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This report traces the development of sockal anthropology in
Turkey from its intellectual foundations to about 1972-73. The report
has a number of limitations which we would like to point out at
the start.

-

i. It deals almost exclusively with “Turkish social anthro-
pology”’; that is, it mainly covers studies conducted in Turkey by
Turkish social scientists who have examined social, economic,
political, educational, and/or religious institutions and the soci-
ocultural values, norms, and reles which structure the relations off
participants in these institutions. In preparing the report, we hove
been particularly interested in the work of social scientists who
have resided in their research sites for an extended period and
have employed the characteristic anthropological research techni-
que of participant observation. We have treated any studies
conforming o the above topical and research criteria as “social
anthropological” studies, even though their authors may describe
themselves by other labels, such as sociclogists or rural socicologists.

2. Our treatment of the subject is neither bibliographical nor
fully biographical. We only highlight the important works and persons
marking the various stages of development of social anthropology
in Turkey.A thorough treatment of the topic weuld have required a

book rather than a short report. Excellent bibliographies by Beeley
" (19€8) and Tezcan (196¢) are available, but unfortunately biographi-
cal accounts of many important Turkish social scientists do not
exist. We hope that some of Turkey's mahy pramising young
scholars will soon undertake the task of providing them.



242 THE DEVELOPMENT OF TUREISH SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY

3. Except in rare cases, we have not included foreign research
in our discussion. Readers wishing information on foreign social re-
search in Turkey are referred to Kolars {1962) and Weiker (1969).

4. Our information is often uneven. For instance, we give much
more information on some authors than on others. This can largely
be attributed to differential response or lack of response by Turkish
scholars to our requests for information.

HISTORICAL AND INTELLECTUAL BACKGROUND

Social science in Turkey developed largely in response to social,
economic, and political- problems in the late Ottoman and early Tur-
kish Republican periods.® At the end of the 18th and the beginning
of 19th century, Ottoman intellectuals were debating the causes of
their Empire’'s decline and possible remedics for it. They wondered
why the deterioration of conditions in the isiamic East coincided with
advances in the -Christian West. While conservatives or “Pan-Isla-
mists” preached an Islamic revitalization as the solution, '"Wester-
nists” advocated the adoption of successful European social, legal,
educational, and governmental institutions.

The military represented an important channel for cultural trans-
mission from West to East. As a consequence of Turkey’'s adverse
contacts with modern Europe’s military might, most Ottoman leaders
agreed that the Empire’s decline was at least partly attributable to
their.own armies’ antiguated tactics and equipment. Hence, they es-
tablished new schools in which Western military subjects, along with
the modern mathematical and physical sciences, were taught. For
examplse, in 1828 a new medical school with European instructors
was opened in Istanbul to train doctors forthe “new’” Ottoman army.
Physicians for the civilian population still studied the syllabus based
on the writings of Galen and Avicenna (Lewis 1961 : 82 - 83).

Diplomatic contacts with Europe represented another important
channel of Western dnfluence into the Empire. Mustafa Regit Pasha
(1800-58), considered by many the real architect of the 19th-century
Ottoman reforms, was sent to Paris as Ambassador in 1834. He mas-
tered French and exchanged ideas with such important French intel-
lectuals as the Orientalist Silvestre de Sacy and the social philosop-

1 The best English-language sources for these periods are Ahmad (19698), Berkes
(1964}, Davison (1863), Lewis (1961), Mardin (1962}, and Ramsaur (1957).
Vol. 17. No. 2, June 1876 ;
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her Auguste Comte. His communications with Comte concerning met-
hods of improving Ottomarn government and society may very well
represent the first direct contact of an Ottoman leader with Western
sociological thought, After Paris, Resit was sent to London, where
he was favorably impressed by the British political system. The re-
forms he largely initiated and designed, collectively known as the
Tanzimat, “'the reorganization”, contained such principles as the fol-
lowing (Lewis 1961 : 105) : the security of life, honour, and property
of the subject, the abolition of tax-farming and all the abuses asso-
ciated with it, regular and orderly recruitment into the armed forces,
fair and public trial of persons accused of crimes, and equality of
persons of all religions in the application of these laws. It was this
last that represented the most radical breach with ancient lslamic
tradition, and was therefore most shocking to Muslim principles and
good taste. .

Favorable European contact intensified during the Crimean War
(1853-58), in which France, England, and Sardinia joined forces with
the Ottomans against Russia. Large numbers of English, French,
and [talian officials, merchants, journalists, soldiers, and travelers
were present in Istanbul and other parts of the Empire disseminating
European ideas and money. For many wealthy Ottoman families, a
European education for their sons became the fashion; students
went to Paris. Geneva, London, and other university centers to be-
come exposed to Western culture and political thought.

During the period following the Tanzimat, a new Turkish litera-
ture developed, differing in form and content from classical Cttoman
writingS. This literary movement, which accelerated the spread of
Western social and political thought in Turkey, was pioneered largely
by three men : Ibrahim Sinasi (1828-71), Ziya Pasha (1825-80}, and
Namik Kemal {1840-88).

Ibrahim $inasi, the son of an artillery officer, learned French
us a bey from a French renegade in the Ottoman service. Later,
thanks to Mustafa Resit Pasha, he joined a Turkish student mission
in Paris, where he reportedly tcok part in the revolution of 1848 ond
became acguainted with the poet-statesman Lamartine,” whose wri-
tings greatly influenced him. After five years abroad, he returned to-
iTurkey and was appointed to the Ministry of Public Instruction. He
resigned, however, in 1859 and began to publish his own journal,
through which he hoped to assimilate Turkish intellectual life to that
of the West (Lewis 1961 : 133-34).
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Ziya Pashag also studied French as a boy, and with the help of
Mustafa Resit Pasha he was appointed third secretary to the Sultan.
Later he fell out of favor with the Ottoman rulers and fled to Europe,
living successively in Paris, London, and Geneva. He translated Rous-
seau's Emile into Turkish and wrote vigorous criticisms of the Otto-
nmian regime. In his book’ The Dream, written in London in 1869, he
argued for the reorganization of the Ottoman Empire on the basis
of French and English governmental principles {Emin 1934).

Namik Kemal, the youngest and most famous of these three
innovators, was born to an aristocratic family and ‘educated by pri-
vate tutors, At seventeen he secured a position in the Translation
Office of the Sublime Porte-Turkey’'s open window to the West. He
came under the influence of Sinasi and collaborated with him on his
critical essays on Ottoman affairs set the authorities against him,
and he fled to Europe with Ziya in 1867. For the next three years he
lived in London, Faris, and Vienng, where he translated a. number of
French works into Turkish while studying law and economics. He
returned to Turkey to continue his political writings, only to be exiled
by Sultan Abdulaziz. In a long series of piays, novels, essays, and
poems, Kemal attempted to reconcile two basic ideas of the French
révolution-freedom and fatherlond-with Muslim troditions. He had
been deeply impressed by the French ond English parliamentary
systems, and his political thaught was heavily influence by Rousseau
and Montesquieu, whose Esprit des Lois he began publishing in trans-
lation in 18683 (Lewis 1961 : 137-43).

