civilization, critical and selec-
1ive, was predxcated on the conditon that civilizauion should not replace or

_become culture, but shouid be integrated into the national culture..The prere-
quisite was the acceptance by, and conformitv with, the collective consgience

" and traditions_of the people

By definimion, ‘‘aesthetic, moral, philosophical, and other norms.... emo- -

tions, enthusiasms, tastes’” are peculiar to national culture. What may be bot- |

rowed from abroad {i.e., European civilizanon) are ‘‘concepts, methods,
techmigyes.”” 11 therefore followed that the people would determine the
elements of European civilization for selection by the *“Turkist and Isiamic
* Otioman nation.’"*
Oniv those elements of civilizanon which are accepted, bevond the elitc
{preierences], bv our peopie may be inciuded in our culiure. Institutions which arc
not tolerated bv the people, are excluded irom nanonal culture, even if these are
accepted bv the elite....
There 15 m our country a class,.the so-called Levantines or Cosmonpolitans, who
trv 1o aaopt the aesthenic, moral, philosophical tastes, and entire customs.
ceremonies and behavior of the West rather than us scientific methods and n-
dustral techmaues. That 1s, they trv erroneousiv to smitate the culiures of other
k-‘.—‘_-,'_ -
nanons under the name of civilizatiop.*

Gokalp went on 10 sav that the people did not view this class as one of their
own. The latter in 1urn considered it **a disgrace 10 be at one with the people’*
tastes.”” This division of 1asie and conscience led to the emerpence of two
separate nanions without solidarity and without the possibility of **a normal

development of the division of labor.”?* Siill ut shouid be undersiood that

Go6kalp nsisted not on a siatic cultural tradition, but on one lhal accepied

change and modernizanion provided 1hat 11 did not deviate from the essence of
B e I N

/
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P
natigpal customy’y **Customy(6rf) can neither reman a slave 1o old 1radmons N A L
{anane),.nor reassume tolally Western forms at the pleasure ot cosmopo]uans. Il T B
e NS -
it changes by nself only, and n evolves,,n cannot be pushed iorward or ‘

backward by iorce. 0, —
In a related arucle on the *‘Interreiationship of Cutture and Civilizanon’”

(1918),*' Gokalp elaborated upon the attributes of the 1wo social groups and —

norms. Culture 15 non-utilitanian (hasbi), altrwsuc (bimenfaar), public-

spirited (umumen). and rdealisuc {mefkarevi). Civilization 1s wtilitanan (iri- —

1ifai), egméﬂ? (hodgam), wdividualistic (Jerici), and seif-interested {men-

Jaatperesr).>* From these contrasung traits of cutiure and civilizanon Gokalr —

deduced certain generalizations, which he presented as a sociological lav
/ Decline was mevitable 1n those nations which, 1n contact with olhers fa_l_[_@__a 0Gcts ""_ —
preserve their culture and subordinated 1t {0 cnvlllzanon }Conversetv, nations 2>

war}\‘*“

}mfenor n c1\'|]|zanon but superior 1, cuiture overcame nations whlch were -
<suner|or m owilizanion but mfenor Im culiurey thzanon,,m\'mg 10 1ts “at-je
‘z

mbmes,,deslroved “culture as well as séhdamv and mora]nv n a socmt\ -
especiallyif the unbalanced developmenl as onpo<ed 10 1he batlanéed develop

S AN akddbabhokd ar
ment, of culture and ovilization were due 1o cmernal Uommancg fln other -
\\'ords for Gokalp. as for Rousseau cwrhzatlon destroved societal solidariy
and m 1) Wrining 1n lfme last vear of World War 1. Gokalp further callec —_
attention 1o the overextension of empires and imperialism as a **pathological.
extreme’”’ manifestanon of civilizaton causing degeneration of nauonal —
cultures and thereby loss of moralities and 1deals.*

—

In the joregomp we have the germs of Gokalp s cnitique of liberalism as & -
social philosophy, as disunct from liberalism as an economic system and
political orpamzation, which will be examined below: When Gol\a!p con- C—
trasted abstractiv the unlnarlamsm, (EROISITI, mdmdua]lsm, .and self- :
interestedness of civilization with the non-utilitanianism. altrmism, DUbllC- s
spintedness. and idealism of culiure, he had in mind as concrete cases a liberal | .-,.
tand “estern) versus a solidaristic (Tur}dsn lslamlc and a parucular We@) @52 [SRE -
model ol societv. When Gokalp wrote that the mdmduahxm of awilization’
sapped ped the p power and destroved the solidanty ol a nation,>* or of other na- . L
tions when 1t was directed outside, r¢., impenalism, he meant the - "
dividualism (serrcilik) of liberalism (ferdiyeicilik). He explienlv argued that —_—
the decline of cultuses and the devejopment of impenalst states were causally
linked, Gokalp mistakenlv 1dem|fledtlmnenal|<m with hhera]lsmjor hberai —_
capnalism, obscuring the lact that monopoly and siate monopoly. c_pnahkn.
mlghl also, beympenalisucs He wrote ““Iiberalism’’ when he 1eallv had in ymnd —

““liberal capnalism’*,and not caprtalism as such, but s meanine was clear: hc

efe red coh cul iberalis vilization). His dlsnncnon —
preferre darism (ol u 1ure) lol b m (of ¢t ).

nies’ “commumity and <0c1e1y i ras Hevd SUEEESIQ Jl was a m\lapmmon of —
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liberalism and solidarism, as two alternative analvtical models as well as nor-
mative philosophies of society.

What then was the aspecrtﬁé)f contemporary Western liberal capnalism
Gokalp proposed to synthesize with Turkish nationalism and Islamic ethics.

as rwo tradinonal normative systems of social solidanty, if he was so crincal

of liberalism? The problem was only apparent. For Gokalp, modernism or .~

Wesiermism or European civilization meant lhe industrial and tecnnologica!

acmevemems of capuallsm and the posiive scxences whlch he lhoughl had

ibled Moreover, when he asserted that contemporary civiliza-
tion was now developing through the positive sciences treplacing religion as
the criuerion of internationalism), he was emphasizing 1n the sociologistic
idiom of the turn-of-the-century European solidarist wriers, who, like
Durkheim, were trving to synthesize an early positivism as a method and
emstemology with an idealisuc social philosophy, thereby, 1t was hoped.

bridging the 1deal and |he real “5c1ennf1cal]\' M Goka[p shared this optimism,

democratize as empires dlsmlegraled "He assumed that lhe science of
sociology would be a solidaristic one,|premlsed on the normative efements of
social harmon\' and nubhc sD1rn m socnal relations. l]—hs OD[lmISIIC anc

humamtanan COl‘DorﬂUSl “model of <oc1e1 ‘_as one form of reaction 10 the
liberal model at the turn of the century, “contrasted sharply with the other
reaction, namely, the elinst and pre-toialitanan theories that represented ¢
loss of faith both 1n the positivist science of society and 1n the rauonalitv ol
capitalist social relations 1n general.

In Tirkciligun Esaslart (**Principles of Turkism’”) (1923), Goékaly
rererated these views on the relationsinp berween culture and civilization, and
between nationalism and internationalism. But 1t should be noted 1n this las
work. which appeared after the realizatnion of the ideal of nationalism and thec
formanon of the republic 1n 1923, that his emphasis on culture and na-
tionalism as contrasted with internatonalism and civilization was not accen-
ruated but toned down. His eartv efforis disunguished nanonal culiure {rom
imernanonal civilization. Only after 1hat did he stress the diversity of national
cultures within a unitv of internanional civilization. In s latest study he tned
o mimimize the cultural WWanons of_wxemr

T e N =
cul ural HlOUpc “was extended to the civilization eroup,!,

“in the chapler 6n “Nanonal Culture and Civilizanon’’ (1923),% Gokalp ot-
fered a new version of the same defimnions of culiure and civilization. A ne-
uon'c ‘‘social lives’ consisted of religious, moral, linguistc, polincai-legal.
economic. rauonal, and scientific lives.. The last 1wo in his own terminology
e T ———————— e ——

were, 1n fact. civilizanonal, not cultural categornies. However, if thev con-
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formed to the customs of the people, that 1s, the real store of national culture.
thev could become elements of national culture:\ Thus, culiure represented &
v-""‘\——v—"———-——s_——-—d—x_ﬁ.__. — i —
“‘harmonious whole’’ of the socal lives of a nauon; civilization, the “‘sum

- ————— B

total’’ of the lives of several nations which belong 10 the same cwvilizanon
group (medemvet dairesi). Reason and science became the points of con-é_iS
vergence! They were created by ‘‘individual wills” and *‘by way of method.’
while products of culiure derived naturally from the inspiration and source of
nauonal conscience.’!

The superimposition of civilizational elements on a culture was not volun- . L AR
tary, however. As he noted in **Toward the West”’ (1923).% each culture had a ‘s
“‘different lopic. a different aesthetics, a different woridview,”” and not all 0 z“";
crvilizational elements could be mechanicallv absorbed 1nto a culture. He il- | gvae st
lustrated this in ms crincism of the Tanzimat, which adopted the ‘‘exter-
nalives” of ‘Western. cmhzanon c|e5pue melr _annthetical nalurc,.to_xhc

e T

i

In the “Two Meamngs of Culture” (1923).“® Gokalp {urther lowered the
barrlers between cullure and.c cwlhzatlon He began bv breang down culture
INto 1wo connolanons Hars,corresponded 10 ‘“‘popular culture.” It war

1Mo 1Wo ton

( democranc ' and consisted of the 1rad'mons,\nabns customs,oral and Writ-

1 ten lneralure,,language musw,.gehglon ymiorais,: and aestheuc and economn
( creations of the people. (Telmb}corresponded 10 “‘refined culture.’” 11 wa:
) anstocranic (*‘the aristocracy of mind”’) and was iound 1n ntellectuals who
(had received lal,eher educanoal It signified appreciation of cognitive anc
zpoil_nve sciences, fine arls,,\‘li_e“rgl\u_ri,,\_gbi’loss@'_,} and relipion.*! Since.
however, the source of popular cujture and reflined culiure was nautonal
(cunure,‘(ms distinchion ymplied not a qualitative d]fferenf"bm ol
degree_of <oph15ncau“~3’]‘he intellecruaielite in quesiion sl remained a na-
[ tsonal, not cosmopo i1an, g_m__
(: By s disuncuion. Gokaip brougm together culture and civilization (e.g..
Jsciences and philosophy) and one culiure and other cultures (e.g., fine arte
) and literature). for he insisted lhal?_l_qg was nauonal @_grl_ehub international,
an atiribute of cr\'ilizauongence. Gokalp disappioved ol parochialism -
{ tellectuals. while prepaning the theoretical escape jrom parochialism n the
[ masses through higher education. ‘*People probablv value only their own na-
(tlonal culture.\But persons of refinemeni appreciate culiures of other nation: s(’/';
as well.. Accordmgl\‘ tehizib makes one more humamtarian, charnable. and 4
eclectic.’ o
Accordme 10 Gokalp \cullural refinement also helped one to transcend ne-
nonalism. lnnlln'emhm and become internanonalist tmillerierarasict) through
involving the aaoption of the scientific and technological achievements of
Western civilization and the appreciauon inot superiicial imnaton) of the
{ cuiturat values of other nauons. ‘‘Internationalism’ differed 1otally from
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**cosmopolitanism,”’ since nationalism and internationalism were compatible,
although nauonalism and cosmopolitamsm were not.** -
Gékalp struck a balance as follows: *‘One must not confuse the ‘national /
taste’, which appreciates the nanional culture, with the ‘exiernal taste’, which |
appreciates foreign cujtures.”’ Nanonal taste was *‘constant and primary’’; (
{

external taste was “‘admissible’” only when 1t remained ‘‘secondary.”” Other- ;
wise, Gokalp warned, we encountered the “*pathology’’ of the Otioman elite’s
Persianism and the Tanzimat elite’s Westernism. Culiural refinement was ?
{
)

‘‘normal”’ insofar as n observed the prerogatives (hukukuna niaver) of na-
nonal culture. Otherwise 1t became ‘‘sick and invalid.”*** Uninientionally |
reversing the Western Orientalists’ ethnocentricism in finding the East ‘‘ex-
otic,”” Gokalp concluded that the Turks’ pleasure 1n, and appreciation of, the
cultural creations of the French, Briush, Germans, Russians, and ltalians
should not exceed the limits of *“*exotic tastes.”’ He concluded on the following
note

1t 15 seen that our Turkism. though 1t loves and admires s own onipinal culture, 18
not chauvinistic and bigoted. As 1t 15 determined to emulate European civilization
fullv and svstemanically, 11 possesses no feeling of estrangement or scorn for the
culture of any nauon. On the contrary, we value and respect all national cultures.
Moreover, we admire and-respect the culiural products, thinkers and arusts of
even those nations who have done evil 1o us and of all political organizanons we
do not like.”*

N'-/lﬂ\ wetiomolrsm 5““'3"‘
Cultural Turkism ) (v

e

The \\'e]l~benng_‘of?he Turkish nation was a terminal philosophical value for /

_Gékalp. His brand oi nauonalism was unequivocally based on a finpuistic and

cultural nanonalism mmmmemm’ﬁahsms 1n_peace-and
reciprocal respect. Many, however, have taken literally the Turkist and
Turanist myths, legends, slogans;-and-figures of.speech he used.in a. number
of Poems he published especially between 1910 and.1915 and-assempbled.n 2
volume In ]914 under the ntle Kizil-Elma,- Gokalp expressed here in poetic
form a lmemsnc and-cultural nationalism.as a unifying factortor-all-Turkic
eroups, He 1dealized the national cufture 10 reinforce the popular morale and
solidanity. In a ume-of war with leadinp Western countries (Italy. Bruain, ana
France), he defended the nauonal culturai values of the past as in no way In-
ferior to Western culture.

In poems such as **Turan’ (1910). **Millet’’ (1915), ““Lisan®’ (1915), 1n epic
poems such as ‘“*‘Alnn Destan’ (1912), *‘Ergenekon®’ (1912). “*Balkanlar’
(1912). *“*Kiz1l Destan’’ (1914). and in tales such as **Ala Gevik’’ (1912), *'Kizil
Elma’’ (1913), as well as in non-political poetry,** Gokalp iried 10 create, n
h)s own words ‘‘an 1deal \\wwd in the realm of imagination,-notan-thc
s 1he\.rausl and - A

a

Y

n
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redentist brand of Turkish nationalism, does not figure even as an ideal in anv

of his theoreticai or political articles and essays writien 1n a period when his —
literary output was prolific, the suggestion that many mistook the culturaj

myth for theoretical areument or a political program becomes plausible. —
Moreover, one must remember thar such poems.cluster-around-the-vears of \“ \,\:

the Balkan and the First World W arﬁ,and_Lolally»ceasg_aner 1915 —, el \\ (-“

What G6kalp Wrote 1n ““Turan’’ about the imaginary notion of Turan em- A “tew  *
pracing Turkey and Turkistan and in *‘Lisan’’ (*‘Language’’) abow the com- lﬁ‘“;:( deent?
mon language of Turan which preserved the Turkishness of Turkic peoples* of
implies no political expansionism and unificanion bevond spiritual unity, o —
rather affinnmy n language. Jiterature, and culture, Another poem,

“Tirklik,” confirms that he was promoting cuttural ties without appealing to —
xenophobia. He wrote that the Turk *‘lisiens to the voice of the West, and

makes the West hear hus voice'” and that **his goiden ape does not fade out —
from his heart.””**

What tnterests us here 1s not Gakalp's reflections on the ancient Turkish —
civilization, cosmology. religion, customs, arts, or social and polincal
orgamzation but his theoretical and philosophical atutude toward nanonalism —
as one of the highest ‘*social ideals’” and his sociological conception of 1he nz-
non 1n peneral. To be sure. he cherished the values of Turkish cuhure anc —
history and often sought 10 ofier them as precedents 1n the political ang
cultural revival of Turkev. More imporiant for s political theorv 1s the kind —
of nanonalism he espoused. and how he related 1t to other nations and na-
1ionai cultures, _—

Tiirkenlpiin Esaslar (1923) codifies his views on the subject. it focuses on
the method of Turkism and the program of Turkism. It sets forth his —_
theoretical premises of nationalism and their application to different aspects
of nanonal life. An introductorv chapter on the *‘Historv of Turkism”* _—
reviews the stages of development 1n the movement of Turkism. Gékalp. in a
following arucle enntled “*What 1« Turkism?’’ (1923),** defines Turkism at —
‘‘ejevanng the Turkish nation’ and passes on to a defimnbon of the ‘‘nature of
the social group or collecuvity called nauon.” According 1o Gokalp. the —
“‘racist nauonalists’’ 1n the Turkish rnovement went astrav in equatng nanon
with race. In fact, some anthropolopists. borrowing the concept of race from —
the science of zoology. 1n which 11 1s used for classifving types of amimals ac-
cording 10 their external appearances and phyvsical features, have enaeavored ~—
1o extend the concept 1o the classification of nations, despite the iact that in
everv nation there are individuals who belong to different races. These an- -
thiopologists have also claimed a relanionship between yacial and socml_l_xg(_;f )
This claim G6kalp refutes thus: *‘Since there 15 no relationship between racial ——
and social characterisiics. there can be no relationship between race and_ﬂ_a:
tionality, which 1s the source of gocial charactenisticsy —
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Gokalp goes on to observe that the “‘ethnic-nanionalisis’’.n.the Turkist
me wx_conmsanauon»wuh l\mshlg._The -ethmes-tharts;thHe kin-
shm group has 1o do with parentage and heredity. Traditonal societies
cherished ip ideal because religious atavism,.now.abnormal, was then
e niaifi Torm of social sohdamy Furthermore, kinship and heredity do not
determine social trais, emotions, and thoughts such as language, religion,
moralny aesthcucs polifical, Taw; and ecotiomics=Society through ediicaiion

transmits these from generanon 1o generanon He adds that “‘today, social

solidarity is based on,gultural uniy.”"*
Fuﬁh‘ermore he l'auils the “*peographic nationalists’® 1n the Turkist move-

ment. To them, nation meant the ‘‘totality of peoples residing 1n the same

. N R i
country.” Since the languages and cultures of vanious peoples m a single

country may differ, this defimition, 100, is deficient. For the same reason, the

/

/

Pan-Ottomamst percepnion of nation as embracing all the ciuzens of the em- ¢

pire did not hoid up. Gé6kalp also rejects the Pan-Istamists’ definiion of na-
tion as embracing ‘‘all Muslims,”’ for fimmer signifies relipious commumty,
but not ‘*‘common language and culture.”” Finally, he casts aside the _‘__—
dividualistic”’ defimition of nation as “‘any society 1o which a man considers
himself to belong.”’ Goékalp notes that individuals do not enjoy such a

ireedom of choice, since membership in a nation 1s invoiuntary.*

Gokalp then pives his own sociological defininon of the nation based on a -

supernor criterion— ‘‘shared’’ education, culture, and emotion, with language
~ as the pnmary medium. Thus, the nation 1s a social group or collectivity con-
sisting of individuals who have received the same education, and who have a
“common language, émoiions, ideals; Telipion, mora maes—nﬁm ic feeling.*®
Tn other words, naiion is the mosi developed social group, socIetY Tests on
social solidanty; and the highest form of solidarty 1s that based on common
language and cuiture, and on cognitive and. affective norms.
o ———

Gokalp further disiingwmshes between “‘Turkism and Turamsm' (1923).%"

s

In the same vein as 1n his earlier poems, he states that the cultural unificanon

of the Anatolian Turks (**the realized 1deal’’) may be exiended 10 a cujtural

unification between them and the other Oguz Turks, or Turkmens, in Azer- ;

bavcan, Iran, and Khwarezm (*‘the proximate ideal”)). Finally, the cultural
unity between these and the other Turkic nanions who are siuated in central

Asia (Kazan ’Tatars, Nirpz. Ozbeks, and Yakuts),** that 1s, in Greater ,
Turkistan (*“the distant 1deal’’) may be strengthened, All_these proups -

1ogelher compnse the Turan, which 1s unambiguously a linguistic and culiural
entitv_** Gokalp adds that mere 1s_not_even lingwsuc_affinity_among the
Turm_ ngols, M a_g)arund_iﬁs

GoLaln defines a distant 1deal, that 1s, the ideal of cuitural unity in a way
not too dissimilar to the notion of an Anglo-American cultural uniy, t11s an
‘*attractive vision, 1n the quest of which enthusiasm of the soul increases in-
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/ Tinuely.”” He adds that “‘if i1 were nofBr the 1deal of Turan, Turkism could

0

-

/

/

A Turkism.

not have spread as rapidly as 1t did. froc
That Gokalp’s Turkism 1s a culiuraj

e ! .

A_nonaoimcal program becomes still
clearer iy “PollAgaﬂld'urlfs'rn"'(19'>3) S CTYPKIERTIS ot apolitical party: 1t 1
a 9cxemlf1c philosophicai, aesthetic movement. In other words, 11 1s a method
of cultural travail and rejuvenaton.”’** Afier poinung out that Turkism s
also anti-clerical, anu-theocratic, anti-absolutist, and supporuive of the
Republican People’s Party, Gokalp, 1n his charactenistic paired defimuons,
states: “‘Our doctrine 1 politics 1s populismf our doctrine n cujture 1s

1S

These views of G&kalp on nanonalism in the Principles of Turkism, which
he published after the birth of the Turkish Republic, hark back 10 those ex-
pressed earlier \n Turkism, Islanusm. Modernism, first as a series of articles
(1912), later as a book (1918). Directly related are his essavs on *‘The Fortunes
of Turkism,” **The Turkish Nanon and Turan,”’ and **The ideal of Na-
uonalism.’’¢* These arucles also reveal the social function he attached 1o na-
nonalism or to the 1deal of a nation, which 15 not equallvinanifest in the Prin-
ciples of Turkism, preciselv because the 1deal of natonalism had in his view
reafized 11 objectives. WHER GOKalp Wrole that the Turky were dispararc-in:
dividuals without a sense of national obligalion, national consclence, natjonal

j1deal, and that their backward state stemmed from ‘*not knowing themsejves’”

Y and “*not recognizing their national responsibilities,”’** he was referring 10 the

[ <ocral function of nationalism as one major normative svstem providing socal

<solid . Similarly. when he spoke of the obliganon of a nanonahsl 10

( "avoicrperSOnal ambitions and cherish sacred national duties.”™ he had 1n
{ mind a, solidarisic model og,lhe relationship between the individual and so-

i clety. T

In juxtaposing the ‘“‘sociaiist ideal’” and the nationalist ideal. Gokalp
described the former either as @ ‘"preat enemy’’ of Turkish nanonalism.* o1
a< an 1deal, upon ns emergence alter indusinalization, that must remain
subordinate to the 1deal ol nanionalism, whichs supreme:

..1deals thal are based on ethnicny. relipious community, siate, fatherland, fami-
lv, corporation, eic., all these are subordinate 1o the ideal of nanonalism.... After
large-scale industrv s founded in Turkey, the ideal ot socialism will be born. too.
But like the other lesser 1deals. that would be secondarv to the ideal of ne-
tionalism.

Gokalp, thus, has a merarchv of norms, or normative svstems. through
which social solidarnv and, therefore. the viability of a society are assured. In
that herarchy, the ideat of nauonalism occupies a paramount place. Hit
polincal-social theorv 1t a normative, not an empincal theory. which.
however, 15 couched 1n sociologisnc terms.
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Finally. that Goékalp’s nationalism as a philosophy of life ana culturaj norm
ol social solidanty is not felt to be incompatible with Western civilization, and
even Western cultures, may be further seen in his proposais for the cultural
advancement of the new Turkish nanonstate, Afier stating that ‘‘fatheriand
means national culture,”’ he advocated the formation of research institutes on
the national culture: national and ethnographic museums, national archives, z
national history library, and a direciorate of statistics. It 1s noteworthy that
Gokalp simulianeousiy recommended other institutions such as a theater, a
conservatory, a umversity, and an institute of Turcology with a view to 1m-
proving the studies on, and performance of, Turkish folklore, music, and
history bv the application of Western ‘*methods,” as well as 1o introducing
Western cultures and sciences as such,**

Elhicay islam

As Turkish_natonalism was_a culturai-normanve system for Gokainp,
Isiamic religion was an ethical-normative svstem, the two supplying the bases
of solidanty 1n the society. As Mardin correctly points out, the social tunction
of islam, not its theology, interesied Qékalp.’"lt was thus no coincidence that
Gokalp adopted Durkheim’s sociology, the “*science of morality’’ above all.
as one of the tnpods of hs synthesis, 1n which he tried 10 combine &
solidanisnic anatvtical model of societv with a non-individualisuic moral
‘philosophy. Here, the principie of the communion of the self with &
transcendental god 1n Islamic Sufism trasavyvuy) easily fitted nto, or rein-
iorced. the primacy of societv over the individual in the solidanstic cor-
poratist model. Gékalp's emphasis, however, was on the latter; Sufism was «
prop for solidarism, not the reverse. Also, as Turkism was compatible within-
ternational civilization, Islamic Sufism, which Gékalp defined as an idealistic
phl]OKODh\’ was perfectly compatible with the Western idealist tradition. The

resull, on halance was fgcul'ék

“Gokalp contended thar orthodox Islam, like other religions, helped hold
societv 1opether. He did not lmmself subscribe to orthodox Islam and did not
delend istam as the official relipion of the state. Gékalp undertook 10 studv
relipions <cientifically and comparativelv and 10 make Islam a cornersione o}
his normative svstem. Hevd correctlv observed that *‘but for the anu-islamic
atmude of Atatiirk. Goékalp might have become the ininator ol a fruintful
screntiiic imvestipanion of Islam in Turkev and perhaps even been the lather of
an imteresung relipious reform movement,”’

Gékalp 1ecarded Islam as a histoncal phenomenon subjecl 10 change and
acpgpdenl on the ﬁoma_,,clrcumstances_xmvmcnql_devcloped I‘ol]owlm
DU’I']\h(’lm he considered religion as a.svmbolic expression of life and sought &
ranonal cxplanmus ceremonies of Islam. Although-Gokalp'

earl\ v emotional and inellectual outlook was 1s formed by religion, under the in-
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fluence of Sufism and of rauonalism, the_did not.subscribe 1o _the dogma.
politics, and riual oi orthodox Islam. Whai jnteresied him was the meanming

society.

That Gokaip’s Isiam was an ethical svstem generally free from legal and
political rules mav be seen from the proposals he advanced to modermze o31-
thodox Islam. He put forth a new theory of the Isiamic canon law iseriar). He
first disunguwisned two sources of the seriar: nas (**dogma”’), the divine revelz-
tion contamned 1n the Koran (the sacred book), and the stinner (deeds and ut-
terances of the propnet Muhammad); and dr/ or customary law, 1n which the
collective conscience of the Musiim communitv was embodied, Like even
custom, Islamic 6rf was modified 10 accord with changes in the sécial stric-

ture._Theselore 6r/, which includes icma ({:consensis of the commumiy™)

Furthermore, Gékalp stated that almost all obligations of nas which relerred
to matters of this world were 1n fact derjved {rom.¢r/ and thay even the oblige-
tions_based only on nas had to be n_q[mQEJ.Z€Q£11h‘Q@ 1n_order 10 be ar-
plicable 1n practice. In this way, Hevd argued, Gokalp reached the conclusion
that with the excepnion of the personal relationship between man and God. all
relipious obligations depended for their sanction on the social conscience.
This 15 notlung but a further seculanization of an alreadv ethical religion.
bringing God and religious metaphvsics down 10 earthly society, a position
not much different irom that of Auguste Comte's making society the God anc
sociology a secular religion. With Comte’s works Gékalp had already become¢
familiar belore he discovered Durkheim, Whatever the merits of Gokaip':
handling of 1he theological and social aspects of islam according to orthodo»
Muslim 1unsts and theologians and, for that matier. the value of his revision
of Isiam, the thrust of his proposal 1s clear,”

Gokalp turther urged the creation ol a new branch of science 1o studv 1he
devejopment of 6rf n different Muslim societies and to complement 1ht
traditional yurisprudence (ysul-ii fikih), which centered on the oblipations ot
Islam on nas. The new science 1 which theologians wouid cooperate with
sociolopisis would be called ictimai usul-ii fikihy o1 **cociology of law, >’

In “‘Polincai Turkism' (1923)"> Gokalp asserted that all remnants of
theocracv and clericalism should be eliminated trom 1he political spherc.
securing for the state the preroganive of secular lepisiation. In accordance with
the pluralism of his solidanstic corporatism, polinical and relipious author-
mes, as distinct social unus, wouid be mutuallv autonomous.’* Such a concer-
tion led Gokalp 1o recommend the elimination of the office of the.Seyhulislam
(the supreme miif1ii) irom the siructure of the secularnized state, As the head of
the ulema, the Sevhiilislam was the mghest authoruy on relipious matters. He
also sat 1n the cabinet 1o monitor the enactment ol new |aws and 1he new
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decrees of the Sulian so as to assure their conformity (/etva)wnh the canon
law, Gokalp also advised restricting the Sevhilisiam’s authority to matters of
belief and ceremonies ({fia) and transferring his lepal authonty (kaza) enurely
10 the state.”” Gokalp’s package of proposed religious reforms included, along
with the disestablishment of the office of the Seyhiilislam, the transfer of the
adminmistration of the relipious courts to the Mimstry of Justice and of the
supervision of religious schools to the Mimistry of Education, as well as the
abolinon of the Mimsirv of Pious Foundaunons (evkaf), which Goékalp
described as a state witinn state, The Umonist. government._(1908-19]18) 1m-
plemented some of these reip_r__rgi_g‘v_qnpgfg_rg,_lngﬁ,cmal_i_s_[_s_.ggmc,lo,po_w_el;__’_*‘
nder Umonist rule, Gokalp expressed his anuimonarchical feelings 1n
poems and endorsed the abolition of the Sultanate and its separation from the
Caliphate 1n 1922 1n the opening vears of Kemalist rule. Nor did he object 10
the abolition of the Caliphate in March 1924, shortly betore his death, Much,
however, has been made of Gokalp's Jack of expliciu condemnauon of the 1n-
sutution of the Caliphate. His critics used this as evidence for his religious
communitananism (i#nmergilik) and thus for his alleged opposition 10 the na-
norﬂmhl\) of The Kemalists as the driving principie of socal and
po]mcal orgamization. What Jed"to siich allegations, however incompatible
with the universal accepiance of s credentiais as the father of modern
Turkish nauonalism. was the position and reorganization Gékalp tried 1o give
1o religion acﬁ_ fal and_cyltural institution, He envisioned a relipous
organization on iNe national scale ranging {rom local mosaues Imesmd“sx) head-
ed by imams 10 1arpe mosques (cami-1 kebirs) in towns headed bv mirifnis, 10 &
nanional office of head-nuifrir as the highest religious authorny. The head-
miifris of all islamc nations would select a caliph as the head of the enure
Istamic communitv of nations. Such a religious orgamzauon. which resembl-
ed in structure the Roman Catholic Church, did not, however, 1n anv wayv in-
tersect with the secular polincal mnstutunons of the naton. With s con-
ferences and congresses. such an “‘ethical corporanion’ represenied solely a
spiritual authorny. At anv rate, this 1dea was not among the central tenets of
Gokalp's svstem. for his wrinings on the subject consisied of a few articies on-
Iy, daung back to his second phase and progressivelv losing their strepgth.”
One final point might be useful to show Gokalp's handling of Islamic
Sufism as a part of s ‘dealistic philosophy and solidanstic model of society
in an arucle enntied “‘Muhiddini Arabi” (1911) '¢ Gokalp observed that.
among Muslim timnkers, the one closest 10 present-dav idealist philosophy wat
Muhiddim Arabi. who had given “‘ranonal expression’ 1o the intuitive stater
which the Sufis reached through direct experience.

I1 15 erroneous 1o equate Sufism with that schoal of thought called mvsticism 1n
Western philosopiwv. Sulism corresponds, 1n its peneral meaning, 10 idealism.
Among the Sulic were those wWho represemied different lorms of idealism, and
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among them there were those who were mystics. The term rasavvuf is a general
term covernng vanous docinnes which did not ascribe a real existence to the world
ol sensibles {pnenomena?]. Some of the idealists reduced realitv 10 1deas. some 10
sense expeniences, and some 1o will. In Sufi doctrine these corresponded 10 whar
the Sufis themselves called stations tnekam). When the Sufi demed the real ex-
istence of the world of sensibles, he formulated his idea by saving: ‘The realm ol
existence 15 of the order of idea.’ Thase who remained at 1his stage of knowledpe
and did not go bevond were idealists.... But as the Sufi was a seeker alier perfec-
tion, he could not remain a1 a {ixed station. He sought continuous progress, con-
tunuous elevation... he discovered that the idea 15 a reproducuon refiected irom
outside on consciousness, and that the objects which we percerve have an external
source and become closed bv the sensibility of our consciousnes:.... Those who re-
mained at this stanion were sensanhionalisis.... Sense experiences are the acls of ex-
pression and of contraction, which are the resuits of satistaction and thwarting of
the will. The will is the most absoluie, the most real part of the being which, not
content with exisuing perlections, strives to perceive and construct those periec-
nons which ought to exist. Muhiddin calls these perfections 1nherent mn things
which ought to exist, the *erernal essences.” These real poals of the will, which are
real existents {noumena?}, are the real motives and {actors of universaj evoiution,
of the umiversat apopee of perfection. He formulated this great iruth bv saving:
‘The decree of divine providence on things takes place onlv according to the
nature of those things."

Gokalp contended that the thiee stapes thrpugh which \dealism pacsed n
the history of modern Western philosophy *‘exactly” corresponded 10 these
three *‘statnions’” of the Sufis. Berkelev and Kant represented the first and se-
cond stages; and receni philosophers such as Fouillé Guveau. Nietzsche and
James, the final one.*” These philosophers, according to Goékalp. declared
that 1deals are nothing but idées-1o1ces. that beliefs and opimons are not mere
passive 1deas, but effective lorces, creative or destructive.'* As 10 the moral
content of this 1dealistic philosophy. 1t s clear that man, 1n his actons, should
strive for the perfection of the ‘"ought.”” conceived in a plaromc-religious
manner. This eariv lormulanon of Goékalp was laler iempered bv &
soclological objecuivity tsec “'The Svnthesis™), the escennal 1dealisuc
epistemology remalning niact.**

This 15 not the place to dwell on the theological subtleties of the article. tor.
although Sufism, and through 1t Islam. formed part of his eariv thinking and
lav behind his social phiosophy. G6kalp did not make much of 1t 1n s
wriings. In fact, the arucie 15 one of the verv few instances where he explicitly
elaborated upon this theme. Mainjv. he songht 10 demonsirate 1he escennal
affinnv of a secular moral philosophy and scientific social theorv to Sufi
philosophy and ethics. Islam_thug copsuituted onlv one part_of_fus general

ethical svstem, 1n support of culiural Turkism. In any case, reacing_againsi
1hé ‘matenalisnc-posinvism_oi_ the_turn of_the century, Goékalp_viewed the

/ social function of religion as iar more ymportant than its thealogical aspect.
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Muocern European Corporatism

Gokalp wished to present his nationalisuic and Sufi philosophy 1n a scien-
1ific garb. This opportunity he found in European corporatist social-polinical
thought. When Goékalp introduced Westernism as the third element of hie
triparnite svnthesis of Turkism, Isiamism, and Modernism, he meant, bevon¢
the sciemific and technological accomplishments of Western capualism, a
parnicular brand of social-poliiical thought, positivistic 1n methodology, and
thus  scientific, and idealisic 1n emsiemology and underlving moratl
philosophy. The social-political theory and model of society and politv that
characienzed this school of thought was solidaristic corporatism, which re
1ected the liberal and the Marxist model,

It was no coincidence that among the European thinkers he had come 1o be
familiar with, Goékalp acknowledged Emile Durkheim as his source of inspirz-
non. Through most of what Gékalp wrote, runs Durkheim either verbanm or
with slight changes here and there, except 1n a {ew respects. Gokalp was n-
debted 10 Durkheim not only for the latter’s views but also for an introduction
10 the views of other European corporatist thinkers, with whose works he
hecame acquainted through Durkheim, Foremost were the solidarist French
economist ‘Pau‘l Cauwe& and the German economist “l;riedrich LJS[: whoe
preached protectionism. Their critigues of the liberal pohtical economv ana
vision ol an orpamicist ‘“‘national’’ economy appealed to G6kalp no less than
10 Durkheim.

in the famous Preface 1o the second edition (1902) of his Division of Labo:
in Sociery (1893), Emile Durkheim prophetically wrote on “‘the role that o«
cupational groups are destined to plav in the contemporary social order.””"”
From this document, which I consider to be the major manifesto ol modern
corporausm. ! would like 10 quote a1 some length, for 1t should help placc
Gokalp’s solidaristic corporatism In good perspective.

We repeatedly msist 1n the course of this book upon the state of juridicaj anc
moral anomy 1n which economic life actually 1s found. Indeed in the econonuc
order. occupauonal ethics exist onlv in the most rudimentary state.... 1t s e
anomic state that 1s the cause, a¢ we shall show, of the incessantly recurient cori-
flicis, and the multifanous disorders of which the economic worid exhibns so sac
a spectacle.... From this, it follows that as the world is only feebly ruied bv moral:-
1v. the preates) part of their existence takes place outside the moral sphere. Now
jor the senument of duty 1o be fixed strongly 1n us, the circumstances 1 which we
iive musi keep us awake. Naturally. we are not inclined to thwart and resirain
ourselves; if, then, we are not mvited, a1 each moment, to exercise this restraim
without which there 1s no ethic, how can we learn the habit? 1f in the 1ask that oc-
cupres almost all our time we follow no other rule than that of our well
unaerstood interest, how can we learn 10 depend upon distinterestiedness. on seff-
torgetfulness, on sacrifice? In this way, the absence of all economic discipiine can-
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not fail 10 extend its effects bevond the economic world, and consequentlv weaker,
public morality.
But, the evil observed, what 15 11s cause and what can be 1ts remedy”?

In the body of this work, we have especially insisted upon showing that the divi-
sion of labor cannot be held responsible, as is sometimes unjustly charged; that 1
does not necessarily produce dispersion and incoherence, but that functions, when
thev are sufficiently 1n contact with one another, tend 1o stabilize and repulan
themselves. But this expianation 1s incomplete.... For anomy to end, there mus:
then exist. or be formed, a group which can constiute the svstem of ruies actualh
needed.... Neither political society, in 1ts enurety, nor the State can take over th:
funcuion: economic life, because 1t 15 specialized and grows more specialized ever
day, escapes their competence and theirr action. An occupational activitv can be
efficaciously regutated only by a group mumate enough with 1t 10 know its func-
nioning, feel all its needs, and be able 10 jollow all iheir vananons. The onlv ont
that could answer all these conditions 1s the one iormed by all the agents of the
same industry, united and orgamzed into a single body. This 15 what 1s called cor
poraygn or occupational group.

Now, 1n the economic order, the occupanonal Eroup does not exist anv mort
than occupanonal ethics. Since the eighteenth century righifully suppressed the
old corporations, only fragmentarv and mncomplele attempts have been made to
bring them back with new foundanions.... Since the market, formerly mumcaipal.
had become nauonal and international, the corporation must assume the same e»
tension. Instead of being limned onlv 1o the workers of a city, 11 must enlaree i,
such a wav as 1o 1nclude all the members of the occupation scattered over the te:-
ntory, tor 1 whatever region thev are jound, whether they live 1n the civ or the
country, thev are all solidary, and parncipate 1n a common life. Since this com-
mon life 1s, wn certain respects, indepenaent of all territonal determinations. the
approprale organ must be created that expresses and regularizes 1ts luncuon
Because of these dimensions, such an organ would necessarily be 1n direct contacs
with the central organ of the collective life. for the rather important events which
interest a whole category of indusinal enterprises 1n a country necessarilv have
verv general repercussions of which the State cannot fail 1o take cogmizance; hence
1 ntervenes. Thus, 1t 1s not without reason that 1oval power 1ended instinctivel
not 10 allow preat ndustry outside 1ts control when 11 did appear. It was imposs:-
ble tor 1 not 1o be interested 1n a form oi activitv which, by 1ts very nature, can
alwavs aflect all society. But this 1epujatorv action, if it 15 necessary, must nor
degenerate 1nto narrow subordination, as happened 1n the seventeenth and eigh-
teenth centuries. The two rejated organs must remain disuinct and avtonomous.
each of them has is functhon, which 1t alone can take care of. If the function of
making general principles of indusinaj legislanion beionps o the povernmenial
assemblies, thev are incapable of diversifving them according to the different
dustnier.... There 1t even reason 10 suppose that the corporation will become the
foundanion of one of the essenuial bases of our political orgamzanion. We havi
seen indeed. that if it first begins bv being outside the Locial svstem, 1t tends 1o
ynself in 1t in proportion 10 the development of economic life. 1115, therefore, pusi
(o tav that i progress continues 10 be made 1 this dinection, it will have 10 take ¢
niore pronunent and more predominam place 1 socletv. It was formertv the
elementary division of communal orpamzanon. Now that the communc.
heretofore an aulonomous organism, has iost 1ts place in the State, as the
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mumcipal market did in the natsonal market, 1s 11 not fair 10 suppose that the cor-
poration also will have 10 experience a corresponding transformation, becoming
the elementary division of the Siate, the fundamental political unity? Society, 1n-
stead of remaiming what 1t 1s today, an aggregate of juxiaposed terntonal districts,
would become a vast svstem of nauonal corporations. From various quarters 1t 1s
asked that elective assemblies be formed by occupations, and not by terntorial
divisions; and certanly, 1n this way, political assemblies would more exactly ex-
press the diversity of social interests and their relatuions. They would be a more
faithful picture of social life in 1ts ennirety. But to say that the nation, in becoming
aware of itself, must be grouped into occupanions,—does not this mean that the
orgamzed occupauon or corporation should be the essential organ of public
life?... Thus the great gap in the structure of European socicties we elsewhere
pont to would be fillea.... A societv composed of an infinte number of
unorganized individuals that a hypertrophied State 15 forced to oppress and con-
tamn constitutes a verntable sociological monstrosity. For collective activity 1s
ajways 100 complex to be able 10 be expressed through the singie and unique organ
of the State. Moreover, the State 15 100 remote from individuals; 11s relations with
them too external and intermittent to penetrate deeply into ndividual consciences
and socialize them wathin. Where the State 15 the only environment in which men
can live communal lives, they inevitably lose contact, become detached, and thus
society disintegrates. A natjon can be maintained only if, between the State and
the individual, there 1s intercalated a whole series of secondary groups near
enough 1o the individuals to attract them strongly in their sphere of action and
drag them, m ths way, int1o the general torrent of social life. We have just shown
how occupanional groups are sunted to fill this role, and that 1s their destinvy.**

The worldview and the theory contained in these lines run through Gékalp's
work as the third, soentific component of his triparute synthesis. Before turn-
Ing 1n the next section to that svnthesis, however, a brief explanation 1s In
order of how § view corporatism myself.

