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r One «A rîte (he wMb <rf Mûttttajt TUrhka, H.Z. Ülken, R«fb Kaynar and ötemin 
ErdaCuA baSde» BaA>’ a coetfereoce and ı>'aBpOHUA befid in Turkey rcfenİBc tn üûb pm- 
peetne.

İn ordcr ro underetand and calk about (hc Grcat Türk who had 
the utmost (tesire and objcctivr of raısing Juj nation to thc )c\'cl of 
dviiiaation cnjo>'cd by Watcrn sockücs, onc must bccomc acqu« 
aİntrd wi(h “ıhr Principh» of Auiürk**  from ıhc pcrspecüvc of 
K>cio"Cultur4İ anthropok^. Undoubtcdiy, such a uuk should be 
ıhc misMon ı>f rclated TurkûJ) seholars.

In fac(,ihrrc lıaabccn a faİr number of forcign and Turlush teho 
Urf u-tıo have Ukcıı up Atatürk's Priıtcİplcs from (he potni of vicw 
of sodal Sciences*  alongside ıh<Mc who havc made him a subjcci of 
study Aj'.n j>Qİi()ctanf a sutesman» a great soldicr and a genius. Alt 
ıhc samc, ıhc cutlural pertpeetive has not been fully accounied for. 
Thh artielc attempu lo mçet ıhe demand revulüng from (his undue 
negligencc.

According (o Ataiürk's Icgaey, ıhc most cflbc(h*e  course to lake 
in ıhe dc\*clopmcnt  and modetuizaıion of Turkc>*  lics in “llıc Prin« 
eiples of AıacurV refketed in thc philo90phy of KemaUsm. By bc*  
ing, on (hc u-holc« a fratne of rrference at each endcavonr and aetî*  
s-ity direeted (o^s-ards thc dcs'clopment and progress of Turkey, 
ihnc princi|>les arc« in a way, scicntifîc pıinciples finding justification 
in ıhe Science of culturc» i.e. sodo’-culiural anthropology. In other
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v^ords, One cannot peıceive ihc mcaning nor give an accounı of “the; 
Principlcs of .Atatürk**  hy .tburarting them from such scicniific 
conccpts aı modcrnization. pmgms, deselopmrnt and cullutal co- 
hesion.

ti fâK₺ Mciety h>f 4 cultufMİ stOKturc bkn4<d w)ib iı> mkûİ onr.
3 Coknnnr G1)mnt co njunr onr.

/V an anstser to üıe rralİıics and necciMtİe-^ nfthc (ime*  a ıe\*olu-  
lionary ehange on ıhc way to progrus app<-ant to l>c inierx\ovcn wi(h 
(he Jaid principla. 'rheıefoıe, “rcvcIütionİAm” comrs firsı in order 
of inıjKjrtanee arnong theıe principle^ forming thc gitt of Kenu- 
lisın. Al thc hasis of tlûs cenceptualization lie$ ıhc tviIlinRncss to 
âccepı every pouiive innovation suited to ıhc social and cahural 
struciure*  of ıhc TnrkKh socîety. Such a ehange shouhh hy ali
mcanj, bc apprupriarc to ıhc "TurkUh idcnıity of tlıc Tur-
kiUx society» î.e. (o ihr naiional idcnttiy (batic naıional charactcri>
tic5, auitudct and valini; whirh <Hstitıgnithc^ a Türk from a Ja-
pancK» C^incsc, Iıalian*  d t.. TIıc Fathcr of tlıc Turkt ac(cn>
tuatcd thh aspcct cicarly aıul cxprvsâiv<İy uiıH his nıouo. Proud
i*  hr who calls himsclf aTurk'\ thus pointiı'g ouı ıhc fundamrnial 
element (hat is (o exût in (he principle of revolutionisnı despiie nexv 
necottiUrs forcing nıx>dern innovaiions resulting in ncw niodes of 
behaviour.

This main concrpüon pertaining (o ihe preser\'a(ion of TurkUh 
identity in ıhc face of change also nıanifcsu itsrif in anoihcr Ataiuık 
principk. This is "'ıhc prindplc of nationatûm*\obviously  stemming 
from the eonecpı of cuhural coh<'>iun since iı is ıhc values and atti- 
tudes shared eonunonly by a eertain soeiety ihal gives il iis uni((ue 
cuhural idcnıiıy and mould for bccoming a nation.

Krom thc prrspectivc of soeio’-cutiural anihropology» AlatOrVs 
principlc of rcv*olutionism  aho con\'eys thc meaning of ''modcmizaıi- 
on," Houxvcr, somc anıhropologisu lake “modcmizaıion” asasyuo- 
ny m for *'dc\'clopmenl ”> and dcs'clopmcnı sccnw to bavc laken on, iıh 
lime, ıhe meaning of "community dcvelopmcnf*.  This shilt in eapreMİ-
On it mainly an anihropologieal proce^s beeanse, wha(ç\’er ıhe lag nıay
bc bc (“modemijcalion* ’. o: coınınunity dcvclop»“dcsTİopmeıılM U

mcnC*},  ıhc procc» of clıange on (hc way to progrcis is onc (hat ne­
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ver comn easy nor lakci pUcc wiıhout any paiııs bc&ida involnng 
.1 high social cost^.