Although these and other Western thinkers in the Ottoman Em-
pire were persecuted and often exiled by the authorities, their wri-
tings and activities contributed to the creation of a group of intel-
lectuals known as the Young Turks, who believed that the Ottoman
Empire cauld be saved only by the adoption of Western political and
sacial institutions. The Young Turks entered into a political struggle
with the Ottoman Sultan Abduihamid, their primary objective being
the restoration of constitutional rule and of the Parliament which
had been suspended and prorogued since 1878, (They achieved this
goal in 1208).

As the Westernists attempted to formulate a Europeanization
procass for the Empire, they came to realize the difficulty of supe-
rimposing Western institutions on an incompatible cultural base.
Hence, they tried to systematize their thinking by studying the foun-
dations of Western civilization and the evolution of Turkish culture
(Berkes 1936 : 241). '
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One of the Young Turks who tried to utilize Western social sci-
entific ideas in his conceptualization of a reformed Ottoman Empire
was Ahmet Riza (1859-1930). Son of an Austrian mother and an
Anglophile Turkish father. Riza studied in France and learned French
fluently. Initially he tried to reform the Empire by working within the
system, first in the Ministry of Agriculture, then in the Ministry of
Education. However, he resigned from government service in disgust
and went 1o Paris in 1889, where he joined a colony of Young Turks.
There he met Pierre Laofitte a disciple of Comte, who instructed
him in the positivist philosophy that was to dominate his thinking.
Riza became a familiar figure in Parision positivist circles as well
as an occasional contributor to the Revue Qccidentale, the French
positivist journal. Comte's concepts of “order” and “progress"” were
the keystones of Riza’'s political writings, which he published in the
Young Turk fortnightly journgl Mesveret (Consultation). Although he
did not produce any systematic sociological treatises, he was res-
ponsible for spreading Comte's philosophy to Turkey, where It sub-
sequently influenced many Turkish sociologists {Berkes 1936 : 241}.

Prince Sabahaddin {1877-1948), son of Sultan Abdulhamid’s sis-
ter, escaped to France with his father and younger brother in 1899
to avoid political persecution. While there he met Edmond Demolins,
a disciple of Frédéric Le Play, and adopted the Le Play school of
social thought, a rival of the Comte school being expounded by Riza,
Sabahaddin founded a society of Young Turks in exile called Ligue
de décentralisation administrative et d'initiative privée and published
the paper Terakki (Progress) as its organ, He shared Le Play's great
admiration for the English system of local self-government especially
as expounded by Demolins in his 1897 work A qui tient la superiorité
des anglo-saxons.

Sabahaddin was probobly the first Ottoman to offer a complete
social diagnosis of the underlying causes of Ottoman deterioration.
He saw the Sultan’'s tyranny as the product of a particular sociocul-
tural system, which had to be changed to reform the Empire. Fol-
lcwing Demolins, he argued that societies were based on either
formation cemmunautaire or formation particulariste. The first ca-
tegory is typified by Eastern societies, among them the Ottoman,
in which there is a tendency for people to rely on the community,
fomily, tribe, clan, or public powers. In societies of the second ca-
tegery, there is a tendency for individuals to rely on the self. Eng-
land was seen as the best example of this type {Berkes 1984 :
(310-12). Following the reasoning of Le Play, Sabahoddin (1965) ar- -
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gued that Western indidualism, private ownership, and governmen-
tal decentralization were responsible for the success of modern Euro-
pean states, and he odvocated Westernization of this kind for Tur-
key. Sabaghaddin and his disciple Mehmet Sevki (1968) popularized
the ideas of Le Piay in Turkey.

The major theoretical and methodological contributions Le Play
was to make to Turkish social anthropology were his emphasis on
the family as the basic unit of society and the use of the cose-study
method and the analysis of family budgets. Le Play maintained that
each family functions primarily to earn subsistence for its members
through work. The family’s geographical lecation strongly influences
the nature of its work and the character of its subsistence. This
“place-werk-family” triad-became the focus of a number of social
anthropological studies in Turkey, among the village studies of Sa-
lohaddin Demirkan (1941a, b).

Probably the most important personality in the development of
both sociology and social anthropology in Turkey is Ziya GoOkalp
(1875-1924). The son of a government employee, he grew up in the
rather remote Southeast Anatolian city of Diyarbakir. He studied
French in lycée and became familiar with the writing of Namik Ke-
mal, Ziya Pasha, and others in the modernist movement. In 1208 he
joined a group of Young Turks in Salonika ond discussed ways of
modernizing Turkey. He became familiar with the major schools of
19th-century European sociology and found Emile Durkheim's con-
cepts, theories, and methods most applicable to the Turkish situation.

Like Sabahaddin, Gékalp believed that pelitical change in Tur-
key had to be accompanied by general sociocultural change to have -
any meaning. Hence, he employed Durkheimian sociology in a syste-
matic investigation of Turkey's social and cultural problems. His
prolific writings in Turkish journals addressed the question of how
the Turks should. intégrate Western civilization with their Turkish
and Islamic legacies. Among Gdkalp’s major contributions was his
distinction between “civilization” and “culture.” For him, “civilization"
represented the shared creativity of many different peoples; it con-
sisted primarily of mankind’s intellectual and scientific achievements.
By contrast, "culture” was comprised of one nation’s unigue socio-
cultural values, originality, subjective views, and expressions. To
reform society, Gokalp contended, one must first understand and
appreciate its unique culture and then adapt to it those aspects of
internotional civilization that will induce harmonious change. His
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sociocultural philosophy offered a solution to the controversy reig-
ning in Turkey between the Pan-Islamists and Westernists. Unlike
the members of these two camps. Gokalp argued that Turkification,
Islamization, and modernization could be harmoniously combined to
achieve national development (Emin 1931; Gékalp 1959, 1968; Heyd
1850). .

Gokalp has been called the intellectual father of the Turkish
Revolution (Webster 1939 : 138). The first Turkish Chair of Sociology
was established for him at Istanbul University in 1915. He founded
a research institute of sociocultural studies and started o short-lived
journal of sociology (igtimaiyat Meemuasi) in 1917. Under his influ-
ence, many important works by Durkheim, Lévy-Bruhl, Fauconnet,
and Mauss were translated into Turkish. Gokalp also encouraged
the introduction of sociclogy into the normal schools. In 1824 this
was achieved by copying the program the French Ministry of -Edu-
cation had prepared for the French normal schools. The first socio-
logy textbook was a translation of the Frency textbook by Hess and
Gleyze. In 1927 two of Gokalp's former students-Mehmet lzzet and
Ali Kami-prepared Turkish textbooks, which were also based on
French models. Hence, pre-World War 1! sociology in Turkey was
dominated by the influence af Gékalp and Durkheim (Berkes 1936).

A common feature of all the various schools of social thought

" developed during the late Ottoman and early Republican periods

was “their tendency to treat sociology as a kind of philosophy, even

of religion, and as a source of quasi-revealed authority an_moral,
social, political, and even religious problems” (Lewis 1961 : 227).