Corporansm i1s a system of thought and a set of institutions that presuppose
a preaomlnanuy Capll ,_1sunoc1e of production-with 1ts central elements of the
pnmacy of prvate property and enterprse. Corporatism s, bv defmmon,
anti-socialist and anti- Marxm It 15 also anui-liberal (in philosophy, Dohucs
ang ECOHOI’D)CS) but not ann capnahst Therefore designations such as *‘left-
corporatism”’ and “hberal -corporatism’’ are cJearly contradictions n terms,
although more populistic (onlv 1n that sense left) and more tolerant and
pluralist {only in thai sense liberal) forms of corporatism may be spoken of,
whereby the terms “‘left’ and *‘liberal”’ are used in non-technmical senses. As &
matter of fact, corporausm, the genus (explicitly baptized as a *‘terhium
genus’ {irst by inter-war lzuropean corporatist theoreticians), has two main
species: solidaristic corporatism. or_solidanism_and fascistic_corporansm o1
Ia«cw former still ] beanng_ceriamn_residual_tenets of Eolmcal and
cultural liberalism a< namcular 1deals, but rejecung liberalism as a holisuc
model of economic, social, and political organization. in my usage, nenher

ondansm nor famcm _constitutes a ‘“third way’’ between, or a synthesis of.

cam(ahsm and SOClallSﬂ‘x, as almost all corporaust theoreticians and
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1deglogues as well as some pohucal scienuists have asserted. Lorporausm with
11s solidaristic and fascistic v variants, 1s but a denvauve ol the ‘“Iirst way'’,
1.e., capnalism, and it 1s a category at the same abstraction level as liberalism,
or liberal capitalism, and socialism, or Marxist socialism—repiacing the
tormer as the supersedent rationale of modern capnalism,

I view the emergence or accentuaton of corporaust theonies and practices
as consequent upon 'crises ol capitalism’’ and delineate two such crises: the
aé'ct\]'m?l'a—l‘1'5ﬁ~c~r'*1§5—mimﬂi§l_r~but1on crisis. The former mav be observed in
delaved capialism where tlne_g_g)iporatlst Tormula serves economlc'a?v_lop-
ment_of a particular_kind by providing a disciplined 1abor force for ac-
celerated private capnal Aggcuﬁmr the protection of neo-
mercantilist policies of a stare capna['— The latier may be observed 1n ag-
vanced naustrial camtahsm where the corporatist formula serves contain-
ment of class polarization between a numerically and organizanonally ad-
vanced labor and a monopolistic caprtal, under perceived or actual threat of
the former. In either context, the corporanst variant mav take either
solidarnisuic or fascistic dimension depending on the specific nature and inten-
siy of the crnsis, and on secondary, ntervemng variables such as the social

orpanization, class baiance, political culture, and institutional traditions of a

ween fascism and monOpoly capnal,,as .do_some_( of the Mam51 _analvses;
neither do 1 |ﬁ1pl\' a lmez_ar ransiion_{romgolidarism 1o xaccmr::,
“Corpcfmns’ﬁa?ﬂndewmnd the phenomenon, Is a svstem of thought and
action which has three distincl relerents or levels, logicallv interrelated, but
not necessarily so 1n practice. Corporatism 1s {1) a philosophv-ideology about
a model of society and economy, {2) a set of economic and class policies and
actual procedures for conducting representanon of interests, (3) a partculal
form of politcal instiiunonalization and authoritative decision-making.
Manifestauion of corporatism at the second and third levels 1s a presumn-
non of allepiance to a parncular model ot sociely and economv at the firsi
level, whether that 1s consciously and theorencally articulated or not, lor i2)
and (3) axiomatically derive from (1). But 1t 1s not alwavs the case that cor-
poratism 1s symuitaneousiv manitest at all three feveis, hence fullv crvsiallized
and readily recognizable. 11 mav be that we have indications of the second and
only parnial materialization of the third Jevels, but no subjective expression
and formulanon, vet, of the first. l-urthermore, both parualiv and fullv un-
folded forms of corporatism can nave the more pluralistic and liberianan
solidaristic and the more 1otalitarian and autocrauc iascisic variants.
Corporatism as a model and philosophy of society, then, mav be expyessed
in the form of a well-tormulated, programmatic political 1deotogy. or it may
remain as a joose worldview. At another level, or dimension, corporansm is a
svstem of actual practices and policies that are the resuit of. or in conjormyv
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with, such a woridview or 1teology. At a third level or dimension, coi-
poratism, bevond the de facto manifestations of the second level, unfolds 1n
de jure manner as tangible political institutions and legai structures.

As far as a particuiar theoretical construction of corporatism 1s concerned,
all these levels may be comprehended and specified, or such a theory may en-
compass onlv one or rwo of these levels. in practice, corporaltist elements mav
be present at all these three levels or, as the case may be, they may be manifest
at onlv one or 1wo levels and latent at the other(s). In particular corporanst
theones or svstems, thus, a siate of closure or full unfolding of all these
dimensions may obtain, or there mav be only a parﬁa] development.

As a model of society and economy. corporatism sees sociely as an orpanic
and harmonious whole consisting of mutually interdependent and functional-
lv compiementary parts. The major units, the molecuies of society, are the oc-
cupational groups and their orpamizations, that 1s, corporations. As opposed
1o the Individual as the main unit, or pnimary category—in 1ts analvtic and
normative aspects—in the liberal model of soctety, and as opposed 1o thc
social Class 1n the Marxist model of society, the corporatist model views the
mmdividualism of the former as umniendedly atomistic and consequentlv
disruptive of the equilibrium and survival of the social organism; 1t views the
struggle and warfare, if not the sheer presence, of classes in the latter a:
deirymental to the mamienance of a particuiar kind of social system. Cor-
poratism, thus. borrows the Marxist crinque of the liberal model of capnalist
societv as inherentiv anarchic but, substituting the corporation for the ciass.
Iries 10 bring a harmomzing ranonaie to capnalist society, repelling and
refuting the Marxist critiqgue 1n the end.

In the corporatist model, society 1s not, as in the liberal paradigm, the merc
1o1al of individuals, and the public interest does not resuli—through the n-
visibly repulatory workings of the marker mechanism—f{rom individuals’
preferablv enlightened pursuit of their egoistic interests, In the corporatist
model. the sum 15 greater than the numerical total of individuals; it has 11s own
realitv and ogatives vis-a-vis individuals, Individuals® pursunt of their 1n-
terests, as well as thewr pnvate properiv and enterprise, are considerec
leemmare insofar as they serve social cohdarnv and do not v1olate the Dubh(
lmereﬂl—-—an enuty on s own merits. In other words, cornorallsm, bv de-
{endmp the long-term survival of general, 1otal capital(ism), furnishes the
capnabst coclety with a higher rauonaie. definnely superseding the previou:
liberal 1ationale, w'hich cou]d onlv justifv the narrow short-term interests oi

m s compelmve phase has been tuboromaled 10, but not dxsplaced by.
anomer r_higher_logic of capitalism,_the_iopic of. systemqﬁamlenance, m o
POSI- competitive, _monopolistic.phase==be_1L1n_advanced_industrial ot neo-
mer@lm stauist contexts.
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Corporatism at the second, de facto level, as a series of coherent procedure:
and policies which are derivatives of the first, invoives distinct practices in the
process of interest representanon—not individual, not class, but corporate 1n-
terest representation either outright by corporauions or by interest proups
organized on a corporale basis—and distinct povernmental, economc, and
class policies, often but not necessarily accompanied by non-governmental
decision-making bodies such as economic councils or a miscellany of siatist
and mixed-economy structures. As distinct from even the highest dosages of
state reputanion and intervention in the economy bv the siate in the liberal
model, 1n which the economy and the state remain separate and the former
primary, 1n all forms and dosages of statism, or etatism, n the corporanist
model, the disunction between the state and the economy 1s blurred, or the
two are mextricably linked. In some cases {1.e., the iascistic variant), state and
politics become supreme over the economy, not 1o mention the society. 1n coi-
ppraust étaysms. the state not oniv encourages and advises the economy: 1t
directs, supervises, and manages the economy and assumes the role of ai-
bitrator between labor and capital, between emplover and emplovee, frec-
auently lepisiating against both strikes and lock-outs.

Corporatism, 1n theory and practice, as a model of polincal and legal
‘organizanon, 0o, has disunet traits. 1n the liberal paradigm, the main unn of
polinical activity s the individual, with his legal preropatives against the siate:
the mam mechanisms of interest articulation and aggrepation are the groups
and political parties. The groups mav be latent or organmized, which by defins-
tion actualizes when separate individual 1nterests coincide {or a period of 11me
and dissolve when the common goal 1§ achieved or ceases 10 obtam. The ac-
companving major structure n the liberal model, through which the a:
liculated and aggrepated-interests are transiormed 1o authoruatve, central
political decisions. 15 the mstitution of parliament. Supremacv of the parlie-
ment, eleciea according 10 the ternitorial pnnciple and {uncuonmng according
1o the maloruy principle and to the principle of electoral mandate piven to the
government-party ior the duration of 1ts term, 1¢ axiomauc in the liberal
model. This s the principle of the primacv of the lepisiature or the principle o
“‘pariiamentarv fepinmacy.’’

in the corporanst paradigm, by contrast. the major umis of political active
v and orcamzanbon are not the atomustic individuals and the chanpeabl
groups. but the well-defined, constant occupanonal groups. whose rejation 10
the state 15 pre-deterrmned through lepal or de Jacto siructures. Accordingly
the maior mechansm of interest articulation and aggregation is not the group
and the political partv. but the corporative orgamzation (in a varielv of
forms). which mav totallv replace or coexist with the latter, The mar
mechamsm ol central politicat decision-making. the povernmental siructuse:
within which coiporanons or corporatelv organized inicrest proups and the



@ THE SYSTEM

senv sncet, 1s enther a parliament which is elected, not according 10 the ter-
rional principle but 1o the corporative principle of functional representation,
or outright corporauve councils organized 1n pyramidal form, which displace
the institution of parliament. Subspecies of 1he corporatist model are possible
where there may exist a single corporative chamber (pure constitutional cor-
poransm), or a combination of corporatively and terriorially elected
chambers (mixed constitutional corporatism), the weights of which mav
change. Finally, corporatism may co-exist with, without totally replacing, thc
political party system, which has now become subordinate.

Corporations, with their relative monopoliy in the political representanon of
imterests, may or may not be singular ar all levels, merging emplovees and
emplovers m a certain occupanonal sector {the number of calegories differt
according to the particular corporative scheme), but they must be so at the néa-
uonal level if a corporanive organizanion has crvstallized bevond looser co1-
poransi arrangements and structures.

‘*Corporatism’’ is thus a larger category than ‘‘corporatve state’~or, for
that matter, ‘‘corporaution’’ism, and certainly not co-terminous with
““fascism.”” with which the last 1wo have often been identified, asc ‘‘cor-
poratism’’ has been with ‘‘fascism.’” A corporatist 1deology, or de jacio coi-
porausm, or de jure corporatism (full or paruial) may exist both n the fascistic
and solidansuc variants of corporatism. 11 1s only a historical coincidence that
the first implementations of ‘‘corporative state’ in 1ts near-full crvsiallization
have peen observed n the classical fasc)st countnes of nterbellum kuropc.
whereas 1t 1s theoretically possible even for a fully corporative state 10 b
solidanstic and not fascist.®” Reduction of corporansm to fascism, until vers
recently. has obscured appreciation not only for the non-fascistic but ceriainiy
corporatist {i.e., solidaristic corporatist) elements 1n the post-World War 1]
advanced capitalist societies, where liberalism has ceased to be the dominant
paradigm. though surviving 1n the form ol certain political institutions which
are no longer the real foc of decision-making and as a residual 1deology lag-
emp beliund 1he actual state of affairs.** but aiso for the corporanst forme-
nons. of both solidanstic and iascisuc vanety, in the non-industriat world
belore and after the Second World War.'* In short, corporatism and {ascism
should not beidentified. Otherwise, post-war and pre-war, western and thire-
world. solidanstic corporatism would be Iost 1o sight,*

Finally. 1o speak of polincal corporatism, 11 1s not a necessary, although ot
viously a sufficient, condinon that consttutional corporatism should exist.
Evenn a svstem where 1t has not crvstallized at the constiutional level, cor-
poratism mav exist at other levels of political institutionalization, which agan
mav or mav not find 1§ expression in sub-consntunonal laws, siatute:
Relaredly. corporatist arrangements nmiav or may not include, de facio or de
Jure. all occupational orgamzations or ectors I the svsiem of interest
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representanion and central polincal decision-making, Exclusion or prohibition
may be effected informally, or semi-legally by not according ‘*public associa-
tion’’ status, or by outnight legal elimination. (Of course, the differennal
weight that specific occupational organizations may carrv even 1n the most in-
clusive form of corporatism has primarilv to do with the existing class struc-
ture of a parucular country.)

There mayv also be cases where corporatist political structures are not ac-
corded constitutional or sub-constitutional legal status, but where the main
mechamsm of polincal decision-making, despite preservanon of parnes and
parliaments. rests elsewhere and does not function according 10 the axiom o
parliameniary legiimacy or supremacy. The party-government may be taking
1ts decisions not on the strength of its electoral mandate as n the liberal mode}
of representative parliamentary democracy, but by seeking the prior approval
of orgamzed mierest eroups formally represented or informally effecuve 1
extra-governmental, deliberauive or bargaiming councils and structures. This
process mav manifest nself, especially in mes of *‘crises of democracy” (1.c..
liberal parliamentarv democracy), 1n polincal and jundical theories and prac-
tices of the ““executive supremacy’’ or ‘‘executive feginmacy.”’ Or it mav 1ake
place, all the same. without such accompanving political-lepal justification. 11
countries of long-established, but now actually passé, liberal parliamentary
democracy, where corporatism at the first level is not {orthcoming to comple-
ment the actual practice. Hence. the creeping corporatism n that country, les:
readilv visible because of such a lack of closure.

What distinguishes the solidanstic and fascistic vananis of corporatism i
essennially the different ways in which they postuiate the interrelationship be-
1ween the Individual, the Society, and the State. They both reject the primary
categories of individual and Class of libera) and Marxist models, respectively.
and take 1he occupational group {or orgamzed nterest groups fundamentallh
based on the occupanonal principle) as the man umt of social orpamizanor,
and polilical acuvity, But the fascistic vaniant assimilates the Societv anc
therelore the Individual, at least in theorv, within a rather metaphyvsicalizec
corporative State (“‘Evervihing within 1he state, nothing outside the state’).
and sees the occupanional groups and the corporations as the public organs o!
the State 1o control and domimate the civil Society, transmitting to the laitey
orders of the State concermng the dunes and oblipanons of Individuals whe
have no prior nights wis-a-vis the State. as 1 the liberal legal and political
model.

By contrast. 1n the solidanstic vanant. occupational groups and their cor-
poranons serve as a buffer between the Individual and the State. While imbu-
ing with public-spiniedness the otherwise epoistical Individuals. thev aise
check and restramn the Siate from encroaching upon the autonomous junsdic-
vonal aoman of tespective corporations that are the molecules of civil Socie-
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1y, therebv also protecting the nights of Individuvals. 1n solidanstic political
theory and junisprudence, Individuals still have rights, if limited compared to
the liberal modei, as well as obligations to the Society in the interest of
solidarity. In the <olidansuc variant, the Siate is but a repulatory and coor-
dinaung insutunon. with jurisdiction primarily 1n the intercorporational do-
main. The reason ior this basic difference beiween the 1wo species of coi-
poratism 1s that lascism attempts 10 transcend the liberal model by radical
negation, while solidansm tres to transcend it by modification, retaining cei-
tamn political and cultural *‘ideals’ of liberalism.

11 15 10 these terms that Gékalp's solidaristic corporatism 15 10 be examined
im the present study, with reference’to other corporanst cultural and mstitu-
nonal structures 1n the single-party penod and in contemporary Turkey,
where pressing objective condilions and certain 1deological developments may
well prove conducive 10 an unfolding of the fascistic vanant—representing a
movement further away {rom political liberalism as an 1deal, even if residual,
in the Turkish cultural and insutunonal legacy.

The Synthesis: Social Idealism

In the preceding sections, ] have discussed Gdékalp’s nationalism and
Islamism and suggested that the two were not incompatible with a specific
brand of Western theorencal thminking, if backed by a sunable social and
moral philosophv. | have also suggested that Gokalp does not consides
Turkism and Islamism anuthencal to Western capialism, provided that the

\latter be effecuvelv freed from its atomistic individualism and anarchic

' economic orgamization. Precisely such a cnugue of liberalism 1s offered by

i solidanistic corporanst thinking, and Gékalp adopts 1t as the third component

( of his svstem, 1n tact as the ““scientific” basis for the first iwo, Gokalp thus

\arrives at a reformed model of capitalist society with appropriate mstitutions

l and scientificallv advancing under moral puidance. Such a model contains a
set ol methodological and epistemological atiributes which 1- shall now
elaborate so as to present a fuller picture of Goékalp's svnthesis of Turkism-
Isiarmism-Modermism (W esternism).

Given Gb6kalp's penchant ior preserving the link beiween theorv and prac-
uce, between science and society, it 1s no comncidence that he expounded It
methodologicai premises in a series of articles eninled *‘Debates on Educa-
non’’ (1917).%! E?ducanon;.m his view, was applied sociology and the most 1m-
portant social msnuution.

According 1o Gokalp. social science began with Durkheim because he was
the first 1o studv socal facts empirically as a disuinct categorv of reality, as in
other positve sciences. Betore Durkheim. Gokalp claimed. <ociology served
as a branch of philosophv or biology or psvchology.** According 10 Gokalp
1and Durkheim). the basic unn of analysis in studving social phenomena i<
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collective representanions, the maior iorm of which 1s collective conscience.
comprising ideas. culture and value judgments shared by members o a socie-
1y, and 10 be studied as the primary social facts. Collective conscience con-
sists, although not solely, of individual consciousnesses but has an actualitv
independent of them, 1n accordance with Durkheim’s principie that the whole
15 preater than the sum of its parts and has its own realitv.®

Gokalp cnitically reviews aliernative approaches to the studv of socal ideas¢
tor of the normative sub-svsiem. if we are 1o use a Parsoman term). Accor-
ding to ‘‘spiruualists,’” collective consclence 1s a metaphvsical entuitv unrelated
10 individual consciousnesses, providennally descended upon them. Equall
wrong 1s the ‘‘sensanomsi-empiricist’’ approach that views collective cons-
cience as a total of individual consciousnesses without autonomous existence
from them because. tor Gokalp. although it consists of, but 15 not colely con-
stituted by, them, 1t has a separate reality of its own, He also emphanically re-
Jects the cnticism of Durkheim’s conception of collective conscience ac
something metaphvsical, mvsic, and pantheistic by those whom we mav call
behavioralists and methodological individualists,®

Gokalp also 1akes 1ssue with i.eBon’s concept of *‘collective emotions’ at
inherent 1n the essence ol a race’s character, and calls thie ‘“‘racial
psvchology,’’ not sociology. Similarly, he guestions Tarde's noton of collec-
tive behavior as generated bv individuals and diffused through a process ot
imutation, and calls this “‘mterpsvchology,’” not sociology. For lum. collective
conscience 15 a socal 1ealnv disnnct from biological and individual-
psvchological phenomena. It 1< a svsiem of directly perceivaple ana empirical-
Iv observable representanions.”* He poes on to say that the behavioralist ap-
proach cannot explain the “‘quanimanve difference” between collective and
individual consciousness and collective conscience, fel atone theur qualitative
difference, for there 1« an enuretv new quality 1n the collective conscience
which we can express onlv bv terms such as ‘‘value judgments.”’ **1deals.”’ ot
“‘tie sacred.’’s

According to Gokalp, 1n studving social customs jatent 1n the collective con-
science and social insntutions which are manifestations of the collective con-
<cience, Durkheim does not reduce these sociai facts 1o anv other irreducible
reality. While monistic “‘'matenalists’” reduce evervthing to phvsical matter
and mechanics, momsnc ‘‘idealisie’’ reduce evervimng to moraluv and
relimon. Scientific sociology. bv contrast, 1s “*pluralist’ n that 1t recopnize:
the independent realnv ol all phenomena and does not reduce social reaiitv 1o
theology, as 1t does not reduce i1t 10 biology or individual psvcholopy,®”

Gokalp aiso rerects the wview that Durkheim’s svsiem s orpamcist.
Durkheim does not reduce <ocietv 10 an organism but offers an analogy at
best, unlike Spencer and Worms. That an organicist opponent of Durkheim
like Worms considers him a metaphvsicist 15 ewidence of this, Gokalp adds.*
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Géakalp’s definition of sociology as a scientific discipline involves viewing 1t
not only as a science of society but aiso as a science for society, whose findings
are to be applied so as to ensure a heajthy society, As for the social function of
education, this 1s to socialize individuals and make them internalize the moral
and cuitural norms embedded in the national collective conscience. As a mat-
ter of fact, an ‘‘individual person’’ becomes a ‘‘social person.’’ thereby at-
1aming a richer “‘personality’’ through education.®® This insistence of Gokalp
on the socializing funcuion of a national education has led 1o certain imputa-
tions of advocacy on the part of Gokalp of a normative S\QE_nl_ylgi__\_\;@mae
homogenizing, and 1'heret_gre suppressive of free individual development vis-

_zg;;gs___s_qg@’l_l__)ﬂp_qggg:_“\élAues. But such imputations are unfounded, given
Gokalp's preoccupation with pluralism in the educatonal and culiural spherest
and their absolute autonomy t1om the state 1n parucular. Furthermore, if a
non-social development of human beings 15 not full development, iree in-
dividuai development does not imply freedom from society with the proviso
that the state does not interiere and alternatives are considered 1n the cultural
field.

As a matter of fact. 1n a later series of articles entitled the ‘*Question of
Education’’ (1918),'* atter defimng educanon as “*socialization of individuais
bv the society”’ Gokalp states that this 15 a ‘‘prerequisite {or the survival of
soclety,”’'®" much like the functional prerequisites of contemporary siructural
funcnionalists. Also, he savs that individuals are socialized into society not
directly and naturallv as Spencer argues, but indirectly through socal and
educational instirutions that are the manifesiations of the collective con-
science. '

All 1this 1s based on a certain assumption that Gékalp makes on the per-
fectibilitv of human nature through a process of improving society and its in-
sntunons. Gokalp s not unsvmpathetic to Rousseau’s notion that men werc¢
eo00d 1n the state of nature oniv to be corrupted by societv and civilizanon.
While Rousseau puts the matier simply as one between naiture and soclety,
Gokalp in a sense socializes Rousseau by showing how 1he tension between
nature and societv can be removed by setting manifest insttunons (of civil
soclety) agamnst latent norms iin the collective conscience).’®* Thus, Gokalp 1<
more optimistic than Rousseau, and his efforts to ground individual pet-
sonalitv and s development 1n the collective conscience and 1o socialize
education are not to be understood as a propensity to absorb the individual in
the society, or to impose a reneral will on individuals. It 1< onlv that Gokalp’s
politics are not liberal 1n the sinict sense of atomistic individuaiism, yust as his
sociology 1s not one based on methodological individualism (see below).
Gokalp does not counterpose the individual against the society; he sees sociery
as the prereaquisite for the unfolding of full, that 15, socal development of pes-
sonality.
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As Gokalp takes 1deas as primary social data, be they judgments of value o1
lact, that 15, affective or cogmiive 1deational norms, his methodology 1t
posiivistic, but his epistemology 15 1dealisuic. In studying social ideas. Gékalp
neither employs a reductiomsm 1o individual psvchologv—he crincized
Bergson’s intuitiomsm for that—nor advocates the sort of Verstehen, or em-
phatic understanding, used by methodological mdividualisis. What Gékalp
does 1s 16 look mto the meaming of collective 1deas as cardinal social 1nstitu-
nons, by further differennatung between underiying imintesir) sociat customt
(0rf) and orgamzed Umiireazziy social insututions (miuessese).'*s Several 1m-
plications follow from this approach. One 1s that Gékalp emplovs a sor1 of
sociologicai  Versiehen in which the subjective meaning svstem [0 be
understood from within 15 not that of an individual actor but that of a
historically specific social collectivitv. The other 1s that Gékalp does not 1ake
meaning svstems and normanve svsiems, whether crvstallized into 1angible
social ynstitutions or not, as immuiable and unquestionable facts, as a hard-
core Comtean positivist or a legal positivist would do, 1or exampie. Bv dif-
ferentianing latent custom from manifest insttution, Gékalp opens the wav
lor the cringue of the starus quo n cases where 1t does not conform (o the
essence of national culture.™

A final implication that follows itom Go6kalp’s approach 1s thar he 1reats
1deas not voluntansucally, r.c.. 1n the Fouilléelan sense of i1dea-1orces, but
recogmzes their force of determinanion to the extent that thev are grounded 1
obiecnive social conditions.

Gokalp first crincizes Berpson jor not differentiating between intuition and
concept, preempuing any probabie charge of irrational vualistic philosopincal
propensines 1o which Berpson was 10 be subjected. He then affirmanvelv citec
Kant’s maxim that concept without mtuiion 1s empty, and iniuinon without
concept 15 blind. Similarly, he affirms Boutroux’s supulatuon that soentific
knowiedge 15 possible onlv when intuinion and concept are combined, for In-
rmuon without concept s a psvchological state which can even be called purc
emonhon—certainly a iorm oi realitv in nself that can be studied. bur definie-
Iv not a sociological datum. {or 1t has no mental meaning lor others unless put
in an ntersubjectivelv understandable concept.'®t in shori. subjective
understanding should be elevated to the status of objective precision.

Thus. Gokalp translorms_the malerl;ﬂhmc epistemoiogy of the posinivist
tradition into an 1dealisuc eplclemolog\ and combines 1t 1 with The posiiivistic

meﬂmdo]og\' of the posiuvist tadition whlch he preservet. And u<mp e
positivistic idealism. or sociaj or realistic 1dealism, Gol\alp tries 10 bridge 1he
distance between theory and_practicc.

Although Gokalp affirmanvelv cites Kant's **ought impiies can’” as one of
the bases of his social idealism. Kant's categorical imperanve 18 admutedlv
subjective and individualistic. Despite what Gékalp reads into Kant s “*oughi
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implies can.” the relanonship i kant's svsiem between theory and practice
remams a dualism, at least 1n the realm of politics and collective social
behavior. As Tor Durkheim’s 1dealistic positivism, to which Gékalp alwavs
1ook pains not 10 underestimate his indebtedness, Durkheim never put forth
an explicit philosophical theorv of idealistic acuvism, which, however, was
mmplicit in s siudiedly empiriaist analvic theory. In these terms, Gokalp,
with his philosophy and theory of social idealism, overcomes both the duahsm
in Kam and the arrested unification of theory and practice mn Durkheim.'”
It 1s thus that Gokalp tries 1o bridge the subjective and the objective, the
1deal and the actual, the “‘is”* and the “*ought’’, both sides being howevel.
treated as social phenomena that can be studied sociologically, the former at
possibility, the latter as potennalitv. Durkheim and Gékalp are in the Com-
tean posivist tradition, but not n us emstemoiogically matenalisuc off-
spring that was common 1n Europe around the turn of the century. Whilc
Gokalp moved away from positivism 10 1dealism 1n his episiemology, he mov-
ed awav fromdealism 10 positivism 1n s methodology mn the sense that, o1
the realizanon of ideals, he tried to take account of social conditions. Goékalp
represents, like Durkheim, an attempt at a svnthesis of positivist and 1deaiist
tradinons, the starting point being the iormer, but the resuliant svstem being
more 1dealistic than postivistic. Since epistemology has greater determining
loice than methodology, the 1erm to charactenze Gokalp’s sysiem should be
“\posinvistic idealism’y and not vice versa, although these may have been usec
mterchaneeably in parts of this studv. in this lormulauon, posiivism stand:
i a qualifving, adjectival posiion with respect 1o 1dealism. Thus, 1n a sensc.
Gokalp goes further than the Kanutian dualism and the Hegelian 1deaiisi
dialectic 1n offering, with whatever success, a sort of dialectical *‘social
idealism’ —which of course was aiso distnct from Marx’s historical
mailenalism (for Gokalp’s starting point 18 norms, not real relations), not ¢
mention the dialectical materialism of economistic variants of Marxism.
Gokalp devoted an articie to Marxism and compared 1t with Durkheim
sociofogy and his own social 1dealism. In ‘‘Historical Matenalism and Social
Idealisny’” (1923).'"" Gokalp states that in the explanation of social
phenomena there are two svsitems ol sociology. which are ‘'both convergent
and diverpgent”’” svsiems founded bv Kar] Marx and Emile Durkheim. At the
outsel, these are similar in that thev accept the premise that social phenomense
arc subject 1o cgusal faws like matenal. bological, an psvchological
phenomena. Here Goékalp does not make anv naturalistic epistemological
assumpuons but merely means cause and effect} and “t_lf:lezrmlnlsrp"”'z Bu
atier this point. these 1wo s,\'ﬂmrding 1o Gokalp, for Man
bringsin 2 kind of “*'monopoiy’’ in determinism. The *‘privilege’” of bemnp «
cause 1¢ reserved exclusivelv jor economic phenomena; other social
phenomena such as religion, morality, aesthetics, politics, language, menial
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phienomena can only be effects, that 1s, epiphenomena. and cannot exert am
effect on others. Atter piving a mechanmstic and highlv economistic interpreta-
tion of Marxism. Gokalp states that 1n Durkheim's sociology, there 1s no such
causal monopoly. All Kinds of social phenomena are *‘realities’’ in their own
right and can- be causes of other social phenomena, as can economic
phenomena."*® It 1s not that Durkheim rejects the imporiance of economic
phenomena. On the contrary, 1t 1s he, according to Gékalp, who has stressed
the increasing 1mporiance 1n modern societies of the economy's becoming the
foundauon (esas) of social structure.*'*

Gokalp, not recognizing mis own contradiction, proceeds to expound
Durkhenm on this point. In prnimitive societies, he says, there is onh
mechamcal solidarity, which derives merely from the collecuive conscience ol
segments: while 1n developed societies, there 1s 1n addition organic solidariy
which derives {rom the increased division of labor and occupational In-
terdependence—in the parlance of contemporary structural-funcnionat
schools, social difierennation and funcuonal specialization. Gokalp poes on
to sav that division of labor 1s the **{foundation’” of economic life. In modern
socienes, relimouns, political  scientific, aesthetic, and economic groups art
specialized occupational groups generated by increased divigion of lapor.

Nevertheless, Gokalp adds, Durkheim *‘reduces’” all social phenomena 1o «
‘“single origin,’’ 10 collective representation. (Had Gokalp said nothing abou:
causal monopolv in Marxism on the one hand. and about the significance ol
economics and division of labor in Durkheim on the other. this wouid hawve
been enurelv consisient with his posinvistic 1deal|srrL) To conunue with
Gékalp’s subjective meaning, let us see an illustration, rather than an explane-
non, he ofters 1o substanniate his argument. Belore 1908, he savs, there wei¢
workers 1n Turkeyv, but since in the collective conscience of these worker:
there was no 1dea of their constituning a working ctass, there was, theretorc.
no working ciass 1n Turkev."* in terms verv close 1o Marx’s ‘‘class in nself™”
and ‘‘class 1or nself.” Gokaip thus furmshed a proot of ms msufficient
knowledge of Marxism,'"’

Gokalp. 1n **Towards Economics’ (1922)''" repeats the same 1dea jhat
*'the economv 15 the toundation of other social activine:.””"’* Thus Goékalr.
verv much like Durkheim. while arpuing the case of causal **pluralism’’ as or
posed to ‘‘idealistic’” and **materialistic’” monism.*** 1n fact boxes mmself 1n-
10 a dualism. wherebv he attributes causal primacy. 11 not monopoly, to 1deas
tculture and ideals) 1n ane place, and assiens funaamental determinism to the
economyv (or division of labor) i another. Bui then. this 1s the classical im-
passe of all posiivisuc idealists who aim at reiuting an economsticall-
mterpreted historical matenalism bv trving 1o keep up with Marx’s own
positivismi through their essennallv reluctant emphasis on the econom
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Gokalp 15 not totally unaware of the problem 1nvolved here. After
reiteraning the importance of the economy with reference to the development
of division of labor and, thereiore, of social differentiation and functional
specialization, concermng not oniy occupauonal groups directly invoived m
production but aiso fields of specialization such as science, arts, and
philosophy which are dependent on social-economic surplus to iinance such
leisurely activities,'?' Gékalp confronts Marx and Marmxsts in the following
way:

Had the truth (the imporiance o! economy) not been overemphasized, nobodyv
would have deciined 10 accept 1. But Karl Marx and his followers tormed an ex-
treme school of thought out of historical matenalism.... The essence of historical
materialism 1s but a plain and simple truth which shows the importance of
economic phenomena.'™*

Gokalp’s aversion 1o Marxism 1s related less to 1ts methodology than to s
mode! of society, analyvtically and philosophically. As we shall see, the Marx-
151 model of an inherentlv conflictual society and Marx's theory of class con-
flict and revolution are anathema to Gokalp, who, like all corporaunsi
thinkers, postulates and envisions a harmonious societv 1in which there 1s no
conflict of interest and wariare between classes, but 1n which social peace ob-
tains between the occupational groups that are the functnionallv interdepen-
dent and mutuallv compiementary organs of the social orpanism.

Before turmng 1n the next chapter to G6kalp’s mode! of societv and 1o hie
major categories 1n the analvsis of the sociological bases of politcs, there 1¢
one last point which reveals his method and philosophv oi social idealism: the
nature and function of the science of sociology.

As early as 1909, before he became acquainted with Durkheim’s works,
Gokalp was aireadv considering sociology as both a scientific discipiine thai
tnes 10 undersiand the maror mechamsm of the social process and as a scien-
1ific (scientistic mav be a better word) method thai could, and should, be ap-
plied to the solution ol social problems according 1o the diciates of ideals. In
an article on the ‘;Science of S vy (1809).12* Gékalp defined the func-
non of sociology as that of!

crinaizing and elinynanng |thosel unsound opimons and insututions cavsed bv the
conflicts among hnewistic, ethme. religious, and occupational eroups, and replac-
ing these with conect and healthy opimons. thus ending all conuradicnions.... [The
science of socioiogy) righilv diagnoses sacial maladies, providing remedial means
and effecive meacures 1equired for the health of the nanonal bodv.'™

Gokalp’s political and social theorv 1s thus at once explicitlv anaivtic and
refornust; indeed, he thought that the 1two went together periectlv well. Thai
there mav be fricions never occurred 1o him.'™



CHAPTER FIVL

SOCIAL BASES OF POLITICS

The '‘ldeal”’

Two vears afer the Young Turk Revolution of 1908, Gékalp wrote an aru-
cle on ‘‘New Life and New Values’ (1910),' 1n which he first lormulated hi
notion of the ‘“‘ideal.”” He said that the “*polinical revolunon’ of 1908 wat
brought about as a result of widespread ‘‘idea-forces’ (kuvver fikir) such ac
liberty, eguality, and brotherhood. But awaiung the nation was the second
and the more difficult task of '‘social revolution,’”” which cannot occur by
“*mechamcal action’’ but onlv by “*organic evolution,’”” meaning diffusion of
1dea-forces into, and their acceptance by, the collecuive conscience and then
iransformaton nto ‘‘opinion-torces’’ (kuvver his). Gokalp added. **accep-
tance and rejection of ideas 1€ within the jcapacity of] ranonal will. Opinions
canno! be transformed easily. ior they are reflecions of centuries-long social
habits.”’”

According 10 Go6kalp, 1deals which will help establish new vajues 1n all
spheres of social life are not static utopias in the minds of theorists but are
subect 1o change condinoned by nme and realines.” The new life aoes have &
“*method,’’ but that verv method supulates that 1deals should not be predeie; -
mined, dogmatic valuet—hence 1ts appeal and conduciveness 10 progress.” 11
15 1n this socially realistic and. therelore, non-voluntaristic. 1dealistic vein thar
Gokalp posits the “‘ideal.”

In the “‘Ideal” (1912).” Gokalp defines and exptains s notion of the 1deat
further. In umes of great caiastrophes and dangers in the life ot nanons, 1n-
dividual aspirations and personalines become subordinatea to an all-
embracing natonal ideal. The spirit and heart of all individuals begin 10 beat
in a “‘nanonal personaiitv'’ 1n such periods of social crisis and political tor-

moil; individual wills become silent: a peneral will resides 1n ali consciences. -
Eeosts are transformed o altrussis, cowards into heroes, and self-inierest s
sacrificed 10 national interest. Afier the crisis has abated. the nanonal 1deals °
do not fade out, but continue 10 marure 1in and impyove all social insnunons. -

The 1deal, the highest jorm of which 15 nationalism (national independence.
national development, nautional solidanty, and the like). 1t & socal

phenomenon 1n the sense that its genesit 18 1o0ted in social circumsiances, i.e., .

crises, and its development 1equires tooung 1n the collective conscience. There
15 no such thing as *“individuals with 1deals’”; there can onlv be a collectivity

with an 1deal, _
Ookalp explains that 1he 1deal. imoallv in the form of opimion 1orf). subse-

auentlv becomes law (kanun). that 15, both officiallv codified and instmiu-
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nonalized.” 1deal {mefkiire) 1s idea (fikir) socialized. Furthermore, 1deaj is not
an ‘“‘uniived dream’’ or ‘‘goal,”’ nor a ‘‘to-be-realized’” ‘‘desire’’ or *‘wish."
1t 15 a lived reality, a psycholopical and mental state—a collectively shared one¢
to be surc—gving “‘enthusiasm’’ tvecd) to all. It is a *‘reality of the past,’’ an
“*educator of the present *’ and ‘‘creator of the future’; an ideational thrust
comng {rom the past and pushing toward the future.* All this 15 obvious)s
idealistic. but not voluntaristic since 11 requires a foundation 1n socal realitv
bevond individual volition. For Gékalp follows Durkheim’s premise 1hat all
collecuive 1deas are a result of structural changes in the society, and are
amenable 1o scientific study by the posivist methodology. The emotive ele-
ment surrounding the ideal, or ideals, 15 a manifestation of its being <acial.
and n certainly does not 1involve any jrrationalist element, as is the case with
certain ann-ranionalist and even belligerent fascistic theories of mast
psvchology.

In a senes of arnicies he wrote 1n 1924, Gokalp elaborates upon his notion o!
the ideal further. in **Goals and ldeals.'’ he criticizes Victor Hugo's statement
that *‘ideals crumble down when thev touch reality’’ and Alfred Fouilleé
asseriion that ‘‘all 1deais ultimatelv become reality.””® In ‘‘ldeal,”” he alse
wrues that the 1deal is a moral panacea for individual and social majadies.'® In
the same vein, he wries in *‘Hope’’ that the duty of the philosopher 15 to g1ve
his nation a **philosophy of hope’’. while that of the scientist 1s to discover @
“law of hope.” describing his own princpal life-ume effort as one of
‘founding a philosophv of hope based on reality,”’"" Rejecting Nietzsche
argument that real revoluuion 1s a revolunon of vaiues, Gékalp arpues that
real tevolution 1s a revolunon of ideals, which 1n turn gives wav to a revolu-
non of values and then to a revolution of stitutions.'? He also savs that **ii-
rational hope 15 betier than rational despair’’ and thar ‘‘moral 1orces aic
.c'l"x‘(;}@'g’r than material forces.”"® These slogan-like ssmplifications, however.
should be read with reservation, keeping 1n mind the distinction 1 have beer.
drawine between Gokaip’s theory and mvth '

In an autobiographic arucle ennitled **An Unknown Philosopher’ (1924)."
Gokalg. 1 a sense, wrote hic own ‘‘testament.”’ The ‘‘unknown
philosopher.” with whom Gokalp 15 supposed to converse, portravs himsel!
a¢ an individual who has {social) 1deals but 1s not necessarily an active parrici
pant m a mass gathering. In terms remumscent of Rousseau, the philotophe:
save that a man mav be distant from human beings, vet he mav not be remol¢
irom human concerns. Without establishing actual relations with other in-
dividuals. he can partake n the affairs of humamty and fulfill his social
obheanons. *‘Human beings vsuallv abandon humanny and take up pa¢
sionat¢ and healed struggles. Bui passion and exciiement aponizes me. 1 wisk
10 lead a Jite of constant tranguillity and enthusiasm,’’'t savs the unknowr
philosopher 10 Gokalp. Here we have an mmnmation of an autobiographic
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disposition. but also a statement of the peneral principle that a man of ideal:
as well as a man of science should be dispassionate. but not detached, even n
his idealistic sociaj activism. For Gokalp, theorv and reason, by defimnion.
are at least as ymportant as practice and emotién, the 1wo always being 1n =
dialecucal relationship.

The social ‘“*ideal.’’ 1.e., the supreme ideal of nanonalism according (o
Gokalp 1s the *'self-knowledge of society,” that 1s, the iransformation of Js-
tent norms embedded in the popular collective conscience 1nto manifest ideal:
m the collective consciousness. *‘Essentiallv an 1deal 1s the actualization of the
existenice of a social group by its members.”’ The terminology mav seem that
of Hepelian 1dealism, but the episiemology 15 not. for Goékalp adds that
"...l_g'ials are the product of fusiorical disturbances and social crises,”’*’ tha
15, we mav add, not of the unfolding of spirit or 1eason Edependem ol social
conditions.

