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ATATURK'’S CULTURAL POLICY
IN THE CONTEXT OF “TURK OCAKLARI”
(TURKISH HEARTHY)

The social structure in the Ottoman Empire was the most striking testament to the cultural diversity
of the state. In the state with a cosmopolitan niche, each existing community had its own cultural un-
derstanding. However, this cultural complexity created by the diversity in the country has over time led
to various problems and dualism in society. The Turkish Republic, which replaced the Ottoman Empire,
radically changed its political, socio-economic and cultural structure. Ataturk, as the founder of the
modern Turkish Republic, was not only a military genius, world-class leader, president, but also a person
who pursued cultural policy. For a Kazakh researcher, the events and difficulties experienced in cultural
life during the period of the republic were little mentioned in the Patriotic historiography. Most of the
studies were either articles or the problem was considered superficially. In many of them, cultural issues
were included in the educational policy of Turkey. While implementing decisive reforms in the country,
Ataturk did not forget to pay attention to the national culture and its significance. In this context, he de-
veloped a policy and tried to create a synthesis, uniting Turkish national culture and elements of cultures
of other nationalities. Of course, Ataturk’s intention and efforts to bring the Turkish nation to the level
of modern civilization played an important role in this. The principles of revolutionism, nationalism and
secularism that underlie Ataturk’s cultural policy are the most effective weapons of his struggle. In this he
was assisted by the «Turkish Hearths», where the migrated leaders of the Turkic-Muslim peoples of the
Russian Empire took an active part. In this regard, this article examines the main aspects of the formation
of «Turkish Hearths» and its role in the cultural policy of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk.
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«Turk ocaklari» (Typik owakTapbl) lweHOepiHAe
ATaTypiKTiH MBAEHM casicaTbl

OcCMaH MMNepUICbIHAAFbl BAEYMETTIK KYPbIAbIM MEMAEKETTIH, MOAEHN BPTYPAIAITIHIH eH XapKbIH
anrarbl 60AAbl. KOCMOMOAMUTTIK OpHbI 6ap MemAeKkeTTe apbip KOAAAHBICTaFbl KAYbIMAACTBIKTbIH ©3iHAIK
MOAEHM TYCIHIri KanaHFaH eAi. AAaiiad, eAAEri aAyaH TYPAIAIKTEH TyblHAAFaH OYA MBAEHU KYPAEAIAIK
YaKbIT @Te KeAe KOFamAa TYPAI MBCEAEAep MEH AYyaAM3Mre aAbin KeaAi. OcMaH MMNepUSChIHbIH, OPHbIH
6ackaH Typik PecriyGAmKacbl ©3iHiH casic, 9A€YMETTiK-3KOHOMMUKAAbBIK, JXK8HE MSAEHM KYPbIAbIMbIH
Tybereiai e3repTTi. Atatypik Kasipri Typik Pecrnyb6AMKacbiHbiH, Heri3iH KaAaylbl peTiHAE acKepu
AaHbILWMaH, 9AEMAIK AeHrenaeri Kewbacuibl, NMPE3MAEHT faHa emec, COHbIMeH 6ipre MaAeHMer
CaAaCblHAQ KYPAEAI casicaT >YprisreH TyAra peTiHAe TaHblAyAd. KasakcTaHablK, 3epTTeylli yLliH
pecny6AmKa Ke3eHiHAe MBAEHU eMipAe BOAFaH OKMFaAap MeH KMbiHAbIKTap OTaHAbBIK, TapMxHamMasa
a3 alTbIAABL. 3epTTEYAEPAIH KOMLWIAIr MakaAaAap TYPiHAE HEMecCe YCTIPT KapacTblpbiAAbl. OAapAbIH,
KenuwiAirinae MaaeHn maceaeaep TypkusiHbIH BiAiM casicaTbiHa eHrisiaai. Eaae wewywi pechopmanapAbl
>Ky3ere acblpa OTbIpbIn, ATaTYpiK YATTbIK, MOAEHUETKE XXOHE OHbIH MaHbI3ABIAbIFbIHA Ha3ap ayAapyAbl
yMbiTnaabl. OCbl TypFblA@ OA casicaT 83ipAern, TYPiK YATTbIK MOAEHWMETI MEH 3AeMeHTTepiH, Hacka
YAT MBAEHMETTEPIHIH SAEMEHTTEPIH BipiKTipin, CMHTE3 KypyFa TbIPbICTbl. OpuHe, ATaTypiKTiH TYpiK
YATbIH KQ3ipri epKkeHueT AeHreniHe >KeTKidyre AereH HMeTi MeH KYLU-Kirepi MaHbI3Abl POA aTKAPAbI.
ATaTYpIKTIH M8AEHM CadCaTbiHbIH, HEri3iHAE >KaTKaH pPEBOAIOLMALBIAABIK, YATLIBIAABIK, >KOHE
3aMbIPABIAbIK, YCTaHbIMAAPbI OHbIH KYPECiHiH eH TMiIMAI Kapybl 60AbIN TabbliAaabl. byFaH ofFaH «Typik
ollakTapbl» KypambiHa KipreH Peceit MMnepuscCbiHbIH, TYPiK-MYCbIAMaH XaAblKTapblHbIH 3MUrpaumsFa
MaXOyp 6oAraH kecemaepi beaceHai kemekTecti. OcblFaH 0GaiAaHbICTbl OYA Makanasa «Typik
OLIaKTapbIHbIH» KAAbINTACYbIHbIH, HETi3ri acrnekTiAepi XkxeHe oHbIH MycTada Kemaa ATaTypikTiH MaAeH!
casicaTblHAQFbl POAI KapacTbIpbIAFaH.