The Young Turks dedicated themselves to the credo of Oftto-
mahism-the establishment of a modernized Ottoman Empire with
liberal institutions in which peoples of all races and religions could
feel a common identity and enjoy common citizenship. However, the
development of Arab nationalism and the Balkan Wars of the early
1900s, in which the Albanians and Slavs won their independence
from the Ottoman Empire, combined to render Ottomanism imprac-
tical, :

Towards the end of the 19th and the beginning of the 20th cen-
tury, Pan-Turkism, a new political ideology proposing the union of
all Turkic peoples in Asia in'the nation-state, emerged and received
impetus from various sources : the example of European nationalism:;
the development of Turcology-the study of Turkic language, history,
and culture-in Turkey and Europe; and the immigration to Turkey af
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educated “Russian Turks" {Muslim Tatars and Turks from the Volga,
Central Asia, the Crimeqa; and Azerbaijan), who were familiar with
Russian Pan-Slavism.

One of the first organized expressions of this new ideology was
the establishment of the Turkish Society (Tirk Dernegi} in [stanbul
in 1908, with the objectives of studying “'the ancient remains, history,
languages, literatures, ethnography and ethnology, social conditions
and present civilizations of the Turks, and the ancient and modern
geography of the Turkish [ands™ (Lewis 1961 : 343). In 1912 Ziya G&-
kalp Joined the editorlal board of the society’s organ, Tirk Yurdu
(Turkish Homeland), and became the chief theoretician of the Tur-
kist movement. Many cultural anp political articles on Turkism were
published under his direction.

Associated with Tirk Yurdu was a club called Tirk Ocad (Tur-
kish Hearth), established in 1912 in lstanbul and expanded to other
cities, with the stated aim of advancing the social, scientific, and
economic tevels of the Turks and striving for the betterment of the
Turkish race and language {Lewis 1961 :344). By 1930, there were
255 branches of this club in Turkey (Karpat 1963 : 56).

The defeat of the Ottoman Empire in World War | and the sub-
sequent establishment of the Turkish Republic under the dynamic
leadership of Kemal Atatiirk combined to eliminate Pan-lslamism,
Ottomanism, and Pan-Turkism oas viable ideologies. Atatirk wanted
to transform Turkey into a modern. Western ngtion-state. His foreign
policy was based on the rejection of all expansionist dreams, Ata-
tiirk’s task was to inculcate in the people the idea of the territorial
state of Turkey, the fatherland of a nation called Turks, divorced of
religious and dynastic loyaities.

The theory propounded by Kemal and his disciples was, briefly,
that the Turks were o white, Aryan people, originating in Cenftral
Asia, the cradle of all human civilization. Owing to the progressive
‘desiccation of this area, the Turks had migrated in waves to various
parts of Asia and Africa, carrying the arts of civilization with them.
Chinese, Indian, and Middle Eastern civilization had all been founded
in this way, the pioneers in the last named being the Sumerians and
Hittites, who were both Turkic pecples. Anatolia had thus beena Tur-
kish land since antiquity. This mixture of truth, half-truth, and error
was proclaimed as offical doctrine, and teams of researchers set to
work to “prove” its various propesitions. [Lewis 1961 : 353]
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Anatolia was to become the cradle of the new Turkish nationa-
lism. Archaeclogy, anthropclogy and history were to be extensively
utilized to prove the continuity of Anatolian culture through the Tur-
kish period, as well as its relation to the West, of which Turkey was
striving to become a part. [Karpat 1963 : 58]

Because Pan-Turkism-the ideological foundation of the Turk
Ocagi-conflicted with his own national ideology, Atatirk had the
club disbanded and replaced by new educational-cultural institutions
called People’s Houses (Halk Evieri), which were under the control
of his own Republic Pecple’s Party. From 1932, the date of their
establishment, until 1950, the date of their demise, the number of
their estoblishment, until 1950, the date of their demise, the number
of People's Houses expanded steadily to 478, distributed among
cities, towns, and villages throughout Turkey. “Their purpose was
to bridge the gap between the intelligentsia and people by teaching
the first of these the national culture which lay among the Anatolian
masses and, the second, the rudiments of civilization, and an in-
doctrination of the nationalist secular ideas of the Republic regime"”
{(Karpal 1963 : 5b).

In crder to teach the intelligentsia the culture of the common
folk, the People’'s Houses encouraged and financed the publication
of numerous linguistic, ethnagraphic, and folkloric studies in many
of the provincial capitals throughout the 1830s. and 1940s. Although
these works are of uneven quality, some of them are outstanding.
Among the important ethnegraphic contributions are those of Hamit
Zibeyr Kosay (1944), Abdilkadir Inan (1268), and Mehmet Halit Bayri
{1939, 1947). {

As part of this general nationalistic policy, the Institute of Tur-
© cology was established at the University of Istanbul in 1924. Its pub-
lication, Tirkiyat Mecmuasi, (Journal of Turcology) contained many
historical, philological, and folkloric articles.

THE DEVELOPMENTAL PERIOD

Social anthropology in Turkey initially developed within this at-
mosphere of nationalistic purpose. The Anthropology Institute [Ant-
ropeloji Enstitiisil), also known as the Center for Anthropological
Research in Turkey (Tirkiye Antropeoloji Tetkikat Merkezi), was es-
tablished in 1925 in the Faoculty of Medicine of Istanbul University.
Most of its -research dealt with physical anthropological topics,
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though it did publish some folkloric studies by George Dumezil (1928),
who was Professor of the History of Religions at [stanbul from 1925
to 1931, and a socio-statistical study of suicide in-Istanbu! by Max
Bonnafousk(192&), who taught sociology at Istanbul University at
about the same time. The first real social unthropqlogiccl work to
emanate from the Institute was Kemal GOngdr's Ethno-agnthropolo-
gical Study of the South Anatolion Yuruks (1940-41).

Sevket Aziz Kansu (b. 1909) gqualifies as the first professional
Turkish anthropologist. th 1927, as an Assistant in the Faculty of
Medicine of Istanbul University, he was sent to France to study at
the Ecole d’Anthropologie de Paris and under Georges Papillaut of
the Laboratoire d'Anthropologie, Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes.
In-1929 Kansu successfully defended his thesis, “L’Etude morpholo-
gique des crines néocaledoniens et des négres africains,” and re-
ceived “le diplome des sciences anthropologiques™ (Kansu 1940 : 37).
He returned to Turkey in the same year to teach physical anthropo-
logy in Istanbul University’s Medical Faculty and to edit the. Anthro-
pology Institute’s Revue Turgue d’Anthropologie. In 1933, President
Atatirk invited Kansu to Ankdra to direct an archaeological exca-
vation. In 1935, Kansu was Instrumental in having the Anthropology
Institute moved from Istanbul to the newly established Faculty of
Language, Literature, and Gecgraphy in Ankarg, where he began
teaching physical anthropology, ethnology, and prehistory. Although
he produced numerous textbooks, Kansu is best known for his re-
search on prehisicry and physical anthropology in Turkey. He became
Chairman and Professor Ordinarius of the Department of Anthropo-
fogy and Ethnology, and in 1946 he was named the first President
{Recteur) of Ankara University (Kansu 1946, 1955).