As 1his 1s 1rue for the national group and the 1deal of nationalism, 1t 1s alsc
true, bv extension, for other social proups and their 1deais. The principle oi &
social collectivity attaining 1ts own consciousness. or in Hegelian terms the ob-
ject becoming the subject, but socially and collectively. remains unchangeac.

The supreme 1deal. or “‘thedeal’’, for Gokalp 1s the 1deal of nationalism
Bui there are other socal ideals, 100. We have alreadv seen the natuie anc
characteristics of the i1deal of natnonalism. Belore turmng 1n the next seclior.
1o other ideais and their peneral hierarchy, however., 1t must be noted that th
supreme ideal oi nanonalism 1s 1o be considered as such only 1n a nariow
political sense. Theoretically., the occupational jdeal or morality 15 the
backbone of Gokalp's analvuic model of socletv. In other words, jor the 1deai
of nationalism 1o periorm 1ts social lunction as one malor form of sociat
solidarny, a substance for that nationalism 1s called 1or. We may also sav that
if the 1deal of natnonalism provides the main soutce oi social solidarnv in
umes of cnisis. the 1deal of occupanonal morality Jurmishes the main soal ce-
mfgw_ngngﬂabi]ilé'..Tllls may be inferred {rom Gokalp's notion that 1t 1t
oniv when collective representations hecome the 1deal that thev create revoju
tions, or rather “‘transtormauons.”” When thev are 1deals with a lower casc.
thev are simplv forms of morality, the theorencallv most significant one ot
which 1s occupational morality.

Forms of Morality and Hierarchy of Solidary Group:

We pave seen in **Culiure and Civilizanon®” that Gékalp saw tensions be
tween culiural and civilizational groups, and also between groups and norme«
within a culture group: ior example. between kinship Jovalues, class lovaines.
and nanonal lovalues. to name a few.'* But in the tame place he also observec
that “*...t 1< the dutv of the science of sociology to discover the herarchy
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tderece sirast) of socyal proups and 10 convert this unnatural wartare into a
state of peace.”""*

The foregoing 15 consistent with, or follows from, Gékalp’s non-
conflictual, consensual model of society, in which various collectivities and
their norms can, and should, be 1n harmony. G&kalp goes on 10 offer his own

~ merarchy of solhidary proups: family, corporation,®® religious group, state,

“ and the lingwistic group. that 1s. the nation—the ‘‘most important’’ social
“eroup.?’ What 15 significant i this hierarchization is that the naton, that 1s,
‘:(he national socsety. or ssimplv Society 1 the age of modern nation-states, 1s
{supenor to the State, The 1wo are not identified, as 1n the case of ascistic
\ vanants of corporausm.

The other thing to be said about this hierarchization 1s that the corporation
or the occupational group and 11s norms are in fact, theoretically, the coi-
nerstone of the soctety, notwithstanding the fact that for Gokalp the national

s proun and 1ts norms are the supreme 1deal. The point 1s that the naton 1s the
most advanced form ol socal organization; but 1t 15 also an axiomatic tenet of
Gokalp's and Durkheim's sociology that the evolution of society 1s propor-
tionate 1o the advancement of division of labor, that 15, functional or occupe-
vonal specializauon,

According 10 Gokalp. basically there are three kinds oi socal groups
(zumreler): family groups. occupational groups, and political groups. Most
important are the political groups, for these are independent and self-
sufficient collectivinies **with a life of their own.”

“

Family prouns ana occupatnional groups are m the nature of being parts. divisions
of political groups. That 15, political groups are {like) social orpanisms, amilv
groups being the cells and occupational groups being the organs of this orpanism.
Therelore, tamilv and occupanion groups are called secondary groups.:-

In this classificanon ol collectivities, Gokalp terms political groups
primary, not ot course 1n the contemporary structural-functionaist sense of
being an mmnai stape ot socalizanon—.e., the familv—but as a ngher stage
ol evolution 1n social orgamzanon. Neither does he mean n n the sense of
contemporaneous authorntanan German legal-organicist theories ol staie
(*‘State 1s orpamized nation’’). which enjoved popularuy in the consniutional
iepal thinking of the Turkish Republic. As we shall see bejow. Gokalp did not
have a theorv of state, let alone a theorv of state’s primacv over soctety, as
later characierized the fascisnc corporatisms in Europe. Just as <ocietv hats

- primacy over state in Durkhein. nanon as the primary poliucal proup
1ranscends the state 1n Gokalp.

In ascending order of evotution. Gékalp classifies politcal groups mte
tribal svstems (cesmia) where political orgamization 1s based on kinship, feudal
and imperial svstems (cania) consisung of diverse ethnic and religious groups.
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and nauional sysiems, or nation-state societies icemiyel), in which umtv of
lanpuage, culture, and 1deals ulumatelv lead to political independence and
homogeneous ntegration. Only the last, the modern nation-state, 15 *‘real

soclety,”’ the self-realization oi an ethnic group,?® because, as we have already -
seen, the 1deal of nationalism 1s the highest form of collective conscience, Just -

as the nation-state 1s the most advanced stage 1n the division of labor. that is,
in structural differennianon and functional specialization. Hence, Gokalp’s
subcmunon of “*nation*’ for Durkheim’s “QOCIE[\'” hence, his substitution of

pronress and mdependencq”“ for the * Erogres * of Durkheim and other

positvists, Gékalp plaved the role of the leading theoretician also of the iran- ‘

siiion irom a muln-ethnic and <emi-colonmzed empire to an independent
nation-siate,

According ro Gokalp, the cement of a harmonious societv and a consensual
polity 15 social solidarny. The basis of solidarnity, 1n turn, 1s collective con:-
cience, that 1s, shared moral norms. In ‘‘Moral Turkism’ (1923).** Gokalp
delineates several kinds, or levels, of morality: national-pairiouc, occupa-
nonal, family, civil-individual. and international.

Gokalp states that Turks have distinpwished themselves throuehout historv -

in all of these moral ideals. which are based on Turkish natnional cutture.”™ Te
be noted 1s the fact that, in tms locus classicus of his views on moralty.
Gokalp emphasizes the nanonal-cultural rather than the Islamic-relieious
sources ol social morality, which 1s the non-secular second basis of his nor-
mative svsiem.

Natlonal-patrionic morality. the moralitv of the “‘whole.”’ means love for =
one’s Tatherland, nanion, and above all, love tor one’s national cuture.** It 1n- .

cludes such central values as commument 10 self-government. eauality. and
peace;’* 10 democracy, human rnighis and 1eEl_rll_§_m, and solidantv.*® It 1s the
highest torm of morality because ‘*nanon’’ s the only social group tcollectivi-
1) which 18 an independent and seli-sufficient social organism.’

Gokalp’s national morainv 1s uneauivocallv based on cufiural, not ter-
ruonal, lovalues: “‘Ulkeden gecihy. 1oreden gecitmez” (**Countrv mav be iot-
saken. but not custom)’’-which 1t embedded 1n nanional culiure).** Gokalp fur-
ther clarifies s views on the relanionship between countrv and culture 1n
another relevant article:

The basis ol nanonal solidaruv 1¢ hugh parriotic moraluy. Fatheriana coet not
mean the iand on which we isve. Fatheriand 1s what we call nathonal culiure, the
land being merelv 1ts conamner —and sacred for that reason, Theretore, patrions

)

mioralitv consists ol natonai ideals and nationai dunes.™ P

These seem 10 me 10 give strong evidence ior the non-irredennst character of
Gokalp’s nanonalism and to be whollv consistent with his Jinguistic ne-
nonalhism.
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Since 1 shall discuss professional moralitv in a separate section, we here pro-
ceed with the other two of Gdékalp’s five basic forms of morality. Famiiv
migrahiry, the morality of the ““cell,”” apain based on otd Turkish cultural inot
cvilizational) values, includes such norms as communal property in land;*
democracy 1n the ‘‘parental family.”’ as opposed to the autocracy of the
“patnarchal familv”’:** ymmunitv ol residence, equality of man and woman.
and monogamy.** The elements of nanional morality orginate mn the family.
the cell of the socal orpamsm. Thus. Gokalp’s nuclear family, where the in-
dividual 1s first imbued with the elements of nanonal morality, that 15, with
popular culture, 1s not an authontarian one, as 1t was to be in the fascistic cor-
poraust theories of Europe, where 1t served as vet another conveyor belt of the
totalitanan state.

The demarcation line | am suggesting here may be a very thin one, for the
familv 1s postulated as the foundanion ot societv and state 1n all corporatisms:
bw 1t mav also help keep fascistic corporansm and solidaristic corporatism
distinct 1n ver another respect, since the nature and function of the familv in
each 1s rather difterent. Gékalp wntes that

...the cell of the soctal organssm 1s the {amilv. In a republican state, the family.
too, should be iounded on republican principles. The basis of democracy
equalitv: the basis of a republic 1s libertv, Therelore, the family, too, shoutd bc
iounded on the principles ot gquality and liberty.™

Civil-individual moraliry haS.l\\'O main componenis for Gokalp: ‘‘compas-
sion.”” requirng one to do good to other individuals, and ‘‘justice,”” defined
neganvely, 1equiring that one ought not 1o harm other individuals.** The lat-
ter includes immunity of life, property, liberty. and honor,*® that 1s, precepi
of classical liberaiism.

As interpersonal morality of doing pood 10 others and respecting thetr 11i-
dividual riehis and libernes 1s called civil moraiiy, the reciprocity of doins
good and honorning one’s commitments {ahde vefa) among nations 1s called .
rernanional miorafiry, including the concomntant values of peace and respec!
for other nanons’ pohucal, religious. and cultural existences.*!

Occuparional Moraliiy, Groups, and Corporarions

Gokalp ¢ occupanonal morality, the moralitv of the “‘organ,’”” attempis tc
combine Durkheim’s occupational ethics with old Turkish cultural norms anc
institunons. Occupational success and ethics. Gokalp nsists, were most 1mi-
portant among Turks in earlier times; mernt and industry counted more thar
ascripuion. Also. “‘economic occupantions’’ were closely interrelated with the
relierous sect of the Ahi’s, which orgamzed occupanons (zarikat) into religiou:
associanions {zaviveler) on the basis of the principle of the primacy of public
interest (Jirwvyva or halk nefsiy. Ottoman guilds were established upon this
tradition.*
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Havingp thus grounded occupational orpanmzations. or corporation:
{ocaklar or loncalar), \n tradinon and national culture. Gékalp proceeds 1o
outline the principle ot a modernized corporative orpamzation exactly along
the lines of Durkheim’s 1902 Preface to the Division of Labor.* Previously.
he says, corporations were 1n the form of arnisan guilds tesnaf loncalari)
located within 1ndividual 1owns and municipalines. and therefore local and
scatiered. Now that we have entered the age of ‘*national economy,’’*? that 1s,
of capnalist markets, 1 1s necessarv to discontinue the old artisan guilds and
10 establish nanonwide corporathions with centers 1n the capital citv.*

According to Gokaip, all occupations in a citv should be orpanized into cot -
porations. The corporations should be headed bv secretanes-peneral rather
than by seyh’s (“‘sheikhs’) or kerhiida’s (*‘siewards’).** Thus Gokalp
substitutes a modern. and presumablv an autonomous, corporation ad-
mimstration tor the traditional relipious type of adrmmstration controlled and
coopted by the impenal and sulianic state, In everv citv, there should be a cen-
tral committee, a ‘‘labor exchange’ {is borsasi). composed of the delepates of
all the different corporations in the cuy 1o regulate the economc life of that
cny.!

This corporative orgamizanon should be extended irom 1he mumcipal to the
national level. Thus, corporanons of all cines of the same industryv shouic
organize themselves 1nto national federanons with headquarters 1n the capial.
Deiegates 11om the central commuttees of these federanions should then form a
confederation of corporations and elect members 10 a confederation genera)
assembly, that 1, a erand council of corporanons. Members of miellecival
professions will also participate 1n this grand council through therr own
federations. *‘Thus.”” savs Gokalp, “‘all occupanonal eroups will unite like &
regular army."’*

Such a corporative organization. Gokalp argues, provides sanctions {or oc-
cupanonal morahiv and professional ethics. which are lacking 1in Turker
Corporations supervise the members of the occupation through internal
repulanons and disciplinary comimitiees. Thev establish norms of conduct
within then junsdictional domain. Also amone then funchons are mutual
assistance. occupational 1raining, and advancement of the protession.** To be
noted 1s the addinonal emphasis Gékalp places on the normatnive function of
occupanional orgamzanons. For Durkheim. occupanonal morahiv and cor-
porative orpanizanon aie mamiv a measure to check the centrifueal 1tendencie:
1n societies of advanced division of labos, 1.e., the conflict berween capnal and
labor 1n inausinal capstalism. For Goékalp, in addinon 10 ths, thev also pro-
vide the moral and ol ganzanhonal bases ior economic development, s.e.. the
deepening of division of labor 1n the direchon of indusinalizanon thiough &
united national effort. a harmonious “*work mobihzanon,” among occupz-
uons as well as emplovees and emplovere,
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In ‘“To Strengthen Nauonal Solidaritv®” (1923),** Gokalp specifies the oc-
cupanonal groups that are to be included in his corporative scheme: engineers.
doctors, musicians, panters, teachers, authors, officers, lawvers, merchants.
farmers, manufacturers, ironsmiths, carpenters, tailors, bakers, butchers.
grocers*‘—seventeen categorles altogether. Given the ymmense variety of
classification schemes 1n corporatist theorv and practice, depending upon the
level of social differenuation and class articulanon, on the political strength
of social classes or class fracuions, and on the nature of the dominant cultural
and 1deological paradigm obtamming 1n a particular country at a particular
ume. Gokalp’s classification above should be considered as realistic or as ar-
burary as any other such scheme. What 1s noteworthy 1n Gékalp®s classifica-
uon 1s that it reflects truthfully the iow indusinal level of Turkey in the 1920°¢.
as evidenced by the abundance of arnisan categories. The absence of a singic
labor category may be atiributed to the relanvely small industnal working
class.

What 15 still more significant in Gékalp’s theory of corporative organiza-
nion1s the functionalist rationale he offers for these structures: ‘“These group:
are mutually necessary for, and complementary 1o, one another.”’s* This ver
semence later became the official catechism ior the duration of the kemalist
singie-party rule 1n Turkey, 1923-1943, repeated verbatim both 1n the declarz-
tions and speeches of the ‘‘leaders’’ and ‘“‘subleaders’’ (chefs and sous-chejs,
in the pariance of those days) and 1n the staple articles of the party programs.
Gokalp’s funcnhionalist corporatist theory. however, was sincere mn IS in-
clusiveness and pluralism, while 1n the Kemalist practice, which was exclusive
and etatist, this rationale served basicallv a rheilorical function.

Furthermore, while Gokalp’s classification rested on an occupational
cateponization, 1n the Republican People’s Party programs the same func-
tionaiist and crganicist rationale was used 10 Justify a_classification wmch wa
i lact | haxed on what re<embled euenna]l\ a social class calegonzanon N

despne claxm< a1ms 10 the conlrau

It 1+ one of our fundameniat prnincipies 1o consider the peopie of the Turkish

-7 - "Lﬂ_\}f Republic not as consising of different ciasses, but as a society differennatec.

from the division of labor pomnt of view. into various occupations, for the ac-
vancemem of individual- and social lite. turmers. artssans and shopkeepers.
workers, members of liberal prolessions. indusinahists, merchants. bureaucrat:
are the maior work organs of the Turkish nanonal body. The acuvity of each s &
necessity jor the life and welfare of the others and of the public.... The eoal
sought by our partv with this pnncipice 1¢ 10 attamn social order and solidanitv rather
than clase struggle. and to establish harmonvy of interest rather than conflict of -
lerest,

or Gokalp. this funcnional nterdependence of, and reciprocal servic
among. accupational groups is notinng but oreanic solidantv in the age of ad-
vanced division of labor in modern societies. But 1in order for tihis solidaruy te
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be strong, the division of labor 1n a societv shouid be “'real’’; that is, it should
be one which is supported by a collective conscience shared by all occupe-
uonal groups. Otherwise, their mierrelanonship would be not solidarity but
““mutual parasinsm.’’** This brings us to the important question of the rele-
tonship between respective occupational groups ana corporations as well as
their relation 1o the society in general and to the state, such a web of relauon:
being decisive ior the nature of the status of the individuai in the vanetes of
corporatist schemes.

Individual and Sociery, Corporaiions and the Stare

What are the relationships 1n Gokalp's svstem between these social groupe.
between the pnimary and secondary ones, and also what 1s the relation of the
Individual, as a member of each of the above, 10 the occupational group, 1c
the Society twhich consists of occupational groups in the main) and to the
State? The answer mav easily be deduced from Gdékalp’s solidanisuc cor-
porausm, as opposed to the fascistic vanant ol corporatism. But the maties
needs elaboranon and arpument upheld by primarv evidence, for there ha¢
been and continues to be much controversy, misinformanon and lach of
analvsis reparding the question.

Uriel Hevd. ior examnle, has the following evajuauon to ofier:

Gokalp does not apree with the liberal concept of Western Europe that religior,.
morality. and nternational law, of course. demand that the policv ot a natior:
shouid heep within certain bounds and that lovaliv (o the nanon should not trant
press them. Far trom restramming Turkish navonahsm, Islam is 1n Gékalp's ops-
nion a jactor which strengthens patniotic sentiment even 11 1s aggressive forms
For this view he {inds support 1n the Isiamic concepnon of Jihad, the Holv Wa:
apamst the unbelievers, and the stress Jaid bv Mohammad on the fraternuv of th
fauhful (and nor on the brotherhood of all men). Ethicz 100 are. 1n Gokalp's op:
nion. not supra-nanonal. Since the nation s the soutce of and the model for al}
ethical values. morality (ghlak) s for himdentcal with love of the countrv anc
service of the nation.*™*

Hevd immediatelv reproduces Gokalp’s poem **Vazife' (1915):
What 1= dutv? A voice that comes down trom the thione ol God.

Reverheranng the consciousness of my nanorn,

L am a soldier: 1t 18 mv commander.
1 obev without guesnion all 1ts orders.
With closed ever

I carrv out mv dutv

And Hevd proceeds to conclude that

in the svsien of Goékalp. who looks upon nationahsm as the supreme ideat, theie
16 no room lor the absolute value of the individual. which 1s asiomauc in Westerr,
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civilizanon. The individual who, according 10 his [G8kaip’s] definition 1s the self-
wentered ego, can never serve as a moral ideal. Personalitv also. as we have seen, 1¢
worthv of honor and esteem onlv because 11 represents and reflects sociely, 1.e. the
nation.*

The errors of analvsis and judgment present in Hevd’s evaluanon arc
regrettable. Otherwise, s study 15 senous and more meucuious than s
counterparts 1n Turkish. Hevd’s analysis lacks a theoretical base. He com-
pounds the errors by what appears to me the unsound method ol reconstruc-
ung Gokalp’s svstem, not essentially from his theoreticaj essavs but also selec
uvely from his poems.

Up to this point 1 have not vet examined Gokalp’s specific views on the
equality of nations and the ultimate value of international peace (see Chapter
Six for **The Goals of New Turkey”’), which Hevd did not use. Heyd's
maierial, however, should have been sufficient 1n 11self not to lead him 1o the
conclusion that Gokalp’s nationalism was aggressive and disrepardful of in-
ternational law. Hevd manifestiv did not comprehend Gékalp’s svstem in 1s
totality, and seems to have been thrown off by the complexites and nuances
of Gokalp’s thought, which can seem nconsistent if approached with mnade-
quate theoretical backing

Hevd equates Western Furopean cvilization with liberalism. To put nt dif-
ferently. he reduces the West 10 the liberal West. We know that the West has
had other jaces, for example. the solidaristic and the fascisnc. We also know
that the particular Western face that non-Western countries and thinkers
emulate has not alwavs been the liberal one. Furthermore. n 18 quite mean-
ingless to criicize Gokalp tor not having conformed 1o the liberal Western
precepts when he explicitly set out 10 do the reverse. and a1 a ume when
liberalism was under severe attack from within the West 1tself. Moreover, if
Gokalp was illiberal, he was not more 5o than Durkheim wa:.

What Hevd thinks of as “*axiomatic’ in Western *‘civilization®’ is axiomatic
only for classical liberalism. 11 15 not axiomatic for the medieval West, nor {0
the solidarnist or fascist West, which are as Western as the liberat West. Even if
onc reduces the West 10 the bipolar simplificanion of liberalism and tascism,
and considers the latter a< an aberration from Western civilization on grounds
of s assimilating and therebv destroving the individual within the state, one¢
mav not discard solidansm as easilv as thait. in rejecung the axiomatic
primacy of the yndividual and atributing meanming to him onlv as an miegral
part of the societyv, solidarism in effect tnes to protect the individual apainst
the atormstic individuahsm of laissez-Taire liberalismi.

In short. What Hevd calls 4xiomatic for the Wesl in peneral 1s merely ar-
jomatic for the liberal West. 1t 1s a sianted point of view 10 chaige Gokalp
with breachine the Western axiom without doing the same to Durkhemm,
Gokalps professed masier. and further 1o deduce from poetic slogans (belund
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which lav an unequivocal and conspicuous solidaristic theory) that Gékalr
had no regard for the individual, for his personality and dignitv vis-a-vis the
soclety or, 1in Hevd’s words, “*society, i.e., the nanion.””*” In iact. Hevd make:
much of Gékalp’s alleped subsntunion of ““nanon’ for *‘soceIlv’” ac a preal
deviation from Durkheim. wiuh supposedly unmistakable indications of &
totalitanan wew of polity. As supgpested above, nation 1n GoKalp 15 no mor
than nauonal society, let alone anv implication of an irranonal **valklich’ na-
uonalism that engrosses the individual through emotion rather than reason.*’
The latter 1s indeed a charactenisnc of fascistic corporanst tnnking, 1
nothing but a vuiganzauon of liberalism 1tself 1o aitribute 1t facilelv 1o
solidaristic corporaust thinking, 100, 1n which the individual gains meaning
onlv 1n socletv without being nepated by the society, let ajone bv the state.
Furthermore, Gokalp. or solidanstic corporatists 1 eeneral. not onh
theorencally subordinate the siate 10 1the civil society, or nation. but also posit
the relationship between the ©taie and other social institunions 1n such a way
that thev are autonomous irom the siate. Finally, the mndividual 15 defended
apainst the incursions of the siate precisely by occupational groups and then
corporations, which serve as a buffer between the siate and the individual.
What facile liberalist cliches cannot capture is that, n solidansuc cor
porausm, even the occupanonal eroups (which collectivelv constiute the cvil
society) exist for the iree development of the individual personahiy. which.
however, has 1o be “*social.”
philosophical liberalismi.
“This pomnt can scarcelv he exapgperated: solidaristic corporausm reiecls
liberalism oniv as an analviic and 1deologicai model of societv. for in the
atomisiic and egoistic individuaiism of economic and political liberaiism (in
general) 11 sees a threat not onlv to the equilibrium and harmonv of the socie-
1y, but also to the individual lnmself. But, 1n contrast 1o fasoistic corporansmi.
1t does not reject the liberal ideals un particular) of cu_“_tEﬂ and philosophical

«
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tolerance and pluralism, in & sensc. solidanstic corporatism 1¢ closer 10
fRAsLENTD

liberalism 1n a wayv that lascisuc corporatism 1s not. (This. ol course. 15 the
philosophicat oughr of solidanstic corporatism. Whether ns analvical theorn
can produce the desired resulic or not 1s another matter.) It 1 no comeadenct
that elements of Kant and Rousseau, no less than Durkheim, as we have seen.
fipure prommeml’,\ﬁn—G(‘)kalp‘s thinking. There are, ol course. the came facilc
liberal interpretations of Kousseau ac the father of modern 1otahianamsm.
with wich 1 do not apree. but Nant's credentials in thus 1espect still temain
uncontested.

The social duty to be periormed 1n the service ol nanonal inierest. In
Gé&kalp's notorious poem ‘*Vazife™ (“‘Duty’’), would have been indicanve ot
#n uncrnincal allegiance 1o a 1otalitanan 1deology and repime 11 one had known
nothing about his theoretical wnnnges on the questions of individuat moral

bur sl within a framework of culiural and
S ———r .
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1es; Gnsibility, social but free educanon, tolerance for pluralism and rational
discourse 1n cultural as well as politucal life.

It 35 true that n the solidansuc model the individual does not have rnights
only, as 1n the liberal model; he also has duties. Yet, this fact 1s not sufficient
to infer that **Gékalp was influenced by Prussian ideals.”’** Gokalp indeed
entrusts individual deveiopment 1o social education and goes on 10 sav that
one cannot change the soclety by changing the individual, but one can change
the individual bv changing the sociely, and this, of course, through
educanon.*® Yet this education 1s 10 be conducted autonomously irom any
extra-educational social or political or admimistrative insttution and 1s 10 be
subjected to no influence other than those within the domain of that par-
‘ncular department of specialization. 1n a poem called **The Umversuy’”
(1918)) Gokalp has the following to sav:

Government knows not all,
For 1t 15 no specialist in all

Authontv s not like office pranted
But by spemalizanion mented.

A professor recopnition acquires
By his science, vour license never requires.

Give science 10 scientists;
You mynd the State’s affairs.

University 1s not by orders reformed;
With free science only, can it be formed.

Professions do not get from without their light:
Let science by professors be alight.*

This, then, 15 the libertarian and democratic pluralism behind Gékalp's
solidaristic corporatism, and the moral and social philosophy behind 1t 1s as
follows:

Do not say ‘'l have nghts';
There 1s only duty, no right.

There 15 no ‘I’ and *You,” but We;
We are both Ruler and Ruied, to be.
We means Onc;

1 and You worship the One,

Whatever 1s vour service,
That 15 your assistance.

Your ment do not reveal
So that it may be reai.*
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This 1s pure and simpie solicarisuic morality, which values the individual.
without neganmng 11s preropatives. according 1o his service 1o social solidanmn
and the public interest. Solidarism does not counterpose the individuaj and
the society nor deifv the sociery, or the state, at the expense of the individual.
put tries 10 balance them all. Nor 1s the moral philosophv behind this poem &
utilitarian one, as evidenced bv the Sufi imagery it uses. Even the mildlv
utilitanian aspect of Durkheim’s social solidarism 1s tempered bv Sufi humih-
1y, 1o be read in connection with the Kanuian categorical imperanvism Gokalp
-.has expressed elsewhere: *‘}or come. morality 1s a means for oraer 1n societv.
Yel. the highest virtues manifest themselves in acts that are noi direciea to anv
[pracucal] objective,’*”

Gokalp’s s not an intepral and 1o1alitanan corporatism which embraces all
spheres of social life. Nor 15 1t even implicitlv an elinist one, because 1t 15 not z
unitary normative mode] which does not recogmze sub-cultural autonomv and
diversity 1n the cultural subsvstem, a la Parsons. There 1s no condition unde:
which the political subsvsiem mav interfere for repression in the culiura)
sphere when the cultural subsvstem nself as the primary subsvstem fails 1n 1t
function of svstem mantenance. In *‘Culture and Poliucs’’ (1918).** Gokalp
makes emphatically clear thar **...theoretical and arusuc fields aie fields of
1ptal freedom’’®* The arusis and philosophers cannot yimpose thenr works or,
the general public, nor can the official authorities impose their policies on the
arnisis and philosophers. ideas and artistic creations can only be ‘*proposed”
(1eklif); they cannot be *“ymposed’’ tzahmil),** 1in contradistinction 10 the sanc-
uon and binding force of legisiation tn the political sphere. The concent of
authority (velayer) has entirelv different meanings 1n the cujtural and poliucal
spheres. In the latter 11 has lepal sancnion; n the former 1t 1s conferred bv 1'r£§_
public recognition, In short. Gékalp keeps culture and politics seprarate, as he
does religion and politics.

The Elite and the People

in the preceding secuion, 1 have supgesied that Gékalp’s corporatism was
not authornarian, let alone 1otalitarian. His solidanstic corporatism with s
pluralist eiements 1S not even an elitist one in the strict sence of the term,
although the question of elites occupied his attention to a considerable extent.
The concept of elite 1n Gokalp, however, 1s not central 1o his social-political
theory as in the elite theorists proper; 1t 1s rather an intermediary category
subordinated to, if not sheerlv insirumenal for, Gékalp’s analytic and nor-
mative theory of nationaiist populism, ,

To start with Goékalp’s defimuion of the elite, or of eliteness: ‘' The ntellec-
tvals, the men of 1deas of a nauon, are called the ‘elites’ {seckinler or
piizideler] of that nation. The elites, by virtue of their having received higher
education and traming....””*" It 1s 1hus evidently clear that G6kalp’s concep-
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uon of the elite 1s that of an ‘‘intelleciual elite,’” the necessary condition of
which 15 educanion. Goékalp’s elite 1s not a basically political and orgamiza-
nional category as in M%g:g and Michels or a basically phsychological one as
In Parplo,, postulated as causal and umversal laws. In such classical elite
theorists, the concept of elite 15 not only a major analytic category used 1o ex-
piain polincal and social phenomena; it 1s also a positive normative judgement
of value. In other words, elitism is both a science and an ideology for these
theorists.**

In diametnical opposition to classical elite theonists, the elite category is
neither a major anaiytic nor a major 1deological one in Gokalp. 1t 15 no
analytic, because the concept of elite does not occupy a centrai explanatory
position 1n G6kalp’s political-social theory; neither 1s 1t ideological, because
the concept of elite does not enmail or lead into, nor is it denived from, anv
elinsm 1n Gékaip’s political-social philosophy. Instead, it is empioved 1o ex-
plain and criticize the historical bifurcation between the peopie and 1he
government and to provide one of the avenues of national-cultural revival in
Turkey. which, among other things, involves the elimination of this bifurca-
non. This 1s perfectly consisient with his 1dealistic activism and his views on
the relanonship between theory and practice.

As populism 1n politcs means democracy and equality for Goékalp.
populism n culture means establishment of social solidarity on the basis of
nanional popular culture, in which effort the intellectual elite 15 supposed to
return 1o the national “‘culiure’ embodied 1n the collective conscience of the
people. rather than carry the burden of 1mposing values of foreign culiures
thar belong 10 Western *‘civilizanon” despite their unsuitability 10 the ne-
nional popular culture. Goékalp argues as follows:

The mteliectuats, the men of ideas.of a nation are called elites of thar nanon. The

elites, bv virtue of thetr having received higher education and training, are dif-

~. ierennated from the people. And i 1s tnese thai should po toward the peopic.
Whv will the clites go 10 the people? Some answer this question as follows: ‘The
elites should go 1o the people mn order 10 carry nanonal culture to the people.
However, as we have seen, ...what ¢ called nauonal culiure is possessed only by
the people. The elites have not vet received their share from the nanonal culture.
How. 1herefore, can the elites bring national culture to the peonle, who are the jiv-
me museum of nauonat cujture iself? ...The elites possess civilizanion oniy, ...
Hence, the ciites may go 1oward 1he people tor 1wo reasons: (1) to recerve educe-
110on 1n national cuhture, (2) o 1ake civilizanon 10 the peonle.*®

Alret cnincizing the ‘un-nanional’” education the elites have been receving
in Jurkevin “un-national’”” schools, Gokalp advises | nauonahzauon ol cur-
ncula and cultural activities and participation in  the way ay of Ii living of the pec-
pic 1n_order 1o compensate lor the past estrangement of the eliles rom
pgpulax CUI(UT(’-—-—]I‘I language, lierature folklore, music, art. religion, ar-
chitecture. humor, and so on. Gokalp adds that Pushkin, Dante. Petrarch.

— - P U
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Rousseau, Goethe, Schiller, D’Annunzio have all become art geniuses because
of the nspiration they got from their respective national cultures.” The
science of sociology, too, savs Gokalp, demonstrates that aesthetics can only
flourish n cultures which do not negate their own vaiues, as was the case with
the Ottoman elites who scorned the Turkish peasants as *‘the Turk of an ass’’
tesek Tiirk) and Anatolian urban residents as **provincials.” ‘“The titie given
to the peopie as a whole consisted of the word commoneriavam).””" Precisely
because the courtly Otioman elites (havas) scorned the peopie and neglected
the popular national culture, their language, literature, music, philosophy,
ethics, politics and economics could not develop and survive.

Gokalp continues to criticize the cosmopolitan Westernism of the Ottoman
elites and warns the new Turkist elite not 1o stop a1 a rhetorical idealization of -
Turkish culture but to go to the inner parts of Anatolia, both to teach and o
“"be 1aught, if they are to become a *‘national elite.”’”* Thus, the sufficient con-
dition of being an elite, for Gokalp, emerges as that of ‘‘nationalness,’’ 1t¢
prerequisite being education.

If for Gé6kalp, elite 1n the pejorative sense 1s represented by the term havas,
elite 1n the affirmative sense thus specified is rendered by the term glizide, that
15, the nanonal elite a1 one with the people, distinct from the people onlv bv
reason of their tramng in the positive sciences. It 1s totally incorrect 10 inte:-
pret Gokalp’s distinction between the elite and the people as one belween &
tutelary elite (not only cosmopolitan but also even self-professedly nanonal in
the high-brow sense) and the “‘common people.’’ as i1s done 1n many Turkish
or foreign studies. -

There are two s1des 10 the problem. On the one hand. and in contrast 10 the
Unionists and the Kemalists, the people and the popular culture for Gokalp
are nol passive but receptive containers, or at least malleabie raw matenal.
which can be filled with or dulv molded 1®to ‘“*elinst nanional’’ or #Western
cultural® un the puise of “‘civilization’’), therefore, ‘‘progressive’’ forme.
Such a tutelary_apiude leads ¢ one 10 view the people as unuu_g_ggwn

pohncs let aJone govern, unless thev are educated bv a _Ssingle party 1n parv

<cnools an a Darl\’ -admimstered cenler and through a process, of_indirec

elecuons unnl | they, reach pohnca] mamrnv V. In the meantime, “the neople serve

an elite, \anguardlﬁnc mn us nauona“st and Dopu]m _bolicies, as a mass- -base
et g B e

“Which bv reason 10 s es:enua] 1rratlonalu\' and Qulllbllll\‘ can be mobilizéd

and mampulated b\f po]mca) “formulat ! o “the Moscan sense and * mwh(

he s a biective— Uz
The people are 1 ource, nd the object not a rhe1oncal one, bul &
Serious onc.

On the other hand. the people and the popular culture, 1n Goékalp, are not
romantically 1dealized out of propornion. 10 be emulated by the intellectual

clite emotionallv and without critical reason. Thus. Hevd's likeming, for ex-

/
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» ample, of Goékalp’s populism to Russian Narodnickism or to Fichte’s and

. Treitschke’s vociferous romantic nationalism’ 1s, to my mind, auie facile

{and misplaced, for in Gokalp the element of individual and social ‘‘reason,”’
as we have recurrently seen, 1s always present. Therefore, although 11 1s quite
accurate of Hevd to liken Gokalp’s conception of people (not ‘‘common”’
though) to those of Rousseau’s and Herder’s, 1t 1s considerably inaccurate of
nim to 1nclude LeBon 1n the same breath of comparison.’™ For, not only does
Gokalp insistentlv crincize LeBon’s conception of the people as a volatile
mass with 1rrational psvchological drives; but also, 1n a more general way,
Rousseau and Herder on the one hand, and LeBon on the other, are quite dif-
ferent thinkers both in their analvsis and philosophy of the people and the na-
tion.

In a sense, what was perceived by the Uniomsts and the Kemalists as mak-
ing for difficuity in therr “‘reform from above'’—the backward and inert
mass, and the resuitant bifurcation beiween the elite and the
people—constituted an opportunity for Gokalp: there was siill something on
which ’real revolution’® could be based. If the bifurcanion posed any
problems, which n did, the burden of self-improvement lav with the ¢lite, not
the people. In this reversal of emphases on the elite and the people, Gokaip's
version of solidansuc corporatism emerges as a non-elitist, non-tutelary, and
non-paternalist one, as distinct even from other solidansuc corporatisms,
which can be all of these 1n differing degrees without becoming fascistic. The
latier, of course, are definitelv so, but they are also much more: the pluralist
and mild eliusm and paiernalisms of solidaristic variants are replaced by ngid
and totalitarian hierarchies, both n the theory and pracuice of fascistic
variants. One may also note that Gékalp s1ands out as one of those few con-
lemporaneous thinkers who gave serious attention to the question of. elites
{without becorming an elite theorist 1n the technical sense indicated above), but
did not make the not 100 uncommon transition from elitism 10 fascism. The
reference. of course, 15 10 people like Mosca, Parelo, Micheis,” and, i vou
will, Sorel—making due room for Mosca’s later recantation.

Returning 10 the question of the bifurcation between the elite and the peo-
ple, 1n *“A Talk on Culture and Civilizanion’ (1923).7t Gokalp reexamines the
problem of ‘‘dualiiv’” and the condinons for the *‘natural entrv'” of elements
of international civilization into the nanionai cujture. in a follow-up arncle on
*“Turkish Cunhure and Otoman Civilizanon® (1923),"F alter giving examples
of dualism from manv fields of social life, Gokalp siates that 1n “‘normal
socienes’’ and in ‘‘healthy nauons’ there 15 a reciprocal relationship between
the eiite and the people. Bv contrast, in Turkey. the elite considered the peoplec
as commoners (evant) and subhuman (evam), and saw everviiing that
belonged 10 the people as vuigar, low, and banal.™



V. SOCIAL BASES OF POLITICS a0

Gokalp specifically contrasts Turkish popular ethics with Ottoman elite
ethics. As opposed to the values of equality, honesty, sacrifice. and modesty
in the former, the latter was based on ‘‘domination over subordinates’’ and
‘‘hypocrisy toward superordinates.”’” Gokalp continues with the contrast 1n
philosophy: while the Ottoman eliie chenised prospernty and hedonmsm, the
Turkish people gave priorv 10 sioical happiness through socal ideais.**
Gokalp ends on a harsh note:

...the Ottoman elites were tranors. They were, mare or less, the elect intellects of
the nation.... Yet [they] avoided national culture and chernshed the corrupt onen-
1al civilizauon. Therefore, the blame for the lack of codification and insttu-
tionalization of our national culiure rests not with our culture or our people, but
entirely with the Ottoman elite.*'

When Gokalp thus indicis the Persiamism of the earlv Ottoman and the
Frenchism of the Tanznnar elites.*? there 1s some sort of a class dimension that
Gokalp atiaches to this cultural bifurcation:

...the Ortoman type entered the field of impenalism. which was harmfui to
Turkish culture and life: i1 became cosmopolitan; it gave primacv to class interest
over national interest.t”

According to Gokalp, the cosmopolitan *‘ruling ciass’* of Onomans came
10 see nself as the ‘‘dominant navon,”’ while the “‘ruled class’” of Turks came
10 be seen as the ‘‘doymnated nation.””** And since the 1wo received separate
and different educanons. there could be no cohesion between them.*
Moreover, the courtlv mielligentsia in their official capacitv robbed the peopie
10 support the extravagance and debauchery of the court. The oppiessed peo-
ple could not bring themseives to like these oppressors.

In an article on **Popular Civilization’’ (1913), Gékalp had alieadv wnitten
that everv nanon has two “‘civilizanions’” tnote that Gékalp uses the term in an
unusual but not iconsistent wav): popular civilization and official civiliza-
non.** When the latter does not conform 1o the former. a dualiv resulis,
along with two kinds of ehites: popuiar and nanional elites versus official and
unnational elites. Bv introducing the crincal concept ol an “‘official elite.””
Gokalp defimitelv diflers irom the posinivistic determimsm of ehite theorists.
When such an **official elite’” does nol coniorm to the popular culiural norms
and thereby fails to become z *'national eiite,”” not onlv culturally. bui also
with denivauve political and economic consequences of dominanon and or-
pression, 1t wrongs the collective conscience With respect 10 11S PHmary norme.
1.¢.. the well-being and the supremacy of the people themselves. and nothing
less than the legiimacy of that elite 15 what 15 at stake.

Thus. unlike Weber's mechanistic iormalism 1s studving power. be i elite
power or otherwise. Gokalp 11 crincally concerned with the sources of power
and with legitimate power. that s, with authoritv. in contrast to Weber ¢

%,
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descriptive study and classification of forms of authority, which are essential-
iV sused on a posiivistic and deterrmmstic conception of hierarchical and
coercive domination, best symbolized in Weber’s own term ‘‘imperative coos-
dinanion.”®” Gékalp 1s concerned not with power politics bur with the sources
and cnteria of leginmale power.

In one of his iater arucles on *‘Authornty and Dominauon’ (1924).*
Gokalp disnnguishes two connotanions of the French work autorite. One kind
of authorty 15 “‘obeved with respect and affection.”” This 15 called velover
(*‘lepiimate power’’); moralists and revolutionists consider only this kind ol
authonity as “‘lepiimate” (mesru).** Another kind of authonty 1s “‘obeved
with fear and disgust.”” This 1s called su/ia (*‘coercive power’’); moralisis and
revolunomsts consider this kind of authorny as “‘illegitimate’” (gayri mesru)
and as one which ought 1o be destroved,* repardless of the fact that such “'of-
ficial’’ authorny goes politicallv unchallenped.

Gaékalp makes a further distinction between *‘public authontv®’ 1velaver-
amme) and ‘‘private dominanion’’ (sufia-i hassa), the latter meaning convet-
sion of the powers of a public office 1n1o **personal power.”” It 15 1n thes¢
terms that Gékalp briefly survevs the usurpation of public powers by in-
dividuals m tribal, patnarchal, and suliamc svstems—1n terminology similar
10 1hat of Weber, but 1n theory and phiiosophy, enurely different from thai ot
Weber. Gokalp adds that *‘republic’” means the abolinon of all privart
powers and the establishment of public authorines. In these terms, authontv
15 not incompatible with liberty; on the comrary,wvances libertv through
order.” Here. we have a notion of popular sovereignty couchied 1n 1he
posnivist®s principie of *‘order and progress.’’ This brings us 10 Gokalp™
theorv of politics and political orgamzation.’