Tyiin ce3aep: Atatypik, Typkusi Pecniybamkacsl, «Typik owlakTapbl», MOAEHM casicarT.
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KyAbTypHasi noauTHka AtaTiopka
B koHTekcTe «Turk Ocaklari» (Typeukue ouarm)

CoumanbHasi cTpyktypa B OCMaHCKOM uMrepuu GbiAa CambiM IPKMM CBUAETEAbCTBOM KYAbTYPHOIO
pasHoobpasusi rocyaapctBa. B rocyaapctBe, MMEBLLIEM KOCMOMOAUTMUECKYIO HULLY, KadKAast
CyLecTByIOllas OOWIMHA MMEAA COOCTBEHHOE KyAbTypHoe MoHuMaHue. OAHAKo 3Ta KyAbTypHas
CAO>KHOCTb, CO3AaHHasl pa3HOO6Pa3MeEM B CTPAHE, CO BPEMEHEM MPMBEAA K BOSHUKHOBEHMIO PA3AUUHbIX
npobaem u Ayaamnsmy B obulectse. Typeukas Pecrny6anka, koTopas 3ameHraa OCMaHCKyI0 UMMNepuio,
KOpPEHHbIM 06pa3oM M3MEHMAQ €ro MOAUTUYECKYIO, COLMAAbHO-IKOHOMMYECKYIO WM KYAbTYPHYIO
CTPYKTYypy. ATaTIOpK, KaK OCHOBaTeAb COBpemeHHon Typeukon Pecnybamku, ObIA HE TOAbKO
BOEHHbIM reHVMeM, AMAEPOM MUPOBOIO YPOBHS, MPE3MAEHTOM, HO U YEAOBEKOM, KOTOPbIA NMPOBOAMA
KYAbTYPHYIO MOAUTMKY. AAS Ka3aXCTAHCKOrO MCCAEAOBATEAs COObITUSI M TPYAHOCTM, UCTIbITAHHbIE B
KYAbTYPHOM XW3HW B MEPUOA PECryOAMKM, MAAO YNOMMHAAMCL B OTeUecTBEHHOW McTopuorpacdum.
BOABLUMHCTBO MCCAEAOBAHMI AMOO NMYyBAMKOBAAUCH B BUAE CTaTeil, AM6O npobaema paccMaTprBaAacCh
NOBEPXHOCTHO. BO MHOMMX M3 HUX KYAbTYpHblE BOMPOCHI GbIAM BKAIOYEHbI B 06pa30oBaTeAbHYIO
noAantuky Typumn. Peaamnsys pelumteAbHble pedopMbl B CTpaHe, ATaTiopk He 3abbiBaA obpaliatb
BHMMaHMWE HA HaLMOHAAbHYIO KYAbTYpPY M ee 3HadyeHue. B 3TomM KoHTekcTe OH BbipaboTaA MOAUTHKY
M MOMbITAACS CO3AATb CUHTE3, 06BEAUHSS TYPELKYIO HAUMOHAALHYIO KYAbTYPY U DAEMEHTbI KYAbTYP
APYrMX HauMoHaAbHOCTelN. KOHEeUYHO, BaXKHYIO0 POAb B 3TOM CbIrPaAM HamMepeHue 1 YCUAMS ATaTiopka
BbIBECTW TypeLKYI0 HaLMIO HAa YPOBEHb COBPEMEHHOM UMBUAM3ALMK. [PUHLMIBI PEBOAIOLMOHM3MA,
HaUMOHAAM3Ma M CeKYyASpU3Ma, AeXKallye B OCHOBE KYAbTYPHOM MOAUTUMKM ATaTioOpKa, SBASIOTCS
HanboAee 3PPEKTUBHbIM OpyxMeM ero 60pbbbl. B 3ToM emy nomoraaun «Typeukue ouarm», rae
aKTMBHOE yyacTue NPUHUMaAM MUIPUPOBABLLME AMAEPDBI TIOPKO-MYCYAbMAHCKMX HapoaoB Poccuiickon
umnepun. B CBSI3M C 3TUM B AQHHOM CTaTb€ PACCMATPMBAIOTCS OCHOBHbIE ACMEKTbl 0OpPA30BaHMs
«Typeukmx o4yaroB» 1 ero poAb B KYAbTYpHOM noanTtuke Mycrtada Kemaab AtaTiopka.