The Institute’s primary objective was to contribute to the deve-
lopment of the Kemalist thesis of history to research he cultural ori-
gins, historical development, and ‘physical characteristics of the
Turkish people. For example, in 1937, by the order of Atattlirk, anthro-
pology professors, students, doctors, and health offl,cuols throughout
Turkey participated in the cephalic measurement df 64,000 Turkish
men and women, completing the task in only four months {Kansu
1940 ; 20- 23)

As part of his plan to Westernize Turkey, Atatlirk reorganized
Istanbul University in 1933 and established several faculties.in. An-
kara during the 1930s. Lacking a large indigenous elite to fill all the
faculty positions created, he capitalized on Turkey’s long-standing
relationship with Germany and readily accepted more than 100 Ger-
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man professors who had found Hitler's policies intolerable. Among
those who went to Ankara in the 1930s were composer Paul Hinde-
mith, who helped reorganize Turkish musical education; opera direc-
-tor Carl Ebert, who founded and directed Turkey's State Conserva-
tory of Music and Performing Arts; Hittitologist Hans Giiterbock
{now at the University of Chicago); and Sinologist-sociologist Wolf-
ram Eberhard (now at the University of California, Berkeley) (Fermi
1971 : 67-70, 352-53). Eberhad was .invited to Ankara University in
1937 to teach Classical Chinese language and history because the
Turks hoped to be able to reconstruct their earliest history from
Chinese sources. During his 11 years there, he trained many Turkish
scholars in Chinese as well as in folklore. Ore of his students, Ba-
haeddin Ogel, published an impressive work on the history of pre-
Islamic Turkish culture [1962). :

Turkish social anthropological research developed significantly
from 1940 to 1960, The full-length village studies, based on fieldwork,
produced during this period have strongly influenced both the course
of social anthropology in Turkey and foreign understanding of Tur-
kish rural life. In our estimation, five scholars especially stand out.

The first is Niyazi Berkes, who studied sociology at the univer-
sities of Istanbul and Ankara and in 1935 went to the University of
Chicago on ¢ research feilowship in sociology. He contributed a
series of articles on American sociology (Berkes 1938-40) to the Tur-
kish journal Ulkii {Ideal) and returned to Turkey in 1939 to become
Assistant Professor (Dogent) of Sociology at Ankara University. In
1940 he began field research in a group of villages near Ankarg,
investigating such topics as population, economic life, work orga-
nization, material culture, kinship, and social organization (Berkes
1842). In 1952 he went to Canada’s McGill University, where he rose
to the rank of Professor in the Institute of Islamic Studies. His most
noted publication is The Development of Secularism in Turkey (1964).

The second scholar, Behice Boran, studied sociology at Colum-
bia University and held the rark of Assistant Professor of Sociology
in the Philosophy Branch of Ankara University's Faculty of Language,
History, and Geography. In her major work (Boran 1945) she inves-
tigotes the comparative interrelationships between social structure
and ecology in a group of mountain and lowland villages near Ma-
nisa in western Turkey. In her opening chapter she discusses a se-
ries of structural concepts, such as "social institution,” “integra-
tion,” and “differentiation.” She also stresses the importance of field
methodology, which she criticizes Durkheimian sociology (then do-
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minant in Turkey) for belittling. In succeeding chapters she organi-
zes her research materials under the headings of demography, eco-
nomics, social stratification, external relations, family, and urbani-
zation. Boran became a political activist and left the University in
1946. Eventually she became chairman of the Turkish Labor Party,
a Marxist organization which was banned by the military in 1972 but
was reorganized with Boran as chairman in 1975.

The period's most thorough study was conducted by the
sociologist ibrahim Yasa in the village of Hasanoglan near Ankara.
Yasa was born in 1917 in Bergama; be recéived his B.A. (1933} and
M.A. {1937) in sociology from the University of Missouri and his Ph.
D. (1941) in sobciology from Corn University. In 1242 he was appoin-
ted Instructor of Sociology at the Villuge Institute near Hasanoglan,
and in 1244 he ond his students began to study soclal, cultural, and
economic life in that village, focusing attention on change over the
preceding 30 years, during which ““the propinquity of the railway sa-
ved the village from economic and social isolation and changed from
a closed to an open village'” {Yasa 1957 : iii). The pages of his detailed
study (published in Turkish in 1955 and in English in 1957) reveal the
intimate knowledge he acquired of village life during his several
years' residence in the community. He dvides his monograph into the
following sections : research methods, village history and natural en-
vironment, travel and communications, demography, economics, kins-
hip, education administraticn, religion, and social change.

In the introduction to the English edition of this work A.T.J. Matt-
hews, who was thenh associated with the Pulish Administration Insti-
tute for Turkey and the Middle East wrote (pp. v-vi) : ~

_ From the time of Ziya Gdkalp the first prominent Turkish soci-
ologist until very recently, the discipline has tended to follow the
French school. Consequently, its orientation has been dominantly
philosophical rather than scientific; it has been more interested in
questions concerning what should be the idea! Turkish society than
in what Turkish society actually was. Unfortunately for the discipli-
ne, some of the Turkish scholars gave considerable gttention to se-
curing and interpreting datg for the purpose of justifying their own
personal ideological beliefs, and as a result they came into conflict
with political leaders. Thus, the particular orientation of the discip-
line and its conseguences in action tended in the end to retard ac-
ceptance of sociological studies. It is important to note that this mo-
hograph is representative of the new scientific orientation which is
emerging in Turkish sociology.
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In 1949 Yasa became Assistant Professor of Sociclogy at lstan-
bul University, and in the summer of 1950.he conducted field research
in the village of Sindel, in-western Turkey. He was especially interes-
ted in the influence that urban contact had had on the community’s
social organization, economics, religious beliefs, and family structu-
re {Yasa 1860). Both of these works, but especially the Hasanoglan
study, have become models for subsequent village research in Tur-
~key. In 1959 Yasa moved to Ankara University, where he occupies
the Chair of Sociology in the Faculty of Political Sciences.

The fourth scholar of this period, Nermin Erdentud, was born
in Malta in 1919, She studied in Ankara University’s Anthropology
Institute, receiving her Licence in 1240 and completing her doctorate
in 1942. She was successively promoted to the positions of Assistant
(1940), Assistan Professor {1944), and Professor (1959) in the Institu-
te. Her field studies in the villages of Hai {Erdentug 1956) and Sin
{Erdentug 1959) represent the first book-length ethnographies of iso-
lated rural communities in Turkey's underdeveloped eastern hinter-
land. In both studies she organizes her materials under the headings
of economic life, social life, religious life, and life-cycle rituals. (A
number of interesting shorter village studies were also published
during this period, many of them appearing in Sosyoloji Dergisi [So-
ciology Journal], edited by Hilmi Ziya Ulken.)