CHAPTER SIN

THEORY OF POLJTICS AND POLITICAL ORGANIZATION

Defininon of Politice

In Gokalp's svstem, all social phenomena, including, ol course, the
political, have a distinct reality of their own and thereiore may be causes o
other social phenomena. Yet, piven the relative causal pnimacy of ideas on the
one hand. and of the division of labor on the other, politics and, thereforc.
political science 1n therr sirict, narrow senses are relegated 10 an implicitiv
secondary position i Gokalp’s svstem.' When we take 1nto account the 1m-
portance of ideational, moral, and culturaj factors mn Goékalp’s 1dealistic
poliucal philosophy, however, polincs and, therefore, political science 1n thne
larger sense reassume significance in Gokalp’s svstem.

For Gdékalp, politics and political activity are not a mechanical thing, nor
can their studv stop at formallv describing and measuring the iocation anc
distribunion of power. Given Gokalp’s 1dealistic posinvism, politics 1s willfu!
and subjectivelv meanmingful activity, which 1s nevertheiess amenable 10 obie. -
uve scientific investipation. Consequently, polincal science 1s capable of
theoreticallv informing practice.

1115 then no comncidence that one of the specific defimnions of politics by
Gokalp 1s miven 1n an article on **Culture and Politics’ (1918).7 According te
Gokalp. 1n every societv there are two *‘social wills”’ - culture and politc:.
Before passing on to s own notion of polincs, he examines the views of
Friednich Nietzsche and Alfred Fouillee on the subject. Nietzsche held that the
motor torce of life 1s the **will to power’': that 15, both the individual and the
society have a tendencv to put all beyngs under then influence wiifuz) anc
power (ikrnidar). Fouilleé, on the other hand, arpued that the motor foice of
life 15 **will of conscience’’; that 1s, the individual like societv 1ends 10 embrac
existence within hs consciousness. Both thinkers are right. savs Gokalp. 1n
that thevy have intuited an important ‘‘social realnv.”’ But both are also wrong
1 that thev have reduced general realitv 1o a particular realitv.> Roughly.
nevertheless, the **will ol conscience’’ 1n -ouillee corresponds 1o **culture’” 1
Gokaip. and the “‘will to power’’ 1n Niet2sche corresponds 1o *‘polines.”

According to Gokalp’s supposedly svnthetic defimnon, culture 1s the “‘sum
of all theoreticai 1deas and emotional 1Impressions possessed by a nation’
politics. the **sum of all pracucal struggles ol a nauon.”’* To continue, the
funcnon of theorv ligrihar) 1« ‘“‘comprehension  of truth  within
consciousness.”’ while the funcuon of practice vmucahade) 15 “*winning of
power posiions 10 eradicale socal evils and replace them by socal good.””
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The paramount importance of the cultural sphere 1n Goékalp 1s predicated
on an uncompromsing pluralism. In contrast to fascist cultural momsm or
even elinist cultural tutelage, Gokalp's culiural and philosophical liberalism, if
vou will, recogmzes no nternal cultural or exiernal political restrictions, since
the field of ideas 15 one of total ireedom.®* Gokalp argues:

Culture, wath 1s theoreticai norms, guides the practice of political groups and the
government....; as the funcuion of culture 1s to establish principles for politics, the
function of politics regarding culture consists soiely of preparing the grounds for
11s autonomous development.

GoKkalp goes on to lament that **...unfortunately i our country, the dii-
ference between cultural schools and political parties has not vet been
understood.”’* He adds that u1 15 ultimately futile to try to obtain parliamen-
tary majoriues and governmental sanctions 1o propagate particular culturai
norms, for scientific 1ruth or artistic beauty can be established only on the
basis of autonomous professional expertise. Politics and lepisiation can
nenher verif\' nor falsifv \\'orks of science and art.’
pure moral relativism. In an article on “Tolerance and Indulgence’’ (1922),'¢
Gokalp distinguishes between **logical errors’® (mannki haralar) and ‘‘moral
misdeeds”’ (ahlaki kabahatlar). A person may be criticized for his logical er-
rors but he may not be condemned on these grounds. Yet, some people, being
unabie to discriminate, condemn others who have simply made logical errors.
This 1s called intolerance imusaafesizlik). Consequently, errors are par-
donable if the moral intention 15 good."!

Some writers, however, observed Go6kalp, understand ‘‘tolerance’ not as
musaafe but as miisamaha, although the latter is merely “‘indulgence,’” which,

1n wurn, means overlooking one's moral misdeeds, And tolerance does not ad-

mit of 1ndulgence, particuiarly when nations are trying to achieve a moral
transformanion {inkilap). Tolerance 1s the very basic condition of liberty. To-
day, however, mdulgence 18 _hecomung dominant m Europe, replacing
lolerance. As a result, European morality is becoming “matenaiistic’’
“‘moral ideals’’ are retreating before the advance of ‘‘economic passions.’
This trend will ulumately_jead_1o _mgrgL_hank.mm;:),m.EMer
\\'ords Gokalp distinguishes petween the atomistic and epoistic mdmduahsm

of liberal capjtalisth and_ The <ohffansm and public-spiniednes fcomoraust

Lt . SN

capnahsm Of the 1wo, ne mamfeslly prers Turkev 3 adom on ol the
second.'? T

T . N . ;

The foregoing 1s enurely consistent with Gokalp’s views on the relationship
berween the individual and the society, between right and duty, between liber-
ty and authonty. Neither a deification of society nor a moral collectivism 15 in-
volved, given ius philosophical and cultural liberalism, which makes him

uphold political liberalism as an ‘‘ideal,’” while rejecting liberalism as a total
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analvuc and philosophical ‘*‘model.”” Conseguently, his solidaristic cor-
poratist model of society and politv leaves room for liberal 1deals, 1n contrast
1o fascistic corporanist models. This brings us 1o Gokalp’s undersianding of
democracy.

The Origins of the “'Six Arrows”’

The theoreucal foundations of the embiemanc Six Arrows of Kemalism.
that is, of the Republican People’s Party and of the First Turkish Republic are
1o be found in Gokalp’s thought. Of these six principles, three are not. 1n my
view, theoreucally problematic and have been established withow much
political controversy as to their meamng, despie certain modificanons of
Gokalp’s early formulation as well as polemical misrepresentanon of s view
on the subject. These are Nationalism, Republicanism, and Laicism.

A fourth one, Transformism (Inkiapgiitk) has taken defimte root 1n
Turkish political culture withow any political disputation. It 1s also a principle
that 15 theoretically significant and interesung. The other two, Eransm
(Devleiciliky and Populism (Halkcihik), are both theoretically problematic and
have been politically controversial. These are also the 1wo principles with
respect to which Gokaip’s thoupht has been most distorted i1n different wavs
by different groups.

The Six Arrows of the Kemalist Republican People's Partv were jncot-
porated into the Constniution 1n 1937, lepalizing the partv-state at the con-
siunonal level. in the 1961 Consnitunion, as well as in the programs of manv
political parues and ideological proups, all of these continue to fipure 1n one
form or another 1 different forms and dosages—as Kemalism, i not ajwavs
as Gokalpism,

Gokalp’s nationalism, the nature of which we have seen, has been bv and
large the official guiding policy of Turkey 10 date, as symbolized in the motio
of *“'peace 1n the country, peace 1n the world” (yurtia sulh, cihanda sulh),
despite certain misrepresentations of Gokalp’s stance by various groups.

Republicamism as well has become a foregone conclusion with the deciara-
non of 1he Republic in 1923, if not with the popular sovereignty aruicle of the
1921 Constitution. Similarly, the principle of laicism has become an estab-
lished fact since 1ts consututional expression 1n 1928 by an amendment to the
1924 Constiunion. That some Kemalists and leftists on the one hand, and the
radical right on the other, have tried, and continue to try, to inier otherwise
from Gokalp’s ephemeral views on the caliphate and the reorganization of the
religious insutution as some sort of an ethical corporation 1s totally misplaced.
A man who first brought positivism and laicism 1o Turkey at a theoretical
level could not have been anii-laicist. As for Goékalp's republican credenuals,
these are bevond doubt in his theoretical writings as well as 1n his very early
vourhful poems. As early as 1895, Gokalp had written:
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When governments are formed to protect nghts,
Why shouid we abandon all rights to a Sultan?"?

and:

Itys we who work in the fieids and the mills.
1t 1s we who are the state, the nation, and the country.
Abdicate sultan! It 15 we who are the sovereign,'*

Gokalp’s  anu-monarchism, at a ume when almost all Young
Turks/Umonists 1n their critique of the monarchy did not go beyond the limits
of legnimism, was axiomatic, given his theoretical identification of democracy
with republicanism. Yet this emphasis on equality and liberty is not predicated
on a “‘natural law’’ theory or on the individualistic conceptions of classical
liberal law. Rather, Gdkalp's.equality and freedom lie within the context of a 3
political and juridical solidarism. -

According to Gokalp, the natural Jaw theory, advocated by ‘‘bourgeoss
junsts’ (Gokalp means *‘liberal-bourgeos™ jurists) prior to and during the
Revolunion of 1789, has served its storical mission against the privileged
classes. Since then, 1t has served only to ‘‘feed a constant microbe of revolu-
uon,” mpeding the development of a ‘‘sitable form of government.’’**
Gokalp shares the post-1789 belief that ““if the 1791 (Jacobin) sun should ever
nse again, 11 1s upon a non-bourgeois society that 1t wouid do so.”’ He shares
Durkheyn’s and Comte’s fear and enmity of all violent upheaval involving a
sudden breach with the past, that is, radical social revoiution.'* As I have n-
dicated above, equality and liberty, for Gékalp, are nol those of classical

@cfiiberaiism_bm of the anu-liberal, solidaristic egalitarianism and libertarianism
“‘inheren)_n.order’’ or ‘‘upion.”’ developing on a linear path of €voluiion that
precludes serious conflict. "

Gokalp goes on 1o say that the Jiberal bourgeois notion of natural law hat
been replaced 1n Europe by the schoois of ‘‘historicist jurisprudence’” and
**sohdanst jurisprudence.” Jhering and especially Hegel 1n Germany for-
mulated principles that would *‘strengthen’’ the state and thereby prevent
revolution. and 1n France Leon Duguit’s “‘realist jurisprudence’’ superseded
liberal tegal norms. G6kalp adds that 1n Turkey, too, natural law with ns in-
dividualistic principie of *'no duty, only right”’, which was dominant before
1908. 1s heing replaced by a *“national’”’ imeaning based on national solidarny)
lepal thought.'* Gokalp cites the view of another solidarist philosopher, Lévi-
Bruhl, that 1n matiers of practical morality, the precepts of national and social

solidartv should be supreme, whatever ethical philosophy may be adopted."

In an article entitled ‘‘Public Spiritedness’ (1923),'* Gokalp contrasts mn-
dividualism and solidarism as two opposing ethical philosophies and political
moralities. The first has charactenisuics ol self-interesiedness, passion fot
powel. and vamiv and status, whjle the second 15 marked by public-
spiritedness, calling for social service, and solidarisiic virtue. Gokalp con-
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siders the latter to be the prerequisites of geal democracx. Gbkalp’s 1deal of
democracy 1s not Jiberal democracy but solidaristic democracy, in which n-
dividual liberty 1s meamngful to the extent that 1t does not act against social

solidarity and public nterest. Gokalp's wmumculuk 15 precisely public-

spiritedness, as he explicitly makes clear here, and not populism (halk¢ilik) or
collectivism (kollekrivizm) or communitariamsm (cemaargilik or dmmercilik),

totalitarianism,

In the preceding chapier, we discussed the nature of Gékalp’s views on the
elite and the people, and suggested that Gokalp’s populism was not a
rhetorical and elitist one. Now we have to examine his definition of the rela-
tionship berween populism and democracy. Hevd argues that *‘Gékalp’s idea
of democracy 1s rather different from liberal conceptions. It 1s true that he
calls the regime which he advocatesihalkeiltf, which he means to be a transla-
tion of the term *democracy.’ In fact, however, he desires 10 place supreme
control 1n the hands not of 1h@ﬂﬁmon
(mlllet) and more precisely of the national elite (giizideler) who have 1o
£OVern in the 1Nt mterFe‘Et_sﬂof"}T people. He states categorically that in his opinion
democracy 15 not 1he Tule of the 1gnorant masses {avam) but of the elite who
are the people because they say ‘we are the people.’” ™’

What Hevd presents here 15 not Gékalp but the Kemalist transformauon, if
not distortion, of Gékalp, which Hevd takes to be Gékalpism, In Chapter
Four, 11 was seen that Gékalp's ‘‘people’” were not ‘*commoners’’ or avam or
hevam, which concepts he explicily rejecied and criticized; nor was any
tutelary  substututism involved, as Hevd asserts. Gokalp’s ‘‘idea of
democracy’’ was indeed obviously and conspicuouslv different from *‘liberal
conceprions’’—it was precisely his stated aim to wranscend liberalism with a
solidarnistic corporatism like Durkheim and Dugun. for example—but that
does not automanically mean that Gokalp was an elite theorigy.

As for Hevd's statement that the elite are (hose ~WhHo are (e people because
they sav ‘we are the people,” *’ that s, indeed. Gokalp’s definition of
populism, or rather of being *‘of the peonle.’’ but with a difference. This sub-

Jective identification Gokalp does not confine 1o the elite, that 1s, the miellec-

tual elite, but exiends 10 all social groups (zumreler) 1n the national society.

Finally, when Hevd savs that for Geékalp “/me only way 1o establish the

democratic repime 1s not by putting an end 10 the rule of the upper classes, but

by applying the prmcmlmhat ‘democracy means lurmng the whole people s/

\cTETﬁSIocrals "I he comes closer 10 what. Gékalpn lact ‘mearit, howevVerin-

ﬂconsmem nt_for lmm to quote this from Gokalp 10 1uxiaposiion with hie
preceding argument,

¢ The elite {or Gokalp 1s an *‘intellectual elite.’” and education, national and

@' /"umversal, 15 a prerequisite for both individual and social progress, This 15 not

e

as some 1nierpreters assert with all the attendant implications of .
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elinsm, but romantic social idealism. 1f Gokalp’s system cannot avoid being
ummmﬁm—any so, compared 10 other solidanstic or
4l fascisuc corporatisms—this does not derive from his social and moral
philosophy. Rather, 1t siems from the inheremt weakness of his chosen
political theory, 1.e., gorporaust theoryy, and also from the positivist
Comtean-Durkheimian ideology of *‘order and progress’’ that creates the ma-
jor tension In his system, given his Rousseauesque epalitaniamsm. But | do not
wish to amticipate here the peneral evaluation of the concluding chapter.

Gokalp’s concept of halkcilik has 1wo connotauons, if not an ambiguny.
On the one hand. 1t means populism or rather philosophical solidansm with
1ts organicist and epalitarian features, distinct from the rhetorical ideologies
and practices of populism as well as from populism as a platform of the md-
dle sectors.?? On the other hand, 1t s used as a synonym for ‘‘democracy’’ or
‘‘people’s povernment’’ the latier being a defininon of the former. In this
second sense, 1t 15 not sheer republicanism, or anti-monarchism, with the ac-
companying rhetoric of popuiar sovereignty, as has been the case with the
Kemalists; rather, 1t 1s effecuve popular sovereignty along with legal and
politcal egualitv—the two major characteristics of BS;EIist democracy. It
presupposes umversal franclhise and a direct vote.?*

What 1s problematic 1n G6kalp’s nouion of populism 1s the manner in which
ne defines ‘“‘the people’’

THE SYSTEM

In Turkey, no one class can monopolize the title of ‘peopie.’ Evervoody, be he
nich or poor, 1s of the peopic.... There are no class privileges among the peopic....
It may be 1hat some jepal rules 1n our old laws are not tn compliance with the prin-
cinle of equality. {Butl are not a tew sessions of the Grand Nationai Assembly suf-
ficient to fegisiate 1o convert these mto forms that would conform to equity and
Justiced
~ 11 is evident that “‘people’’ means, for Goékalp, the body of .cinzens who
have egual polincal nghis and equal status before the law. Therefore,
democracy means political-legal equality. What 1s problematc here 1s that
Gokalp sees the peopie as one comprehensive harmonious whole provided
that they all, subjectively, identifv themselves as an integral part of thar
whole, albeit consising oi sociai ciasses differennated on the basis of
economic criteria. In other words, Gokalp’s often ambivalent use of the term
**class’’ 15 not so ambivalent here; 1t means Just one of the many categories,
despite the explicn mention of economic critena, But this 1s internally consis-
tent with Gokalp’s un-Marxisi conception that the existence of economic
classes does not necessarily lead 1o political class struggle if thev share, n
Durkhemmian fashion, the same collecuve norms, and if the necessarv cor-
porative orgamzation is established 1o buttress these norms. In this. Gokalpis
completely at one with Durkheim’s thesis, advanced as an alterpative (o
Marx-s determimstic prediction. that increased division of labor, 1.e., advanc-
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ed mndustrial capitalism does not necessarily lead to class polanzation and

N
\

warfare if occupauonal moralitv_and corporative organization, along with a/ ﬁ

s ey i clenoe. Are esiabhished ™
national solidarisuc collective cons estabhshed.?

“In accordance with this consensual model of society, both anaivucally and

normanvely, Goékalp sees the state and the government as above classes and _

non-paruisan. Accordingly, he siates that the Turkish povernment and army
are "'non-parusan’’ and “*of the whole nauon’’ and *‘not an instrument of op-
_pression of one class by another.”’?* in this respect, Gokalp continues, there
can be no comparison berween Turkev’s new form of government and
Bolshevism, as some ‘“*foreign authors’’ try to claim. Firstly, the economic
program of Bolshevism requires large-scale industry, whereas Turkev does nol
have one. There can be no analogy 1n the political sphere either, for n
Boishevik theory, all governments are assumed 10 be instruments ol oppres-
sion of one class by another, either as a ‘‘dictatorship of the bourgeoisie’” o1
as a “‘dictatorship of the proletanat.’”’ Moreover, 1n Russia, the government 1¢
under the control of {he armed proletariay. In contrast, Gokalp savs, the
povernment and the army 1n Turkev are under the control of the Grand Na-

non—the *‘reposiory and representauve of the collecuive ce.' Jras
evident. Gokalp continues, that the *real theory of state 1s never based on op-
pression’”?” but on objective guardianship of the all-inclusive public interest.
which the state regulates and serves m the form of egelianjbureaucraix
universal class or a Duguit-like public service corporation. @

«

ldeologies, Regimes, and ‘‘Transformism’’

in the preceding sections, we covered Gokalp's definiion of polincs, hi
understanding of democracy, and the centrai concepts of his political
philosophy. In this section, we shall analvze his views on the more concrete
guestions of polincal organizanion and insntunional mechamsms for the
realizanon of polincal ideals. This part of Gokalp’s thought is, as it has been.
most prone to mismterpretation unless placed within the totalitv of his svsiem.
or when taken superficially witnout due regard to 11s nuances.

Gokalp’s views on 1deologies and repimes are condensed 1n a series of ai-
ticles he wrote in 1923 on aspects of political parues. In an opening articie en-
titled **What 1s a Polincal Partv?’’ (1923).** Gokalp considers political parue:
indispensable eiements of polinical life. In the *‘public-spirnedness™ and the
discipline a *‘necessary evil’’) of partv organizations, he finds a *‘protective
device’ apanst the dangers resulung from the “‘liberalism of constnunons’
and the *‘individualism of members of pariiament,”’ It s true that pariiament:
are the seats of national sovereigntv (defined as the **sovereignty of the collec-
nve conscience of the naton’’): bui. once elected, deputies are prone to act

e
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*‘epotistically and self-interestedly’’ uniess checked by their respective parties,
the surrogates of collective conscience or, 1n Gékalp’s exact terminology, the
‘“levers of national sovereignty,?

Gokalp mamtams that jt 1s not governmentai institutions but ‘‘politcal
forces,”’ especially political parties, that make political decisions. Here,
Gokalp not only overcomes a formal-legalistic approach to the study of
politics and is quite modern in his emphasis on informal, unofficial structures
of decision-making, but also parts company with the prevalent mood o
“Contemporanes, both at home and abroad, agamst party politics as well as
parhamentary politics. In a period when theories of no-party staies and one-
party states were startuing to flourish and mulu-party parliamentarism was be-
ing declared bankrupt and subversive, G6kalp simply requires that only those
*‘evils’’ of parties such as ‘‘sectanamism and 1mernationalism’’ be avoided
and subordinated to the supreme national interest.?® All this 1s consistent with
his solidanistic corporausm, which 1s theorencally piuralist and admits of
diversity of functional nterests 1n the society provided that they be subor-
dinate 1o the public interest. It 15 this residuval liberal strain that makes
Gokaip's solidaristic corporatism different from fascistic corporatism.

In another articie on the ‘‘Polincal Classification of Parties” (1923),
Gokalp offers an interesung, if somewhat simplistic, ciassification of parues,
which we can represent by a two-by-two mainx:

MODERATE  EXTREMIST
TRADITIONALIST Conservatives Reacnionartes
TRANSFORMIST Liberals Radicals

True 10 the orgamismic analogy of his fellow solidarists, Gdkalp considers
Conservauve muhafazakar) and Liberai (liberal) parties “normal’ and
‘‘necessary’’; Reactionary (miirtecty and Radical (radikal) parnes
“@gggggl” and *‘undesirable,” as well as dvsfuncuional for the harmonyv
and survival of the national society.

What 15 problematic in this ciassification 1s the criterion of *““transformism®’
Unkilapcilik). Ostensibly, traditionalism and transformism are more a matier
of content; moderation and extrermism are more a matter of method. And.
since he rules out radicalism, G6kalp would emerge from this schema as a pro-
oressyve liberal. But. i view of his total rejection of economic liberalism and
his parnal but considerable rejection (though not as great as that of the
Kemalisis) ot polincal liberalism, that would be a paradox,

The paradox dissoives when we consider that the vexing term transformism
tinkilapcilik) has a certain meaning in both the Ottoman and Turkish polincal
idiom. with connotations of both content and method, though not always ex-
plicitlv spelled out. Students of Young Turk. Umion and Progress, and
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Kemalist ideolopies and movements have rendered the term mkiapc
miscellaneously  as revolutionary, evoiutionary, modernist, progressivisi,
reformist, and radical reformist. All these terms do coniain a bit of truth, but
when they are used as rhe synonym, they are very misieading. Hgnce 1 propose
the term “‘transformist’” as the better term to capture both the subjective n-
.tention of mkilapeis and the objective consequences of their aclions.” ™

Before giving Gokalp’s definition of inkilapgiik 1n support of my choice of
the term ‘‘transformism,”” 1 would like to ciear some lingwmistic and
hermeneutic ground. Revolution means ihrilal/deviim 1n Ottoman and
Republican Turkish, respectively. Similarly, evolution 1s rekamiil/evrim:
modern 1s muasir/capdas, progress 15 lerakki/ilerleme; reform s
is_lz_z_h_al/diize/mw. And strange is the oversight: mkrlap/déniisiim 1s exactly
‘““transformation.”’

It 1s also sygnificant that neither Young Turks/Umonists nor Kemalists
called therr movements *‘revolution™ or ‘‘radical reform,’” but unequivocally.
L1908 Inkiiabi’* and **Aratiirk Inkilab:,”’ precisely for the reason that they in-
tended ‘‘transformation’’ and neither ‘‘revoiution’ (which meant destruction
and dissolution 1n the Ottoman and Turkish language and was a pejorative
term, unlike the European counterpart) nor ‘‘radical relorm’’ treform was ac-
ceptable, but anvihing radical was anathema to several generations of political
elite )imbued with the “Lorder and progress’’ of Comiean posiivism). In con-
tent, change could be ameliorailive and evolutionary ar best; 1n method,
change could be radical oniy 1n the cultural, technological and political
spheres for fear ol radical contaminanon of content as well.*' Given this,
what better term could have been found than transformism, which stole the
light of revolunion whije pre-empting 1?

Go6kain 1s verv clear on the subject: ‘‘Transformists tinkilapgilar) desire 1o
reform their societv and accelerate 1ts progress and evolunon. Tradiijonalisis,
on the other hand, wish 10 preserve old traditions.””** Evidently, for Gokalp,
transformism subsumes progressivism and evolutionism roward modernity. I
15 nexther 100 incremental nor 100 radical. 1t 1s against conservatism, but In-
cludes residual aspects of the still progressivist  nineteenth-century
liberalism—not as a holistic model, to be sure, onlvin the iorm of some of i1¢
political 1deals. In this respect, Gokalp’s solidanistic corporansm, which i
normatively progressive, egalitanan, and pluralist {and therefore closer ta
liberal democracy). 1s remarkably different from Umonism and Kemalism.
which could not surpass the Comtean conservatusm. elitsm, and
authornananmsm. 1 1¢ meaningful that Gokalp rejects “‘radicalism’’ bui can
still comfortabiv use “*liberalism’’—in contrast to the then widespread iden-
tification of liberal democracv with ‘*anarchic democracy’” as opposed 1o
“authorntarian democracy,”’ the *‘real’’ democracy, bv contemporaneous coi-

{
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poratisms, both the fascisic and the solidaristic species, Kemalism being a
case in between.

1n other words, transformation 1s nonrevolutionary but acceierated evolu-
uonary change; it is ‘“‘nothing but sudden acquisition of consciousness by
gradual and unconscious evolution.”? As an example of a change in the
“structure’” of society followed by a change 1n 1ts ‘‘consciousness,’’ Goékalp
mentions that Turkish nauonalism could gain ground only after the
homogenization of society with the dissolution of the muin-lingual empire
after World War 1.

No idealistic voluntarism 15 involved here: *‘It 15 not transformists who
create transformation. Probably 11 1s the unconscious evolutions taking place
independently 1n the conscience of society that create transformists.””** It re-

__mains for the transformists 1o penetrate and articulate that social reality, that
—petential for transformation in the collective conscience, and to clear the way
for us realizanon by destroving ‘‘lifeless ruies and tradinons.”’ It must be
“Thoted that this dialectical relationship between the subject and the dbjea 18
quite different from Hegelian 1dealism in that 1t 1nvoives a ‘‘social 1dealism”’
grounded 1n objective conditions.

In all societies, transformisis are confronied by tradinonalists. in contrast
to “‘social ideals,”’ the tiphest form of collective conscience, ‘‘traditions’’ are
those collecuive representanons that have become institutions, official
orpanizations and processes, that 1s, collective representations that have
become “‘objectified” lesya haline gelmis). Tradinons wmch continue 10 con-
form to the collective conscience are ‘‘living phenomena,’’ whereas traditions
which persist 1n form but are not any more cherished 1n the collective con-
science are ‘‘residues” or ‘‘lifeless traditions.”” Conservauives defend the
former; reactionanes, the latter.*

1t is ‘““indispensable’’ that 1n every society there exist iradinonalist and
transformist parties, or rather their normal kinds, conservanves and liberals.
Liberals are those peonle ‘‘who wish to bring transformation up to the pomnt
reached by unconscious evolunon.’’ Radicals, on the other hand, are those
people ‘‘who are not content with putting mto practice the unconscious evolu-
tions that have become social realities, but who wish to change all traditions,
living and lifeless.”’*¢*Because, Gokalp adds, liberals are objecuve and
realistic, their transformanons are usually successful. In conirasi, since
radicals do not realize that both traditions and 1deals are the product of
“*social causes’® and not of ‘“‘individual wills,”’ their ransformanons are
usually limited.

Gokalp concludes by saving that the radicals and reactionarnes,
pathological and dysfuncuional, 1mpede the normal and necessary struggle
between the liberals and conservanves. Much like V. O. Kev’s “‘moving
equilibrium’’ thesis 1n a 1wo-partv svsiem, Goékalp maintains that. 1n England,
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parues restrain each other from gomng 1o extremes: *'If transformation 1s
analogized 10 a thoroughbred Arab horse, liberalism and conservatsm per-
form respective functions of the spur and the halter.”’** In Turkey, however,
Gokalp regrets, the incomparabiy targer number of pathoiogical extremist
parties. which are also cosmopolitan, ant-nautionalist, unpatriotic. and
treacherous, have forced the liberals and conservatives 1nto incessant coali-
nons—as has been the case with both the Umon and Propress and the
Renpublican People’s parties.** What Gokalp arrives at, then, 1s not a theory of
single-partvism, as did the Kemalists, but a reluctant accentance of the tem-
porary necessity thereof.

in a follow-up article on the ‘“*Social Classification of Parties’” (1923).**
Gokaip poes into partv-class relanons and class bases of political parnes.
While political classification of parties 15 based on differences 1n ‘*conceptions
of liberty,” he says, social classification of political parnies 1s based on dif-
ierences 1n ‘‘conceptions of equalityv’’ and 15, therefore, “‘according 10 then
class pases.”” After defiming classes, somewhat idiosvncratically, as ‘‘those
groups which prevent realization of equality 1n a society, that 1s, which divide
soclety mio unequal parts,’’#® Gokalp contrasts the class structures of Europe
and Turkey.

According to Gékalp, there are onlv 1wo classes 1n contemporary kurope:
the bourpeoisie and the working class.

[
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The bourgeois party dispuises nsell under different tides in differemt places:
liberal, naunonalist, staie-socialist, or solidanst.... The constant tile of the work-
ing class party 1s socalist. If socialism consists of nationalizanon tmillilestirme)
only of the larger means ol production, 1t 1s called collectivism. If it further aim:
at the socializanon {ictmailesiirme) of the smaller means of proaucnon as well, n
1 called commumsm.*’

1t 15 noteworthy that Gokalp correctly groups solidarism and state socialism
under the bourgeois stvle of politics along with liberalism, and not as *‘thirg-
wav’’ alternatives between capnalism and socialism.

As a matier of fact, nonng the exient of class polarization in Europe.
Gokalp. wninng in 1923, further states that today most bourgeois parties have
become fascist, while most socialist parues have been bolshevized. That the
“‘revolutionary commumnism’’ of the working class was averted bv ‘‘the
famous Mussolini’s creation of an armed Fascist pariv out of 300.000
bourgeois vouth® 1s not peculiar 10 Italy; 1t 1s bemng replicated n all ol
Europe: *“*Communists consider the bourgeoisie usurpers and thieves....
Fascists see the communists as an unpatnotic proup determined to destiov the
nanonal 1deal and culiure.””*-

Given the dale of this wniting. Gokalp's percepnion 1s both an overstatement
and a foresight when he savs that in all countries, cimes, and towns of Europe.
thete are *‘iwo fronts,”” which are archenemies of each other. As for the aues-
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tion of the side with which Gokalp’s svmpathies lay, there 1s no doubt: on the
bourgeois side—vet neither n the liberal nor in the fascist form, but n the
solidarist form, which we have been calling 1n this study solidaristic cor-
poratism as opposed to fascistic corporatism, all of which, however, Gékalp
recogmzes as the political formanons of capitalist societies,
Gokalp aiso predicts that this ‘internat chaos” of Europe, progressivelv
spreading, will keep the Europeans irom intervening in the colonized Islamic
states fighuing for their freedom and independence,*’ mitiating another com-
mon theme of the Kemalists.
Classes 1in Turkey, on the other hand. '‘cannot be reduced to 1wo,”’ save
Gékalp, meaning that no class polarization has vet taken place. There are tou:
ciasses 1n Turkey:
1. Feudal lords (Feodal reisler)

. Peuy bourgeoisie (Kiiciik burjuvalar)

. Unorpanized workers { Teskilarsiz ameleler)
4. Serfs (Fellahlar-Serfler)*

While in Europe ‘‘social and political evolution” has ligmdated feudal
iords and serfs, ‘‘a kind of feudalism still exists 1n some southern provinces’
in Turkev. Disunguishing between ‘*politicai-legal feudalism’’ and ‘‘economic
feudalism.” G6kalp notes that *‘this feudalism 1s not an official imstitution
possessing legal sanctions.... Our laws recognize neither feudal lords no
seris. Our consutuuion [1921] accepts all individuals as partners in national
sovereigntv'’**; thus, he supplies another siance of his definition of halk¢ihk
as political democracy and legai equality.

What 15 significant 1n Goékaip’s comparison of class structures 1 Europc
and Turkev 1s that he 1s the only, certainlv the onlv important, person of hit
period who adms the existence of feudal structures {as opposed 10 the
Kemalist posinon of 1gnoring them, mamnlv because of a political alliance
therewith). Despite his corporatism, which takes occupational groups rather
than classes as primary categories of sacial and polincal life, G6kalp has the
intellectual integnity not 1o deny the exisience of closses, as did the Kemaliste
who were to formulate a theory of ‘‘classless societv.”’ This certanly does not
mean that Gékaip s favorably disposed 1oward the struggle of classes. Hi¢
solidaristic corporansm, like Durkheim’s, 1s based on the proposition that
class struggle should, and can be, averted bv the *‘intercalation’’ of occupa-
tional groups and corporations beiween the siate and the individual.

Gokalp also specifically menuions “‘petit”” pourgeossie and **unorgamzed’”
workers, impliving that the reason for the non-existence of class polanzation,
not of ctasses themselves, 1s the numerical and‘orgamzational weakness of the
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two fundamental classes.

Today. we have neither a conscious bourgeois ciass nor a conscrous working clase.
Therelore, the ume has not vet come 1n Turkev tor the working class 1o strugeic
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against the bourgeoss class. The bourgeois class has two historical roies which have
not vet been periormed n our country. The first of these 15 to put an end 10
feudalism; the second is to create a national industry. The bourgeois class, beiore
1t becomes a harmful element, emerpes as a useful {actor. Jis first job 1s to destrov
feudalism in the villages. Theretore, 1t 15 necessary jor us first to put an end 10 the
praver harms caused by feudalism before putuing an end 1o the harms of the
bourgeoisie. In all European nauons, it 1s the bourgeoisie that has uproorec
feudaiism by 1s struggles aganst feudai lords. With us. too, 1t can only be the
bourpeoisie who will put an end 1o feudalism. It 1s a fact that, in the southern
provinces, those who are on the side of the government and the people are only
those who practice commerce and crafis 11 the cines. However. what )s regrenable
15 the fact that, 1n our country, this class 1s as vet verv weak. For this reason, 1t has
not been able 10 effect the transiormarion 1t 15 oblipated 1o carrv out againsi
jeudalism. As 1o 1ts duty 1o create a national industrv and economic oOrgamzatiorn.
the bourpeocisie has not done that either.*

In this passage, Gokalp accepts the historically progressive mission of the
bourgeoisie as well as its ““harm”’s. This 1s misleading uniess we know that {see
Chapter Seven) what Gokalp abhors 1s oniv certain sections of the
bourgeoisie, namely, the commercial and financial bourgeoisie who make ab-
normal profits 1n non-productive activities. In conrast, he espouses the
development ol a navional indusirial bourgeoisie, which has also been the poat
of both Umonists and Kemalists. It may also be misteading 10 infer irom t
passage thar Gokalp anticipates a socialist revolution eventually as well. From
all that we know abour Gékalp's solidansnc corporansm, his major effor
was to pre-empt that eventuality. Even in s most {atalisic moments, he
maintained that. should the ‘‘ideal of socialism’’ emer pe ulimately, 1t mav do
so only as a *‘subordinate of nationalism,’’ the supreme 1deal.”

Gokaip concludes on the problematic relationship between classes and pai-
ues 11 Turkey as follows:

The People’s Pariv s not onlv bound 10 inciude the liberais and the conservanve:
within ns ranks ana tn coalinon for some rme 1o come n oraer 10 elimnatie reac-
nonaries and radicals whose presence 1s detrimental 10 the tatherland; 1t 1s alse
oblipated 10 unne the workers and the bourgeoisic within 11s bosom until n
neutrahzes the lords and extremists {sic) of economic jeudahism bv assimilating
them in the mass ol people. and until a national economyv and larpe-scale industrs
are created in the countrv. In such important nmes. when the {atheriand needs ab-
solute umty, jormation ol an all-inclusive party, which shall embrace the whok
nation. will also vave the nanon irom the parnsanship which causes nothing bu

disunnv.

Here we have another instance of G6kalp's codifving salient themes ol the
period, namely, the necessity for and ranonalization of a single-party svstem.
which was 10 last until 1945. But there 1s a difference: Gokalp pronoses a
single partv oniv ‘*for some time to come’” and does nol equate partisanship
necessarilv with pariv polites, given his brand of 1wo-partvism (alongside
functional represeniation. to be sure). In short. he does nnt advanca a thbane:
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of npe-rartvism,” as the Kemalists later did. But before passing 10 his views
on the Republican People’s Party, we must first review Gokalp's views on the¢
svstemn of representation of interests.

The Corporative Narional Assenbly

Translanion of Gokalp’s social corporatism nto constitutional corporatism
recerves explicit formujanion 1n 1922. Afier the aborung of consuitutional cot-
porausm during the constitutional debate of 1920-1921 while he was stil] in ex-
ile 1n Malta, Gokalp brings the question on to the agenda apam in 1922 1n an-
ucipation of the 1924 constuitution. In an article entitled ‘‘Evoiution of
Turkish Constitutionalism,’’*® he states with sociologistic conviction that *‘the
most perfect national assembly {rom the sociological point of view 1s one
which represents all solidarities |or solidary groups] of the nauon.””*

Wit a view 1o ssmulating the **mechanical solidarities’’ (primary moral ties
based on collective emotions) and the **organic solidarities’ isecondarv moral
ties based on division of labor and economic interdependence) of the national
Locietv 1o the representanve assembly, Gokalp suggests that three kinds of
depunies should be elected:

1. *‘Local’’ (-mechanical) deputies 10 be elected by respective provinces. who
know local 1ssues and are well known i the localines;

2. “*Nauonal” 1-mechamcal) deputies to be elected on a nation-wide basis.
who know the national interest and are well known by the nation; ana

2. “*Occupanonal’’ i-organic) deputies who will represent the respecnive in-

rerests of occupational groups, such as doctors, teachers, enpineers, mer-
chants, artisans, and populists (sic).”’

(okaip states that the present national assembly (1920-1923) 1s deficient 1in
this 1espect, and that in the next elections the number of local-provincial
depunes should be maintained but filty more national and fifty more occups-
nonal depunes should be elected. Thus, the local and occupanonal depunes
will check the *‘umversalism’ of the national depunies, while the fater wili
check the **particulansm®’ of the former two. Gokalp also adds. in almost the
exact words of Durkheim’s ‘“*Preface,” that the fifty occupational seats
should be *‘divided justiv among the nation’s occupauions according to then
scientific and pracnical values.’*:”

In this mixed corporative pariiament, members of which will be eiected on
thiee bases, all of the *‘public. private,”’ and ‘‘occupatjonal” *‘lives and
consciences” of the nauon will be represented, making the assembiv
“cociofogically most accenptable.”” Yet., Gokalp supulaies another condinon:
the next elections should be bv direct vote, for the presem second-degrec
vonng 1¢ “‘inadmissable’’ in a democrauc form of government.”

[EISY
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The kind of corporative assembly Gokalp proposes 1s what has been called
“‘rmixed corporatism’’ in corporanst constitutional theory, wherebv func-
nonal representanon 15 coupled with territonal representanon. Unlike the
usual formula of 1two houses so elected, Gékalp does not enurely forepo the
classic liberal principle of 1erntonal represeniation, as was 1o be the case with
“‘pure corporatism’’s of the fascistic corporanist regimes of the Europe soor
thereafter.

Gokalp does not go so far as 10 declare bankrupt parliaments elected on the
terriiorial principle and composed of political parties; he only wishes 10 com-
plement these with the corporative principle of functional representation. In
an article on “*Individualisnc Governmeni—Social Government’* (1922),** he
states that most European parliamentary svsiems are ‘‘individualistic govern-
menis’’ because thev are elected soielv on territorial and sectional bases, and
therefore motivated by self-interest and political ambition. In most of
Europe, ‘*socienies are governed bv individuals,” which is *‘sociologicallv er-
roneous’’. while in Turkey, through the representation of all solidanties. the
society shouid be poverned by a group of idealistic, public-spinited, specialized
men who would constitute a microcosm of the national society.