KatoueBblie caoBa: ATaTtiopk, Typeukas Pecnybamka, «Typeukue odaru», KyAbTypHasl MOAUTHKA.

Introduction

From the very beginning of the founding of the
Ottoman Empire, the Turks were its main represen-
tatives. But Ottoman statesmen opposed Turkish
nationalism, as this could lead to the separation of
national minorities from the state and strengthen the
movement of nationalism among them. Therefore,
the government severely punished at the slightest
manifestation of such sentiments. The Constitution,
adopted in 1876, gave rise to the policy of “Otto-
manism”, according to which all citizens of a single
state were equal. But neither it, nor the idea of “Is-
lamism” that appeared later did not find a response
among the inhabitants of the country. The situation
changed in the early 20th century when the Otto-
man Empire lost part of its territory as a result of the
Balkan Wars, which again questioned the structure
of the state.

Turkish intellectuals knew the Ottoman Empire
was about to fall. The activities of the intelligentsia
in the Ottoman Empire and the Turks in Russia, the
loss of land, the economic and political crisis — all
this gives impetus to the emergence of a new idea
of Turkism. This movement shows the reality of the
development of the social, economic and cultural
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level of the Turks. The idea of creating a nationalist
group that had no political ties began to appear in
the newspaper “Jeune Turc” (“Young Turk™), which
editor was Zhelal Nuri Ileri. One of those who made
these thoughts viable was Zia Gokalp, who created
the theoretical basis of Turkism, which became the
foundation of modern Turkey (Gilyazov, 2001: 13).
Zia Gokalp defined Turkism as “the rise of the Turk-
ish nation”.

The gradual weakening of the Ottoman Empire,
constant wars with various countries, problems in
domestic and foreign policy led to the emergence of
the idea of Turkism in various strata of society. The
entry into force of the II Constitution and the forma-
tion of the constitutional monarchy on July 24, 1908,
marked the emergence of language, literary, artistic,
sports and philosophical clubs, increased interest in
the idea of a nation and strengthened Turkism. The
incompatibility of the sultanate and constitutional-
ism begins to surface (Akgura, 1981: 199). Think-
ers and intellectuals such as Ziya Gokalp, Akhmet
Agayev (Agaoglu), Khamdullah Supkhi Tanryover,
Mekhmet Fuat (Koprulu), Akhmet Mitkhat Efendi,
declared that it is necessary to have a national iden-
tity in order to become a nation. They realized that
Turkization would require social, economic and po-
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litical reforms, that the interests of the nation should
take precedence over personal interests (Tunaya,
1981: 140).

On June 20, 1911, a meeting was held in which
students of the Military Medical School, representa-
tives of the intelligentsia, such as Mekhmet Emin
Yurdakul, Yusuf Akchura, Ryza Tevfik, took part.
They decided to create a new national organization.
An interim administrative committee was formed
and Fuat Sabit proposed the name “Turkish Hearth”
(Sarmay, 1990: 34; Ustel, 2004: 51-54). The “Turk-
ish Hearth” was officially founded on March 25, 1912
in Istanbul, and this was announced in the newspa-
per “Tanin” (Orkun, 1977: 102). Akhmet Ferit Tek
became the first chairman and his deputy was Yusuf
Akchura. The first meeting of representatives of the
“Turkish Hearth” took place in the administration of
the magazine “Turk Yurdu”, which later became the
official publication of the organization.