The last of the five outstanding social scientists selected from
this period is Mimtaz Turhan (1908-69). Turhan was born in the
eastern Anatolian city of Erzurum, where his father was employed
.as a government official. He received his elementary-school educa-
tion in Kayseri and his lycée education in Bursa and Ankara. The-
reafter he studied at the siudied at the universities of Berlin and
Frankfurt, receiving a doctorate in psychology from the Psychology
in Istanbul University’s Faculty of Letters in 1935 and was promoted
to Assistant Professor in 1939 (Gllensoy 1968 : 244}). Shortly there-
after he traveled to England to study under Sir Frederic C. Bartlett,
Professor of experimental Psychology, and to earn a second doc-
torate from Cambridge University in 1944. He then resumed his po-
sition at Istanbul University and in 1952 was selected to head the
Chair of Psychology there.

Through his teaching, research, and writing, Turhan has cont-
ributed importantly to the development of psychological anthropo-
logy in Turkey. Like Gokalp, whom he succeeded as intellectual lea-
der of Turkey's social scientific community, Turhan was vitally con-
cerned with Turkey’s acculturation to the West. He wrote prolifically



254 E THE DEVELOPMENT OF TURKISH SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY

on village development and educationat reform. In his first and most
important social scientific work Killtir Degismeleri: Sosyal Psikoloji
bakimundan bir Tetkik (Culture Change : A Social Psychological In-
vestigation) (1851)-he reviewed the various anthropological theories
of culture offered by Rivers, Malinowski, Radcliffe-Brown, Wissler,
Redfield, Linton, Lowie, Kroeber, and others. He then examined cul-
tural ond attitudinal change in five eastern Anatolian villuges where
he had personally conducted fieldwork. This was followed by a dis-
cussion of psychocultural change during the last centuries of the
Ottoman Empire. Throughout his analysis, he drew heavily on the
theories and concepts of Western social scientists, especially those
of his mentor Bartlett (1923, 1946). Following Bartlett, Turhan angly-
zed culture in terms of “hard” and "soft” features (cf. Bartlett 1946},
the former consisting of those elements which give each culturs its
uniqueness.

in @ 1957 article entitled “Some Thoughts on Village Research
Methods,” Turhan stressed the importance of understanding the vil-
lagers’ attitudes towards the outside and their general mental frame
of reference. Throughout his writings he argued, as did G&kalp, that
harmonious Westernization in Turkey requires an understanding of
both cultures (Turkish and European} and a deep appreciation for
the values and attitudes of the recipient -peoples. As an expression
of these views, he drew the following analogy (Turhan 1950 : 67-68) :

An important condition for the success of an imposed change
is that those who direct and control the change should be like a
good translator. Just as a good translation needs somebody well
versed in both languoges involved, so it is incumbent upon those:
con‘trolling an directing cultural change to be familiar "with each of
the two cultures and -at least to be able to foresee and understand
the implications of the social and psychological phenomena which
will occur during the changes.

From the above it is apparent that proféssional social anthropo-
logical research in Turkey was initially conducted mainly by Turkish
sociologists (e.g., Berkes, Boran, Yasa} who had received advanced
training in- the United States. By the 1950s, however, anthropology
at Ankara University had achieved strong academic status. As the
Turkish anthropologist Senyiirek (1953 : 79) wrote at that time:

In Turkey, there is a well-organized and extensive Department
of Anthropology in the University of Ankara. The Department of Anth-
ropology and Ethnology is a part of the Faculty of Language, History
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and Geography, founded in 1936, which is one of the eight faculties
of the Univrsity of Ankara, established in 1946. in the Department of
Anthropology and Ethnology a total of forty-two courses are given
in physical anthropology, prehistory (Paleolithi¢, Mesolithic and Neo-
lithic periods), human paleontology, ethnography, ethnology, social
anthropology, and the history of the various branches of anthropo-
logy and ethnology. The Department, which gives both the Licence
and Doctor of Literature degrees in anthropology and ethnology, has
at present two professors, two docents (assistant professors) and
three assistants in its cadre. Since 1940 this Department has given
twenty-eight Licence degrees and five Doctor of Literature degrees
in anthropology and ethnology. At present (1952), the Department
has fourteen students enrolled of whom six are from other depart-
ments of the Foculty, mostly from the Department of Geography,
taking a certificate in the Depariment of Anthropology and Ehnho-
logy. The Depariment of Anthropology and Ethnology has a well-
equipped laboratory of physicdl anthropology, an independent library
and a museum with exhibits on prehistory, physical anthropology
and ethnology.

During this period o series of Turkish novels about village life
contributed to the creation of a broad popular interest in peasant
conditions that paralleled the development of the social sciences.
Most of the novelists were progressive thinkers who regarded villa-
gers as the ignored and exploited segment of Turkish’society. Among
them were Yakup Kadri Karaosmanogiu (1899-1974), whose Yaban
(Stranger) is regarded as the first village novel of the Turkish Re-
publican period; Sabahattin Ali (1907-48); Kemal Tahir (b. 1910); Or-
han Kemal (1914-71); and Mahmut Makal (b. 1931), whose Bizim Koy
(Our Village) created a literary and political explosion. (Rathbun
1972 and Stone 1973 ofter excellent discussions in English of this
literary development.)

The international legal and social scientific community also had
d special interest in Turkey, because of its unique status as an Is-
lamic country whose leaders had voluntarily embarked on a vigo-
rous program of Westernization. For insance, during the 1950s an
international group of lowyers and social scientists, including Turks-
Timur, Findikoglu, Velidedeoglu, Belgesay, and Postomoélu-gotﬁered
to assess the reception of Swiss fomily law in Turkey (for a report
on this conference, see International Social Science Bulletin 1957;
for a more recent assessment, see Mo‘gndrella 1973).
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LeW|s has described Turkish scholarship during this develop
“mental period as follows (1961 : 432) .

With encouragement and support from successive governments,
Turkish universities and learned societies have sponsored a truly
impressive output of research and publication, notably in history,
archaeology, language and literature, the general aim of which is
to recover and illuminate the Turkish past. Great progress has also
been made in the social sciences. Not all the work is of equal value,
and some, notably in the 1930's, was directed to political rather than
scholarly ends. Turkish scholars have, however, shown a growing
regard for the standards and an increasing familiarity with the met-
hods of critical scholarship, and in so.doing have acquired a signi-
ficance that is more than purely local.

THE RECENT PERIOCD

During the 1960s and early 1970s, both the amount of social
scientific activity and the number of research directions increased
greatly. Hence, our discussion must again [imit itseif to the highlights.
Among the trends characterizing this period are (1) greater use of
quantitative techniques of data collection (surveys, questionnaires,
censuses) by both social anthropologists and sociologists; (2) grea-
ter application of social scientific studies to Turkey’s social prob-
lems; {3) the beginning of the social scientific study of urban life;
{4) the development of social anthropology and sociology in centers
other than Ankara and [stanbul; (5) a renewed interest in the syste-
matic study of Turkish folklore; and (6) increased activity on the part
of government agencies specifically established to deal with rural
and urban social problems.