It must be emphasized that Gékalp’s constitutional corporatism Is nol ar.
1solaied proposal. It 1s mereiv the political extension of his general corporans
theorv of society. In an article entitled ‘‘Socal Types’ (1914),** wihich he
wrote shortiv after his acquaintance with Durkheim’s work, Gokaip offers an
evolutionarv view of future national socienes. He classifies nanons mnto five
species according to their social structures: (1) feudal nanons (village bass).
{2) communal socteties turban basis). (3) citv-states, (4) compound societie:
tcommunal towns and feudal villages), (5) corporative societies.

in the [first four] species of nations mentioned above, the basic units are territonal
groups. that s, villapes and 1owns. The basic units 1n corporative socteties, on i
other hand. are corporate bodies which have a nanonal character.... Guilds existe
in communal socienes, but their activities are confined 1o the communes. In cor-
poraiive societies, these organizations assume a nauonal character bv having
federative councils in metropolitan centert composed of their dejepates. ... 7m
most advanced nanons of Europe are developmg i this direcnion.... In the lighi o:
this classificanion, 1t will be seen that the Turkish nanon befongs to the communa:
tvpe, and that i the furure 1t will devejop 1no a corporative nation. ™

in his esumate and expectation of corporative socleties as the highest stag.
of deveiopment. Gokalp, n a sense. adumbrates later European theoretician:
ol corporansm, most notably among them Mihail Manoilesco. who hailed tht
era as the ‘“‘century of corporansm.’” Also. Gokalp’s corporatism 1s the
“*modern.’’ that 1s. nanonal version of corporatism, as opposed 10 the pre-
modern or medieval. that 1s, the “*mumcipal’’ version of it. Like Durkheim.
among others, Gokalps well aware of the difference berween the traditional.
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municipal, and decentralized puild sysiem and a modern, centralized coi-

porative organization at the national level. Finally, when Gékalp savs mod- ™

ernizanion, certainiy meanmng Westernization, this is not the liberal West, but

1L 1s (he corporalist West. /@'
In 1915, Gokalp wrote another article on ‘*The Procedure 1o be Followed in

the Study of an Ethmic Community,’”*’

*” 1n which he came close 10 suggesting
an 1ntegral corporatism, one that seemed to extend to the fields of culture,
morality, relipion, fine arts, literature, pure and applied sciences:
Culture mav also express iself in a material orgamzation. Vanous cultural cor-
porative organizauons may be connected to a center of specializanon 1n the
metropolitan city. where a preat cultural leapue composed of the representatives
of these centers may be formed. We may call this 1ype of a nation a nation with &
corporative basis.*

These *‘culiural authonues,’”” however, are 10 be ‘‘entirely separate from
the executive and legislative powers.’’*® Thus, Gokalp’s integral corporausm
15 not a momnsstic one which subordinated cultural and ethical corporations 1o
the control of a totalitanan siate; 1t 1s pluralist and autonomy-conscious,
although comprehensive. On this very decisive 1ssue of the nature of the rela-
nonship berween the national corporative orgamzauon of occupational
groups and the state. G6kalp was misundersiood and misrepresented although
he was unequivocallv ciear.®®

In his chapter on ‘‘Legal Turkism’' in the Principles of Turkism (1923).
Gokalp explicitly and unambiguously states his view on the delicate relation-
ship between the corporations of cwvil society and the political state. Lepal
Turkism has three aims. One 1s 1o create a modern state without anyv vestige of
theocracy and clericalism, where legal equalitv and popular sovereignty ar¢
supreme. The second 1s 10 create a modern family svstem. The third 1¢

..10 iree occupanonal authonnes and junisdiciions from the interference ot public
authornv and yunsdiction by establishing occupational autonomies based on thi
authontv ot specialisis.*

- Cokalp adds 111a1 the autonomy of occupanonal orgamzations, such as the
university, the bar, the societies of dociors, ‘feachers; and eéngineers should be

encured by new ]emslanon Hence 1n00ké’1p s svswm occupational gro un‘

~1ion and not to bc legally subordmaled to the political state. 1t 1s tlm
democratic plumlum “and “lega autonomy  that distinguishes
Gokalp's_and, of course, Durkheim's.solidarisuc’ corporausm from 1he later

P Kemalist practice of _state_control and direction of occupanional gi group< and.
. oi course, {rom. the fascisuc_corporausm_of. some future EurJean regime:
. where the state was 1o dominate civil society and corporate groups as well a:

I P
1, 1nd1v1duaJ< In other words: “Evervtmng wnhm lhe clale, nothing eutside the

ﬁlal(‘
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Leader, Party, and the Siate

Gokalp was also highly misundersiood on the inierrelated questions of
leadership, the single party. and the state. The fact that Gékalp emphasized
the imporiance of leaders, elites, the 1emporary necessny ol an inclusive
poliuical party, and of economic €tatism was indiscnminateiv mnterpreted as
the direct source of the “*chief-system,’’ utelary elitism. and the authoritarian
single-partvism and aquasi-totalitarian statism of the kemalist pernod of
1920-1945.

Although Ziva Gokalp, as a thinker who could not 10tally transcend his
umes, did not do much to shake the then dominant elements of Turkish
politicai culture, he certainly did not intentionally remiorce these to the ex-
treme degree to which rhev subsequently came to unfoid. The exptanation {or
such 1naccurate atiributions lies 1n a failure 10 appreciate the moral and
theoretical reservanions Gokalp entered on these 1ssues. and tn an irresponsi-
ble conversion of some of his slogans into represeniations of his central ideas.

To begin with, certain poems he wrote on the Uniomst and Kemalist
leaders, in which he addressed them as **heroes,’’ *‘peniuses.”’ “*saviours and
guides’’ of the nation. have been interpreted not onlyv as extolling strong men.
but also as political opporiunism on his part. Hilmi Z. Ulken, for instance. »
of this opinion 1n the preface he wrote 1o a collection of Gékalp's wrinngs *-
If, however, one carefullv reads the poems Gokalp wrote on Talat Pasa.
Enver Pasa, and Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk,** one can easilv see that they con-
tain surprisingly ssmilar words and themes which, placed in the proper contexi
of his theoretical views on society, the intellectual elite, and his philosophy of
social idealism, reveal nothing but personal and poliuical integrity and intellec-

tual, if pedanuc. consistency. In these poems, Gokalp sees these leaders as lbe/
‘‘consciousness-of-socety.l as s ‘unifying spiry,”’ and as the personifica- /

/X

162

tion of the_nauon‘s will. “knowing the intenuon.of.the_people.

What Gékalp wished 10 see n all these ieaders was an mstrument of na-
tional revival based on popular cuiture. Given his “'social sdealism,”’ which
accorded the status of an independent variable 1n historv 10 1deas and human
will withour benp too voluntaristic, any nantionalist leader would do for
Gokaip if he promised 10 serve as the bridge of *‘can’’ between the *‘is’* and
the “‘ought.”” In other words, no personality cult or 1dolatrv 1s involved here.
especially given Gokalp’s nsistence on, and personal example of, crincal
reason and individual moralitv. I a penjod of **Eternal Chief*’ (Atatiirk) and
“*National Chief’’ (Indnii) was subsequently ushered 1n in Turkey, the chief
being both head of the state and president of the single pariv. that had less 1o
do with Gékalp's1eachings than the “‘Fuehrer Prinzin’” epidemic of the times.

The fertile ground provided by the patrimonial and cuhansc political tradi-
tion 1 Turkev indeea explains a large part of the Kemalist *‘chief-svstem.”’**
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What Gokalp did 1n this respect could onlv be seen as a subjective attempt 10
de-accentuate this atavistic political culture. But since he could not offer «
radical negation of but only pluralist restraints 10 1t, 1 accordance with his
emphasis on individual dignny, his views on the subject were fraught with
unintended consequences to the contrarv. He wrote, for example, on
**Genius’'(1916) 1n the following manner:

intellectuals! Forsake vour vamiv.
J'rom the people, learn the nanonal cuiture.

Theyv are the conscience; your are the consciousness.
Consciousness without roots 1s snsanny.*

This mught well have been taken, which n was, as a call 10, and ranionalizanon
of, tuteiarv eliusm and, read 1n conjunction with the sort of poems above, a¢
an idealization of gemuses and heroes.

The nature of G6kalp’s views concerning heroes and geniuses 1s somewhat
different, and can be seen better in his theoretical prose writings. In an arncle
on ‘‘Sociology and ldeas: The Influence of Great Men on Society” (1917),*
Gokalp wrues that

...exceptional men mav be classified into 1wo main groups: the reformer and the
mventor. The reformer tmessenger ol a relipion, a conqueror, a great revolu-
lionary leader. a hero) 1s characterized by a strong faith and intense will, powerful
enough to mmate new movements n history. The inventor, on the other hand, 1
the man who has achieved preat strides mn the progress of a branch ol
learning and civilizanon by an invennion or discovery.... The intensification oi
{mechamcall solidary gives rise 10 the reformer, while increasing division of
labor teads to the rise of inventor.”'*

Gokalp continues:

The reformer....1s a precursor who in his own sou) experiences 1n a most disunci
and ntensified manner the irends ol unification and reiuvenation already begun
among the peoplc.... The reformer plavs the role of consciousness in the trends
towards nationhood atready begun 1n a peopte.... This type of great man 1s the
product and the svmbol of awakening of the common national sentiments alreads
exisung n the unconscious |i.e. the collective consciencel**

Moreover.

...the nise of the mventor 1s a product of the division of labor. Like the reformes.
the mventor 100 1s at {irst the product of social evolution and then a cause of 1.
Just as 1 1¢ the innovaton iself which makes the reformer and not the retormer
who makes the innovation, so the force which creates the inventor 1s the need fel
by the sociat conscience and pre-existing conditions.... The specialist 1s not mereh
a supplement 10 another specialist, but also a special organ and thus an intepral
part of a nation.™

Thus Gékalp defines ‘‘preal men,’” the heroic reformer and the specialist
mventor. both of whom he calls **gemus’*es. Greatr men constitute the creative
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imagination of nanons and, as such, they are devoid ot a reflective will and
analvical method. This inspired from of creanve intelligence 15 called
“‘genius.’’™* 1t 1s these gemuses who make nations achieve ‘‘historic drives’™

1t should be borne 1in mind, however, that just as their inspiranons come from the
collecnive conscience. so men of genius appear onlv at the inspired moments of in-
pentous nanons. The man of genus 1s a person who, bevond his will, makes his
own soul a reflecting surface to the ingenious power concealed in the nation. The
coming of a gemus requires also certain organic precondinions besides social ones.
Every person does not have the capaciy to become a social medium. Social condi-
tions, thus, are necessary but not sufficient conditions for the rise of great men.*

But there 15 a thurd kind of *‘intellectual elite” ior Gékalp-~the men of
reason 1n general, the sociologist in particular:

For the advancement of a nation, men of gemus are not necessarily required.
Because...there 15 also an analvuc and cnitical nund {of a nanon] which 1s ex-
pressed bv ns men of learning.... Sociology does not aenv the mfluence of the in-
dividual over society as some erroneousiy claym, but 2s Durkheim said, n expiaint
the narture of this influence. The influence of the individual 1s exercised through
men either of genius or of reason. Genius 1s the spontaneous realization of the
changes taking piace 1n societv unconsciously, which can be carriea out. howeve;.
aiso through reason and science of societv.”

It mav have become clearer that Go6kalp. whatever the ment of his
sociological analvsis of greal men and leaders, 1s not making a case for an
1dealized or mvstified role of great men 1n history.” let aione furmshing 1rra-
fional justifications for personal political domination. From the tedious
quotanions 1 have supplied, 1t a1 feast becomes clear that Gokalp makes room
for scientific ravionality and individual reason, if not giving a higher place 10
the man of learming and 10 the rationat philosopher than 1o the heroic man of
action and the brilliant man of posiive science and technology.

The reason that ) emphasize the poini s 1wofold. On the one hand, Gokalp
has been much misused or abused as the *‘theoretical father’ of sirong leade; -
ship and authorianan rufe both during the Kemalist period and 1n our dav.
Gokalp is certamlv the formulator of modern Turkish political idiom, but not
of the distortions of his thought. Awatiirk mav have <aiq. as he 1s reported 1o
have done.* that *‘the father of his emonons 1s Namk Kkemal. and the father
of hisideas s Ziva Gokalp.’' without, of course. according Goékalp anv of-
ficial status as the 1deoiogue of new Turkev. But tor Gokalp, greatness and
gemus always presupposed sincere acceptance of the supremacv of the people.
1its culture and 1ts political sovereigniy.

On the other hand. Gokalp stands out as a democratic and rational anaivsi
of leadership m an age when theones of chanismanc ieaders, piebiscitanan
dictators, duces and Fuehrers, ‘‘electnic curients between the chiefs and the
people,”’ and 1ron laws of oliparchy were in the making 1n kuropean polincal
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and socal thought. At a mimsimum, faith 1n the rauonality of the ciizen and
the effectiveness of parliaments was 1n decline; ascendant was the belief in the
irranonality of 1the masses and the necessity of dirigist elites and leaders. With
his scepuical optimism 1n human reason, Gékalp did not travel that path to
such extremes, despite his criticism of liberalism as a viable model 11 1010. In
that post-Freudian age when hierarchic modeis of society and authornarian
jcadersmp couid find even an anthropologicai-psvchological justification
through the concept of *‘epo-ideal,’’” Goékalp stuck to a solidaristic vet also
epalitarian systern, however fraught that synthesis was with tensions. In
“Toward Gemus'’ (1922), Gékaip would still write that **...the source of
gemus 1s the peopie. Men of genius are conscious reflections of the people's
conscience.”'’®

In an article on “‘Domination and Authority”’ (1923),”" Gékalp contrasi¢
two forms of power. Su/ra, by which he means personai domination, 15 ar-
birary, antithetical to liberty, equality, and democracy, and charactenstic of
the patriarchal family and feudal and 1mperial systems. Velaver, bv which he
means legitimate power, or simply authority, 15 the foundation of democracy
and social order. While ‘‘private authornty’® (velaver: hassa) provides
‘discipline’’ {inzibar) i the family, “*public authority®’ (velavert amme) pro-
vides discipline 1n the societv. Bv discipline Gdkalp means obedience 1o rules
and performance of duties, and adds that 1n a society without discipline, there
can be no liberty and equalitv. With this obvious move away from In-
dividualistic liberalism and in view of the familiar confipuranon of familv-
discipline-social order, Gokalp once again seems 10 sail into waters reminis-
cent of fascistic corporatism; but he, once more, stops short at the edge of
solidanstic seas.

Despite his idiom, we know irom s previous views on democracy n the
family and on pluralism in socal and political life that Goékalp’s call iot
discipline has its origin 1n a concern 1o keep together a posi-war and post-
empire society and to achieve national revival and development through unuv
and solidarity. Atomisuc tendencies in the polical and economic life and
anomie n the culiural and moral life of the nation must have seemed fatal to
lam. His further defimtion of authority, however, 15 more problematic than
anvtlung he has said so tar: **Authory 1s the influence over us of a leade:
Lreis) whom we jove and respect.... those who have to be {orced 1o obey [him]
are those who do not carrv in their hearts the love and respect |due mm] that
are the bases of authoritv.”’® in this circular definiuon of avthonty, Gokalp
introduces for the first nme. and in contradiction to the openmng lines of the
aruicle iself, a defimition of authority as a personai influence devoid of anv
obrective legal norm or mstitunonalized rule. Secondly, he fajls 10 indicate
normative critenia for tove and respect, whereby any crincal distinction bet-
ween a desirable leader and an incumbent leader 1s blurred. Although Gokaip
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later enters the reservation that “‘if the leader (veli) exercises his authoriy
apamst the good of those who are under his authonty, that authortv becomes
null and void,”””® the condinions for 1 are left inspecified. Nor 15 “‘the pood
defined at all. It remains for us to fill 1n the blank with ‘‘service 10 social
solidarnty and the public interest,” given Go6kalp’s solidanistic corporatism.
Elsewhere, 1n fact, Gokalp, using the same terminology, says that in political
parties principies are more umportant than persons and facnions, and that the
importance of persons and their authority ivelayer) derives from then
representing these principles.®

A comparable ambiguity surrounds Gokalp’s views on 1he subject of singie-
partvism and strong executive. in a brochure entitled Dogru Yol.** wnitien in
1923 10 explicate and endorse the platiorm of Atatiirk’s party, Gékalp asserts
thar separation of powers, even balance of powers, leads 1o “‘anarchv’’ b\
tempting the execulive to attempt ‘*coups d’état’’ against the legislature, and
that the svstem of unity oi powers which is adopted by the 1921 Constitution
15 the most ‘‘natural’’ one.®* Gokalp, however, meant this 1n the sense of con-
centranon of powers 1n the nanional assembly as the microcosm ol society.
functionallv and otherwise. The Kemalists were to invert Gokalp’s “*natural-
1V theorv diametrically 1o justifv their concentration of powers in the ex-
ecutive, which, 10 turn, came 1o be centralized in the person of Nemal Aiatiir}
and, later, Ismet In6nii. Despite the de jure limiing verbiage of the 1921 anc
the 1924 Constitutions, Atatiirk as the head of state, president of the
assembly, ex-officio chairman of the council of ministers, and. of course. a:
the ‘‘ialterable general president’’ of the single-party, became the apex ol &
‘‘chiel-svstem.”” A constitunional theorv of dictatorship was not expliciiv
developed 1n the sense of the ‘‘enabling acts’’ of some European countries:
but the conversion of Gékalp’s “*paturality of the umity of powers’ nio &
justification of executive supremacy, as opposed 1o parliamentarv supremacy.
was nevertheless completed.® Belore long, full-fledged Kemalist theones of
single-partvism and totalitanan statism flourished, accompanied by a host of
corporatist inshtutions and legislation. (1 examine these 1n a separale study.)

Gokalp had no ‘‘theorv’’ of leader or smgle-pariv or stare. Such war
precluded bv his democratic and epalitanan populism, by his emphasis on the
tunction of political parties aioneside occupanonal represeniation. by hy
solidanstic corporansm which postulared subordinanion of the state to the
corporarions. and bv his insisience on the supremacy of the partlv corporanve
pariiament over the executive. At anvate, subsequent Kemalist devejopment-
such as the following were contrarv 1o the smirit and letier ol evervihing he
said:

Therelore, 3t 1s wrong today, paruculartv for us Turks, to posit the nanon &« ¢

concept comradictory to the state. Today. a Turkish child who incorporates the
Turkish gens m his person 1< al the head of the nanion. We have no parties; part\
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medns part, party means separation. [Bui] i11s out of the question to seize, by this
or that means, the unitv of powers called the state and 10 use the state power
apamst other groups. The orgamzation which can perfectly be called 1oday the
Republican People’s Organificorton wnstead of the Republican People’s Parry con-
sists of the patherning of those citizens whom the nation has chosen as #ts guides 1o
govern its destiny. And of course, there exists a guide of the guides, and he is thc
greatest Turk, Atatiirk. This orpamc hierarchy, which 1s directed from below to
above 10 the head of the state, 15 but the materialization of the thesis of state and
the anuthesis of nation as the svnthesis of Turkism. Therefore, 1t 1s possible 10
define the stale according to the ideology of the Turkish transformation (inkiiap)
bv this short sentence: ‘The siates the nation gathered around its Father [Atal.™*
In an article enutled *“Whom Should 1 Vote For?'’ (1923)** Gokalp op-
umisticallv endorsed Atatiirk’s Peopie’s Party, affirming that it met all s re-
auirements: (1) trusiworthy leaders, {2) a clear and sound program, and (3)
libertarian (hiirriveiperver), progressivist (ferakkiperver), modernist miiced-
didy and egalitanian (muiisavatgt) principies. In this pece, Gokalp repeats his
staple specifications for leaders. Whalt 1s more interesting is his elaboration of
the principle of epalitanamism: a party which works for the public interest
must needs be epalitanan. Accordingly, 1t should deliver the people from thc
‘‘dominanon of privileged and oppressive ciasses,’'* the sort of prescriptions
that would not make their way even into the verbage of the Republican Peo-
ple’s Pariy’s programs.

Narnional Democracy and International Peace

For Gokalp, very much like Kant, peace 1s the basic moral norm. Peace, 11
turn, presupposes equality: equality among citizens and equality among na-
tons. Without taking 1nto account this profoundly egalitarian dimension, the
democranic nature of GOkalp’s thought cannot be appreciated.

in a senes of arucles enutled *“Yem Tirkive'min Hedefleri’® (The Goals of
New Turkey).*” wnitten shortly before s death. Gékalp lays down his “*prin-
caiples of democracy’ or *‘principles of the democratic ideal,”’ 1o each of
which he devotes an arucie:

1. “‘Lqualitv of Races’’ (Irklarin Miisaviligi)

2. “Lauality of Nanons' (Milletienin Musavilipi)

3. “Laualuv of Sexes’’ (Kadinla Erkegin Masaviligi)

4. *'Equahiv of Castes and Classes” (Kastiarin ve Simiflarin Misaviligi)
2. ““Affection Among Nanons’ (Milletlerin Sevismesi)

“Removal ol Artificiat inequalines’” (Sum Esnsizliklerin Kaldinimasi
‘and Substitution of Natural Inequalines” (ve Tabil Esitsizliklerin Tkamesi)
7. “‘Men Are Free’’ (Insanlar Hirdirler).'”
tn other words. democracy for Gokalp is based on equality, libertv, and affec-
110N among races, nations, men, sexes. and classe:.

In the “‘LEauality of Races,” Gokalp renerates his previous views that reject
basing nationalism on racism. After staung that democracy, the most ad-
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vanced form of government, requires equality, he takes 1ssue with authors
who reduce social phenomena 10 biological hereditv with a view 1o arguing for
the supeniority of some races over others. He irrevocably siates 1that such
utilizanion of biology against equality and, therefore, apainst democracy is in-
admissable.®* Cinng Durkheim, Gokalp asserts that men are born asociaj and
receive 1heir social characteristics from the society thiough educanon. Since
no hereditary, pre-determined handicap 1s 1n quesuon. all 1aces can advance i
civilization.*

In the *‘Equalitv of Nations,*” Goékalp, by a typical painng of concepts, ex-
plicitty states that if the first principle of democracy (halkcihk) 1s the equality
of races, 1ts second principle 15 the equalitv of nauions. Rejecting LeBon's
definiion of nation as a *‘historical race’’ and his 1dea that all ethmc groups
have a ‘‘racial character’” due 10 hereditarily transnutied trans, Gékaip main-
tans that a ‘‘nauonal character’” can be spoken of onlv as transmatied
through educanon based on nauonal culture.”

Gokalp argues that the peopies of a country can become a nation through
common culture even if they onginally belonged to different groups.®? He
once more relects LeBon’s explanation of the degeneration of nations on
grounds of mixing with other races, and argues that the cause of national and
social distinteeration 1s the loss of national culture and musing with foreien
cultures, not races.”® For Gokalp, the real causes of social evolunion and decav
are demographic, morphological, peographic. and cujtural factors, not racial
or hereditarv ones.*

In the “‘Equalitv of Castes and Classes.”” Gokalp reters 10 the research of
Celestine Bouglé, another solidanst sociologist. stanng that scientifi
sociology has shown that the caste svsiem does not bring. through heredity.
any improvement n the technmques iransmitted intergenerationally, and
reaching the conclusion that the reason tor, and the justificanion of, e
aualities 1n the caste svsiem should be sought not 1n racial supenionty bu:
elsewhere.”* The ancwer he offers. however, 15 tess 1n the nature of explaiming
how this parncular social stratificaon ongmates than how sociener
ideolopicallv reproduce their given social structure. Yet. the normanve thrust
of Gokalp s stance at Ieast 1s unequivocal. Under the impact of their collective
conscience and shared vajue yudgments, he savs, socienes ‘‘produce a hierai-
chy that putse eroups {zwmreler) and things (esya) mio a mvsli
classificanon.’”** This 1deanional production tor ideoioeical reproduction, ii
vou will), Gékalp continues, mayv be based on relieion ar ceriain nmes or on
other normanve svstems ai others. At anv rate, 1 1§ not hereditv but social
phenomena that give rise 1o mequalities: thereiore. Gokalp. 1aking a noi-
manve posibon. suggests that these inequalities shouid be removed through
the collective conscience. that 18, bv the incuicanon (re/kin) of the norms of
*‘equaliny’” and *‘freedom’” in all groups and individuals® —which norms. we
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may add, are already implanted in the collective conscience as a philosophical
derivanive of Ziva Gokalp’s solidanstic version of egalitariamsm.

in “*Affection among Nauons,'’ Gékalp condemns the theory that competi-
non, hate, and war among nanons 1s the basic law of evolution, and makes a
case for affectionate cooperation and peace. He crniticizes those *‘impenalist®’
authors, such as Von Bernhardi, who try to adapt Darwin’s *‘assumption”’ of
the survival of the fittest 10 socmal life as a prop for their thesis of might 18
neght. Gokatp adds that Darwimsm has only parnal explanatory value even in
200logy and botany, while 11 has no reievance whatsoever jor socal
phenomena, which are incomparabiy more complex.®*

A manmmulated Darwimism, says Gokalp, can only be used 1o justifv
‘*slavery, serfdom, feudalism, imperialism, absolutism, chauvimsm, and
pigotry,”” which are all against the ‘*ideal of democracy,”” which in turn re-
quires ‘“‘abolinon of all msututions that violate freedom and equality.'*®
Thus, Godkalp rejects any and all social Darwinism and glorificanon of
belligerence, common n his age. He further adds that ‘‘it1s the bigoted monks
and ympenalisis and capitalists who make nations enemies of each other.””'®
1f 11 were not for these, brotherhood wouid prevail among nations who are
natural fnends. Encompassing the diversity of national cuitures, there 1s the
internationai commumtyv of nations held together by civilizanonal solidannes,
such as economic interdependence and scientific exchange.'®’

In “Removal of Artificial ineaualines,” Gékalp makes a Rousseauesque
cnuaue of civil society and emerges as a radical democrat. He mantains that
most of the existing inequalities, such as those between slave and master,
sharecropper and landlord. worker and boss, the uneducated and the
educated, are all the result of man-made social wnstitutions like slavery, serf-
dom, property, and inhernance. Gokalp considers these artificial inequalities,
as opposed to natural inequaliities denving from constitutional abilities.'®*

After posing the rheiorical quesnion, ‘‘Can a soclely progress in order in
avilizauon if s intelligem individuals remain agricuttural workers and e
stupid individuals preside over the most important institunons?’’ ' Gokalp
states that everv child should be **born 1in1o equal nghts'” as regards nutntion
and education, above all.'** In this Rousseauesque egalitarianmism, which 1s
sumultaneously Durkhiesmian, ii not Comtean, with 11s “‘progress i order”
principle. Gokalp not onlv reaffirms the principle of equalitv of opportunuy
but also seems to hesnate at the edee of *'equalitv of conditions.’ at least 1n so
i1 as children are concerned. Otherwise, and all-consisteni with s
solidanistic corporatism. which 1s directed apainst a criigue of civil society as
liberal capnalism without involving a radical cningue of capnaiism uself,
Gokalp concludes . **Bul 10 atiain this poal, it 15 not necessarv 10 be Bolshevik
or communist, not even collectivist or socialist.””'** Halkailik (here Gékalp
uses the term both as democracy and populism) can succeed 1n this respect
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Gokalp’s insistence on equality of opportunity as a basic princple o}
democracy 15 meant both ior the free development of the individual and for
the benefit of the societv. **As a matter of fact, the poal of democracy s not a
stubborn egalitanamsm.... Complele justice means giving evervbodv hn
due.'* Although couched 1n a manner reminiscent of the Platonic notion ol
distribunive justice, what Gékaip means here is that, 1n simple solidansic
fasmon, rewards shouid be proportionate to the service an individual render:
10 the socrety. “*Social worth 1s measured by social service.”’'*t Converselv, 11
1s also 1he obligation of societv 1o remove those inequalities that are i1ts own
creation: '‘Social jusuice requires that all individuals are {avored umazhar) by
the societv with equal care (/itmmam) and protection Uumave).””' Gékalp
adds that upon removal of artificial inequalites, oniy natural inegualines will
remain. which, however, can be reduced bv education and traimming. 1f not
elimnated completejv.''*

According 1o Gokalp. there are three basic kinds of sociat poods (icinmna
nimetler): polincal rights, educanionaj and cuitural opportunities (fevizler).
and tools and techniques taler ve ieknikler) of production townership of which
leads 1o ‘‘weaith’’).'" “‘So, all human children born 1nto the world would be
equallv endowed by the societv with these three kinds of social forces vctimna.
kuvverler). To give to one class some of these but not 10 others would be 1¢
violate social harmonyv tahenk).”’"'* Thus, conunues Go&kalp, in Turkes
women are given education, but not the voie; the landless peasanis are piven
the right 10 elect and be elected. but nothing 1s done about their condition of
oppression by the tandlords. Furthermore. they do not have the f1eedom to
rravel and move away, {or thev are ued down by their debts.'"”

In**Men are Free,”” Gokalp begins bv saving, now that he has destroved the
case {or nequality based on biology, that he can proceed 10 destiov case:
apainst freedom based on psvchology. He argues that ndividualistic
psvchojopical desires and passions can be overcome by the power of social
ideals, that is, both bv ‘“‘emonional will'’ (vecdi irade) and by *‘ranonal will”
(cehdi irade):'** 1n other words, bv copmuive and affeciive solidaristic morali-
1v. Gdkalp concludes on the note thal polincal freedom presupposes spirijual
lreedom. which 15 a social product as well. And this s something diametrically
opposed to anv notion of political tutelape and guided democracy bv a singlc
partv.

From these not too profound observalions on democracy and internanonal
peace. Gokalp nevertheless emerges as an unequivocal egalitarian anc
humanist. He mav be supplanting the atomistic individualistic conceptions oi
equalitv and freedom by a solidansuc version of these, but 10 go all the wav n
suggesyng. as manyv have done, Turkish or foreign, that his nanonahsm 1< ag-
eressive and expansiomst and his populism is totalitanan and anti-democraiic
has 1o he considered inaccurate, 10 sav the least.



CHAPTER SEVEN

PROBLEMS OF GOKALP’S POLITICAL THEORY

Polincal Philosophy and Polincal Theory

Gokalp calls his svstem **social idealism’” (i¢ciimai mefkiirecilik) and **social
solidarism’” ticrumai 1esaniircitliik) depending on the context. Writing on
polinics, he terms s theory *‘social democracy’” when he means a form of
government, or ‘‘social populism'’ when he means a svsiem of political
beliefs. Both meamngs he renders by the phrase rcrimai halkeihk, halkcihh
thus meaning einther democracy or populism. Still another term he employs 1n
his political wrinings 15 “‘social government’ lictnmai hiikiimet).

There 1s an underlving logic and a conscious pian to such a seeming pro-
liferation of concepis. The distincuve element 11 all this 1s Gékalp’s systematic
usage of *‘solidarist” as antithencal 1o “‘socialist.” And when he uses i¢crimai
halkeihk, the literal iransiation of that term as ‘‘social democracy’’ should not
mislead, for whal he means 1s essentially populistic democracy or solidaristic
democracy, with no technical social democratic conlent; and, of course, 1t 1¢
an anhthesis to liberal democracy.

We can schemancally, but not incorrectly, state that Gokalp's polincal-
social philosophy 15 social 1dealism, his general social theory s social
solidarism, and his polincal theory 1s populistic democracy.

This conceptual hierarchy within Gékalp®s svstem 1s guite consistent with
his 1dealistic posiivism. An attempt 1s made 1o svnihesize a philosophical
theory which 1n uts departure 1s highly normative with a methodologically
posivistic empirical and analviical theory; and which, 10 complete the full
circle, 15 agamn injused with normatve elemems, Thus, Gékalp’s political-
social theory 1s at once a philosophical and empirical ‘theory, one that would
pbridge, hopefully. theorv and practice, one that would analvze objective con-
ditions scientificallv 1n order 1o transform them in the direction desired.

The emphasis 1¢ on the normative rather than the anaivuc, without,
however, forepoime scientific oblectivity in the service of idealistic activism.
Gokalp thought that there was no inherent contradiction between fact and
reason, provided that the former was analyzed and then transtormed by the
latter. This s qunte rennimscent of Hepel’s ““what 1s real 1s rational. and what
15 rathonal is real.”” allowing of course ior Gokaip’s methodological positiviza-
tion of Hepel’sdealism. Epistemologically, G6Kalp. 100. remains an idealist:
he assigns causal primacy to 1deas, afthough he invesugates them as social
facts and bv a posinvisiic methodology.
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As for the philosophical and 1deological omnentanon of the 1wo authors,
Gokalp, like Hegel, can be sard 1o have ulumately emphasized the first clause
of the latter’s aphorism because of his residual “*ideolopical posiivism’’ stem-
ming from ‘‘order and progress’” in the Durkheymian, il not Comiean, sense
(though not 1n the same degree as Hegel’s conservaiism)—despite the radical
epalitanian elements 1n lis politcal and moral philosophv a la Rousseau.

Tlhis gives us the maior tension 1n Gokalp’s system—the 1ension between a
political-social philosophv which on balance 1s Rousseauesque n 1ts criuque
of civil society and in ns epalitarian normative aspirations. and a political-
social theorv which he thought would provide periect normative and analvnc
congruence, but which. we mav observe, fell short of this happy marrage. Hi¢
chosen analviic theorv was not on a par with his philosophv because 1t was
deficient 1n providing a radical crinque of the cvil soclerv he wished 1o
reform.

More specifically. Gékalp’s solidaristic theory could not provide a-sound
analvsis of the criticized society, nor supplv the mechanisms for bringing
about the desired socierv iof his epalitanan and ‘‘reallv solidanst”
philosophy); for 1 siopped onlv at a critique of liberalism. or liberal
capnalism, without attaining a cringue of capialism itself in 1us fundamental:
as the most recent form ol societv engendering mequalities and imustices. In
these terms, Gékalp’s theorv was a **weak theory,”’ because it couid not carr
over his more ‘‘developed philosophv’’ 1o 1ts realizanon. And the weakest
part of that theory pertained to matiers of political econom

Every polincal theory. if 11 1s 10 be something more than a personal subjec-
nve philosophy, however developed, has to contain 1wo compariments: a
philosophical. moral. normative part—explicitlv worked out as such or on-
1ologically lurking behind—and an analvucal, theoretical tin the siricier sense)
part which rigorously and empinicallv explains, and proposes. if that mav be
the case. alternatives for the existing political institutions and arrangements
that sustamn or make possible those normative principles. 1t 1 10 this respect.
then, that Gokalp’s advanced polinical theory (in the bioader tense) remain:
unfulfilled by his weak political theory 11n the narrower s<ense).

Gokalp’s philosophy of social idealism derives irom 1wo sources. The first
is a residual Durkheinian “‘1deological positivism,”” which modifies liberalism
as a holistic model based on the axiom of atomisiic individualsm. without.
however, foregoing polincal and cultural pluralism as parnicular liberal ideals.
in this sense, Durkheim. as opposed 1o fascistic corporatists, 1¢ not totallv
anu-liberai, but upholds. like Gdkalp. a Kanuan philosophical liberalism in
his crinque of liberaiism in eeneral as a istorically specific phenomenon. The
ideologically posmivistic element 1n Gokalp, like Durkheim. stems irom the
notion of ‘‘order and progiess.”” with all the attendant elemens of evolu-
rionary reformism through mildly eliust polines; 1 1s, however. still pluralist
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compared 1o the fascistic corporanst unfolding of the original Comtean 1dea.
with 11s accompanyving authoritanamsm, hierarchism, much greater conser-
vatism, and above all, ns 101al nepanon of liberalism, inciuding all liberal
ideals. The fact that neither solidansiic nor fascistic corporansm offers anv
cninique of capnalism uself will be discussed betow.

The second constituent part of Gékalp’s polincal philosophy, which, in mv
evaluation, weighs heavier at this normative level, is the more crinhcal.
cealitanan, and radical democranc Rousseauean etement. But even thic
dimension cannot take Goékalp further in the direction of the realization of his
philosophical political theory. because the specific analytic political theorv 1o
which he consigns the Rousseauean 1deals, together with the Durkheiman
ones, 15 s Durkheiman solidanstic corporanst theorv—that 15, ‘‘social
solidanism’’ as the general political-social theory and ‘‘populist democracy,”
or rather *‘solidanst democracy.”” as the strict political theory, the latter
logically  following from the former. Consequently, Gokalp's highlv
humanistic and egalitanan theoretical cninque of civil society 1s arrested at a
mere crinque of ‘‘liberal capinalism.”” while his philosophy demands and
presses for a critique of “*capitalism’ 1n 1ts fundamentals.

1115 precisely for this reason thai the solidaristic corporatism of Gékalp and
others. despite its sincere sublective ideals of equality, liberty, and pluralism
un short, certain umversal 1deals that became historical only with the advent
of liberalism), not oniv remains as an iadequate anajyucal demonstration of
liberalism as a general model that has become detrimentai to the realizanion of
such particular 1deals; it also opens, nonically, the theorencal door 10 the
cateeoncal dental and total nepanion of those very ideals by the fascistic cot-
poransms, wlich, after all, belonpg 10 the same genus as solidanstc cor-
poratisms 11 their central axioms at higher levels of abstraction. To put 1 dif-
lerentlv, 11 was from the chronologically pnior solidaristic vananis that the
fascistic variants of corporansm ook their theoretical cue for their crnimaue of
liberal capnalism, 1dentifving 1t mistakenlv or rhetorically, as the case mav be.
with capnalism itself. The onlv difference. and it s a significant one. was that
fascism took the solidaristic critique of liberalism 10 1ts logical extrenic.
Solidarnistic corporatism wished to preserve some liberal ideals while criicizing
the model. and therefore became inconsistent. Fascistic corporatism had no
scruples about thirowing awav all 1he 1deals with the model, hence achieving.
paradoxically, greater consistencv than its democratic and humannarian
counterpart spectes. Since there was no tension between 1ts philosophv and
theory, 11s theorv was less contradictorv internaily. Fascism's inconsistencie:
in other respects were many, however. and apain derived from the lack of @
radical cringue of capnalism, a definine essence of all corporatist theorv and
practice.
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Gokalp-s Polinical Economy

The ncongruence beiween Gokalp‘s political philosophy and political
theory, as I have suggested, originates i his political economy, which 15 the
weakest part of his svsiem. This 1s at once part of Gokalp’s problem and part
of our solution. Despite his emphasis, however ambivalent, on economics and
the division of labor, Go6kalp, consisient with the essentiallv idealistic
character of his system, approaches politicaj economy as an idealist. The
result, 1 think 1t will be observed, 1s poor analvsis.

Gokalp concentrated on economic maiters at two different stapes of hi
career. The first consists of a series of arncles he wrote for Divarbakir and
Pevman newspapers before the revolution of 1908, for some uume during
which period he was the secretary-general of Divarbakir Chamber of Com-
merce. Most of the views he then adopted were {0 remain an ntegral pari of
hi1s mature views formulated in his third phase. during the penod 1922-1924.
There 15 the same fundamental contunutty here as elsewhere in Gékalp’s think-
mne. What 15 more significant 1s the tact that, despite their inferionv mn
sophisticanon 1o his sociojogical and polincal wrnitings, Gokalp’s concepts and
idiom of political economy, too, provided the conceprual framework withir
which economic thinking and policies were to be conducted 1 Turke
thereaiter (at least until the Economic Congress of Turkey in 1948).

V. Propertv and interesr: Privare and Public. The locus classicus o
Gokalp's views on polincatl economv 15 his short chapier on *‘Economic
Turkism™ i The Prnciples of Turkism (1923).' After describing the
economic life of nomadic Turks and the commercial proficiency of sertlec
Turks in international trade, Gokalp. whatever the mernt of these historical
observations, argues that the Turks have alwavs founded *‘economic states’
in which economic organization and commercial and industnal acuvity plavec
a central role 1n social life. This, he savs. can be seen in the great number oi
old Turkic towns named after various occupations and proiessions.

Gokalp arpues that the old Turks used to produce much and consunu
much, relerning also to the instiiunion of public festivities as a major basis o!
popular suppori of political leaders. Gokalp sees no reason whv the economic
prospeniv of the old Turks should not be 1epeated 1o the future, with the pio
viso that the “*wealth to be acquired should belong to the public.””

Turks jove fieedom and independence: therelore, thev cannot be socahsis. Bue
«ince thev love equality, thev cannot be liberals either. The system best suned 1c
Turkish culture 15 solidansm. Private properiv is legiumate mn so far as n serve
soctal coiidarnv. The attempts ol sociansis and communists (o abolish privan
properiv altogether is not justified.... The social 1deal of Turks, thereiore. 1< 10
prevent usurpanon of social wealth by ndividuals wuliout abolishing private pre
periv. and 1o preserve and increase social wealth 1n order 10 spend it tor thie benefr
of the public.
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11 1s clear that Goékalp 1s uneaumvocally against socialism but not against
capitalism per se; what he rejects 1n capitalism is the extreme individualism of
1ts liberal variant which, he thinks, is based on the axiom of private property
and private interest unbound by any consideration of social wility and
solidarity.

Gokalp envisapes a coexistence of private and public property, and pro-
poses a sort of mixed economy which 1involves both public management and
ownership of enterprises bevond liberal interventiomsm 1n the economy.

Along with private property, there must be public property. Surpius profits that
are the resuit not of the labor of individuais but of the sacrifices and hardships
undertaken by the society should belong to society. It i1s not lepitimate for in-
dividuals to appropnate such profits for themseives.

As we shall shortly see, what GGkalp means by public property 1s state
property, not social ownership in the Marxist sense or collective ownership
tsocial but parual) 1n the Bolshevik sense. (The reader 1s also referred to the
distinction Gékalp previously made between socialization and nationaliza-
non). Although Goékalp uses, and quite problematically so, terms like labor or
surplus profits, and appropriation, he clearly does not subscribe to any labor
theory of value in the technical sense, and therefore, can speak of *‘profits”’
that result from “‘sacrifices and hardships’’ undertaken by the society. In a
manner remniscent of the *‘socialists of the chair,”” Gékalp continues:

Large amounts that are 10 be realized by appropriating surplus profits or surpius
values for the society are 10 be made the capital of factories and large farms 10 be
established on behalf of society. Returns of such public enterprises are 10 be
reinvested in special care-houses and schools for the poor, orphans, widows, the
sick and invalids, the blind and the deaf; in public pardens, museums, theaters,
libranes; in health centers for workers and peasants; 1n countrv-wide electrifica-
non networks. In short, all kinds of misery are 10 be alleviated, and evervihing
shall be done to provide for the well-bemng of the public. When this social wealth
reaches a certain adequate level, 1t may even become unnecessarv 1o collect 1axes
from the peopie any more. At least, the variety and the amount of taxes may be
reduced.*

Whatever the feasibility of Gokalp’s type of utopan welfare state tuiopian
because of the means he sugpests for us attainment), Gokalp emerges {from
1hs passage as an advocaie of public interest and social yustice, which 1s en-
urely consistent with his solidaristic corporatism. What 1s also problematic 1¢
that his expectanon of the cessanion of 1axation at some point leaves the earn-
mgs of such public enterprises as the only way to replenish the social wealth
fund. The next logical step would be that these should operate on the principle
of profitability, but then. the quesnion become *“0 what extent?’’ (This was 10
be one of the main controversies, a1 least up 10 1948, around the state
economic enterprises founded by the Nemalists, the major crincism coming
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from the ‘‘nanonal bourgeoisie””, whom the former had in fact set out 10
strengthen.)

Also problemauc are the qualifications of social funcuon and legiimacy
Gokalp attaches to pnivate property. In this typical solidanisuc posiion,
Gokalp fails 1o indicate any reasonable criteria that would assure conformity
1o social solidanty or to ask the fundamentai question of whether private
property, once recopmzed as primary and sacred, can at all be so controlled,
regardless of the normative inient to do so. Such problems ar enot manifest to
Gokalp, for his typical solidanistic 1dealism 15 reinforced 1n this respect by his
Istamic ethics. In an early article on economics in 1907, Gékalp examines
four different connotations of fastidiousness (kanaat). The first two connota-
tions, not working too much and not consuming too much, he eliminates, and
passes on 1o the other two connotations: not aiming at ileginimate acquisitions
and not reserving one's wealth exctusively for one’s self. He argues that the
commendable kind of fastidiousness 15 a combination of these 1wo disposi-
tions—in a sense, the first being a necessary, the second a sufficient, condition
of fastidiousness. And from these paired concepts, Gokaip arrives at the
secuiar nouons of legiumate, that 15, normal profit and redistribution of
wealth by 1axanion.