One of the first innovations of “Turkish Hearths”
was associated with the surnames of the members of
the organization. Even before the law on surnames
was passed in Turkey, Khamdullah Supkhi used the
surname “Ozkul”, Ismet Inonu was “Inan”. Also,
“Turkish Hearths” attached great importance to the
development of the village and the protection of the
interests of the peasants. This was done to encour-
age nationalist intellectuals, especially doctors, to
travel to the countryside. The villagers were consid-
ered the backbone of the Turkish nation, therefore
outpatient centers were opened in some “Turkish
Hearths” and medical care was provided to the pop-
ulation free of charge.

By 1916, 25 branches of the “Turkish Hearths”
had been opened outside Istanbul. One of the first of
these was the Izmir branch, opened on September
2, 1912. Among its founders were Khussein Vasif
Chynar and Mustafa Nezhati, who were later min-
isters of national education in Turkey. During the
First World War, many members of the “Turkish
Hearths” were sent to various fronts. The Second
congress could meet only 5 years later, in 1918.

During the years of the national struggle (1918-
1922), the official activities of the “Turkish Hearths”
could not be carried out properly. On March 12,
1920, the British captured Istanbul and firstly closed
the “Turkish Hearths”. In Western Anatolia, the
Greeks took similar measures. Despite all these
events, according to Yusuf Akchura, the “Hearths”
did not disappear, and they owed this largely to
Khamdulla Suphi Tanryover.

Mustafa Kemal Ataturk, under pressure from
the Entente powers and at the request of the Istan-
bul government, went to Samsun on May 19, 1919.

In his telegrams he expressed his thoughts about
the injustice of the British invasion of Anatolia and
called the Greeks, who formed armed detachments,
the source of the unrest in Samsun.

Upon arrival in Anatolia, which Ataturk called
“the original homeland,” he decided to create a new
independent Turkish state, which was built on the
principle of national sovereignty (Atatiirk, 2000: 9).
This began to turn small sparks of the national strug-
gle into real torches. After the “Turkish Hearths” re-
ceived the status of an association working in the
public interest, Mustafa Kemal Ataturk received
representatives of the delegates of the General As-
sembly of the “Turkish Hearths” and in his speeches
emphasized the role of the centers in glorifying the
Turkish state and explaining its reforms. In this pro-
cess, a significant portion of the delegates attend-
ing the “Turkish Hearths” Congress were members
of parliament, prominent officials, intellectuals and
journalists.

In the first and difficult years of the republic,
the connection between Mustafa Kemal Ataturk and
the “Turkish Hearths” was never interrupted, the set
was strengthened. One of the most important indica-
tors of this is the statement made by Mustafa Kemal
Ataturk on April 26, 1926, in the “Turkish Hearth”
of Ankara. In this statement, he expressed his satis-
faction with the work of the “Turkish Hearths” and
that ... the “Hearths” are of great help in explaining
the reforms” (Karayaman, 2011: 17).

As we can see, “Turkish Hearths” played an
important role both in the social, political, eco-
nomic and cultural life of the Turkish Republic. In
this regard, this study aims to identify the role and
activities of the “Turkish Hearths” in the cultural
life of Turkey. To achieve this goal, the following
tasks have been set: discussion of relations between
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk and the “Turkish Hearths”;
the emergence of the Turkic movement in the Otto-
man Empire; after the proclamation of a constitu-
tional monarchy, briefly mention the strengthening
of the idea of Turkism and the creation of “Turk-
ish Hearths™, as well as the identification of its main
cultural aspects.

Materials and methods

This research used a comparative analysis, his-
torical analysis and a systematic approach in order
to identify the role of the “Turkish Hearths” in the
cultural transformations of Ataturk. The research is
aimed at solving the following tasks:

- identification and gathering of materials relat-
ed to the period of Ataturk’s reign;
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- analysis of the collected data;

- revealing the history of “Turkish Hearths” and
analysis of their impact on the cultural policy of
Ataturk.