By punulng ihc objecuve of tuming üıc tıaditional Turkiıh 
cuhure into a modern one in kreping wi(h thc times, Atatürk had. 
in faci. an inr’ghı into thc basİc principlct concerning cuhurc thiriy 
odd yeart befbrc (hcir appcarance in scicnûHc publicatiom. ^^*İth  
ıhis hnightednmt hc dûpUyt a part of his eharaeter as a dcep ihin- 
ker in addition (o his reknos^^ı exccnti\x capacity. Just Ukc an anth- 
ropologisı, he lıad been atvare oT thc fact ıhat thc cuhural elemeno 
currendy functional in thc Turkish socicty tvouM oui-<laic ihemsckcı 
in lime (as is thc ca<o in ali socteiics) and that it s^Tîuld bccomc nc- 
cessaty lo discard thc out**<latcd  culnırc ekmenu for ıhe morc ap- 
propriate novelties. Wtthout any doubt, thc proccss of cuitural ch> 
angc constitutes thc main ingredient of hw “m-olutionism”. Accord*  
ingiy. during his lifetimr. Atatürk had iniisted on dİKardİng thc 
majority of thc traditional clcmcnts ıhat had bccomc obsolete at 
the time.

There is yel anolhet principlc rclaccd to culturc that is to bc fo- 
und at thc rooıs of ^VtaıürVs ro'olutionisın in thc seme siated abose: 
ihe pnnciplc that during ihc proce» of cultutal changc. thc ncwly 
acccptcd cuitural clcmcnts should have thc capabiHty of integraıing 
into thc aetual cuitural struftuTC of the socicty in qurstiotA Atatürk 
had also sbourn prcscicncc on this issuc by acknotvlcdging this KÎcn-
lific principlc more or Icu (hirty ycaıt brfûre iu general acceptancc 
and had manoeuvrcd his aciivitics in accordancc with it. Prior to 
Atatürk» it had bcen thc incompaiibility bctwecn tlıc ncw and thc 
odsting eJeoRnu dut had produccd innumcrablc failures during 
thc implantalion of various t^pkally uestem cuitural elcments 
onto thc esdsting tedmolog>', administration and cducation systcnu 
of thc Otıomans. Tlıcrcforc» he lıad opted in dbcarding thc majo­
rity of bchanour stemming from İslam» ıhat u*ould  hn\*c  bcen 
in thc u-ay of modcrm2ation> in favourof •*jeculariınf  \ anoilrr of 
his principle-S pertaining to culturc, thus cnabling thc asrinülation

I Cohra&ar CtyoB» (N«w York: OıSord Vbİv. Pra», 1^71)»
/on'n

) G«orc« F«»ı*r,  TmAImo4 Cathru : At t/ TtikotUfUti ({*icw  Yotk: 
Ibrper ırHİ Row, ı^)».p. 77.
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o( ccKnûal novrlık» uith ihc CKİKİng culturAİ lUucturc. So, it fol- 
louT uiı that 'Sccul&rûm'*  be»c dcmoıutratc» iuelf with iu fuııcti- 
onal importancc in thc procctf of iock>culitıral ctunge. In ali 
cndca^'Ours to modemuc, thc important rokof “sccuUrUm*̂  &Iıould 
not bc undcrcttinutcd. othcrHİsc. it would bc rathcr pcrplcsing to 
o\xKomc thc rcsultant ruhurc conflict.

Motcovcg Autûrk's vİch:s on "popuiiun’* indıcatei üıai ıhts 
principk i< alto an integral factor in hu pcrception of ıhc proccis 
of R>odcmizalion. Hc acccntuatc*  thû point b>' demaiMİiııg consi- 
deration for thc tradilİon*  and (cndencirs of thc p«^>k in ali thc 
attcmpU at raodernizatİon*.

To conciude» it is cvidvni ıhat thc princ'picı of Atatürk arc 
cloıcly Ibıked (o thc proccM of dcvdopmcnt, erinother>*ord*«soc.k>  
-cuİtural changc. and that ouSng to this intcrdcpcndcncc put forıh 
by thc sdence of culturc» thc ta^ cannot bc abstractcd from cach 
other. For this reajon, thc principlct in quc$tion shoutd be perccivcd 
and pTcıcntcd as **socİQ>cultural  principfo* ’ by studcnuof ofsocio- 
»cuhural anthropok>g>*.  în addition, Autürk's cKtraordinary grasp 
of H>eio<-cultural drcvmstanccs as if he had been a student of socio 
-cultural anthropology, should abo Ik presented in text boob at 
ali le\%ls. alongside widcl> expoundcd qua]i(ics as a politician, a 
suıestnan and a great »oldirf.

6 Gaxi MuiuU Kemd (Atıttuh), [A cd. (huabAt): 'I .O.T.
Kwt.), V«t t.