There 15 no oriental resignanion and unworldly obscurantism nvoived 1n
this particular interpretation of Aanaar; on the contrary, it 1s much like a work
ethic similar to that of ascetic Protestantism, perhaps even approaching
Calvinistic undertones: ‘‘The intrinsic value and respeciability Jof an n-
dividual] is proportionaie to ms work and acquisitions.’’® Here, there 1s both a
religious and a secular, solidanstic element present. Gékalp goes on 10 say
that God loves those who work a lot and who earn a lot, and then he
seculanzes the argument: ‘‘To work hard and to earn a lot 1s man’s dutv. The
service of each individual 10 his state and country 1s equal to the amount of his
work.'"*—provided the work and the returns do not breach social solidariv.
For

In fact, acawsimons, that is, lepiimare wealth, are not solelv the product ol &
man's own work isay). Wealth 1s acquired by personal endeavor as weli as by
providennal favor, by the protecuive encouragement of the stare, and bv mutual
social assistance.'®

Bv this refligious-turned-secular reasonung, Gokaip lays out nothing lest
than the foundanion of the Kemalis1 as well as Umonist 1deology and policv of
‘‘creating a nanonal bourgeoisie’’ through neo-mercantilist policies ol state
protection and iranchises; these evidently po quite well with his solidansuc
corporatism, which does not deny, normatively or analvucally, the exisience
of vocio-economic classes, bur argues that srruggle between classes may well
be averted if the emphasis 1s shifted {1om classes 1o occupanonal groups and if
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economic inegualines are sweetened by solidaristic and Isiamic charnty. In
fact. Gékalp proceeds to prescribe that *‘those distingumished by useful and
relipiously commendable deeds’’ shouid assist the needy classes of the socety
by piving alms and donating to hospuals and orphanages.'' Such behavios
wouid not oniv be socially utilitarian but aiso be commendable in the
providennal cve. in a poem called *‘Zekat”’ (**Alms-giving’’) (1908), Gékalp
wrote:

Anindusinous, intelligent man earns a lor of money;

One thinks all this 1s the remuneration of his tabore.

But no. these momes are the property of all the people,
For n 1t included is the work of all men.

What 15 2 nanon? Think of a mutuval assistence commany.
In thus company, there i1s the labor and the vote of each individuval;
in the wealth of the rich, there is the share of the poor.

Oh, the toriunate one! 1 am not telling vou to distribute all your wealth.

That 15 vour nght; but every year give one fortieth of it as zekdr.

Give 10 the poor from vour earmngs the share that belongs to them.'*

Go6kalp’s views mav be naive in conception and expression, but certamly

not pecuhar to him, and they are common 1n essentials to 2 variety ol
solidaristic corporatisms, secular or otherwise, for example, to social
Catholicism and others. It may be that Gokalp s naiveté conspicuously reveals
the weaknesses of more sophisticated versions of the species. On the other
hand. Gokalp displavs a certamn logical and conceptual clariy, or perhap:
moral ntegruy, n trving 1o svnthesize lslam with solidanstic corporatist
capitaitsm and 1n not presenung a lost or rhetorical case for an Islamic
socialism. vanenes of which have since emerged in the Middle Eastern coun-
tries. ot onlv solidarism but not socialism can go hand in hand with Islamic
charitv within the vision of an organicist and consensual society, without anv
crinique of private property and inhentance. In a sense, then, Ziva Gokalp.
with the aid of islam, converts the “"capnahst spirit” from a liberal 10 a
solhidansnc onc.

2. Nononal Economy and the “‘Economic Siare.” In the second part of
“Economic Turkism®’, Gokalp savs that the “*economic ideal’” of Turks s to
establish tareve-scale industry 1n the countrv. Emphatically rejecting the view
that Turkev should stay as an agniculiural nation of farmers, Gékalp require:
thar Turkev should make an industnal revolution, the most 1mporiant of
European tevolutions, and defines industrial revofution as “‘substitution of &
national economy for municipal econonnes and large-scaile industry for small
crafis.””** Here Gokalp uses ‘*national’’ economv with several implications.
Firstly, n 1t a modern, developed markel economv with advanced division o
Jabor and organicsoccupational solidarnv and funcuional mnterdependence 1n
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Durkheim’s sense, as opposed to the local and self-sufficient mulupie
economies of segmented socienes. Secondly, he means a nationalistc
economy with no class tensions or economic egoisms which are detrimental 10
the public interest. Thirdly, he means the neo-mercantilist policies of a na-
tionalistic state capnalism.

The economuc 1deal can be achieved, Gokaip continues, by the svstem of
protectiomism and bv adopting the theornies of nanonal economy. According
to Gokalp, Fredrick List yn Germanv and John Rae 'n America have
demonstrated that the liberal economics of the Bniush **Manchesienans’ 1t
not a ‘‘general and nternanonal’’ science of economics but simply a national
system ol economic thought peculiar to England and suned to its industral
1zed economv and impenalistic policies.' Enpiand, Gékalp argues, 1s a coun-
try of large-scale industry, so that 1t 1s"“*bound 10’" export 1ts manufactures
and 10 mmport raw matenals. Therefore, the most beneficiali policv iot
Engiand would be ‘‘open-door’’ policies, free trade. and absence of 1ariffs."

Adoption of these policies by countries that have not vet been able to 1ound
large-scale industries would mmeviably result 1n their *‘eternally remamning in
economic slaverv 10 ndusirialized countries like Engiand.’’’* According to
Gokalp, 1he 1wo economists mentioned above have founded a svstem of “‘ne-
tional economics’’ suntabie to the circumstances of their respective countrie:.
Now that, he adds. America and Germany have established large-scale -
dustry, thev, too. are following open-door policies.'” Gokalp conciudes bv ad-
vising preparation of a scientific propram for national economic develop-
ment, which would be implemented under the supervision of a ministrv of
economics. Thie apency would act as a ‘‘general regulator of individual
economic activities.’’"*

The question of laissez-faire versus protection, however, 1s one of the rare
1ssues on which Gokalp somewhat changed his views. In an article on
“Commerce’” (1907).'* Gokalp addressed mimself 10 the virtues of free trade
\serbesti) over trade restrictions (hunave). What he means here by himayve 1+
not the direct sense of protection of infant industries. but the policy of tarif!
walls to that efiect. He advocated laissez-faire on the giounds of difference:
1n natural 1esources. of the theorv of comparative advantage, and of the
mobiiitv of laciors of production, though not 1n exact techmcal terms. What
1s moteworthv n the aruicle 1s the strong statement 1o the effect that implemen-
1anion of tarifis would mean having the people pav higher prices to protect the
national manufactures. This contradicnon Gokalp was eventually 1o solve i
favor of the emerpent manufacturers and at the expense of the people, as he
anticipates here. In lact, the contradichion was onlv superficial; the exipemes
of capital accumulanion 1n the hands of a national bourgeoisie could easilv be
yustified bv his iormula which harmonized entreprepeurship-state encourage-
ment-providential {avor.
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In an aruicle ennitled ** The Economic Miracle’ (1922),?° Gokaip outlines his
project for economic development that would harmonize individual enterprise
with national enterprise, market economyv with regulated economy. He argues
that the primacy of individual enterprise over municipal and state enterprises
In the Brinish politcal economy 1s not sunable to an agricuiturai country like
Turkey, where industrial development requires government encouragement
and protection 11 the absence of autonomous vigorous private entrepreneus-
ship, of joint stock companies and of high technoiogy. He criticizes, on these
grounds, the economic policies of the Turkish siate since the Tanzimar,
which, under the spell of Manchesier economics, erroneously kept siate
passive even in the face of the progressive decline of existing industry, com-
merce, crafts and artisan organizations under the impact of foreign manufac-
tures and capital.

At the present stage of private capital accumulation in Turkey, Goékalp con-
ninues, large-scale industry can only be founded by the imniative and inves-
ment of the national government, provincial councils, and local
municipaliues. Public enterprises 1o be so founded would then be sold to n-
dividuals and joint-stock companies. (These are to be exactly the bluepnnts.
as well as controversies, of the next decades.)

in a following arncle, **How Should We Work for the Economic Transfor-
maunon?’’ (1923),*" Gokalp details his state capitalism. He starts by saving
that *‘the state and the provincial and municipal councils which are part of it”’
have four options 1n launching an economic enmerpnse:*? (1) direct public
ownership and management of an economic enterprise, that 1s, a state
mononpoly or “‘regie’’; (2) granung of a monopoly by the state to a private
enterprise, 1hat 15, a franchise. Between these two ‘‘pure”’ froms, there are
two others: {3) joint ventures between the state and privalte enierprisc.
whereby profits are disiributed among the siate, private enterprise, private en-
trepreneurs, and emplovees and workers, management resting with the privare
entrepreneurs {Gokalp singies out this as the best option); (4) farming out of
tax collection 1o privale persons, which 1s 1n Gokalp's view undesirable io
Turkey.

Gokaip argues 1hat, by these forms of economic organization or their com-
binations, especially 1 pubiic utilities, Turkev could create an economic
miracle. and poses a rhetorical question: ‘‘For these enterprises, are we to wait
for the arnval of greedy European capnalists?’’** This brings us 10 Gokalp’«
Views on economic svsiems and 1deologies.

The Turkish **Third Way”’

In ms arucle on the ‘‘economic transformanon.’”’ Gdoékalp says that the
state’s assumpnion of an active role 1n the economy 15 also a ‘‘moral service’’
to the countrv. As he puts it,
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..this wouid prevent the formanon in our fatheriand of a new class of profiteers
composed of speculators. This class, called ‘“‘capnalist’® 1n Europe, a mere
cnnunal group, was enurely exposed when their ambitions were unveiled during
the Peace Conterence.... Today, European imperialism 1s based on liberal
capitalism. If we adopted the svstem of state capitalism. we would prevent the
emergence I our country of an avanicious and rapacious gang, the so-called
capualists.”*

Thus, Gokalp hastilvidentifies imperialism, liberalism. and capialism with
one another, but what he really means 1s capialism n ns liberal form and
liberalism 1n 11s extreme individualistic version. On the other hand, he correci-
Iv calls his alternanve *‘state capnalism’’ and not “*siate socialism”’, as was the
rhetorical vogue 1n his dav.

What 1s more significant 1s Gékalp’s equanng ‘*capuaiism’’ with profiteers
and profiteering. From all that we know about G6kalp’s thinking, he 1s only
anui-liberal capnalist, but not at all anti-capualist. In upholding private
property and private enterprise as primary and sacred 1n the last insiance.
however constrained by the imperatives of social solidanty and public n-
terest, he 1s clearty for a corporatist capualism. All he does 1s to blame the
subjective monvations of egoistic individuals and groups and liberalism as a
model, never carrving hs crninque to 1ts logical extension, 10 the inner logic
and the svstermic workings of capnalism uself. Like many others before and
after him, Gékalp deems possible and desirable the development of a nauonal
bourgeoisie—commercial and ndustnal—that would nor seek profit-
maximzation because of i(s solidansnc conscience. ln other words he think¢

<olldansnc one. That this ) 15 an exemplarv DE[
ALl

Jn lhe fo]lomnn emhuslasm and d:sllluswn
e et -

The Umon and Progress Society was mnially based on military officers and
cwvilian bureaucrats.... Upon realizing the shorticomings ol reiving on jthese].
however, 1t then formed artisan associations as a power base. Although it thus
became possible. through responsible secretaries appointed bv the Society, 10
manage artisans in the directions desired, the latier proved vseful only as a mob 1n
street demonstrations.... Therefore, as in all other civilized countries, 1 1t
necessarv for the Umon and progress Society to form a bourgeois class and secure
s survival by {allving iself with] that class. For 1his purpose, the Socety
endeavors 10 found nauonal joint-stock companies. a nanonal bank. and associa-
tions ot arusans and merchants.**

And, after a decade of ‘‘nanional economy.”’ during which the mamn policv
was 1o ‘‘create a national bourgeoisie,’’ here 15 the inventory:

Nanonal economv in us present form 1s not 1 anv wav peneficial (o the
fatheriand. but perhaps harmful in many respects.... The elements that constirntc
our nanonal economy, nstead of operaning for the nappiness of all individuals of
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the nation by increasimg the public well-being, have enriched certain individuals ar
the expense of public wealth, The modest capitals accumulated through vears of
agonizing saving by moderatelv well-to-do men have flowed nto the pockets of
certain men produced by chance and corrupt dealings. Thus have emerged an m-
decent class called the war-rich.*

The myth of *‘a bourgeoisie creared by the state’’ was an express 1deoiogy
of the Umonmists and the Kemalists alike. Creation of a *‘nanonal merchant
ciass’” tmilli riiccar) or a ‘'nanonal bourgeois class’ tmilli buryuva), used mn-
terchangeably at first, vltimatelv came 1o mean creation of a national in-
dustnal burgeoisie. Objecuvely, this meant the collaboration of the na-
uonalistic bureaucracy with a national commercial bourgeoisie to expropriate
and replace Levanitine and minorny mercantiie groups, and then to help a very
subordinate industnal bourgeoisie into dominance through state protection,
franchises, and credits. Yet, the expectation that such a bourgeoisie would
defer 1o social solidariv and public interest as well as state control was 1o
prove illusory and to be a cause of chronic frustration for the bureaucratic
petty bourgeoisie in Turkev to date.

What 35, in the wording of the 1935 program of the Republican Peopie’s
Party, to be ‘*protected’” as ‘*valuable orpans of the sociai whole” " are the
“‘normal’’ and ‘“‘productive’ capinalists, precisely what Gokaip called
capitalists who are not criminal (cani) and greedy (haris). For what Gokalp
opposes 1s not capitalism or capitalists 1n general but certain hypothetical
kinds of them. In his perception, liberal capitalism gives way 10 an undesirable
vanety of capnalists who procure speculative, 1.e., unproductive profits and
illepiimate, :.e., abnormal profits 1n industry and commerce; 10 ms mind,
these are aberrations of capnalism due to liberalism and would not exist in
solidaristic corporatist capialism.

That Gokalp®s ostensibly anui-capnalist vocabulary 1s not directed at
capitalism per se 1s evident {rom a careful reading of his very first wntings on
economic matiers. In an article enutled ‘A Talk on Economics™ (1906),%
Gokalp dwells on the necessitv of concentration of capital, i.e., the formation
of joint-stock companies to channe} savings into increased productive 1n-
vesiments, and on the imporiance of mechamzation 1n agriculture for In-
creased producuvity and exporiation of commercial crope.

Neither 15 he opposed to the commercial bourgeoisie per se. On the con-
nary, 1n an article on ‘“*‘Commerce and the New Chamber of Commerce’”
(1907),?" he states that the merchant class **serves the national interest bv con-
necung other classes and st1ata (sunufu tabaka) with one another.” Gokalp
also calls for closer cooperation between the government and chambers of
commerce. Thus, 1t 1s 1otally incorrect 10 nterpret Gokaip, as some do, as
wishing 10 eliminate the middlemen or the intermedianes. For Gokalp, they,
100, have a function 1n the division of labor, provided that thev do not seek
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speculative and illepitimate profits. The same goes for the industnalist class,
provided that 1t works rationallv and productively. The idea was to find 1is
echo n the programs of the RPP in the following words: ‘‘In the advancement
of the country, all commercial activiies are importiant. All normal and pro-
ductive capital shall be protectied and given prionty.’”*¢

Nor is 1t to be thought that Gékalp 1s for autarchy and against all economic
cooperation among nauons. His premise of functional interdependence.
raised to the internanonal level, and his objective of attaiming the ac-
complishments of Western industrv and technology would precijude that. He
explicitly states in ““Foreign Capnal’’ (1924),*' that for the time being. both
foreign capital and specialists are necessary for the economic development of
Turkey, but that precaution shouid be 1aken against the entrv of foreign
capital with **political condinons’ atiached. ‘*Reciprocal service” 1s onlv 100
“‘normal’’ 1n the internanonal division of labor; what makes such a relation
**pathological” and *“‘mutually parasiic’ 1s political strings.™

Gokalp expresses similar views 1 *“The Weakest and Strongest Points of
Turks’’ (1924).** For economic development, he says, a strong national deter-
mination 1s not sufficient; advanced {unctionai specialization can rapidlv be
brought 1n from Europe: *‘1 do not have quaims about European capnal
entering our country, as ! enurelv trust the genuine specalists of Furonpe who
are not politically mouvated.”’**

Gokalp attached the same significance 1o specialists and technocrats in the
foundation of an *‘economic state.”’ For the realization of the economic 1deal
and transformation, not only are ‘*olganizers’’ and “‘entrepreneurs” 1n the
field of private enterprise necessary. but also called for in the public sector arc¢
a class of 1echnocrats.®* In order that the state accomplish 1ts economic func-
1ions. he says, the state must become an “‘economic state,”’ wiich he define:
as one in which all statesmen and public officials are also thorough-going
economists, administering the state as a large, efficient firm—keeping. of
course, one eve on the much too individualistic capnalists.™

Gokalp tnes to base the notion of the *‘‘economic state.”” which had wide
circulation 1n the European corporatist literature of the era. on national
character: **Turks are étanst ideviei¢ci) bv nature. Thev expect all innovanon
and propress from the state. Even revolutions 1n Turkey are immated bv the
state.”’*” Such emphasis on the role of the siate does not, however, mean an
authoriarian state corporatism wherebv the **economic state’” hecomes also
an ‘‘administrative state,’” nol only protecting, regpulating, and co-managing
the economv but also, at feast 1n theorv, 1otally controlling 1. That 18 bv
defimuon precluded by Gokalp's colidansnc corporatism, which extends us
pluralism and principle of autonomy 10 the economic sphere as well.

In an article on ‘‘Economic Decentralizanon’ (1924),°t Gokalp argues that
the economic sphere, like 1he <ocal and cultural spheres. <hould be

’
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autonomous from central political authonty and intervention. Funcuonal
specializations and occupational domains should not be subordinated to the
state, he says, extending the argument to cover the bar association, medical
association, and leachers’ association as well. He also enters the qualification
that this does not mean total government absiention from economic life; it 1
only that the government should not exceed the limits of a ‘*nationai economy
policy’” (the elements of which we have reviewed above). For 1n the economic
sphere, 1t 15 the “‘occupational authonties’ that are competent, not the
“‘public authority.”?® Here, of course, by ‘‘public’” authority Gékalp mean:
“‘central political” authonty; otherwise, occupational jurisdictional units n
his sysiem are by definition ‘*public,’’ as opposed to *‘private.”

Since, Gokalp argues, 1t 1s the deepemng of division of labor, i.e., func
tonaj and occupational specialization, that would imduce economic devejop-
ment, ‘‘economic orgamzatons’’ {ikusadi teskilatlar) should be left on then
own; corporative orgamzanon should not be ‘‘created’’ and ‘‘interfered
with’' by the state.*® He adds, somewhat hyperbolically, that Durkheim too,
although a centralist in many respects, favored complete decentralization 1n
the economic sphere.*

This overstatement, however, reveals an important problem inherent 1n the
solidanistic corporatism not only of Gékalp but also of Durkheim and others.
On the one hand, there is the explicit pluralisuc ntention to puard the
autonomv ol corporations, and of the civil society against state control and
superordinanon. theoretcally restricting the staie's jurisdicion to inier-
corporational matters and postulating the siate, if vou will, as an arbitrator o!
interoccupanional disputes. On the other hand, the state, aithough rejected as
an “‘administrative’’ or “‘totalitanian’’ state as 1115 1n fascistic corporatisms, i
nevertheless nvested not only with certain regulatory functions as an
“‘economic state,”’ but also with the function of being the guardian of the
over-all, integranve, ‘‘collective conscience’’ bevond and above several ‘‘oc-
cupanonal consciences.’’ The result, not only manifest 1n pracuce, but also
alreadv inevnably implicit at the very theoretical inception, is an aggrandizc-
mem of the state anvway, compared 10 the liberal model. Therefore, 11 seemt
10 me, 11 18 guite Mmisleading 1o postulate the 1wo major species of corporatism
as “‘societal’” and ‘‘state.”” The siate looms large 1n both cases. Solidanstic
and {ascistc corporatism, Lo my mind, are betler designations 1n that thev de
not take ‘*s1ate’” out of “*corporatism’’ 1 one of its species, but posi as the
major critenton of distinction not presence vs. absence of siate but the dif-
lerent naiure ot state-society relations.

Although Gokalp, like Durkheim, does not have a ‘‘theory of state’’ both
because of the ‘‘secondariness of politics’ 1 s svsiem and because of hi
anti-1otalitanan polincal philosophy, 1t mav be said that his analvtical theory .
despite his normatnive theory 1o the contrary, fails 10 preclude, lopically, «
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totalitanan theory of siate to be superimposed on or incorporated 1mto hig
system. 1n other words, the poliucal philosophy and the subjective intennon
of solidaristic corporatism, closer 1o liberal 1deals 1n this respect, is certamnly
different from fascistic corporatism; but 1t may well be that 1ts analvucal
poliucal theory 1s weak 1n the sense that 1t cannot bring ns gwding philosophy
1o realizanion. 1t may well be aiso that fascistic corporatist theories and prac-
tices with their explicit *‘theory of state’” have filled this very vacuum 1n the
analvuc theorv of solidarisuc corporatism, utilizing 1t in the service of a
philosophy and practice whollv unacceptable, subjectively, to solidanistic cos-
poratism.

That there 15 no senous logical barrier to such an eventuality lies, in my
view, 1n the {act that both solidanstic corporatism and fascistic corporatism in
their cringue of liberalism—the former bv modificanon, the latter by totai
negation—not oniv do not aim at a cnitique of capialism nself, but try 10 sup-
ply it with a higher—corporatist—rationale. And 11 15 1n this sense that both
solidarism and fascism as avowed ‘‘third wayv’’s between capitalism and
socialism are not actually so, but they are denvauves of the ‘firsi
wav”’ —capialism—and express antitheses to the **second way’’—socialism.*
This 1s evident 1n their preservation of the central premise of capnalism, 1.¢..
the axiomatic primacy of private property and private enterprise for profir.
and n their categoncal rejection of the basic Marxist critique of capnalis
society itself, i.e., 1ts class character—which thev in fact attempt to obfuscate
analvucallv or normatuvely or both by substnuung the occupational group
and the corporative unit as the basic category. as opposed to the ‘‘individual™
and the *‘class” of the liberal and Marxist models. 1especuveiy.

To repeat something | have already suggested. faccism rejects liberalism
both as a model and as a set of ideals: solidarism rejects 1t as a model, but not
all of its 1deals. And this 1s precisely what makes the <oligansuc “‘third way’’
of Goékalp and others more democratic and humaninanan than the fascistic
*third wav.”” However f{ragile solidaristic corporatism may be theoreucallv
and analvucally, 1t does make a difference, philosophicallv and normatvely,
Practically, 1t apain makes a difference—10 the extent. of course, that the
solidaristic version can be afforded bv capitalism dependine on objecuive con-
ditions and the senousness of the crisis. In any case. the tact should not be
obscured that both solidarism and fascism are **third wav’’s, i.e., corporatist
capitalisms with a definiie, and at jeast objective, clast characier. This bring:
us to the final aspect of Goékaip’s theorv—his views on tocial classes.

Durkheim wrote ins **Preface’ at a time of high class arncutation and 1n
the wake of ferce class struggies. His main thesis was that the advance of in-
dusinial capitalism should not necessarilv lead, as Mary argued, to clas¢
polanzation and warfare, but that tlus could be averted bv a corporatist rato
and corporauve oreanization. In a sense, Durkheim < corporatism was con-
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ceived as a solution to what we mav term a “*distribution cnsis’’ of capitalism,
(iékulp’s context was somewhat different. In the Turkev of his ume, class ar-
nculation had not gone verv far, and he did not witness any serious class
struggles, let alone ciass warfare. His corporatism was conceived both n an-
icipation of, and to pre-empt, that prospect, and as a project for unified, har-
monious societal effort 1o achieve national revival and economic deveiop-
ment. In other words, G6kalp’s corporatism was an answer to what we may
term an ‘‘accumulation crisis” of capitalism. What, then, was developed by
European thought, and subsequently pracuce, as a defense against class strug-
gles and as a measure 1o restore social equilibrium was now being introduced
in Turkey as a blueprint for social and economic **progress 1n order,’” without
any political, let alone revolutionary, disturbance.

If Durkheim’s theory aimed at rationalizing a ciass siructure that had
already formed but needed 10 be *‘re-cast,””** G&kalp’s theory, at first glance,
aimed at justifying a class structure that was yet in the making. But the prin-
cipal objective was the same: altainment of a bourgeols societv without
bourgeois politics and bourpeois economics, that 1s, a bourgeois society
without liberalism—which failed to produce or reproduce the very society of
which 1t claimed 10 be the best rario.

Yet, given the very sirong Rousseauean element in Gokalp’s philosopy thai
stood 1n tense juxtaposition 1o the Durkheiman element at this philosophical
tevel, the quesuon, althouph a specuiative one, suggests iself, whether
Gokalp would have insisted on a Durkheimian, i.e., corporaust theory, had
he wiinessed the subsequent class domination and class policies in Turkev
after his death. That he would certainly have not approved of the particular
xind of corporatist 1endencies toward the fascistic vanant, duning the single-
party pertod and n contemporarv Turkey, 1s amplv clear irom the explicit
pluralistic and libertarian 1estraints in his solidanistic corporatist work on the
record. -

Concerming 1the ambiguities inherent m Goékalp’s views on soctal classes, &
few exampies are in order. Go6kalp 1s strongly against inequalitv among men
and aganst domination of men bv men. In an early article on ‘*Toward the
Sources of Liberty*’ (1909).** he savs that men’s subjection 10 otiler men 1s bu
slavery; but, failing 10 make anv social class analvsis, he merelv offers the
moral normative inyuncuion that the fanhful man s free, and that, in lslam,
tieedom 1s second onlv to worship 1in the normauve hierarchv

Gaékatp’s writiings are full of diatribes against ‘‘oppressive tandlords’ and
“‘profiteering merchants’ " apamst *‘corrupt government officials and 1n-
tellectuals’’+** against Jocal notables and **villape-owners’’ (kov sahiplert) and
“‘village-lords’’ (k6v apalari). who pose as the proteciors of peasants only 1o
exploit them;** aganst large land-owners who, 1nstead of increasing the pro-
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ducuvity of their own land, enclose the lots of small peasanis:** but no
svstematic analysis of the causes of these 1s forthcoming.

That Gokalp attributes class inequalities and oppression not {o any svsiemic
relanons of producuion, but to the subiective motivanons of some members o1
secuons of certain classes—a term he often uses, and most pejoranively, but
merelv as a statistical categorv—Is clearly seen in his poem “*Aga Kimdir?’*
(“*Who 1s a Lord?”") (1915)*° Here. he uses apag both as “‘landlord”’ and ac
“*master,’’ and is¢i both as ‘‘tiller’” and *'worker,”’ and savs not onlv that the
age of oppression, misery, and exploitation of men 1s over, but that all those
workers who travail for the good of humanity, sociely. and natlion can
become masters, 1n the sense of acquiring property and status. The message 1s
that wath industry and solidanstic morality, property becomes a *‘deserved’”
reward, notwithstanding 11s being 1n 1self a cause of social inequality. This s
also ronic 1n view of Gokalp's essentially unmatenalistic ethics and personal
example, but 1t reveals the extent 10 which Gékalp 1s a man of his iimes and
current value judgments.

Gokalp’s views on the relanionship between social class and political power
are equally naive. Many have interpreted his attitude on the subiect, and not
whollv without reason, as a tvpical petit bourgeois menialitv. His étatism hat
been nterpreted as a bureaucratic autornarian ideology, 1ust as ms much
mentioned poem “‘Esnaf Desiant’’ (“"Epic of Arnisans”) (1914)" was mnter-
preted as a case for the political supremacy of the middle classes against big
capital. The problem, however, 15 somewhat different.

Gokalp not only rejects an ‘‘admimstrative state’’, as we have supggested
above, but also pives his reasons for 1z *'If n any countrv the government
rests on the ciass of bureaucrats, that government 15 alwavs a weak povern-
ment’’; tor strong governments are those that rest on ‘‘economic classes.””
and the bureaucrats have ‘'no relauion 1o production.’**"

Neiher can his praise of arusans as the **core of the nation’’ be a presump-
pion of anv anti-big business sentiment, as was the case, for example. with the
‘‘artisan socialism®’ of the earlv Nazi partv. Gokalp’s was more a nationalistic
aefense of small-scale wnoustry apainst foreign manufactures than anv
theoretical critque of monopolv capital. 1n a country and al a ume when the
dominant 1deology was the ‘‘creaton’” of a *‘nauonal bourgeoisie.”’ thc
‘*s1ze”’ of capital could not, anvway, have been a matter of contenton. but
onlv a desideratum, familiar qualificanons on its “‘nature’’ notwithstanding.
Moreover. Gokalp had not verl seen the allegedly sociallv disequilibrating ef-
iects of the phenomenon of concentration and centralization of capmnal. as
manv European corporatist authors thought they had.

Gokalp’s psvchology, then, was not exactlv that of a petit bourgeois thinke
who felt standwiched belween big business and big unions. but simpiv that of &
naive solidanistic corporanst thinker. for whom all ‘‘class’*es could and
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should coexist 1n harmony as equally valuable organs of the socsal orgamism.
This was both a wish and a possibility for Gdkaip. Had he actually observed
the analvuic impossibility of this, he may not have nsisted, as Durkheim did,
on the normatsve dimension of it. That remains, to my mind, a plausible
speculaton 1n view of his Rousseauesque tendencies—his all too hasty
elimnation of aliernauves notwithstanding.



PART THREE
THE SIGNIFICANCE






CHAPTER EIGHT

THE CONTEMPORARY RELEVANCE OF GOKALP

It 1s much casier 1o point owt the iavlts and errors n the
work of a preat mind than to pive a disunct and {ull exposis
non of its valut.

{Schopenhauer on hant)

The cntique of Gékalp’s solidaristic corporatism 1s an important elfement 1n
the present study, which evaluates his total svsiem. Any judicious and effec-
tive critique, however, has 10 be based on a prior task such as the one dex-
cribed above. That 15 what 1 have tried 10 do. Also, as Findlay in his noted
work on Hepel has well put 1it, mv aim has been ‘*to give as clear an exposiior,
as ] could ol certain 1deas which seemed to me central in [Gokalp], 1n terms 0s
which all Jus doctrines become connecied, and 10 follow these 1dear
throughout the svstem, so as to show that thev really are borne our b
[Gokalp’s] statements.... To treat |Gékalp] in this manner seemed 1o me &
more worthwile contribution to [Gokalp) studies than to argue with other i
terpreters.””! Finally, I have not created a svstem for Gokalp; | have onlv inec
10 reconstruct the svsiem that is alreadv there yn Gokalp’s wriinge.

In the preceding chapters 1 have presented Gokalp’s social-political
philosophy (Chapter 4), his general social theory (Chapter 5), and his poliucal
theory proper (Chapier 6). In Chapter 7, 1 have ried 10 examine Goékalp -
polincal economy, which, as ] have been suggestuing throughout, it the
probiematic connection between his corporanist political-social theory and hie
pari-corporatist and part-radicalt democratic polincal-social philosophy.

The tension n Gokalp’s system. al this philosophical level, between
elements of Durkheim and Rousseau must be seen, ! have supgesied, as the
principal problem, 3 not inconsisiency. 1 Gokalp’s thought. Otherwise. 1
have tned 10 argue that s thought retained a basic internal consisiency and
intellectual inegntv over the vears. In other words. Gékalp’s thought 1s not a:
controversial as the controversy about 1t. which still continues, uniortunateh
and unnecessarily. at that, at levels much below where the problem actuall
lies, and which 1s conducted with arguments thar reflect anvihing bw
Gokalp's 1geas. unwittingly or polemicallv.

1 have adoped throughout the studv the procedural ruie of not relving or.
or taking 1ssue with, anv specific interpretation or distoruon of Gokalp -
views, Rather, 1 have tned 10 present in a ¢ritical manner only what Gokalr
himself =aid. In this concluding chapter, however, 1 have to lift thi
methodological restraint somewhat yn oraer 10 show the relanon ol Gdkalp 1o
later 1deological posiions 1n Turkey, especiallv 1o those that explicitly claim
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descendance from, or adherence to, Gokalp’s thought. That some of these
positions, as 1 shall sugpest, are excessive distortions of Gékalp 1s vet further
evidence of the influence or relevance of his thought, even if 1n direcnons
unintended by Gékalp. A thinker mav be influential in ways which are true to
the spint and the letter of his ideas; he may also be significant in that his ideat
may serve as a vehicle for quite differem purposes. But even then, the que:-
non still stands, why that thinker and noi another.

Despite the tension witlun G6kalp’s philosophy, his theory logically foljows
from one part of that philosophy, and this theory is basically ngorous within
iself. For Gékalp 1s a methodologicallv conscientious and theoretically con-
scious writer, who has piven, as Serif Mardin supgests, a systematic and
theoretical status 10 the dominant 1deas of his time.” Whatever the com-
parative worth of Gokalp’s thought among great political iheones, his
significance for Turkey 1n this respect cannot be exaggerated. In fact, the
respect for theoretical reason over pragmatic action starts and ends with
GoOkalp 1n Turkey in the twentieth century. His effort 1o build a svstematic
poliucal theory based on a social-moral philosophy, even if as a guide {o1
1dealistic social praxis, has not since been duplicated. The Kemalist maxim of
““‘doctrine follows acuon’’ has pervaded poliiical life and academa alike.
Gokalp’s positivistic 1dealism has been transformed into a mechamstic
posinvism of the most pragmauic kind. Consequently, neither broad
philosophical concerns nor the theoretical concerns as to consistency and lear-
ning figure much after Gékalp. What actually remain are his conceptual
vocabulary and idiom, and parts of s corporauist theory which, 1n distoried
form, have found their way mnto fascist doctrines,

Gokalp’s influence throughout the period 1908-1980 has not been uniform
and uncontroversial, His 1deas have received varied interpretation. Often the
same person or proup has rejecied one part of his system, while upholding
another. Some have hailed Gokalp as a sociologist as great as Durkheim, ot
perhaps even greater. Others have described him as no more than an imitator.
The truth lies somewhere in between. The left have accused him of racism and
1otalitanianism, while the night have praised him for the same, wrong reacon.
The fact remains that his nauonalism rests uneguivocally on language and
culture. His solidanstic corporatism 1s a piuralistic form of corporausm. at
compared with the authoritanian etanist and the outright fascistic corporatism:
of the early Kemalists and the later Nauonalist Action Party, respectively.

We have seen 1n Chapters 2 and 3 how Gokalp stood with the Umonisis as
their chief ideologue yn culiural and educauional matters, with not much -
fluence on their politics. We have also seen how his death was received by the
hemalists, who, however, did not accord him the same status as did the
Uniomsts, although thevy made much gieater use of his teachings than did the
Umonisis. The atutude of the official Kemalist leadersimp toward Gékalp. on
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the whole, was rather ambivalent, as 1s best exemplified by the fate that befell
his works after his death. Official and semm-official committees were 1ormed
i 1924, 1931, 1941, and 1949 to prepare his collective works. All, however.
proved aboruve, with the msignificant exception of the 1941 undertaking.
which resuited in the collection of some of his letters, poems, and tales. So his
voluminous writings remained scattered in unsystematic publications of 1n-
dividual publishing houses—an additional cause of the inadequate apprecia-
non of ms thought. Jt was only 1n 1973 that the Mimstry of Education under-
100k 10 begin this task. Moreover, between 1924, Gékalp’s death, and 193¢,
Atatiirk’s death, no work of Gokalp was transcribed 1nto the Latin alphabet.
which became the standard script in 1928. The very first enterpnse n thai
direction came, romcally, from a tascist nanonalist group, who published hi¢
Tiirkciiliigiin Esaslar in 1939. (See below.)

Such neglect of Goékalp’s work cannot be explained 1n terms of ndii-
ference. We know that many Kemalists chenshed him as the mentor of the nz-
uon, including Atatiirk himself, however perfunctorily in one of his modest
moments. The explanation lies elsewhnere. Bevond the restrictions that musi
have been 1imposed by the personalitv cult of the penod, which couid not ad-
mit more than one “‘gumde”’ for the naton, the more important cause was that
misplaced controversies over Gokaip’s thought were then alreadv under way .
Some kemalists mistook Gokaip tor an exponent of religious conservatsm 1n
contirasl to the radicais on the nght. who heid him to be an uncrnitical advocaic
of Westermism, nsensitive to the prerogatives of Turkism and Islam in his, 10
them, all 100 concessionary eclecticism. The truth 1s that the Kemalisis coula
not tolerate the realistic weight he iried 10 assign to tradition 1n his tripartie
svnthesis of Turkism-Islarmsm-Modermism and therefore eliminated the se-
cond term. while the latter categoricallv refused 10 allow the third term. Con-
sequently, the Kemalists denied the debt thev owed to Gékalp for their own
laicism. albent learned from him, although he had tried hard to couple n winh
the modernmizauon of religion 1n a secular direction as an ethical svsiem. Ac-
tually, a man who brought mineteenth ana earlv iwentieth-centurv secular anc
posivist thought 1o Turkey could not have been anti-laicist; converselv. =
man who tried to svnthesize occidental reason with oriental mvsticism could
not have been ant-traditionalist.

The main reason jor such earlv disagieement over the ‘‘real’’ content anc
meanmg of Gokalp’s ideas 1s that, apart f1om parusan distoruons, lus svsiem
as a relativelv sophisticated and nuanced svnthesis of elements that are dii-
ficult. but not 1mpossibie, to reconcile has not been appreciated. Moreover.
people have advocated or cnucized Gokaip’s slogans and mvths, whick
generaliv constituted the subject of his nauonalistic poems and propagandisiu
political wriings, without alwavs placing these in the proper context of hy
more theoretical works.
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Thus, many have facilely attributed the **Six Arrows” of Kemalism (Na-
tionalism, Republicamsm, Lacism, Populism, Etatism, Transformism) 10
(iokalp, or have paid lip service to Gokaip’s being the founding father of
academic sociology n Turkey, among manv other seminal ideas and fields of
influence, but not much care has been taken to distinguish the inner content,
for example, of Gdkalp’s egalitarian populism from that of the Kemalists’
elitist populism, or Gdkalp’s **economic statism,’’ subordinate to civil socie-
ty, from the Kemalists’ *‘administrative statism’’, superordinaie over SOCiety.

~~Again, manv have facilely and wrongly rerterated, with approval or disap-
proval, that Gékalp assimilates the individual within the society, thereby pav-
ing the way for the authornanan Kemalist single-party regime, if not for an
outright totalitanan state. Bui the fact has been obscured by many, inciuding
naturally the '*Kemalisi-socialisis’® of the Second Republic {in our ter-
minology ‘‘solidaristic corporatists’” of a Kemalist sub-species), that the inter-
relationship of the Individual, the Societv and the State in Gokalp's svstemn 1s
far more democratic in its social, political, and cultural pluralism, and that all
the subsequent modifications or derivatives of Gokaip’s corporatism have
proved 1o be defimitely less democratic and libertarian. Similariy, 1 1s
remembered bv almost none that Gokalp was also the originator of projects
such as the autonomy of universities and the whole educational and cuitural
sphere from 1he s1ate. the necessity of radical land reform, 1he indispensabilitv
of the liqmaanon of sem-feudal reform, the indispensability of the liquida-
non of semi-feudal structures in Eastern and Southeastern Turkev—policies
which have noi vet been adopted by even the mosi ‘‘lefi-democratic-
populistic’’ of political parues 1n the Turkev of the 1970s, that 1s the “new?”’
RPP, let ajone bv the first-generation Kemaliste.

If the main reason {or such unsound interpretanons of Goékaip®s 1deas, as |
have indicated above, was a misemphasis on his partial mvths and slogans
rather than s theorv in us fullness, the main reason for that in turn, to mv
mind, was the fact that all interpretanons have had the limitation of at-
tempnng to comprehend Gokalp’s corporatist thought from vantage poimnts
that remamed within that verv same corporatist paradigm, and have thut
rendered themselves, from the outset, incapable of understanding, as distinct
from catechicizing, the major statement of that paradipm, owing 1o the lack
of alternauive cnuical paradigms from withoui. For, )} submiu, all recent
Turkish polincal thought falls within a pervasive corporatist paradigm, with
species and vananis, 10 be sure. What distinguishes Gokalp’s imtial and more
aruculate formujation lrom what came afterwards is 1s philosophical
tolerance and political pluralism—within, of course, the objective limits of &
corporanst framework. Ironically, these are precisely the aspects of Gékalp’s
svstem not adopted bv s acknowledged adherents, not to mention the fac
that thev have been totallv overlooked by his crince.

&
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As we have seen, Gokalp’s corporatism is one which 1s quite developed at a
philosophical-ideological ievel, that 1s, at the *‘first level’" according 10 the
differentiation 1 have made 1n Chapter 4. It 1s not, however. worked out 1n
detail at the ‘‘third level,”” that 1s, concerming the institutional aspecis,
although the basic outline and the normative principles are there. as 1 have n-
dicated in Chapters 5 and 6. To be more specific, tor example. the relationship
between the corporative assembly and the grand council oi corporations 1s not
specified, nor 1s the numenical distribunion of occupational deputies amonp
various occupational categories, bevond the Durkheymian evasion of ‘“‘ac-
cording to the current value-judgments.’”’ But one thng 1z amplv clear: this
corporative political orgamzation 15 one in which the state-society and the
state-corporations relanonships are based on the principles of pluralism and
autonomy.

The subsequent development of corporatist 1endencies 1n Turkey, both 1n
the First Republic (1920/23-1960) and the Second Republic (1960 to date),
especiallv duning the Kemalist single-party period (1923-1945), ments a
separate study. Here we can only point out that the uniolding ol corporatst
elements at all three leveis has been essentally within the confines of Gékalp's
solidaristic corporatism, and onlv In some respects outside 11, 1n a fascisic
direction.