The materials of the work were scientific works
of such Turkish, European, Russian authors as Y.
Akchura, M. Karayaman, F. Georgeon, 1. Gilyazov,
as well as articles from Turkish newspapers. Togeth-
er, they made it possible to establish links between
historical and cultural phenomena that took place
during the reign of Ataturk in the new independent
state. The considered problems from the point of
view of comparative analysis show the relevance of
this research.

In the course of the research, it was revealed
that migrants from the Russian Empire, who made
up the main backbone of the “Turkish Hearths”, had
a great influence on the formation of the Turkish Re-
public. These results can be claimed by the interna-
tional community, which can take a fresh look at the
“brain drain” phenomenon.

Results and Discussion

Formation of “Turkish Hearths” as the main
indicator of the cultural policy of Mustafa Kemal
Ataturk

After the capture of Izmir on May 15, 1919,
Khamdullah Supkhi talks to Ataturk and receives
advice to hold rallies and protests against the impe-
rialist policies of the occupiers, violations of inter-
national law and human rights in Istanbul. Ataturk
wanted to launch the process of information move-
ment, which was necessary for the national struggle.
Although the “Turkish Hearths” followed the prin-
ciple of refusal to participate in active politics, they
supported this struggle from the very beginning.
Their goals coincided with those of Ataturk, who
identified himself with them, since they were all
“spirit children of Ziya Gokalp” (Hanioglu, 1995:
1399). As a result, on June 6, 1919, the famous
rallies were held in Fatikh and Sultanakhmet. The
participants in these rallies were such members of
the “Turkish Hearths” as Khalide Edib, Khamdul-
lah Supkhi, Mekhmet Emin, Khusein Razhip. They
made passionate speeches and called people to fight.

The “Turkish Hearths”, which supported the
policy of “complete independence” pursued by
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk and supported him in all
matters, soon became one of the main interests of
the Entente states, which held Istanbul under their
control. They did not miss the chance to deal with
the “Turkish Hearths”, which for them immediately
became one of the most important sources of nation-
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alist resistance. After the rallies in Fatikh and Sultan-
akhmet, the central branch of the “Turkish Hearths”
in Istanbul was occupied by the British. On March
12, 1920, documents, books and other collections of
works were confiscated, many of the members of the
organization were exiled to Malta. Some of the val-
uable documents were rescued by the members of
the “Turkish Hearths”, who hid them in their homes
(Tunaya, 1988, p. 438).

On the one hand, the members of the organiza-
tion followed the recommendations of Mustafa Ke-
mal Ataturk to protest in front of foreign embassies,
on the other hand, they secretly went to Anatolia to
join the national struggle. Among them were such
outstanding personalities as Khamdullah Supkhi,
Khalide Edib, Mufide Ferit, Akhmet Ferit, Khusein
Razhip, Akhmet Agaoglu, Yusuf Akchura and Me-
khmet Emin. They followed Ataturk and accompa-
nied him all the way to Ankara (Georgeon, 1999:
126-127).

Due to the difficult conditions of the national
struggle period, the “Turkish Hearths” could not
continue their official activities in the period be-
tween 1920-1922. In the wake of the military suc-
cesses associated with the liberation of [zmir on Sep-
tember 9, 1922 and the raising of morale, Mustafa
Kemal Ataturk calls for the reopening of the “Turk-
ish Hearths”. He finances 3600 lira for the construc-
tion of a building in Istanbul for “Hearths”, donates
1000 lira and 2000 lira to the branches in Ankara
and Izmir respectively. On December 29, 1922,
Khamdulla Supkhi opened the “Turkish Hearth” in
Ankara and announced the opening of 19 branches
in various regions of Anatolia. At the meeting, Atat-
urk was assigned number 1, after which the number
of branches of “Turkish Hearths” and their mem-
bers increased, and more than half of the “Hearths”
in Ankara consisted of Mustafa Kemal Ataturk’s
friends, members of parliament, writers and teach-
ers. Within a short time, they became the most popu-
lous organization in Turkey (Sapolyo, 1966: 800).

Ataturk’s relationship with the “Turkish
Hearths” was much broader than mere financial
patronage. At every opportunity, he expressed his
loyalty and commitment to them. During his trips
around the country before and after the proclama-
tion of the republic, Ataturk visited the “Turkish
Hearths” in Akkhisar, Ushak, Izmir, Adana, Mersin
and Konya. There he made many important speech-
es concerning the new Turkish state and nation, one
of which said that “if there is anything extraordi-
nary in his creation, it is his birth as a Turk” (Atay,
2004: 18). Although Ataturk objected to welcoming
ceremonies, people, especially youth, flocked to the
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places where he appeared. All this took place with-
out coercion, only because of the coincidence of the
goals of both sides.