One of the most noted scholars of this period is the sociologist-
anthropologist Milbeccel Kiray. Born in lzmir in 1923, she completed
her undergraducte and graduate studies at Ankara University, recei-
ving her doctorate in sociology in 1944. Subsequently, she studied
cultural anthropology at North-western University, reveiving a Ph.D.
in 1950. She returned to Turkey to teach at Middle East Technical
University, Ankara, where she was promoted to the ranks of Assis-
tant Professor in 1960 and Professor in 1965. She recently headed
the Social Sciences Division at that university-

Kiray conducted one of the first important studies of this period
on Eredli, o Bluck Sea coastal town just west of Zonguldak (Kiray
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1964; for an English-language discussion of this work, see Magna-
rella 1970). The study is important for two reasons. First, it focused
on a.small town which had been scheduled to become an industrial
center. A systematic study of the town's preindustrial character
could later be compared with the results of a postindustrial restudy.
Second, it relied heavily on quantitative data collected by administe-
ring a lengthy interview schedule to a large, systematic sample of
townsmen. Subjects dealt with include demography, socioeconomic
life, standards of living, family structure, education, recreation, com-
munication, religion, world view, and town-village ties. The study
stimulated interest in urban social research and in the collection of
quantitative data. Like Yasa's village studies, Kiray's was an impor-
tant model! for subsequent research.

In 1966 lbrahim. Yasa published his research on the social and
economic life of families living in Ankara’'s gecekondu or shantytown
district (Yasa 1966a). The research, which was sponsored by the
Ministry of Health and Social Welfare, relied primarily on data gat-
hered by a comprehensive interview schedule adminijstered to a
sample of 1916 households. Other research in the city of Ankara is
being conducted by members of Ankara University’s Institute of Ur-
ban Affairs, e.g., Director Fehmi Yavuz (1962, 1966), Cevat Geray
(1966), and Rusen Keles (1966, 1972).

A group of social scientists (nonanthropologists) at Istanbul Uni-
versity (such as C.Q. Tltengil, Z.F, Findiko§lu, M. Eréz, and A. Kurt-
kan} also turned their attention to the study of urbanization by joi-
ing forces with the Sakarya Research Center and investigating so-
cial, physical, and educational problems in the city of Adaparazi {pub-
lished in Sesyeloji Kenferanslan 1966-67).

Another major urban research project has been conducted in
Izmir by members of the Turkish Social Science Association : Serif
Mardin, Rusen Keles, Cevat Geray. Deniz Baykal, Ergiin Ozbudun
(political science); Mibeccel Kiray, Oguz An (sociology); Orhan Tiir-
kay (economics); Cigdem Kagitcibast (psychology); Sefik Uysal (edu-
cation); and Emre Kongar {social work). Interview schedules have
been administered to several population samples, and each research
member is anaiyzing data pertinent to problems of his discipline :
kinship, politics, occupational choice, religious values, attitudes, etc.
An (1972), Kiray {1972), and Kongar (1972} have already published
their findings. Unfortunately, this important study, which is financed
by a Ford Foundation grant, does not include the work of a social
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anthropologist. Although many of the data were gathered without'
the benefit of the researchers’ long-term, intimate residence among
the people being studied, the investigations and their findings will
contribute significantly t othe knowledge of urban life in Turkey’s
large cities.

The only ethnographic study of an urban community was con-
ducted by the sociologist Fotmu Mansur {1972 in Bodrum, a small
town on the Aegean coast.

Several Turkish ministries, especially the Ministry of Recon-struc-
tion and Redevelopment (Imar ve Iskan Bakanligji), have been making
important contributions to urban research. (See the numerous refe-
rences to the writings of Ayda and Turhan Ydrikan in Tezcan 1969.)

The study of rural communities also progressed during this pe-
riod. The political scientist Cevat.Geray (1967) directed a community
development study of Bilnyan, a village near Kayseri. Yasa’s (1969}
restudy of Hasanoglan, which had been elevated to municipal status
in 1954, describes many social, economic, and cultural changes. In
the following years, two groduates of Ankara University, who had
been trained by Yasa and other social scientists there, published
interesting comparative village studies. The first one, by Ozer Ozan-
kaya {1971), an Assistant Professor of Sociology in Ankara Univer-
sity’s Political Science Faculty, compares the political culture of two
remote, underdeveloped villages in northeastern Anatolia with that
of two exposed, developed villages in central Anatolia. The Second,
by Erdogan Giighilmez {1972), compares the socioeconomic changes
of two villages in Ankara Province. Another of Yasa's students, Is-
mail Besikei, pu»blishéd the first modern social study of a nomadic -
Kurdish tribal group (1969). Mahmut Tezcan, a sociologist in Ankara
University's Education Faculty, published a study of the blood feud
(Tezcan 1972), and M. Kiray collaborated with geographer Jan Hin-
derink to produce a comparative geographic and socioeconomic
study of four villages in south-central Turkey (Hinderink and Kiray
197G). Interesting village social surveys dealing primarily with family
life have been directed by Rezan $Sahinkaya (1966, 1970}, an Assistant
" Professor of Home ECOﬂOITIlCS in Ankoro University’'s Agricultural
'Faculty.

All of these village studies rely heavily on the use of question-
naires and interview schedules for the collection of data. All of them
could have been significantly strengthened if the researchers had
also employed the social anthropological technigues associated with
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long-tefm resldence in the subject-communities. An exception is the
study of a Black Sea coastal village by Vedia Emiroglu (1972), a
former student of Erdentug. In addition to offering a detailed ethnog-
raphy of village culture, she focuses on the problem of cultural chan-
ge, especially the impact of new agricuitural technology on traditio-
nal practices and attitudes. In her introductory chapter she discus-
- ses some of the ideas about cuftural change expounded by Western
anthropolcgists, such as Malinowski, Mead, Herskovits, Redfield, and
Fostar, as well as the theories of Ziya Gokalp and Mimtaz Turhan.

During this beriod, also, Nermin Erdentud published two of the

‘ vefy few cross-cultural studies. In one (Erdentug 1972a) she exami-

nes rural society in Turkey, Iran, and Pakistan; in the .other {Erden-

tug 1972b) she notes similarities between Turkish and Japanese cul-
ture. '

-Although social scientific research continues to be dominated
by scholars from universities in Ankara and Istanbul, social scientists
in outlying areas have recently begun to make important contribu-
tions. The work of rural sociologist Orhan Tiirkdogan of the compa-
ratively new Atatlrk University in Erzurum is a notable example.
Born in Malatya in 1928, Tiirkdogan later studied sociolagy and anth-
ropology at Ankara ‘University, graduating in 1255 from the Scciology
Department. In 1959 he became an Assistant in the Faculty of Scien-
ce and Letters of Atatiirk University. During the ensuing years he
conducted field research of a social anthropological nature in three
Molokan' {Russian Christian) villages in eastern Turkey. His 1962 doc-
toral dissertation (published in 1871) represents the first social sci-
entific study of a non-Mustim people in modern Turkey. From 1962
to 1964 Tirkdogan studied anthropology in the United States, at the
universities of Missouri and Nebraska. He then returned to Atatirk
University, where he became Assistant Professor in 1967 and Pro-
fessor in 1971. His numerous publications demonstrate the scope
and depth of his problem-oriented, applied social scientific interests :~
community health and medical sociology (1972), community develop-
ment {1969), comparative social structure (1965), rural sociology
1970a), and. urban problems (1974). Tirkdogan is representative of
a new group of Turkish social scientists who are teaching and re-
searching in the more remote areas of Turkey and thereby-contribu-
ting importantly to a broader understanding of the country’s social,

~cultural, and economic problems.
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tablished is being capably carried on by his former assistant Dr.
Nephan Saran. Her major publication is a statistical study of juve-
nile delinquency in Istanbti (Saran 1968). In 1971 the Department had
Assistant Urofessor (Dr. Saran), two Assistants, and 250 thesis stu-
dents {Saran 1971:3). In the some year it issued the first volume
of its annual journal-Journal of the Department of Social Anthropo-
logy and Ethnology (Sosyal Antropoloji ve Ethnoloji Bélimii Dergisi).