At the first, €., philosophical-ideological level, anvone can tell that the
Turkish polincal mentalitv 15 unnustakably a solidansnc corporatist one,
from the program of the old Kemalist Republican People’s Partv 10 the Pro-
gram of the new RPP. the latter avowedly at once kemahst and ‘‘democratic
left,” if not occasionally. and of course rhetorically, *“zocial democratic’’*:
from the official declarations of party and state ideology and policies 10 the
supposedly obiective and social soentific studies and exposiions of thai
ideology, be thev n the fields of consututional and politucal theory,
economics, or cociology (for all derive explicitly from Kemaiism and explicitiv
or 1mpliculy irom Gokalp); from the theoretical underpinmngs and the 1n-
shitutional structures of the 1961 Constitution 10 the trequent *‘memoranda’”
of the military, the latest being delivered in Januarv 1980.

At this level, solidanisuic corporatism has been enher latent in the formof a
loose political mentality, or manifest in express 1deolopical {ormulations—at
any rate, a persisient structural feature of Turkish polincal culture 1n general.
The onlv case, o far. of an explicitly fascistic vanant of 1his corporatism was
offered by the Nationalist Action Party shortlv alter the ectablishment of the
Second Repubiic in 1960/1961. And it 1s precisely for this reason that a correct
evaluauion of Goékalp’s thought, and lor that matier. of Nemalism, assume:
vital importance; {or 1t 15 the Nationalist Acuion Partv that poses as the most
vocal and aggressive descendant of Gékalpism and kemahsm—Kkemalism, of
course, still being the 1nalierabie, ritvalisuc lovaltv of each and all of the other
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norues and groups In contemporary Turkey. Before wurming to the
phenomenon of NAP, however, it 1s necessarv 10 note the nature of cor-
poralist tendencies in the First Republic.

1t would not be correct to say that, during the Kemalist single-party period.
there were no fascistic corporatist developments at the 1deological level. An
ideological movement and group that was later to constitute the embryvo of the
Nationalist Acuion Pariv not only could, and did, exist under the umbrella of
mainstream Kemalism until 1ts liqudation in 1944, but certamn aspects of
mainstream Kemalist 1deology itself also exceeded the limis of a solidanstic
corporatist worldview. Only a separate studv can deal with such delicate mai-
ters; at 1his yuncture, suffice 1t to note emphaunically that, on balance, Kemalist
1deology nevertheless remained more a solidansuic corporatist than a fascistic
corporatisi one—despite, 1o repeat, important but partial, fascistic buddings
here and there. Ali Fuat Basgil, for example, as one of the leading party-
professors of the dav and holder of the chairs of Public Law at Instanbut
University and at the prestigious Faculty of Poliucal Science before it moved
10 Ankara in 1935, was advocating the classical defiminon of the fascist state:

Eranusm tdevleicilik) 1s the system that regulates {rom above the economic, socal.
and even moral life and activity and direcis these toward a national ideai; that
orpanizes [the nation] with a view 10 establishing socal justice 1n economiic life:
that aims 10 embrace within the comprehensive vision ana orderly acuvity of the
ctate all national {orces, activities, and capabilities. especiallv the economic ones.
Evervihing wiihin the siate, nothing againsi the siate, nothing outside the siate.
Here 15 todav’s tormula of etatism.*

in tact, the etansm of the Kemalist RPP had not reached anything like whal
Basgil was describing. Still, coming from him on the occasion of the 193¢
Grand Congress of the party, or the *‘state-party’’ as Basgil caled i1, this kind
of evidence can hardlv be overiooked as far as the 1deolopical propensities of
the singie-party period are concerned. Similar Kemalist excesses over Gokalp
can aico be observed 1n such matters as the question of leadership, elites,
singie-parivism, authornarian statism, as 1 have indicated in previous
chapters, bui the Kemalists never fullv developed at this philosophical-
ideological level a totalitarian model of societv and polity and remained, on
balance, solidaristic corporatists.

Nenher at the second nor the third levels 1| have delineated above did
Kemalism 1each {ascisuc corporauist proporuions. Ceriain developments in
legislation and poliucal institutionalization, such as the 1935 Labor Code, the
much amended Penal Code, the 1937 Phvsical Education Act, the ]93%
Associations Law, the 1938 Press Umon Law, the 1938 Lawvers’ Act, the
1943 Act concerming the reorgamzaton of Chambers of Industry, Commerce,
and Arusanry went considerably bevond the limns of a solidansuc cor-
poratism; but the fascisnic corporanst unfolding at this level, as at others, r¢-
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matned paruial and non-dominant, without reaching anvilung like full closure
or crystallization.

The aboruve consinutional corporatism of 1920-1921.’.the Economic Con-
gress of 1923, the 1927 High Economic Council, and manv other corporanst
arrangements and policies at the second level are the subject of a separate
study, but all represent predominantly a solidarisuc corporatism. It must also
be noted that corporanst foundations laid out, at all three levels, 1n the single-
party phase (1923-1945) of the First Republic (1920-1960) have continued into
the Second Republic (1960/1961) basically unaltered. Kemalism s still the
semi-of ficial ideology; a piurality of groups profess st now. instead of a sinple
party. {After September 1980, and formally afier the 1982 constitution,
**serni’” has to be dropped.) The basic legal-institunonal structures have not
changed, although thev did undergo token liberalizanons dunng the
Democratic Party period (1950-1960), only to be restored in other ways by the
1960 coup that toppled that party and to be written 1nto the Constiution of
1961. For corporansm 1s a particular system of thought and acuon that
justifies and 1eproduces a paruicujar class structure and a system of interest
representation 1 Turkey. which have not changed, but onlv been fortified,
since Gokalp.

The reason that there was no further crystallizanion of {ascistic corporatism
bevond embrvomc spuris seems to me 1o be twofold. Firstly, the objective
condiuons did not necessitate it, in the sense that there was as vet no distribu-
von crisis i Turkev and no serious political strugele between a threatened
indusinal-financial bourgeoisie and a threateming working class, roughlv
speaking. The period was one of accumulation crisis where a nationaj
bourgeoisie was being provided with a disciplined and low-cost abor force
through the state-capitalist policies of an authoritanan single-party.f

Secondly, and this mav be controversial, there were the restraints, however
marginal, imposed bv the theoretical and moral teachings of Ziva Gokalp.
For, whatever the later distornons of them, Ziva Gokaip’s 1deas were like
Gogol’s “*Overcoat.” from which all the rest 1ssued and within which all the
rest sought intellectual moulding. Who donned the coat with whatever
plausibility and 1ustification with regard 10 the onginal meaning and intention
of Gokalp, 15, of course, exiraneous to his thought, but the wavs 1n which
Gokalp’s 1deas influenced. and were utilized by, others remain ymportant
from the viewpoint of the sociology of 1deas and the studv of subsequent
1deological posinons in Turkey.

To 1ake the guestion of influence first, 11 1s mv esnmanion that if it were not
for the influence and moral authoritv of Gokalp’s 1deas over the Kemalist
generations, the ideology of the single-party period might have registered a
greater deviation {rom rsolidanstic corporatism. When one jooks at the
sources and the resuhiant nature of Young Turk thought, as Serif Mardin hat



126 THE SIGNIFICANCE

aone n Jén Trrklerin Sivast Fikirler:, one can see how Kemalist thought
would have progressed, had 1t not been for the intervening inpui of, and the
sifting and sorting by, Goékaip.

As for restraining nfluence of Gékalp's 1deas 1in the Second Republic,
however, especially in the 1980’s, which have been ushered in by the 1 January
1980 memorandum of the military, one 1s hard put to speak even of &
debatable marginal effect of his solidaristic ideas. Under the increasing
pressure of objective conditions, now characternized more by a distribution
cnisis, further corporatist developments of a fascistic nature have to be ex-
pected. And this brings us to the quesuion of the more recent distornon of
Gokalp’s1deas, much preater than that obiaining 1n the single-party pertod. 1t
15 a distoruon in the sense that, aithough his corporausm still supplies the
puiding worldview and the conceptual framework (the real revival of interest
in Gokalp’s works 100k place 1n the 1960's and the 1970’s, imnated bv the
“*lefi”” Kemalists and the {ascist NAP movement, respectively),® his
solidarnistic version of it 15 being thwarted in the direction of a fascistic variant.

We now turn briefly 1o the papes of the yournal Ziya Gékalp, published br-
annually by the Ziva Gokalp Society, founded in 1974 on the fiftieth anniver-
sarv of the thinker’s death durimg the term of a coalition government headed
bv the new Republican People’s Partv.® This journal features excerpts from
Gokalp’s wnitings along with articies from an enure range of writers from
aimost all 1deological positions except the left, with the exception of a few
delached and objective commentaries. Here, I shall give no more than z
mimmal sample of the abuses 10 which G&kalp’s thought 15 still being sub-
rected.

A prolessor who declares himsell a righust writes that ‘‘the nghust front.
the nationalist circles’ have not been up to their natural task ol propagating
Gokalp’s ideas which ‘‘have dominated Turkish thought for sixty vears, and
which will definstelv continue 1o dominate 11 1n the future.”’'® The writer ac-
cuses the *‘lefiist front” tas if the center had then gone out of existence i
Turkev)'* of adapting Gokalp 10 11s own purposes (as if that were possible; vet
the observation of the fact comaine truth as far as the '‘leftist-Kemalisis’’ go).
and he pavs homage 10 the studies of the 1dealist (filkici)'? front. The writes
concludes s article on the note of an irredentist pan-Turamsm. 10 which
cause he enlists Gokalp and Mustafa Kemal alike.

The same theme 15 expounded bv one of 1he assistant secretlaries-peneral of
the NAP 1n another arucle. After presenung Gokalp as the *‘man of ideas’
and Atatiirk as the ‘*‘man of action’” of a Turkism that is alien 10 both men n
118 histnonic Turanism, the writer concludes: ‘‘The action of Turkism began
with the Unionists and conuinued with Atatiirk. Now 1t 1s conducting s fight
n the trust of a Nauonalist, Turkist peneration. We may call this the third
phase. In the first and second phases, a very high cost was paid to arrive at the
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target—in lives, 1n blood. But the whole Turkish worid was enflamed.
Turkism, which has now completed s cadres and spread over al} lands of the
Turk like a wave of faith, has apain set out 10 become a siaie policy.”’"

The general president of Ulkii Ocaklart (**Hearths of the 1deal’’) presents
Atatirk as the person who has best undersiood and benefited {rom Gokalp*
ideal of Turkish nationalism and predicts that *‘so long as the Turkish nation
understands G6kalp’s 1deal of Turkism, 11 will rise above the level of civilized
nauons and demonstrate 1o the world that the Turk 1s capable of forming the
world stare.””"* The first underlined phrase indeed belongs to Mustafa kemal.
but not the second.

The peneral president of the NAP, Alpaslan Tiirkes, veteran of the 1944
events t1see below) and imnally a member of the National Unntv Commitiec
that staged the coup d’éiat of 1961, who made a permanent comeback onio
the Turkish political scene after a briet exile following the 1961 coup on
charges of a new coup attempi, addresses the yvouth in the audience as *‘ous
Beloved Grey Wolves’ and reiterates the same distortions of both Gékalpism
and Kemalism.'*

Another professor, 1n a speech piven at Ulkii Ocaklar: on the same occe-
sion, claims that G6kalp and, thereiore. Atatiirk have laid verv strong fourn:
dations for Turkish nationalism and a Turkish form of democracv.'* 10 go 11
1o the works of the ‘‘nightist {ront.”’ 1n which they elaborate their model o1
soclety and polity, exceeds the limis of this study. But the flavor of then
racist and expansionist nanonaiism supplies a clue to the fascistic corporatist
nature thereof. And none of 1his 1s Kemalism, let alone Gékalpism. 1n view of
the papes that precede.

in the text of this studv we have <cen Gokalp’s Turkism 1o be an explicith
anti-racist and anu-expansionist nanonalism which smoothlv derives irom hi:
philosophical egalitarianism and cultural pturalism, coupled with a peaceful
internanionalism as a logical extension of s solidarisuic corporatist theory.
taking the notion of nternational iunctional nterdependence perhaps even
further than Durkheim. We have al<o <een that the above kind of tascistic cor-
poratism cannot claim pedigree irom Kemalist nationalism, which. 1n 1< well-
known maxim and policv of **peace in the country, peace in the world.”" 1s still
preeminently Gokalpian and solidanisuc. At any rate, }\emahcm was still &

e Ve

dnnnctlv%@g@og; however much cruder than Gol\alp POSILINVISHI
1dealism. and not given 1o the irrationalist. anu-intellectualist, and 1o1alitarian
extremities of a fascistic corporausm. rven allowing occasional oscillanons i
the jascistic direcuion, such as the “‘historv theses’’ and the *‘sun-lanpuapc
theory.”” mainsiream Kemalist nanonalism remained, on balance. within the
confines of Gokalp’s formulation 1n this respect.

All said, one must not fail to note that the matter 1s not so simple. Nor ai

these distinctions water-tight. in and about some contexts. clear-cut catepornat
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....'vas 1s possible, but in some others only the nuances can be discerned. So 1
submit that although Gékalp’s <olidanstic corporausm 1s paradigmatic
Turkish political thought at 1ts possible best, 1t is still corporatism, and
solidarism and fascism are but species of the same genus, at the next higher
level of abstraction. As the Turkish saving goes, ‘‘there 1S no smoke unless
there 1s some fire.” -

One kind of evidence {or this arpument 1s supplied by the fact that a group
of intellectuals and officers were arrested and imprisoned in 1944 by the RPP
Government for **Racist-Turamst’’ activities conducted in collusion with the
German authoriies. Among the measures taken by the government was,
paradoxically, the banning of the works of Ziva Gokalp-~paradoxicaliv
because, if the racist Turkish nationalists had (unjustifiably we may add) ex-
alted Gokalp as their intellectual mentor, a whole generation of Kemalists, too
{and much more plausibly), had done as much. In fact, when one tooks at the
composition of the members, the executive committee, and the affiliated
authors of the quasi-officiai ‘‘Book Lovers’ Society’ (Kitap Sevenler
Kurumu) that published the 1939 edition of Gékalp’s Principles of Turkism,
the first G6kalp book i1n the new I_atin alphabet, also banned in 1944, one en-
counters, beside the gallerv of prominent racist nationalists, many well-known
mainstream Kemalists irom the parliament, cabinet, party, umversity, and the
press.'”

Collaboranion of some prominent Kemalists with the racist nauonalists 1n
this and similar 1nstances certamiy does not mean their subscription to the lai-
ter’s fascistic nationalism, vet 1t does show how thin the demarcauon line be-
1ween the two has been 1n some respects, especially if one considers the ceniral
posinon of some of these Nemalisis. After all, solidarism and fascism, to
repeal, are but varieties of corporatism.*?

1 would like to conclude, however, on the note of the ‘‘diversity and
species” of corporatism rather than on that of the ‘‘unity and genus’’ of coi-
poratism: neither Gékalp’s solidanstic corporatism nor the more-solidansi-
than-iascist Kemalist corporansm 1s the same thing as the fascisuc cor-
poratism of a NAP Gokalp s solidarism s a *‘weak system,’’ as | have argued
in Chapter 7, both theorencally and pracucally, but it 1s no more so than the
other corporatist formulas of the inter-war and post-war vears; vet 1t mav
serve 10 expose fascism, morally and conceptually, even ‘‘{rom within’’ the
corporatist world-view. Time, however, will tell when 1n Turkey solidansm 1t
10 be replaced bv obvious fascism. and when corporatism in general 15 10 bt
displaced ahtopether.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONL

Two recent comprehensive studies of Turkish historv are Stanford J. Shaw and
Ezel K. Shaw, History of the Otioman Empure and Modern Turkey, 2 vols. (Cam-
bridge, 1977) and Stelanos Yerasimos, Azgelisnuslik Surecinde Tiirkive, 3 vols.
(Istanbut, 1974). Bernard Lewis, The Emergence of Moaern Turkey (London.
1961), Geoffrev Lewis, Turkey (New York, 1960), and Rodenc Davison, Turkev
(Enpiewood Cliffs, 1968) are among the betler concise worke,

For the political and dipiomatic history of the Ottoman Empire and Modern
Turkey, see J. C. Hurewnz, The Middle East and North Ajnca in World Politcs:
A Documeniary Record, Vol. 1, 1535-1914 and Vol. 2, 1914-1945 (New Haven,
1975 and 1979); Vol. 3 forthcoming.

Shaw and Shaw, op. cit., Vol. 1, p. 55.

See Hurewnz, op. cu., lor the 1ext of the agreement.

Roderic Davison, Refornt in the Qtiomon Emypire, 1856-1876 (Princeton, 1963).
See Nivaz Berkes, The Development of Secularism in Turkey, (Montreal, 1964).
3. C. Hurewnz, Middle East Poliucs: The Military Dimension (New York, 1970).
For their ideas, see Serif Mardin, The Genesis of Young Onoman Thought
(Pninceton, 1962).

Shaw and Shaw, op. cir., p. 133.

1bid, p. 10%.

Ibid, p. 113-114.

1bid, p. 114.

See Robert Devereux, The First Orioman Consutuiional Peniod: A Study of th
Midhat Constiniion and Parliameni (Balimore, 1963).

I borrow the term yrom Vedat Eldem, Osmanh imparatortupunun lknsadi Sarilar:
Hakkinda Bir Tetkik (Ankara, 1970).

Unel Hevd, Foundanions of Turkish Naunonalism: The Lije and Teachings of Zive
Gokalp (London, 1950), p. x.

Ibid, p. %, x.

1bid, p. .

NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

This biographic section 15 based on Sevket Bevsanogiu. Ziva Gaokalp’in 1k Yaz
Havan (1stanbul, 1956), Prelace, pp. 1-16; Ali Niizhet Goéksel. Ziva Gékalp® 11
Nesredilmenus Yedi Esert ve Aile Mekiuplan (1sianbul. 1956). and Unel Hevd.
Foundanon of Turkish Nanonalism, The Lite and Teachings of Ziva Gokalr
(London, 1950), Pant One, pp. 17-40, which 15 maniv based on Ali Niizhei
Goksel, Ziva Gokalp’in Havan ve Malta Mekiwpiar: (1sianbul, 193)) and Enves
Behnan Sapolvo. Ziva Gékalp, lttihat Terakk: ve Mesrunvetr Tarihi (Jsianbul.
1943). Goksel, Yedi Eser, pp. 73-76 comans a c.v. Gokalp eave m 1910 to the
local Department of Sociology at the party school of the Commitiee of Umion ana
Progress. }or other biographic studies on Gokain, see the Bibliography.

Hevd, op. cu., p. 21.

1bid.

“Millet Nedir?’* Kiiciik Mecmua, 1923 (18); reprinted in 7urkish Nanonalism anc
Western Civilizanon, ed. and trans. N. Berkes (New York. 1959), pp. 43-45; p. 44
(Emphasis mine.)

1bid, p. 314. (Berkes’ 1ranslanon.)

Hevd, op. cit., p. 2Z.

‘‘Babamin Vasiveli'* ¢**Mv Father's Testament’). Kuctik Aiecmua (17), pp. 1-3;
ciied 1n Bevsanoplu, MMk Yazi Hayan, pp. 7-&.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER TWO

During his vears of impnsonment 1n Malta, he used to **work while evervbodv
" rtend talk while evervboay was awake.”’ Goksel, Yedi Eser, p. 30.

Kiicitk Mecmua (18), pp. 1-2; cited in Bevsanoplu, /lk Yazi Hayan, p. 9.

For the *‘ideal,”’ see Chapter 4; see also Hevd, op. ci., p. 25.

See “*Tiirke¢ilipiin Tarihi” (““The History of Turkism’*), Tirkciiltigiin Esaslar
(Istanbul, 1976), pp. 7-16.

Kiictik Mecmua (19), pp. #-2: cited n Bevsanogiu, /ik Yazr Havan, p. 11.
Bevsanoglu, J/lIk Yazi Havan, p. 12.

The utle Tiirklesmek, Islamlasmak, Muasirlasmak literally means ‘‘'to becomt
Turkish, Muslim, contemporary'™ and may be rendered also as Turkification.
Islamicization, Modermzation.

Editor Halim Sabit, histonan and Gékalp's discipie.

Editor Fuat Koépriili, Turcolopist, Gékalp’s assistant; later tounder of the
Democratic Party and Minsier of Foreign Affairs.

Editor Tekin Alp (Moiz Kohen), economist and Gokalp’s assistant; later author
of Kemalism. a work on the ideology of Kemalism.

Editor Necmetun Sadik (Sadak), sociologist and assistant of Gokalp; later write
of the official sociology textbook 1n the Republican era and Mimster of Foreign
Affarrs.

To be revived in 1923 under the editorship of Falih Rifki Atay, journalist and man
of letters and Gokalp’s junior colleague; later confidant of Mustafa Kemai.
popularizer of Kemalist 1deology, lifeime member of the parliament; author of
works such as Cankava tn.a.), Aoskova-Roma (1932), Fasist Roma, Kemalis:
Tiran, Kavbolan Makedonva (1933).

With Yusuf Kemal Tengirsenk, member of parliament, holder of several mimsines
in Kemalist povernments, professor of economics ar the Faculty of Political
Science, author of Okononn Derslert (1934).

See especially Chapters 3 and §.

See Tank Z. Tunava, Tiirkive’de Sivast Partiler, 1859-1952 (lstanbul, 1952).
For a poliucal historv of the period, see Feroz Ahmad, The Young Turks: The
Commutree of Union and Progress im Turkish Politics, 1908-1914 (Oxford. 1969),
lbid, p. vii.

Ismail Hakk) Baltaciopiu, on the 50th anmiversary of Gékalp's death, Zive
Gékalp, Vol. 1, No. 1, p. 252,

Géksel, Yedi Eser, p. 26.

1bid, p. 31.

Heva, op. cu1., p. 38,

A senes of philosophical meditatsons he published 1n Cuwrmhuriver 1n dialogue
torm were posthumousiv collected under the titie Cinaraltt Konusmalart (1939).
A senes of articles which appeared in this paper on the **poals of new Turkev”
were posthumously collected under the same title: Yem Tiirkive nin Hedefieri
(1956).

NOTES 7O CHAPTER THREE

Cited in Ali Niizhet Goksel. Zive Gokalp: Havait, Sanati, Esert (1stanbu), 1959),
pp. 15-16.

Ibid, pp. 18-19.

Cited in Goksel, Ziva Gékalp, pp. 16-17. Yakup Kadn was also editor-in-chief of
the controversial political journal Kadro (1931-1933) and author of numerou:
polinical and social novels. including a2 work on Atatiirk.

4 Yor ambivalences n the later Kemaiist atiitude 1oward Gokalp, see Chapter €.

See Chapter 2. In fact, the kind ol rudimentary and undigested Westermsm of the
Young Turks otten produced half-informed, and even unhealthy. ntellectual
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREL

solutions, Abdullah Cevdet himsell 15 notonous for his proposal that. i oraer 10
pet Westernized, the Turkish nanon shouid be intused with German blooc
through systematic, increased intermarnage,

Ziva Gokalp (November 1974), Vol. 1, No. 1, p. 156.

Ernest E. Ramsaur, The Young Turks: Prelude 1o the Revolunion of 1908
{Princeton, 1957).

Ernst Nolie, Three Faces of Fascism (New York, 1969).

Serif Mardin, Jén Tiirklerin Sivast Fikirlert (Ankara, 1964).

With the Umon and Progress people. who were out to salvape a multi-ethnic en:
pire rather than establish order 1in a nanonal society, Comte < “*order’' hac
become ‘‘unton’’—the latter. of course, subsuming the former.

tor the 1wo offsprings of Comiean posmivist tradinon n lrance, those of
Durkheimean solidarism and Action Francaise fascism, see krnst Nolie, Tnie
Faces of Fascism (New York, 1969).

For the tensions 1n Gokalp s svstem. see esp. Chapter 7.

See Chapter 4.

NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR

Urnel Heva, Foundanons of Turkish Nenonalism (London, 1950), p. 43. Sec

“TFelsel Turkgutik," Tiirkciiliipuin Esasiart (1stanbul, 1976), pp. 172-17%.

Hevd, op. ci., p. 43.

“*Garba Dopru’' (‘“Toward the Wes1"’), Tiirkciiliipiin Esaslari, pp. 51-6%; p. 6£.

“Uc Cerevan,” Tiirklesmek, Isiamiasmak, Muasirlasimak (isianbul. 1676), pJ.

9-17.

Ibid, p. 16.

Repninted in Milli Terbive ve Muarif Meselest (**The Questuion of National Educe-

von and Training”’) (Isianbul, 1972):

a  “‘Milli Terbive, 1" (“'Nauonal Education’), Muallim, 15 juiv 1916, no. |.
Milli Terbiye, pp. t-9.

k. Milli Terbive, 11" (*“‘Nauonal Educauon’™), Muallim. 15 Aupust 1916. no. :
Milli Terbiyve, pp. 9-17.

c. ““Terbivemn Gavesi, 1" (“*The Goal of Educanon’’), Muallim, 15 Sepiembe-
1916, no. 3; Milli Terbive, pp. 17-24

d. ‘““Terbivemin Gavest, 11'* (“‘The Goal of Educauon), Aduallim. 15 October
1916, no. 4; Milli Terbiye, pp. 24-3).

AMilli Terbive, p. 1.

Misleading because, as we shall sec. Gokalp has a tendencv 1o use “evilization™ i1,

a larger sense (posiive sciences, lechnology, and industry) and 1n a narrower sehsc

(technology and industrv only, posinve sclences occupving an iniermediate pos:

non between the poles of nauonal culiure and international civibization)

1bid. pp. 3-5. Note also: ‘A person who worships the Arabic-Persian civihzanor.

cannot appreciate national cullure, Just as a person who worships the oid Turkisl,

civilization cannot understand contemporary Turkish culiure.”

1bid, p. 15. Note also (pp. 21-22) Gokalp’s idea that the more an individual

becomes nauonal, that 1s. internalizes nanonal culture, the greater 1c his individue-

u1ion and personalitv devetopment. Gokalp anucipates the possible chaiges that

nonhon of nanonal education obscures the individualitv of persons and save that.

on the contrary, the poal of all educanon 15 the {ree development of individuahn

bur that, forthis, nauonal culture is & prerequisite. (Such charpes did materiahze.

Gokalp was to-be accused ol abzorbing the individual not onlv 1n his political

theory. but also 1n his educational methodg—both of which were uneroundea. as i

chall trv 1o show.)

“*Hars Zumres), Medemvet Zumresi.” Tiirkiesmek, Islamlasmak . Muastriasmah .

pp. 29-36.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUFR

Ibid, pp. 29-30.

Ihid, p. 31.

rerdinand Tonnies, Commumty and Society (London, 1955). Durkheim, too, was
influenced by Tonmes’ distinenion between Gemenschaft and Gesellschaftin con-
structing his “'mechanical’” and *‘orgamc’’ solidariies. But there 1s a difference:
for Tonnies. who came frome the orgamcist German tradition, the older torm of
social orgamzation, Gemenschaft, 1s the more **organic,”’ the more ‘‘natural.’” In
contrast, Durkheim, the heir of the French Enlightenment, finds the modern lorm
of solidarnv the more “‘orgamc’’, the more *‘progressive.” (See Lewis Cosel.
Masters of Sociological Thought (New York, 1971), p. 155). Gokalp resemblet
Tonmes with respect to “*culture’” and Durkheim as regards **civilisanon.””
Yem Havar (Istanbul, 1941), p. 20.

Milli Terbive, p. 33.

Jbid, p. 34.

1bid, p. 36.

“Uc Cerevan,” loc. cit., pp. 14-15, 17.

Ibid, p. 1£.

“*‘Hars ve Medemivet,”” Yermt Mecmua 1918 (60); reprinted 1 Hars ve Medeniver
(Ankara, 1972), pp. !-9.

Ibid, p. 1.

Ibid, pp. 1-4. Similarly, Yunus Emre’s poems 1n Turkish were *‘cultural’’ anc
remnforced solidarnv among Anatolian Turks; Meviana Celaleddin Rumi’s, 1n Pe;-
sian. were “‘civilizavonal’’ interconnecting the Anatolian upper strata to the up-
per strata of Persian and other I1slamic land:.

Ibid, p. ~.

lbid, p. 6.

1bid. Note that the date of this wriing 15 pnor 1o the formation of the Turkish
nanon-state. Also note that a theoretuical door 1s opened to the adoption of even
cultural values of the West if accepied bv the peonlc.

1bid.

1bid, p. 7. This 1s somewhat reminiscent of Disraeli’s *‘1wo nauons,”’ except that
culture, not economics, 1s the dividing line for Gékalr.

The term orf. literallv custom, corresponds in Gékalp’s scherne 1o Durkheim
“‘optnion.”’

Ibia.

**Hars ve Medenivenn Munasebetlers,”” Yem Mecmua, 1918 (61); repnnied 1
Hars ve Medeniver (Ankara, 1972), pp. 25-34.

Ibid. pp. 25-26. 29-30. Gokalp, with an anthropological approach, and with hi
usual svmmetry, traces back the ongins of culture and civilization to religion anc
magic, respectively .

1bid, pp. 27-30.

Ibid, p. 2¢.

Hevd, op. cu., pp. 67-68.

Ibid, pp. 32-35.

SMilli Kiliur ve Medenivel,” Tiirkciiliipiin Esasian, pp. 31-45,

1bid, pp. 31-32 ana 44-45. As Gékalp does not eliminate the former and exclusive.
v idealize the latter. his emphasis on popular culture s quite different from the
nonon of Volksgeist. with 1ts iratsonal and emotional aspects, untempered b
science and rcason.

“*Garba Dogru.”" Tiirkgiiliipiin Esaslar, pp. 51-65.

“Hars ve Tehzib,”” Thrkgiiliigiin Esaslan, pp. 97-9¢.

Ibid, p. 97. Religion as duplicated in this catalogue should be read as philosophy
of religion.

1bid, p. Yt

1bid.

1bid, pp. 100-101.
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Ibid, p. 102. “*Evil” should be read as impenalism, and **polincal orpanization’
isivas: teskilar) as liberalism and Bolshevism. {See Chapters Six and Seven.)

For a collecuon of Gokalp’s poems and tales, see Fevzive A. Tansel, ed., Siirler v
Halk Masallan (Ankara, 1952).

Tiirkciiliipiin Esasiari, p. 11.

Tansel, op. cit., pp. 5 and 15-16.

See Tansel, op. cu., p. 276. Not even his very anu-Briush poems are xenophobic:
he 15 mfunatea at Bnush policies and diplomacy. See pp. 285-286, 310-311.
313-314, and 31¢.

0 Tiirkciiliprin Esaslan (1stanbul, 1976).

“Torkctlopun Tarihi.,”” Tirkeiiliiptin Esaslari, pp. 7-16. Gékalp delineates 3
stages: ““Turquernie.” **Turcology,” and real, authenne “*Turkism.’’
“‘Tarkciiliik Nedir?'" Tiirkciiliipiin Esaslan, pp. 17-24.

1bid, pp. 17-18. See also p. 24: *‘Pedigree should be sought 1n horses because racc
15 verv imporiant i anmimals since their capabiliies denve from instncts, and the
latter are herednarv. It 15 not correct to seek pediprees in human bengs, for race
has no effect on social charactenstics."’

1bid, pp. 18-20.

1bid, pp. 20-21.

Ibid, p. 22. Gékalp had already expressed these views 1n the <ame iorm 1n an art-
cle on *‘Nanonal Culiure and Race’’ (Hars ve Irk) in Yem Mecmua, 1918 (62):
repninted 1n Hars ve Medemyer (Ankara, 1972).

“Tirkgulik ve Tuwranalik,” Tiirkciitiipiin Esaslan, pp. 25-30.

The Yakuis are situated n the forest-tundra region of Sihenz.

Ibid, 1. 26. See. however, also the ambiguity 1n Gékalp’s immediately following
rhetonical quesnion: *“What 1s the object of this umitv? A politcal unification? F-o:
the moment. no.’" This 1s the single instance 1 have encountered n hic Turkis:
poems and arncles which seems to umply something more than cultural unificatior.
awing to the clause ‘‘lor the moment.”’

1bid, p. 2¢.

**Sivasi Turkeiilih.”" Tiirkeiiliipiin Esaslart, pp. 170-177

1bid, p. 170.

Ibid, p. 177.

“Tirkligun Basina Gelenler.” *Tiirk Millen ve Turar.*” “*Millivet Mefkures:.™
Tiirkiesmek, Isiomiasmak, Muasirlasmak (Istanbul, 1976). pp. 37-46. 58-64.
70-76., respectivel.

Ibid, p. 40.

Ibid, p. 4>

Ibid, p. 61.

Mid, pp. 75-76. 11 1s ambiguous here whether GSkalp makes a refuctant deter-
minisiie prediction or merely speaks 1n hypothencal term:.

SMilli Davamismavi kuvvetlendirmek” {“‘Suenethemine Nanonal Solidanv™).
Tiirk¢iiltipun Esasiart, pp. 85, 90, 96.

Serif Mardin. comiribunon to *‘Forum,"* Ziva Gokalp (November, 1974), Vol. 1.
no. I, pp. 148-14%.

Hevd. op. cu., p. 82. Mv account of Gokalp's attitude 1oward orthodox lslam 1«
based on Hevd (pp. 82-103). who 1s an authoniv on siamic unspruaence anc
theology .

Heva, op. ci., pp. 85-87.

In fact, Heva expressed 1eservanons abou this: *‘In eeneral. Goékalp's reierence:
to Istamic ttadinons m support of his theorses have 10 be accepiea with much cau-
non’” (p. 87). Hevd alco quoles another onentai authontyv. H. A, R. Gibb, rc¢
parding Gokalp < theorv of nas and 67/ as **purelv subiecuve’” and *“irreconcilablc
with the bases of iclamuc thought™ {p. 88). Gékalp « efton mav well be irrecon-
cilable with the canons of Islamic theology and wunspruaence. as Hevd and Gibb
suggest. but 1the point e that Gokalp does not depart itom orthodox fslamic
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dogma for his theones; on the contrary, he departs from his own original theory,
which he aiso applies to Isiarmic thought. 1f he has not succeeded in fiting 1slam
mmto his theory, the effort still stands as a normative proposal.

Hevd, op. cit., p. 88. Hevd renders 1t as *'science of the social roots of the law."
“Sjvasi Tirkciilik,”” Tirkgiliipin Esaslan, pp. 170-171.

This may be apainst the essence of Orthodox 1slam, as Heyd suggests {p. §9), but
then that 1s not Gékalp’s overriding concern.

Hevd, op. ci., p. 89.

See Heva, op. cu., pp. 90-92.

See Heyd, op. cu., p. 93.

Geng Kalemler, 1911 (8); wn Nivazi Berkes, trans., Twrkish Natonalism and
Western Civilizanon (New York, 1959), pp. 50-55.

Ibid, pp. 50-51. (Berkes’ translation.)

Ibid, p. 51. How a pragmatist Jike William James can be grouped with the others
15 unclear.

Ibid, p. 52.

See, 1bid, p. 53: **As matier 15 the manifestation of spint, evervthing consists ol
spirit more or less consciously. Spint 1s the real being and matter 1s 1ts manifeste-
tion.

Emile Durkheim, The Diwvision of labor in Society, wrans. George Simpson (Glen-
coe, 1., 1960).

Ibid, pp. 1-2, 4, 5, 24, 27, and 28.

It 15 1nteresting to note that Ernst Nolte, 1n perhaps one of the best works on the
intellectual sources and theones of fascism, Three Faces of Fascism (New York.
1969), summarily calls corporatism *‘‘the most reactionary demand of fascists.'”
1otallv overlooking the solidaristic variety.

For **quasi-corporausm’’ in Engiand, sec Samuel Beer, Brish Politics in the Col-
lecrivisi Age (New York, 1969); for ‘‘numerical corporatism’ in Scandinavia, sec
Robert Dahl, ed., Political Opposinons in Wesiern Democracies (New Haven,
1666); tor ‘‘neo-corporatism’’ in peneral, see Robert Presthus, ed., jmeres:
Groups in {niernanional Perspecuve (Philadelphia, 1974); for ‘‘liberal cor-
poratism’® (a contradiction in terms mn mv terms), see Philippe Schmutter, ed..
Liberal Corporansm in Western Europe (special 1ssue of CPS, April 1977).

For posi-war corporatist developments 1n Latin America, see, {or example, T

Pike and T. Stnitch, eds., The New Corporansm (Notre Dame, 1974). For an ex.
ample oi corporatst ‘‘novo estado’’ between the two wars, see Philippe Schmii-
ter. Jmerest Conflict and Political Change in Brazil (Stanford, 1971).

This 15 a very large topic n itself, into which we cannot enter here.

*“Terbive Miinakasalan,” Muallim, 1917 (7, 8, 9); repninted in Milli Terbive v
Maarif Meselesi (Ankara, 1972), pp. 31-42, 43-51, 51-62. (Page numbers reier to
Milli Terbive.)

Ibid, p. 57. Under social sciences, Gékatp Dhsts history, political science, law.
economics, ethics, linguistics, aesthenics, theology, ethnography, demography,
human geography and educanon.

1bid, pp. 60-61 and 54.

Ibid, pp. 43, 51, 60-61.

lbid, pp. 36-37, 59, 43.

lbid, p. 40.

1bid, pp. 47-48.

Ibid, pp. 40, 49, 60-61.

Ibid, p. 55.

“Terbive Meseles),”” Yem Mecnma, 1918 (32, 34, 36, 38); repninted in Ailli Ter-
brve, pp. 62-68., 68-73, 73-83, 83.97.

Ibid, p. 6.
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Ibid, pp. 69-70, 76. Here Goékalp cnticizes Spencer’s orgamcist and naturalistic
reductiomsm 1n explaiming morality and social life, implicitly disapproving of his
social Darwimsm.

Ibid, p. 71.

Ibid, p. 83.

This 15 somewhat different from a more or iess automatc replacement of old -
stitutions by new ones, corresponding 1o changes i collecuive conscience, n
Durkhetm. Gokalp can conceive of instances when a given balance between
customs and instnunons will be pressured by custom, and thus harmony attained
a1 another level of deveiopment.

106 Ibid, p. 84.

107 Arresied because, despite his normatve idealism, Durkheim remains more of an
ideolopical positivist than Gokalp. Social idealism 1s an onginal term employed bv
Gokalp.

108 ‘‘Hars Ziimres), Medemyet Zimres),” Tiirklesmek, lslamlasmak, Muasirlasmak
pp. 29-36; Ci. esp. pp. 29-30.

109 Loc. cu., p. 31.

110 Loc. cn., p. 33. This formulauon 1s remimscent of Kant's “‘critique of pure
reason,” “*critique of practical reason,”” and ‘‘critique of judgment’’, which 1s the
bridge between the “*ought’’ and the ‘‘is*"

111 “*Tarihi Maddecilik ve i¢timai Mefkurecilik,”’ Yem Giin (8 March 1923); reprinted
wn Turkgiiliipiin Esaslari, pp. 66-76 and w Firka Nedir ed. E, B. Sapolvo
(Zonguldak, 1947), pp. 40-44.

112 Firka Nedir? p. 40.

113 Ibid, p. 41.

114 Ibid.

115 Ibid.

116 Ibid, p. 41ff.

117 For a verv harsh and otherwise unsatisfaciory criiique of Gokalp's anti-Marxism.
see Nennm Sadi, Ziva Gdékalp: Tarihi Maiervaliznun Muarizi (1stanbui, 1940).

118 1kusada Dogpru,” Kiigiik Mecmua, 1922 (7); repnimed n Tiirklesmek, Islamia:-
mak, Muastrlasmak, pp. 83-90.

119 1bid, p. 83,

120 Ibid, p. 89. Gokalp’s exact term s “*monisic reducnion’” (vahide irca), that 1s, into
ideas, especiallv religion, and into economics.

121 1bid, pp. 84-85 and 88.

122 1bid, pp. 86-87.

123 *mi lcuma.”” Peviman (28 June 1909), Sevket Bevsanogiu, ed., Ziva Gokalp'i
Nk Yazi Havaen (Istanbul, 1956), pp. 94-95. in his cociologisuic scientism Gékaly
alwavs preferred ‘*science ol sociology’’ (il icrima) 10 sociology (ictunaivat).

124 1bid.

125 See Chapter 7.

NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVF

' “Yenmy Havat ve Yem Kivmetler,”” Genc Kalemier. 1910 (8); reprinied in
Tiirkiesmek, Istamlasmak, Muasiriasmak (Istanbul, 1976), pp. 120-127.

2 1bid, p. 120.

3 Ibid, p. 125,

4 Ibid, p. 124.

& “Mefkire,” Tiirk Yurdu, 1912 (56); reprinied in Tiirklesmek, Islamlasmak.
Muasirlusmak . pp. 51-57.

6 Ibid, pp. 54-8¢.

7 Go6kalp’s or1 corresponds to Durkheim s moral judgment or opimion, but Gokalp

someumes uses 11 1n the sense of custom as well (ci. p. 76), and alwavs with tie
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connotanon of nuintesir, that 1s, most closely, ‘‘latent.”’ Gokalp’s mmessese cor-

resnonds to Durkheim’s institution and has the connotation of miiteazzi, literally
‘‘orpanized’’ but effectivelv ‘‘manifest.”’

1bid, pp. 56-57.

“‘Hedefler ve Mefkireler,”” Cumhuriver (13 September 1924); repnnted in

Cuiaralu Konusmalar: (Ankara, 1966), pp. 90-96; p. 94.

“Mefkiire,”" Cumthuriver 11 May 1924); 1n Cinaralut Konusmalari, pp. 30-32.

“Umit,”> Cumhuriver (23 Aupust 1924); i Cinaraln Konusmulan pp. 81-85; n.

83.

Ibid, p. 84.

Ibid, pp. 81-82.