On March 15, 1923 in Adana, in his notes,
Ataturk wrote: “Let the “Turkish Hearth” of Adana
become a source of light for Turkishness. The fire
of this hearth is very ancient. They’ve tried to put
it out for centuries. But many who tried to do this
have been put out themselves” Another example of
the close relationship between the “Hearths” and
Ataturk is his speech during his visit to Konya on
March 20, 1923. In his speech, which can be called
a “declaration of Turkish nationalism”, he said: “For
every nation it is necessary to have certain positive
qualities. Individuals who do not possess such char-
acteristics, and nations consisting of such individu-
als, cannot form a real state. As far as I know, the
main goal of the “Turkish Hearths”, which have
been opening in our country for many years, and
which still burn with a sacred fire, and whose flame
enlightens the heart and conscience of each mem-
ber, is to give such a positive character to the people.
The “Turkish Hearths” must have a strong impact
on the morale and culture of the nation. They are al-
ready doing this and will continue to do so” (Turan,
1996: 83).

The creation of the Turkish Republic marked the
largest victory for Turkish nationalists. In the period
after the proclamation of the Republic, the “Turk-
ish Hearths”, at the request of Ataturk, intensified
their educational, cultural and artistic activities, be-
coming the intellectual force of state reforms. In this
context, various activities were carried out to edu-
cate the population, people saw innovations.

The interest and support that Ataturk showed to
the “Turkish Hearths” was not only personal, but in
a short time became a state policy. On December 24,
1923, the Grand National Assembly of the Turkish
Republic was asked to allocate an entire building to
the “Turkish Hearths” in Ankara. After the adoption
of this proposal, signed by 164 deputies, 3,000 liras
were allocated annually to ensure the organization’s
regular financial income.

After the proclamation of the republic, the
“Turkish Hearths” gather their first Congress from
221026 April 1924 in Ankara. By this time, thanks to
material and moral support, the number of branches
of the “Turkish Hearths” reached 71. When Mustafa
Kemal Ataturk received delegates to the Congress,
he said that “... when creating a new Turkish Re-
public, he mainly trusted the “Turkish Hearths”...”
(Hacaloglu, 1993: 10; Karaer, 1992: 21). This state-
ment is important from the point of view of reveal-
ing the relationship of Ataturk with the “Turkish

Hearths” and his trust in them. Likewise, in connec-
tion with this Congress, Atatiirk said: “Our future
hopes as a nation are directed towards the Turk-
ish youth who have gathered around the “Turkish
Hearths” (Ustel, 2004: 159), thus re-emphasizing
the importance he attached to the “Hearths™.

As a result of the Congress, some amendments
were made to the Law on the “Turkish Hearths”. Ar-
ticles that reveal the idea and purpose of the Hearths
are arranged as follows:

Article 2 — The goal of the “Turkish Hearth” is
to strengthen the national question among all Turks,
to work for the benefit of civilized development and
expanding the possibilities of the national economy.

Article 3 — The “Turkish Hearth” cannot
interfere in politics. Not a single “Hearth” member
can use the Society for his own political purposes.

Article 4 — Each member of the “Hearth” can
work in accordance with their political views, which
do not contradict the goals specified in the second
article.

At the meeting of the Council of Ministers on
December 2, 1924, by decree No. 117, the “Turk-
ish Hearths” were transferred to the status of asso-
ciations working in the public interest. Thus, they
gained significant influence with the support of
Mustafa Kemal Ataturk. In his speeches, he em-
phasized the role of the “Hearths” in glorifying the
Republic of Turkey and explaining reforms to the
public.

At the Second Congress of the “Turkish
Hearths”, which was held from April 23 to May 1,
1925, Ataturk said that the revolution of the Turk-
ish Republic was based on the “Hearths”. This Con-
gress was attended by 85 delegates, among whom
was Ataturk’s wife Latife Khanym (Ushaklygil).
1925 was an important year for both the Turkish Re-
public and the “Hearths”. Many significant events
took place that year:

— Sheikh Said uprising on February 13, after
which the courts of independence were established;

— The Progressive Republican Party closed on
June 3;

— On November 25, the Law on Wearing Hats
was adopted;

— On November 30, a law was adopted to close
the dervish lodges.