Anthropology courses are offered at several other Turkish uni-
versities. Recently, anthropological instruction in Turkey has been
aided immensely by the publication of Bozkurt Guvenc's Turkish-
language general anthropology text (1972). Giiveng, who teaches
anthropology at Hacettepe University in Ankara, has prepared a first-
rate presentation of the historical development and major dreas of
«anthropology. His use of Turkish data as well as cross-cultural ex-
amples to illustrate points makes the text especially appropriate for
its Turkish audience.

ASSESSMENTS

The growing number of competent Turkish social scientists ma-
- kes one optimistic about the future of social research in Turkey. The
Turks have shown serious concern for the development of social
science in their country. In 1570, leading Turkish social scientists
devoted a conference to just that topic (Tiirkiye'de sosyal arastir-
malann gelismeési 1971). Conference participant Bozkurt Giiveng
(1971) presented a set of criticisms of Turkish social anthropology
that we believe still holds true today. He finds Turkish sociologists-
anthropologists too limited in their seléction of research topics and
in their application of concepts. Among the topical areas that have
not been researched he includes -studies of child socialization, cul-
ture and personality, and regional markets. His list of unutilized or
insufficiently applied concepts includes the Great Tradition-Little
Tradition, alliance and descent, and role and status. (We would add
the emic-etic dichotomy as well.} He also laments the problems ari-
- sing from the absence of a generally agreed-upon social science
vocaobulary (a problem shared by many Third World countries in
which scholars are attempting to develop a social science literature
in the vernacular) and criticizes researchers for their lack of fully
developed research methodologies.

With respect to this last criticism, we have noted that recently
many Turkish sociologists social-anthropologists have been relying
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almost exclusively on social survey methods in their research. Altho-
ugh questionnaires and .interview schedules accumulate important
data, we feel they do not produce the degree of empathy, understan-
ding, and appreciation of a community’'s life and problems that is
possible through successful participant observation and long-term
residence in the subject community, In their attempt to be quantita-
tive and statistically analytical, social scientists run the risk of se-
.parating themselves from the people they are trying to understand.
By- using questionnaires and interviewers exclusively, social scien-
tists directing research projects fail even to see or talk with most
of the pepole whose behdvior and attitudes they will later try to exp-
lain. Greater personal involvement of a socidl qnthropo[oglcal natu-
re could correct this tendency. :

In addition, Giliveng criticizes Turkish social scientists -for not
having developed or adhered to any particular theoretical school and
for not having taken full advantage of the theoretical and concep-
tual developments in their field. Although French soclal theory his-
torical influenced Turkish social scientific thought, this trend has
not continued into present. For instance, Claude Lévi-Strauss has
had no impact on Turkish anthropology.

Glveng also recommends that the various social science chairs,
departments, and institutes in Turkish universities cease their squab-
bles and establish close cooperative ties.

The major general recommendation of the conference was that
problems of social and economic development be given top priority
for social scientific research and that the Turkish government sup-
port such research and utilize its findings in the decision-making
process. As in any developing country, cooperation and coordination
between government agencies and social scientists are nhecessary
so that limited research funds can be applied to projects most be-
neficial to the nation.

ABSTRACT

The report traces the development of Turkish social anthropo-
logy from its intellectual foundations in the 19th-century Ottoman
Empire toist near maturation in the early 1870s of the Turkish Re-
public. Rather than offering a bibliographical or a fully biographical
account, the report focuses on important Turkish scientists and pub-
lications highlighting the various stages of social anthropological
development. It begins by relating the various responses of Ottoman
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intellectuals to the declining status of their empire vis-d-vis Europe
and illustrates how Western social scientific thought was diffused
to Turkey at this time. Moving to the post-World War | period, the
report discusses the impact of modern Turkish nationalism on the
organization and nature of early anthropological research, Finally, it
describes the current status of social anthropological research and'
anthropotogicaol instruction in Turkish universities.

RESUME

Le rapport retace le développement de I'anthropologic sociale
turque depuis ses fondations intellectuelles durant I'Empire Otto-
man du 18éme siécle jusqu’a sa presque maturité sous la Républigue
Turque du début des années 1970. Plutét que d'offrir un compte-
rendu bibliographigue ou biographique complet, le rapport est cent-
ré sur les savonts et publications turques,'ce qui met en voleur les
diverses étapes du développement de IJ'onthr'opoIogie seciale. Il com-
mence par relater les diverses réactions des intellectuels ottoméans
devant le déclin de leur empire en face de I'Europe, et illustre com-
ment la pensée socio-scientifique occidentale a été diffusée en Tur-
quie a cette épocque. Passant a la période d’aprés la premiére guerre
mondiale, ta rapport discute de I'impact du nationalisme turque mo-
derne sur l'organisation et la nature de la recherche anthropologique.
Finalement, il decrit le statut actuel de la recherche socio-anthropo-
legique et de I'instruction anthropclogigue dans les universités tur-
gues.

RESUMEN

La crénica remonta el desarwllo de la antropologia social en
Turguio, desde su cimijento intelectual en el Imperio Otomano del
siglo diesinueve hasta su casi madurez a principics de los afos 1970
de io Reputlica Turca. Mejar que ofrecer una relacion bibliografica
o enteramente biogrifica, lo reseno enfcca importantes cientificos
y publicaciones turcos que destacan las varias etapas del desarrol-
lo antiopolégico social. E.m-piez:d relatanto las diversus respuestas
de log intelectuales otomanos al estado de decadencia de su impe-
rio frente a Eurcpa y esclarece como el pensamiento cientifico social
del Occidente se difundié en Turquia ese tiempo. Cambiando al pe-
ricdo de lg post-guerra mundial primerg, I resefia discute el impac-
to del nacionalismo turco moderno en la organizacicn y haturaleza
de las primesas investigaciones antropologicas. Finalmente describe
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la situacion generalizade de la invcion vy la instruccion antropolagica
en las universidades.

by NADIA ABU ZAHRA

Department of Anthropology, University of British Co Vancouver,
B.C., Caoncda V6T 1W5. 17 x 75