The same goes for morale-building hyperboles like ‘‘the supermen envisioned by

the German philosopher Nietzsche are the Turks” (Tiirklesmek, Islamiasmak,

Muasirlasmak, p. 126). Notwithsianding Gékalp's remarkable sense of propor-

non that knows where 10 stop, one cannot avoid observing the delicate margin

within which the pendulum has swung petween idealistic collective acuvism and

fascistic 1dealization of self-professed superlative national virtues, martial or

otherwise, as an important wran of political culture during the formauve vears of

the Republic and alterwards.

**Mechul Bir Filozof.”" Cumhurivet (8 May 1924); in Cinaraltt Konusmalan, pp.

21-23.

1bid, p. 22.

“Millivet Mefkiresi” (“*The Ideal of Nationalism™’). Tiirklesmek, 1slamiasmak,

Muasirlasmak (1918); reprinted 1 Nivazi Berkes, Turkish Nanonalism and

Wesiern Civilizanion (New York, 1959), pp. 79-82; p. 79.

Milli Terbive ve Maarif Meselesi (Ankara, 1972), p. 34.

1bid.

The words Gokalp uses for the occupauonal group and 1ts orgamzation, that 1s,

the corporation, are ocak, as here; or lonca, literally guild (but since Gokalp,

following Durkheim, sharplv difierennates between medieval guilds and modern

corporanions, that should not mislead); or hey’i, literallv corporate: or 1n the casc

of hey’i deviet, corporative state

Milli Terbiye, loc. cn.

“Milli Vicdam Kuvvetlendirmek” (**To Strengthen National Conscience’),

Tiirkciiliipiin Esaslart (Ankara, 1976), pp. 77-83; p. 77. I have inserted the bracket

mindful of Gokalp's own qualificanon tsee Chapter Four) that his, and

Durkheim’s, organismic anaiogies do not involve anv reduction ot soclety (0 a

physiological organism.

Ibid, p. 7¢8.

1bid, pp. 80 and 83,

Ibid, p. 83.

**Ahlaki Tirkcilitk.” Tiirkciiliiprin Esaslart (1stanbul, 1976), pp. 141-162:

a. Tiirklerde Ahlak (*'Turkish Morality’'), pp. 141-14Z.

b. Vatani Ahlak (*‘Nauonal-Painouc Morality”), pp. 142-146.

c. Mesieki Ahlak (“*Professional Morality™’), pp. 146-146.

d. Aile Ahlak: ¢*‘Familv Morality”’), pp. 149-156.

e. Cinsi Ahlak (**Sexual Moralitv’"), pp. 156-158.

i. Gelecckte Aile Ahlaky (“*Familv Morality 1n the Fuwure’’), pp. 158-155.
£. Medeni ve Sahsi Ahlak (*Civil and Individual Morality’'), pp. 159-161.
k. '\hllcuemnsx Ahlak (**Internanonal Morality”’), pp. 161-162.

1bid, pp. t41-147

1bid, p. 143.

1bid, p. 144.

Ibid, p. 145,

1bid.

Ibid, p. 143
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“Milli Davamsmay) Kuvvetiendirmek®’ (““To Strengthen Nanonal Solidanty).
Tvirkeiiliipiin Esaslari, pp. 84-96; p. 84.

“*Ahlaki Turke¢iiik.” foc. en., p. 150. (Cf. also Chapter Five for Gékalp :
Turkish “‘étausm’’ and ‘*social solidansm.”’)

Ibid, p. 152.

Ibid, pp. 154-15%,

Cinaraltt Konusmalari (Ankara, 1966), p. 101. See also pp. 4345 and 46-50, where
Gokalp anucipates the subseguent reforms in family faw concerming marrsage
(1926) and familv names (1934).

“Ahlaki Turkculik,” /loc. cn., p. 160.

Jbid, p. 87.

1bid, pp. 161-162. Thus there s no ethno- or religio-centrism in Gékalp. (For his
views on the ‘‘eqguably of nauons,” see Chapter Six.) ror Gékalp,
nanonal/cultural and islanic/relipious values pertamn to solidaniv wirfun nanon-
stales; they are not bases for politics among nations. Solidarmy gmong nanons it
based on nternational morality, and science to be sure.

Ibid, pp. 146-147. Gokalp pives here a philological argument that rarikai-—secls
actuallv means vollar—wavs, that s, division of labor 1nto occupabions.

Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Society (New York, 1964).

Cf. Chapter Seven on Gokalp’s Political Economy.

Tiirkgiiliipiin Esaslan, p. 146,

Ibid.

Ibid, p. 147. What Gdkalp actuallv means by *‘labor exchange’’ {1s borsasi) 1s &
union of corporanons or, in iodav's partance, esnaf dernekler: birlipi.

Ibid, pp. 147-148,

1bid, p. 14§.

“*Milli Davanismavi Nuvvetlendirmek,'” Tiirk¢iiliipiin Esasian, pp. £4-96

1bid, pp. 88-89.

Ibid.

Cumhurivet Halk Parusi, /935 Progranu (Ankara, 1935), p. 6.

Tiirkciiliipiin Esaslar:. toc. cil.

Uriel Hevd, Foundanions of Turkish Nanonalism (London. 1950), p. 12>

Ibid, p. 124, (Hevd's transiation); repnnted in Yens Havat (1stanbul. 1941), p. 12,
Vazife means dutv.

ldem.

Ildem.

in Gokalp. enthusiasm i alwavs controlled by reason, as practice i¢ bv theorv. To
emphasize only the poetic hipure of speech of **performing social obliganons with
closed eves' 1s a lop-sided view to take. G&kalp even sweetens the concept of
“‘community,”” which 1t otherwise important for him because of ns nanonai-
cultural connotations, bv the following: **Our social life will not be based on the
principle of ‘communnv,’ but of solidarity produced bv fiee wills.” (**Yem
Havat, Yem Kivmetler.”” Tiirklesmek, islamlasmak, Muasirlosmak, p. 127.}
See Hevd, op. cu., p. 124, esp. in. ).

Ci. above, “*Terbive Munazaralan’'. Muli Terbive ve Maari] Meselst (Ankara.
1972).

“Dariilfonun’’; reprinied in Yem Havat (1stanbul, 1941), p. 31. It shouid be noted
that such liberal ideals have not 1aken 1oot even 1n the Turkev of the 198(:.
‘*Ahlak™ (“*‘Moralnv”); repnnied mm Yem Havat, p. 11. (Firs1 published 1n 1915,
“Ikusada Dopru®’ (**Joward Lconomics’), Kiiglik Mecmua, 1922 (7); 1epnnied
in Tiirklesmek, Islanilasmak, Muasiriosmak (Ankara, 1976), pp. 83-90; p. 8¢,
“Hars ve Sivaset." Yem Mecmua. 1918 (57); reprinted 1 Hars ve Medemver
(Ankara, 1972), pp. 66-74.

1bid, p. 66.

bid, p. 67.

‘*Halka Dopru’ (**Toward the People®), Tiirkgiliiptn Esaslan, pp. 46-50; p. 46.
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For these distinctions, see Geramnt Parry, Polinical Elites (New York, 1970).
“Halka Dogru,” pp. 46-47,

1bid, pp. 47-48.

1bid, p. 48.

Ibid, p. 50.

Heva, op. ci., p. 69.

Ibid.

For an mstance of facile, and therefore, misplaced and musleading comparison of
compiex concepts, see Hewvd, op. ci., p. 114, where the author sugpests
resemblances between Goékalp’s and Michels® concepuions of nanonalism. Heyd
argues for the ssmilar usage. in both thinkers, of a certain *‘type of myth common
1o many nanonalist ideolopies’” and continues as follows: **Just as Turkish history
proves to him [Gokalp)] the moral superiority of his race, he believes that the
historical mission of the Turkish nauon s ‘1o realize the highest moral viriues and
10 prove that the sacrifices and heroic deeds which are penerallv regarded as 1m-
possible are not pevond human strength’’’ imy emphases). We have seen that the
concept of “‘race’’ figures in Gokalp’s nauonalism only as a cnterton Lo be re-
Jected. We have also seen and will further see that “*‘moral supenority” of a nation
teven if lingwstically defined) never figures in Gékalp: equality of nauons, then
cultural diversity being an asset for the community of nanions, 1s an explicit tenet
for him—"*moral equality'’ in the Tocquevillean sense would have been an ap-
propriate association if some such had been required. (See “*Turkism’’ and ““The
Sources’’ in Chamer Four and ‘‘The Goals of New Turkey*’ in Chapter Six for the
nature of Gékalp’s nanonalism and internauonalism.} Furthermore, what Hevd
auotes from Gokalp himself-—even allowing for the mernits of transianon—con-
wains nothing that supports Hevd’s immediately preceding judgement: deeds
‘‘reparded as impossible are not bevond human strength’ (my emphas)s), as
disunct from *“Turkish’’ sirength. That the Turkish nauon, as anv other, mav
“'realize the highest moral viriues’’ 1s obviously somewhat hyperbolic as anvone
can tell; but then, n s onlv 100 consistent with Gokalp’s peneral idealistic ac-
tivism, and since that s a general possibility, other nauons, too, can doit. {C{. the -
‘‘Jdeal’’ above.)

“*Hars ve Medemyet Uzennde bir Musahabe,’’ Hakimiveun Millive (1 May 1923);
reprinted in Hars ve Medeniver (Ankara, 1972), pp. 103-107.

“Tiirk Harsi ve Osmanls Medemven,"” Hakimiyen Millive (16 May 1923); 1n Hars
ve Medenivel, pp. 118-124.

Ibid, pp. 118-115.

Ibid, p. 121.

Ibid, p. 122.

Ibid, p. 123.

Ibid, p. 124.

*Milli Kiiltiir ve Medenivet”” (**Nanional Culture and Civilization'"), Tiirk¢iiliigan
Esaslan, pp. 31-45; p. 3E. Althouph the concept of socmal class 15 replaced n
Gokalp’s theory by the concept of sacial group, especiallv the occupanonal group,
Gaokaip, as we shall see, makes a sort of class analvsis not 100 intrequently.
Ibid, pp. 38-39.

“Milli Davamsmayvi Kuvvetiendirmek,’’ foc. cu., p. 85.

“‘Halk Medeniveu, 1,”" Halka Dopru, 1913 (X1V); reprinted in Hars ve Medeniver,
pp. 108-110. This pair o} concepts, one may note, 15 rermimscent of another adjec-
vival pair, lalent and manifesi.

See Max Weber, Theory of Social and Economic Orgamizanion, ed. Talcott Pas-
sons (New York, 1957). ¥For an anaivsis of Weber's *‘Machtpolitik’” and his
neglect of the quesnion of legiimacy, see Otio Stammer, ed., Max Weber and
Sociology Today (Oxtord, 1971), especially the articles bv Ravmond Aron and
Wolfgang Mommsen.
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“Velayet ve Sulta,”” Cumhuriver (10 May 1924); reprninted 1n Cinarain Konus-
malari (Ankara, 1966), pp. 27-29. For another version of ttis arucle (*‘Sulia ve
Velayet’’), see Chapter Six.

1bid, p. 27.

1bid.

Ibid, p. 28.

Positivist 1n the sense of the ‘‘ideclogical positivism™ of A. Comie and E.
Durkheim.

NOTES TO CHAPTER SIX

For the methodological and episiemological ambiguities inherent 1n Gokalp's
idealistic positivism, see Chapter Four.

*‘Hars ve Sivasel,”” Yem Mecuma, 1918 (57); reprinted in Hars ve Medemver
{Ankara, 1972), pp. 66-74.

Ibid, p. 66. The French terms Gokalp uses 1 the text are volunte de conscience
and volunré de puissance.

Ibid. Gokalp’s theoretical ideas’” tnazan ichihatlor) may also be rendered as
*‘cogmitve norms’'; his “‘emononal impressions’’ (hissi intibalar) as “affectve
norms”’ (note the similarnv with Durkheim’s *‘judgments of fact’” and
‘‘judgments of value’’). As for the *‘pracucal struggles,” 1 have used it for ameli
miicahade.

1bid. 1n this insistence on pracnice guided by theory, Gokalp differs radically trom
1he tarer official Kemalist 1deology to the effect that acuion s evervihing, doctrine
1s nought.

Ibid, p. 67. Cf. also Chapter Fivc.

1bid, p. 73. (Note that what puides political activity 1s culture’s theoretical norms.
that 15, reason, not 1ts emotional norms.)

1bid.

Ibid.

“Musaafe ve Misamaha.” Kiiciik AMecmua, 1922 (32); repnnted in Tlirklesmek,
Istamlagmak, Muasirlasimak (1sianbul, 1976), pp. 95-9¢.

Ibid, p. 95.

1bid, pp. 96-97.

From ““Gazel,”” in Sevket Bevsanoglu, Ziva Gékalp’in Mk Yazi Havan (Isianbul.
1956), p. 22.

From **Harnvel Mars),” Joc. cu., p. 25. (Hevd, op. cit., p. 137. offers rather
weak transtauons of both poems.)

“Maarif Meselesi,” (**The Quesnion of Education’), Muallim, 1916 (11 and 12):
reprinted 1n Ailli Terbive ve Muaarif Meselesi (Ankara, 1972), pp. 105-122; pp.
109-110.

Sece also Heyd, op. cii., p. 136.

Milli Terbive ve Maarif Meselesi, pp. 109-110.

1bid, p. 112. Gokalp also contrasts the Jepal morality of the Turks and the Arabs
t1.e. orthodox Isiam). The former emphasizes public authornv in unspruaence
and social justice 1n ethics: the latter emphasizes private power and personal chari-
tv. This companison 1s rather superficial.

“Umumculuk,” Kiictik AMecnma (5 March 1923); repninted in Firka Nedir? ed. L.
B. Sapolvo (Zonguldak, 1947), pp. 30-31.

Hevd, op. cir., p. 133,

Jbid, p. 133.

For vanenes of populism. see krnest Geliner and Ghita lonescu, eds.. Populism
{New York, 1969).

In contradisuncuion to the kemalisi defimuon of “‘anthontanan democracy,”
which 15 based on the two major principles of *'second-degree votng™ (until 1946)
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and the ““petition system”” (dilek sistemi). For an of ficyai expression of this defin-
non by Recep Peker, the lonp-ienured secretary-general of the Republican
People’s party, see Tank Z. Tunava, Tlirkive’ de Sivast Pariiler (1stanbuj, 1952),
p. 438.

“‘Hiikiimet ve Tahakkim’’ (*‘Government and Dominauon’"), Kiiciik Mecmua (4
December 1922); reprinted in Firka Nedir? pp, 33-35; p. 33.

Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Sociely (New York, 1964), esp. the
Preface.

*‘Hikumet ve Tahakkim, foc. ci., p. 34 and 33.

Ibid.

“‘Firka Nedir?'' Hakimiven Millive (19 April 1923); reprinted in Firka Nedir? pp.
11-13.

Ibid. The Sivas Congress of the Kemalists had already deciared ‘*party-politics’’ ac
‘‘divisive politicking’’ (tefrikacilik).

“Firkalarin Sivasi Tasnifi,”" Hakinuvent Millive (23 April 1923); \n Firka Nedir?
pp. 13-15.

For the differences n this respect heiween Gokalp and the Umomsts and
Kemalists, see the concluding chapier,

Firkalanin Sivasi Tasnifi,”” p. 13.

1bid, p. 14.

1bid.

1bid, p. 14.

lbid, p. 15,

1bid.

Ibid.

“TFirkalann icumai Tasnifi,”’ Hakinuven Millive (29 April 1923); in Firka Nedir?
pp. 15-17.

1bid, p. 15.

1bid.

1bid, p. 16.

1bid.

Ibic.

1bid.

1bid, p. 17 imy emphases).

This invnes the association of *'national socialism,”” but Gékalp’s corporansm 1
100 solidansuc for that.

Ibid, tmy emphases).

“Tirk Mesruuvetimin TekamiilG.” Adciik Adecmua (11 December 1922), Firka
Nedir? pp. 31-32.

Ihid, p. 31.

1bid.

Ibid, p. 32,

Ibid. (This, however, was not torthcoming 1ill 1946. The Kemalists, as 1n other
various respects, did not share Gokalp's trust in the “‘people’s matumy.”’)
“Ferdi Hiukumet”-icumai Hitkumet.”” Kicitk Mecmua (27 November 1922):
Firka Nedir? pp. 28-29.

“*1cumai Neviler,” Islam Mecnuasi, 1914 (20); repninted in Turkish Nanonalism

ond Western Civilizanon. 1rans. Nivazi Berkes (New York, 1959), pp. 123-12¢.

1bid, p. 125 {emphasis mine).

**Bir Kavrmin Tetkikinde Takibolunacak Usul,>’ Milli Tetebbular Mecmuasi, 191¢
(2): 1eprinted 1n Berkes, op. cu., pp. 113-123,

lbid, p. 121.

Ibid, p. 122,

The prevalent criicism agamst Gokalp especially from the left has been that In
not only produced a convement ideology for the authortarian etatism of thi
kemalists but also, to double the ymusiice. that his own sviem was even mor¢
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authontanan. or rather, ouiright totalitarian. The truth of the matter 1s that the
Kemaiists did not heed Gokalp’s anu-statist, piuralist, and democratic restraints
bur distorted his views 1nto stogans justifving their acuions i the direction of
fascistic shades of corporatism.

“Hukukl Torkculiik,” Tdrkeulipiin Esaslart (1stanbul, 1976), pp. 162-164; p.
163.

Hilmy Ziva Ulken, Ziva Gékalp (Istanbul, 1939).

Reprinted 1in Yem Havar (Istanbul, 1941); “*Talat Pasa’ (1915), p. 39; “‘Enver
Pasa’’ (1913), p. 40; ‘‘Petitions to Atatiirk™ (1923), pp. 45-46.

Cf. Atattirk's famous claim that he “*hid as a nationai secret 1n his conscience’’ all
the reform projects until the nme was opportune {or their execution—a staiement
to be mvthified in Turkey. See M. Kemal Atatiirk, Séviev (Istanbul, 1971).

See Vasfi Rasit Sevig, Teskilan Esasive Hukuku {Ankara, 1938) for a sem-official
exposinon of the political and consututional thearv of the Kemalist single-pariv
A major thesis of the author 1s the self-congratuiatory assernon that the Jtalian:
and Germans achieved their own ‘‘miracles’’ bv borrowing the miraculous *‘chiel-
svstem"’ developed by the Kemalists. The tormer, however, the author adds, 1ook
this svsiem lo extremes,

*Deha’’ (1916); repnnted in Yem Havat, p. 2).

Icumaivat ve Fiknivar: Cemivette Biiviik Adamiann Tesin,” Jenmaivar Mec:
muasi, 1917 (1); reprinted in Berkes, op. ci., pp. 156-170.

1bid, p. 157. (Berkes’ transiation).

1bid, pp. 158-159 (emphasis mine).

1bid, p. 163 temphasis mine).

1bid, p. 164.

Ibid. (Cf *'1deal” in Chapter Four). Note also the 1esemblances 1o Weber ¢
“chansmatic leader’ and *‘calling.”

1bid, Ci. aisc ““Transiormism’’ abovc.

For an example of the widespread and persistent view that the Turkish revoluiion
1= the work of a single leader, specificallv expressed in this ynstance as **Turkish
revojution 1¢ but a photographv of Atatiirk’s mind.”* see Mahmut Esat Bozkurt.
Atatiirk [htilali (1stanbul, 1940), one of the “*subleaders’ and the architect of the
modernization of the Turkish legal svsiem in the 1920°<. G6kalp reverses the ai-
row of causaii.

See Enver B. Sapolvo, Mustafa Kemal Pasa ve Milli Miucadelenin I¢ Alemi (1s1ar
bui. 1967), p. 153,

‘Deha’va Dogru.” Kiiciik Mecmua, 1922 (1); reprninted 1n Berkes, op. cu., pp
262-26%; p. 264. (Berkes transiates conscience as consciousness.,)

“*Suliz ve Velaver.” Kiiciik Mecmua (19 Februarvy 1923); reprinted in Firka Nedir”
p. 37. Ci. above lor the reverselv titled version of thic article (**Vejavet ve Suhia’’).
Ibid.

Ibid. Note that veli literallv means custodian and puardian. Gokaip seems 10 fee!
comliortable with these connotations.

“Firkalann Sivasi Tasnifi,”” loc. cir., p. 13,

Dopru Yol; reprinted \n Firka Nedir? pp, 45-3(0.

Ibid, pp. 47-4¢.

See M. Kemal Atatiirk, Séviev, p. 124 tor the *“*naturalnv’’ of the unitv of power:
1n exact Gékalpian lerme.

Orhan Arsal. Devieun Tarifi (Ankara, 1938), p. 22. Thic 15 an official parn
publication of a lecture delivered in Ankara Halkew) bv a professor of law. It was
one of the policies of the Republican People’s Pariv 10 organize “‘conference
series’’ ar the “'People’s Lodges’’ 1o propapate the official Kemalist ideology. In
s dnive tor “‘ideolopical mobilization.”” as opposed to acuve mobilization, the
RPP haa secured the compiete coordination of the umversity, giving birth to the
gurie numerous sociaj type of professor-MP  This s among the 1easons that social
sciences 1in Turkev have been arrested at the level of catechisuic ideology (Kemalist)
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tor a long nme. This kind of ‘‘umversity-trained jurist’’ turned professional polit-
ciah i Weber's terminojogy was of course not an entirely desirable thing for
Gokalp. (Cf. Chapter Five for his views on the autonomy of the universitv {rom
the siate.) That he himself accepted a deputyship from the Kemalists remains 2
fact. but then there 15 the difference of critical attitude and intellectual integriiv
in Turkish, Ata, from which Atatiirk 1s derived, means father, but with connota-
uons of the greatest ancestral father, Hence, my ongoing references 1o an atavistic
political culture. See also the records of the 1939 Extraordinary Congress of the
Republican Peopie’s Party, convened upon Atatiirk’s death, the Eternal Chief, 10
conler the title of the Nauonal Chief on inéni, for extreme instances of the iniet -
nalizanon of the Fuehrer-puide trehber) principle by a ‘‘political class,” ofter,
couched 1n very imteresting Freudian imagery.

*‘Revimi Kimlere Vermebliyim?'" Hakinuyen Millive (17 April 1923); Firka Nedir?
pp. 20-21.

Ibid, ». 2).

Posthumously collected as Yeni Tiirkive'nin Hedefler:, ed. Hikmet Tanvu (1stan-
bul, 1974).

Yem Tiirkiye (1 July 1923); pp. 33-37.

Yem Tiirkive (2 July 1923); pp. 37-4].

Yem Tiirkive (3 July 1923); pp. 4145,

Yem Tiirkiye (4 July 1923); pp. 45-45.

Yem Tiirkive (5 July 1923); pp. 49-53.

Yeni Tiirkive (6 July 1923); pp. 53-56.

Yem Tiirkive (9 July 1923); pp. 58-61.

{ Pacc references are 1o Yem Tiirkive’mn Hedefleri.)

Ibid, pp. 33-35.

Ibid, p. 36.

Ibid, p. 37.

Ibid, p. 3E.

Ibid, p. 37.

Ibid, pp. 40-41. How remote this 1s from the “‘radical punty and hygiene’’ of thc
kemalist theories of history that gained circulation, especially duning the 1930,
and certamly from those of the ‘“‘Racist-Turanist” movement of 1943-1944, whicl.
consututes the intellectual onigin and veteran cadres of the present Nauonal Ac-
uon Pariv.

Ibhid, p. 46.

Ibid,

1bid, p. 4¢.

1bid, p. 50.

Ibid, p. 51.

1bid, p. 53. For the ambigmues involved 1n Gokalp's usage of “‘capualism.” a:
well ac “‘class,”” see Chapter Seven,

Ibid. Ci. also Chapter Two on **Culture and Civilizauon.”

Ibid.

Ibid, p. 54, (Emphasis mipe.)

1bic

1bid.

Ibia.

Ibid, p. 55.

1bid.

1bid, p. Se.

Ibid.

Ibid, p. 56.

1bid. For Gokalp’s use of “*class.”” see Chapter Seven. To be noted s Gokalp
<hift trom ““1ustice’ 1o “*harmonv” 1n this excerpt.
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Ibid, p. 57. Women were enfranchised m 1934; the second-degree vouing thai
lasted till 1946 effectively barred the peasant from being elected; the quesuion of
oppression ol peasants by feudal landloras and bondages was never taken up by
the Kemalists.

Ibid, pp. 58-39.

NOTES TO CHAPTER SEVEN

*ikusadi Torkcilik,” Tiirkgiifiipiin Esasiari (1sianbul, 1976), pp. 165-170.
1bid, pp. 165-166.

Ibid, p. 167.

Ibid., p. 168. “*Solidanism’ 15 1n its French onpinal 1n Goékalp’s texi. Also noi¢
that ferdivetci is liberal and fertci is individualist 1n Gékalp.

1bid.

Ibid. *‘Surplus value' 1s used 1n 1ts French form and also as a svnonvm {o:
*surplus profits.”” The concepiual confusion present n this whole first sentence 1+
obvious but G&kalp’s intenuon 1s quite clear,

‘‘Makale-s lkusadiye,”” Divarbakir (28 March 1907); reprinted in Sevkel
Bevsanogiv, Ziva Gokalp’in 1lk Yazt Havan (lstanbui, 1956), pp. 64-66.

Ibid, p. 65.

Ibid.

Ibid, p. 66.

Ibid.

This poem s the fourth in a five-plece *‘Peasant Poems’’ (Kéyli Siirleri), other:
being **Orug,”” “‘Ezan.” ‘*Namaz,” and *‘Bavram,” Divarbakir, (22 and 29 O.
tober 1908); reprinted in Bevsanoplu, op. cit., pp. 32-38.

“ikusadi Tiirk¢iihik,” foc. cu., p. 169.

Ibid.

Ibid.

Ibid. Ci. also Chapter Four for G6kalp’s anti-British poems.
1bid, p. 170.

Ibid.

““Ticaret,”” Divarbakir (28 February 1907); reprinted in Beysanoglu, op. cil., pr
60-63.

“‘Ikusadi Muacize,”" Kiigiik Mecmua, 1922 (23); repninted in Tiirklesmek, Islamia:-
mak, Muasirlasmak (Istanbul, 1976), pp. 91-94.

“1kusadi Inkiap icin Nasi Cahsmahviz?"’ Kigik Mecmua (5 March 1923):
reprinted 10 Firka Nedir? ed. E. B. Sapolvo (Zonpuidak, 1947), pp. 37-3¢.
Ibid, p. 3¢.

Ibid.

Ibid. 1 have taken care 1o render Gokalp s words most literally, and 1 consider am
explication redundant.

See lootnote 26.

The first passape belonps to kara kemal at the outsel of the Unmionist ruie in 190¢:
the second 1o Tekin Alp, at the close (1918) of a aecade of ‘‘nauional economv*”
and “*naponal bourgeoisie'’ policies. I am thankful to Zafer Toprak for refernine
me to these particularly revealing nassages. (The former 15 irom Osman Nuri
Mecelle-y Umur-u Belediyye, p. 869, the latter from Yem Mecmua, 1918 (59) pr
133-134.)

See CHP (RPP) Program {Ankara, 1935).

g ‘*Musahabe-1 ikusadive,”® Divarbakir (8§ November 1906); Bevsanoplu, op. cil..

pp. 54-85.
“‘Ticaret ve Yeni Ticaret Odas),”* Drvarbakir (1) February 1907); Bevsanoglu, op.
cn., pp. 56-56.
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30 CHP (RPP) Program (Ankara, 1935), p. 11. The literal transianon of the second
sentence 1s ‘‘All owners ol capital who work normally and with {advanced) tech-
nques....""

31 *‘Ecnebi Sermaves),” Cumhuriver (29 August 1924); reprinted in Cinaraltt Konus-
malart {Ankara, 1966), pp. 86-89.

32 For an echo of this attitude toward foreign capnal by the Kemalists, see the
speeches of statesmen at the ““First Economic Congress of Turkey'' in 1923. The
records have been edited bv Gindiiz Okglin, Thirkive Jknsai Kongres) (Ankara,
1968).

33 “Tarklenn En Zawif ve En Kuvvetli Nokualan,” Cumhuriver (12 May 1924);
Cwnagralti Konusmalari, pp. 33-37.

34 Ibid, p. 35.

35 See *‘Teskilatguar.”” Cumhurivet (15 May 1924); loc. cit., pp. 39-42.

36 Ibid.

37 *‘1kusadi Inkilap cin Nasil Cahsmahyiz? Firka Nedir? p. 37.

38 ‘‘ikusadi Aderm Merkezivet,” Cumbhuriyer (31 July 1924); loc. cu., pp. 67-70.

39 Ibid, pp. 68 and 695.

40 Ibid. Cf. the significant distinction between *‘‘state corporatism’’ and ‘‘societal
corporatism’’ made bv Philippe Schmitter in **Still the Century of Corporausm,”
in F. B. Pike and T. Striuch, eds., The New Corporansin (Notre Dame, 1974), pp.
85-13).

41 Ibid.

42 Thus, the designanion of “‘third way’’ 1s not conceptually tcnable at a “‘real™
svsiem level, be n Benno Mussolini’s third wav—ijascism as ‘‘construciive
socialism’ —or the Kemalist RPP’s third wav—étausm as an “‘intermediate
svsiem’’ between capnabsm and socialism—or Baathism or Peromsm or ‘‘novo
estado’’s or “‘sinamos,’” and so forth. The designation s tenable only at a sysrem
rattonale level, 1.c., Marxism vs. liberalism vs. corporausm ({fascistic o1
solidanisuic), and then onlv withow overiooking the fact that liberalism and cor-
porauism are not different wavs at the former level. The untenability 1 suggest 1¢
restricted 10 a concepiual-theorenical level. Otherwise, this verv concepiual incon-
sistency mav be and has been quite functional at the politcal-ideological level,
providing widespread external legitimacy, especially i umes of cnses of
capitalism. In fact. it 15 a dinsungwshing mark, perhaps a defimng essence, of all
‘“third way'’s, 1.€.. corporatist capitalisms that they claim 1o be a svnthesis and
transcendence of capualism and socialism, the common notion that ‘‘each
resembles onlvself”” noiwithsianding. 1t 1s a “*co-exisience or juxtaposiion of
logicallv and concepuallv irreconcilable parts within the same copmuve whole,"’
leading 10 a peculias svnthesis, or rather a dissonant conceptual bag, which 1 have
termed elsewhere the “‘summaunon of ncompatibles.”” (Paper given to the
S.S.R.C. Conference on Hierarchy and Stratification in the Contemporary Near
and Middle East, New York. May 1979.)

43 1 take the term irom Charles Maler’s Recasiing Bourgeois Europe (Princeton.
1975).

44 “‘Hirnveun Menbalarnina Dogru,” Pevman (5 3ulv 1909); reprinted 1n
Bevsanogiu, op. cu., p. 102,

4% “*Divarbakir Na«l Bir Vali i1ster?”’ Peymian (28 June 1909): loc. cu.. pp. 92-93.

46 ‘*Asar Thales1,” Pevman (12 Julv 1909); loc. cn.. pp. 102-103.

47 “‘Ziraat ve Zeamel.”' Pevinan (19 July 1909); loc. cu., pp. 107-108.

48 ‘‘Arazi Minazaalan.” Pevman (23 August 1909); loc. cn., pp. 125-126.

49 Pevman (12 Julv 1909): foc. cur., p. 90. For similar senuments, see also the poem
SRev (“Village”)Yin Yem Havar (Istanbul, 1941), p. 14; first published in 1915,

50 See Az Elma (Jsianbul. 1941), pp. 120-124.

S1 *Ug Cerevan.'' Tiirkiesmek, Islamlasimak, Muasirlasmok (1ianbul, 1976), pp.
12-13.
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John N. Findlay, Hepel: A Re-Examinanon (New York, 1964), p. 1.

Serif Mardin, Jon Tiirklerin Sivas: Fikirler1 (Ankara, 1964).

See especially the 1935 Program of the old RPP and the 1976 Program of the new
RPP for striking conunuiues of Gékaipan-Kemalist elements.

Ali Fuat Basgil, ““Doérduncii Kuruitay Miinasebetile.”” Sivasal Bilgiler. 50 (May
1935), p. 3. {(Mv emphasis.) 1t mav be nteresting 10 note that after the coup of
1960, Basgil was among the presidential candidates of *‘liberal’* circles.
Establishment of a constitutional corporatism had to wan for the 1961 Constito-
iton, when a highlv corporatist draft was eventually inmmed down to milder pro-
portons.

In fact, these were the vears when Basgil, 1n advocacv of the new Labor Code.
much mspired bv German and Italian models, was stating that the workers, likc
cows, become more producuve if a little *‘cared for’ bv the emplovers and the
state. See his Tirk js Hukuku (Ankara, 1935), pp. 18-19.

C{. Chapter 3.

Cf. the Bibliograph:

See the first 1ssue of Ziva Gdkalp (November 1974), vol. 1. no. 1, pp. 240-241 {o1
salutatoryv cables irom the general presidents of the Republican Peopie’s Pariv
{Prime Mimster of the day). of the justice Party, and the Nanonalist Acuon Par-
ty, all confirming the significance and greatness of Gokalp. The opening 1ssue, as
all others, contains contributions from *‘liberals’’ who crinicize Gokalp’s extreme
*‘collectivism,” which supposedlv dimimshed the value of the individual; from
*left*” Kemalisis who 1rv 10 read into Gokalp a sort of “*soiidanstic cocialism’’.
and all sorts o} commentanes on this or that part of his svstem. The most notabic
distortions, however, come irom the extreme right i these page:

It 15 no coincidence that the Nauonal Saivation Party, one of the four major
parties, was absent trom tlus commemoranon. This fungamentalist, Islamicist
party, which polled 9% of the vote 1n the 1977 general elecuons, consisienty
disassociates 1tself from Gékalp, whose laicism can be camouflaged for politucallv
opportumstic reasons. «.e., in appeals also to the islamicist radical night, onlv bv a
dubious partv like the Naunonalist Action Party, whose present leadership n the
1940’s had similariv distorted Goékaip’s nationalism as racigm, What 1s more 1n-
teresung 15 the lact that the inconsequential fascisnc corporatist cadres and
movement of 1944, panned bv the solidanstuic corporaust old RPP. have, follow-
mg the 1961 coup d'étar, not onlv acquired increasing leerimacy i Turkish
political life. but aiso become bv the 1980°s a mass partv with partnership in 1wo
coaliton povernments. The explanation of vanance, 1n this case. lies 1n the objec-
tive condinions. The NAP polled 7% of the vote 1n the 1977 peneral elecuions, n-
creasing 1ts seats 1 the parliament trom 3 to 17. 1 predict that it will increase s
vote considerablv in the next peneral elections—whether normallv heid in 1981 o1
at a different date upon a not improbable episode of a higher aosage and more
conspicuous form ol mihiarvy intervenuon. Even as of 1oday, the NAP 15 one o!
the fargest of its kind in the world in 1erms of its electoral snength and parliamen-
lary representation—not 1o mennhon 1ts informal power over the minority govern-
ment of the Jusuce Pariv and elsewhere.

Mehmet Eréz, “*Biiviik Sosvolopumuz Ziva Gékalp.*” Zive Gokalp. vol. 1. no. ).
pp. 164-170; p. 164.

in the 1977 elecuions, the RPP and the JP poled 80%s of the voles and 90%s of the
seats berween themselves. The JP. however, won a landslide 1n the 1979 interim
electrons and 15 progressivelv shiftiing 10 the nght even 1n 1te rhelornic: this 1s verv
significant tor a previousiv siaunch ‘‘liberal’” party. the succescor ol the
Democratic Party. whose opposinon 1o the etatism of RPP it had inhented.
The term 1s a lepacvy from the 1944 movement, today pre-fixed 10 NAP s affiliated
associanons and pata-milaryv vouth orgamzanons. 1ts the new Turkish word for




148

13

14
15
16
17

18

NOTES TO CHAPTER EIGHT

Gokalp's mefkire (cf. above), having, of course, not much to do with 1t content-
wise.

Sadi Somuncuoglu, *Gokalp ve Atatiirk,” Zive Gokalp, vol. i, no. 1, pp.
176-177; p. 177. (Mv emphasis.)

Ziva Gokalp, vol. 1, no. i, p. 266. (My emphasis.)

Ziya Gokalp, vol. 1, no. I, pp. 269-272.

Emin Bilgig, loc. ci1., p. 268.

Tiirkgiiliipiin - Esasiorr (1sianbul ve Ankara: Arkadas Matbaas), 1939). See
especiallv the Preface by R. Opuz Tirkkan, now affiliated with the Nationalist
Action Pariy, along with a larpe conuingent from the 1944 generation,

In an appendix to this edition of Gokalp’s Tiirkeilipin Esaslari, the Book
Lovers’ Societv outlined its projected publication program. It proposed to study,
and mnstruct the public n, the “‘Basic Principies of the ldea and Action of
Turkism®’ (Tiirk Fikrivai ve Fiilivannin Esas Hatlari}, which are listed as follows:
Racism  (Irk¢ihk),  “‘Socialism  (Cemuveigilik), Marualism  (Sovascihk),
Disciplinanian Democracy (Disiplinli Demokrasi), and Action and Work (Calisma
ve I5). To leave no doubt about the nature of their nationaiism, the Book Lovers’
Society defined **our nanonalism n its full and comprehensive meamng’’ as ‘‘our
racism and the protection of the punity of our race.”’ Thus, 1n ns explicit racism,
bellicose and militanst expansionism, and disciplinarian democracy, the society
declared in the technical jargon of the era 1ts national-socialist brand of fascistic
corporatism. The Appendix cnes as developmental modeis the examples of Japan,
Germany, ltaly, Bulgana, and Finland, and categorically states that ‘“‘the force
that creates historv’’ is ‘‘nenher the struggle for subsistence, nor the environment,
nor the cuiture,” but 1t 15 “‘the race.”’ Some of these 1erms have been prudently
dropped {rom the jareon of the NAP, the present embodiment of the 1944 move-
ment, for exampie. Racism and Warnionsm, but Nauonal-Socialism (Milliyercr-
Toplumculuk) and the rest remain,
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List of Abbreviations’

A. Books: (in order of publication in Latin alphabet)’

1939 19231
1941 11914}
1941 {1918}
1942 11923]
1947 [1922-1923]
1947 [1922-1923]
1952 jmsc.]
1953 [1908)
1956 [1923]
1956 |1894-19081
1956 |muisc.1
1959 |misc.}

1960 {1912-19]181
1964 misc.}
1964 {misc.}
1965 {1919-1921]
1966 [1924]
1968 11923]
1975 119231

Tuorkciliipiin Esaslan TE
Kizil Elma** KE
Yeni Havat* YH
Alun s)k* Al
Firka Nedis FN
Dogru Yol DY
Siirler ve Halk Masallar® SHM
Saki Ibrahim Destam® SiB
Yeni Tiirkive’mn Hedeflen YTH
Ziva Gokalp'in {1k Yazi Havati {ed. Bevsanoglu) iYZ
Ziva Gokalp’in Nesredilmemis Yedi E<ert ted. Gaksei) NYE
Turkish Nationalism and Western Civilizanon

(trans. Berkes) TNWC
Tirklesmek, Islamlasmak, Muasirlasmat TiM
Hars ve Medenivel HM
Milli Terbive ve Maarii Meseles: MTMM
Limm ve Maita Mektuplan LMM
Cinaralii Konusmalan CKk
The Principies of Turkism ttrans. Devereux) PT
Tiirk Tores: T

B. Journals and Newspapers: tchronological)

Divarbaku
Pevman

Geng Kailemler
Tirk Yurdy
Halka Dogru
islam Mecmuas

Divarbakir, 1904-190¢
Divarbakir, 1909
Salonika, 1910-1912
Istanbul, 1912-1914
{stanbul, 1912-1914
istanbul, 1914-191F

Milli Tetebbutar Mecmuas: Istanbul, 1913

Muallim

istanbui, 1916-191°

ictimaivat Mecmuas istanbul, 1917

Yem Mecmue
Kiigiik Mecmue
Yem Gun
Hakimiveti Millive
Yeni Tirkive
Cumhunvet

)stanbui, 1917-191¢
Divarbakir, 1922-192>
Ankara, 1922
Ankara, 1923
Ankara, 1923
Ankara, 1924

1. Gokalp’s Books (chronoiomcal)

A. Published in his lijetme: {Ottoman scnpt)

Saki Ibrahim Destam. Divarbakyr: Vilavet Matbaasi. 190¢.
Kizif Elma. Istanbul: Akkurum Havnye Matbaasi, 1914.
Yent Havat. 1stanbul: Evkai islamive Matbaas, 191&.

GK
TY
HD
1SM
MTM
M
ICM
YM
YG
HM
¥7
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Tiirkiesmek, Islamlasmak, Muasiurlosmak, 1stanbul: Evkafi jslamiye Matbaasi, 191¢.
jurk 1orest tsianbul: Matbaa-) Amire, 1923,

Dogru Yol. Ankara: Matbaa-i Amire, 1923,

Alun Isik. Isianbui: Matbaa-i Amire, 1923.

Tiirkciiliiptin Fsaslori. Ankara: Matbuat ve Istihbarat Matbaas), 1923.

Tiirk: Medenivet Tarihi ivol. 1). Istanbui: Matbaa-1 Amire, 1926. (Posthumous.)
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NOTES TO BIBLIOGRAPHY

1 Full uties have been used in the text. This list 1s oniv 1o facilitate cross-reference 11

the bibliograph

Daies 1in brackets indicate onginal publicanon i Ouoman script. Between 1924,

Gokalp’s aeath, and 1938, Artatiirk’s death, no work of Gdkalp was published ex-

cept for Tiirk Medemver Tarihi ivol. 1) in 1926. The 1.ann alphabet was adopted

mn 192¢.

Astensk mndicates that the work 15 a collection ol poems

4 This list shows the first date of publication 1in Lann scnpt. In cases where 1 have
used another edition, | have indicated it 1n parentheses. Brackets show the onginai
publicauion.

S This hist 15 not exhansiive. 11 incluges onlv those arncles that are specificallv ex.
amined in the text. An asterisk 1< used {or poems. Othierwise, the piece 1s an artici
or short essav.

6 Oniv independent hooks, monographs. and collecnions of articlies have been -
cluded.
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