Sheikh Said’s uprising forced the government to
pursue more nationalist policies. It also played a role
in bringing the “Hearths” and the government closer
together. The first signs of interest of the Republi-
can People’s Party (RPP) in the “Turkish Hearths”
appear. However, opponents of the “Hearths” and
some members of the RPP, who disagreed with the
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idea of Turkism, began to assert that with the crea-
tion of the national state, the “Turkish Hearths” ful-
filled their mission and their presence was no longer
needed. These conversations did not stop until they
were closed in 1931. Despite this, they were sup-
ported by the state and the RPP and spread widely,
acquiring buildings and assets. By 1926, the number
of the “Hearths” branches was 217, 97 of which had
their own private building, and the total number of
members reached 30,000.

The Third Congress of the “Turkish Hearths”
was held on April 23-28, 1926. One of the main is-
sues discussed there was about non-Turkish speak-
ing minorities. It was emphasized that the Turkish
language needs to be popularized. In addition, the
following topics were raised:

— Resettlement policy for non-Turkish speaking
immigrants (e. g. Bosnians);

— Churches and Greeks in the Black Sea;

— Kurds and the Kurdish question.

During the Congress, Mustafa Kemal Ataturk
uttered the famous words: “We are nationalists,
Turkish nationalists. The basis of our republic is
the Turkish community. The more members of this
community are Turks, the stronger the republic is
based on this community. The “Turkish Hearths”
have provided a very great service for this since its
inception. Continue your activities with the same
enthusiasm” (Vakit Gazetesi, 27 Nisan 1926: 2).

The issue of non-Turkish speaking minorities
was again put on the agenda of the Fourth Congress
in 1927. The outcome of these discussions was the
“Citizen, Speak Turkish!” campaign, endorsed by
Ataturk. This meant not using words of foreign ori-
gin, especially Arabic and Persian. With the support
of the Central Committee of “Turkish Hearths”, a
society of Turkish speakers was created. In parts of
Turkey, minorities who speak a language other than
Turkish were fined. This campaign became not only
an idea proposed by the “Turkish Hearth”, but also
a state policy that continued until the death of Atat-
urk and even up to the 1940s. Khamdullah Supkhi
said that those who do not know Turkish should not
be granted Turkish citizenship. Minority and for-
eign schools were required to teach Turkish as their
mother tongue, and teachers who failed the Turkish
language exam were fired.

At the Congress, Ataturk made several state-
ments on religious, national and secular education.
Leaving religious education to the family, he trans-
fers national education into the hands of the state
(Palazoglu, 1998: 490). The “Turkish Hearths” are
beginning to turn into institutions loyal to the repub-
lican regime. Together with the RPP, they participate
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in state policy for the dissemination and implemen-
tation of ideals in the field of science, culture and
society. At the Second Grand Congress of the RPP,
held on October 15-20, 1927, Ataturk delivered his
famous speech, which lasted 36 hours, 33 minutes.
As a result, the “Turkish Hearths” were recognized
as an institution under the control of the RPP.

Activities of the “Turkish Hearths” in chang-
ing the alphabet

Ataturk believed that Turkish society would
not develop without education in their native lan-
guage. At that time, the Turkish language abounded
in Arabic and Persian words. This complicated the
learning process, which was based on memorizing
difficult foreign words. The year 1928 began with
Ataturk planning the transition from the Arabic al-
phabet to the Latin one. For this, in June, the “Al-
phabet Committee” was formed, and by August
the leaders of the “Turkish Hearths” supported the
change of the alphabet. Thus, on November 1, 1928,
the Turkish Grand National Assembly (TBMM)
passed the “Law on the Adoption and Application
of Turkish Letters” numbered 1353. This ended a
70-year-old alphabet reform dispute. Despite the
struggle of anti-secularists against them, courses on
teaching the new alphabet were organized in many
departments. The “Turkish Hearths” worked hard to
educate citizens in a new alphabet based on Latin
letters, teaching 50,000 people to read and write in
the first months of 1929. During their studies, they
received great financial and moral support from the
state.

The introduction of a new alphabet and a single
national language helped the peoples assimilate and
become a national republic of Turkey. Later, 700-
800 words from the Turkic vocabulary were intro-
duced to replace the Arabic and Persian words.