The subject of this study is fasinating the development anthro-
pological studies in Turkey from the late 18th o until teday. For the
early period, the authors rely mai Lewis’s The Emergance of Modern
Turkey and the Enoyolof the Social Scienes. To collect their data on
contem anthropology in Turkey, they sent questionnaires to the so-
cial scientist there. Thus their study does not give insight inio haw
the various stages of the development social anthropology were af-
fected by the prevailing intellectual and the social and political con-
ditions of the time the authors cared to give us an account of the
content various works of the Turkish thinkers, they might hav some
light on the social problems prevalent then. For instance what was
the content of ibraham Sinasi’s 1859 journal the criticism of the go-
vernment which led to Namik K. flight from the country in 18677
What were the social of Ahmet Riza’s "'disgust” with the Ministry of
Education According to the authors, Gokalp “employed Durkheim
sociology in @ systematic investigation of Turkey's socicultural prob-
lems.” but nowhere gre we told how he Durkheimian sociology or
what cultural and social ther treated in his writings, The data on
contemporary Turkish social scientists do not go beyond the infor-
mation one finds in a curriculum vitae. No account is given of the
" ¢conditions and the intellectual atmosphere which migh affected their
studies. We are only told, for example Behice Boran of Ankara Uni-
versity became’ a political activist and left the university in 1946.
Eventually shebe chairman of the Turkish albor Party, a Marxist
organization which was banned by the military in 1972 but was reor-
ganized with Boran as chairman in 1975.”

The authors concluds that the anthropological studies that hove
been accomplished in Turkey are dsficient in the use of anthropo-
logical methods of fieldwork and participant observation and in cer-
tain areas of study, such as culture and personality, regional mar-
kets, etc. | would add that studies on politics, ritual, symbolism, and
religion seem to be lacking in Turkey as well as in other Near Eas-
tern countries, It is ironic, however, that the author's methods, Tike
those of the anthropologists they criticize, lack a sound anthrepo-
logical approach. They enumerate the works of social scientists,



266 THE DEVELOPMENT OF TURKISH SO0CIAL ANTHROPOLOGY

their degrees, etc., as if these scholars were isolated from the rest
of the Turkish society and not affected by their society and its cur-
rent problems. iLke the work on which they comment, their study is
deficient in certain “areas,” namely, reference to social and econo-
mic problems and to the particular social moods in which these so-
cial scientists live and work.

WOLFRAM EBERHARD

Department of Sociology, University off Californig, Berkeley, Ca-

lif. 94720, US.A. 7 x 75

This is an article which certainly will many coileagues who re
unable to read Turkidh and yet want to know what is being one in
Turkey in their field.

As in many countries, anthropology and sociclogy in Turkey re-
influenced by political altitudes, and it is difficult to remain totally
impartial. Neverthelgss, | think the authors have presented us with

a well-balanced study.

| miss some scholars whic seem to me'to have had an impaoct,
though none of them can officially be called a «social anthropologist.»
The late Fuad Kopruti might be called the first to have studied folk
narratives and epics from a sociological and literary viewpoint His
work was continued by Pertev Naili Boratav (now in Paris) with his
social analysis of Turkish folk narratives and narrators {a German
transiation (Boratav 1975) which has just been published) and by
Boratav's pupil llhan Bagsgdéz (now at the University cf Indiana, Bloo-
mington), who published the largest collection of Turkish riddles
(Basgbz 968} and has aslo studied Turkish rain prayers. A second
line represented by Nermin Abadan, whese study of Turkish workers
in Germany (Abadan 1264) was one of the earliest studies of foreign
workers in Europe.

The role of the Halk Evieri could perhaps have been underlined
more strongly, althcugh | agree with the authors that such of the
published work consists of data and not analysis. Will,-a man like Ali
Riacn Yalgin, with his work on the nomadi¢ Yiriik of southern Turkey
(Yalgin 1988}, might have been mentoned; he has informally influen-
ced numerous others.

NERMIN ERDENTUG

Antrcpoloji Enstitiisi, Dil-Tarih- Cogrmfya Fakiiltesi, Ankara Uni-
: versitesi, Ankora, Turkey. 30 x 75

This report is a successful attempt ot meeting g Iong -neglected de-
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mand with is up-to-date biblio-biographical account studies carried
‘out by Turkish social scientists in Turkey. We greatly indebted to the
authors for their endeavour. Nevertheless, there are some points to
be stressed with relation my own work.

At the outset of my career, | spent about three years (1948-51)
in British universities, and this experience was influential in my ad-
herence to the British functionalist school despite my later academic
studies in the United States. | was the first Turkish anthropologist
to usee fieldwork technigues (mainly partioipant observation) in Tur-
key. | established sooiocultural anthropology (ethnology) as an in-
dependent chair at Ankara University in 1260. Since then, my col-
leagues and | have developed varicus ethnographic and folkloric stu-
dies. | have always given priority {o sociocultural change in Turkish
peascnt studies in the M.A. and Ph. D. studies carried out under my
supervision (see Erdentud 1969, Emirodlu 1572, llbars 1974). | also
initiated applied anthropological researches at the M.A, and Ph. D.
levels at the Academy of Social Work, Ankara (1961}, the Faculty of
Education, Ankara University (1968), and the Faculty of Medicine
{Department of Community Health), Diyarbakir (1970). These researc-
hes are closely related to community development from the stand-
point of health and, especially, education (Erdentud 1972c, 1975). In
fact, | was the initiator of a Ph. D. research project in community
health development carried out among the Zazas and Kurdish so-
cieties of southern Turkey (Gencler 1974),

by BOZKURT GUVENC

Department of Anthropology, Hacettepe University, Beytepe, An-
korg, Turkey. 15 x 75

I should perharps address myseif to antesedents or developmen-
tal questions, since my stand on current issues is amply described
and fully credited by the autheors.

That sccial science develops in response to sccial change, a
phenomenon observed time and agaln elsewhere, is sustained by the
Turkish experience; hence the relevance of the “historical” introduc-
tion provided by Magnarella and Tlrkdedan, They lean, however, hea-
vily on the political rather than 'on the sociocultural history of the
land—yet to be undertaken.

The Young Turks, as well as some early Republicans, tried to
reform the state without due regard to its sccioeconomic infrastruc-
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We studied the available literature and presented @ preliminary ver--
- sion of 'our ideas to a group of Turkish scholars attending the Semi-
nar on Turkey's Social and Econommic Problems held in Erzurum,
Turkey, in October of 1673. We profited greatly from their comments,
criticisms, and recommendations,

If our purpose had been 1o “shed somme light on contemporary
social problems” in Republican Turkey, we would have found an
examination of current national and international economic, political,
and demographic factors much more productive than Abu Zahra's
recommended exposition-of a 19th-century criticism of the Ottoman
Sultan.

. FingHy, Abu Zahra's claim that Turkey lacks studies of politics
and religion is grossly uninformed. Politics is probably the single
most studied Turkish social scientific subject. Tezcan’s (1868) bibliog-
raphy of Turkish sociology, which covers many but far from all of
the Turkish-langucge books and articles published from 1928 to 1968,
lists more than 1,000 works on Turkish politics. Under the heading
of religious saciology, Tezean has 200 references. Excellent studies
in both these areas also exist in European languages, and many ad-
ditional studies have appeared since 1968. '

5
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