At the Sixth Congress, which took place in April
1930, it was decided to create a Committee for the
Study of Turkish History, which in the future will
form the core of the Turkish Historical Society.
Tevfik Byiyklioglu was appointed as its president at
a meeting on June 4, 1930. Ataturk puts forward a
new thesis on the history of Turkey. According to
this, the source of the civilizations founded in Asia
Minor and Anatolia are the Turks. Ataturk obliged
the “Turkish Hearths” to study Turkish history in a
holistic manner and inform the Turks and the whole
world about it (Afetinan, 1981, p. 297).

The events in Menemen, the creation of the
Free Republican Party, and the economic crisis are
beginning to raise questions about the completion
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of reforms among state officials. The RPP seeks
to concentrate all republican powers in one hand,
which will lead to a one-party authoritarian regime
in the future. After traveling around the country and
returning to Ankara, Ataturk shared ideas with some
party members and Ismet Pasha to close the “Turk-
ish Hearths” in order to join the RPP and create Peo-
ple’s Houses instead.

The first unofficial news about the closure of the
“Turkish Hearths” appears on March 20, 1931. Af-
ter that, the question of their closure or joining the
RPP was considered at a meeting that took place in
Chankaya on March 24, 1931. After this meeting,
Ataturk made a statement in which he substantiated
his decision: “There are periods in the history of na-
tions when, in order to achieve goals, it is neces-
sary to collect all material and spiritual forces at one
point and direct them in one direction. It is neces-
sary to gather nationalist and republican forces in
one place in order to protect the state from dangers
from inside and outside” (Atatiirk, 1997: 90). It was
announced that an Extraordinary Congress would be
held on April 10, 1931. It was unanimously decided
to liquidate the “Turkish Hearths” and transfer their
property to the RPP (Cumhuriyet Gazetesi, 11 Nisan
1931: 1). At the time of their closure, they had 267
branches and 32,000 members.

After that, various versions circulated as to why
the “Turkish Hearths” were closed. By that time,
they were enlightened and dynamic, which caused
concern among the leaders of the RPP, who began
to see them as political competitors. Because of
this, the RPP pursues a policy of “uniting all repub-
lican forces in a single pair of hands” (Hacaloglu,
1993: 17). In an effort to become the sole force in
the spheres of economy, politics, press and educa-
tion, the state closed or took control of the follow-
ing organizations: Turkish Teachers Union, Turkish
Publishing House Association, Turkish National
Students Union, Turkish Reserve Officers Associa-
tion, Journalists Association, Turkish Women’s Un-
ion etc.

Foreign policy reasons include relations be-
tween Turkey and the USSR. The “Turanian” ideas

of the “Hearths” were close to the Turks of Russia.
The USSR Ambassador to Turkey Y. Z. Surits of-
ficially informed the Minister of Foreign Affairs
Tevfik Rushtu about his concern about the activities
of the “Hearths”, stating that they became a haven
for the Turks fleeing Russia (Tevetoglu, 1986: 196).

Conclusion

The late 19th — early 20th centuries revealed
both internal and external problems of the Ot-
toman Empire. The ideas of “Ottomanism” and
“Islamism” could not stop the process of the dis-
integration of the state. To create a single nation,
people needed to unite and act in its interests.
After the adoption of the II Constitution in 1908,
the ban on the creation of associations based on
ethnicity was lifted. This led to the emergence
of many organizations with the idea of Turkism.
“Turkish Hearths” were created by the efforts of
Turkish youth and intellectuals who believed that
the national existence was in danger, that it was
necessary to save the Turks, not the empire. Their
activities were aimed at working for the unity and
future of the country, without taking part in the po-
litical games of the constitutional era. The ideas of
“Turkish Hearths” quickly spread throughout the
country and their number grew rapidly.

Mustafa Kemal Ataturk saw the “Turkish
Hearths” as a tool that can be used to spread the idea
of nationalism and his reforms. The following re-
forms were achieved: restoration of women’s rights,
separation of religion and state, introduction of a
new alphabet and simplification of language, espe-
cially in literature and history.

Turkish Hearths were founded with the aim of
improving national culture, moral and intellectual
life, strengthening national unity and social struc-
ture. And we can say that over the almost 20-year
period from March 25, 1912 to April 10, 1931, they
played a major role in the history of Turkish culture,
politics and nation. They formed the ideological ba-
sis of the revolution, which resulted in the formation
of the Turkish Republic.
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