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By both Kemalism and Atatürkism, reference is made to the thought patterns and views of
Mustafa Kemal Atatürk (1881–1938), the founder of the Republic of Turkey (below “Turkey”),
which was established in 1923. The founder’s given name was “Mustafa.” His mathematics
teacher bestowed on him the additional name of Kemal (meaning perfection, maturity), because
he considered Mustafa a very intelligent pupil. Following Turkey’s adoption of the use of
surnames in 1934, the Turkish parliament conferred upon Mustafa Kemal the surname of Atatürk
(Father of the Turks).

“Kemalism” was not a term widely used in Turkey until after the death of Mustafa Kemal
(Atatürk). Although parliamentarian Şeref Aykut wrote a book titled “Kamâlism” in 1936 (Hanio-
ğlu, 2011: 193), there was no reference to that term in civics textbooks until 1938 (Alkan, 1980:
37–48). In later years, the usual term became “Atatürkism” rather than “Kemalism.” All along,
Atatürkism has had a positive connotation, implying what was admired in Atatürk’s thought
pattern and views. Various persons and groups, including political parties, have attempted to
legitimize their views/policies by referring to themselves as “Atatürkist.”1 In contrast, particu-
larly in the post-1980 period, “Kemalism” has been used by those critical of “Kemalist policies
and acts.” Some members of the intelligentsia who share those critical views have even talked of
a need for a “Second Republic” (I

.
kinci Cumhuriyet) in Turkey.2

The admirers of Atatürkism consider it to consist of formulae appropriate for all times and
places. Consequently, in their view, there should at no time be a diversion from the policies
adopted and pursued in the Atatürk era. These admirers hold Atatürkism to be an ideology
closed to change. For them, Atatürkism is a source of legitimacy for their views and actions.
The detractors of Kemalism, on the other hand, regard it as an elitist and authoritarian system of
thought, leading to tutelary democracy from which Turkey still, in their opinion, suffers.

Due to the conflict that exists regarding the issues of ethnic identity and the Islam-state
relationship in Turkey, the ongoing confrontations surrounding Kemalism/Atatürkism have
given rise to recurring political crises from the 1950s onward. Between 1960 and the present
(2011), Turkey experienced three direct military interventions in which the military took
power into its own hands (1960, 1971, and 1980), and another military intervention in 1997, in
which case the military, with the tacit support of some public and private institutions and civil
societal groups, obliged the civilian government to resign. All of these interventions were car-
ried out in the name of “Atatürkism.” Also, since 1971, several religiously oriented political
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parties have been closed down either by the Constitutional Court or by a military junta on the
grounds that they had used religion for political purposes and thus acted against Atatürkism.
Particularly since 2002, during which time the religiously oriented Justice and Development
Party (JDP), headed by practicing Muslim leaders, has formed majority governments, the main
opposition party, the Republican People’s Party (RPP), has appeared to have allied itself with
the military and the Constitutional Court, in that it has expressed agreement with the rationale
behind those military interventions and/or court rulings.

The present chapter is a study of Atatürk’s own “Kemalist” discourse, though not his
“Kemalist” practice. Thus, the chapter is also not about the Kemalism/Atatürkism others
attributed to Atatürk and/or themselves acted in the name of, either during Atatürk’s time or in
later decades.

Contemporary civilization and modernization

During the nineteenth century and first two decades of the twentieth, the West looked down on
the Ottoman Empire, perceiving it as “the sick man of Europe.” That empire was considered as
backward, with its traditional ways and costumes objects of derision (Okyar, 1984: 45). In the
very town where Atatürk was born, Selanik (Thessalonica, in present-day Greece), the members
of the Muslim community were “the spectators, not participants of the modern culture” (Grassi,
2009: 90).

Atatürk must have deplored the degrading views that the West held regarding the
Ottoman Empire. As he pointed out (Volkan and Itzkovitz, 1984: 47), he had avidly read the
works of the Ottoman thinker Namık Kemal (Özata, 2007: 190), who in the 1860s had been
one of the first to use the ideas of “fatherland” and “patriotism” in the context of the Ottoman
Empire. Inspired by these and similar writings, Atatürk came to the conclusion that he
himself should play a major role in turning things around in the empire (Karal, 2003: 169).
Indeed, on 25 January 1914, in a letter he sent to his friend Madame Corinne from Sofia,
where he was serving as an officer in the Ottoman army, Atatürk indicated that he had an
important goal in mind, the accomplishment of which would greatly benefit his country
(Yurdakul, 2010: 77).

Atatürk’s eventual goal was nothing less than to completely transform society. He wished
Turkey “to catch up with contemporary civilization, and, if possible, surpass it.” In this context,
he did not make a distinction between “civilization” (read “technology”) and “culture,” as had
Ziya Gökalp, the leading Ottoman sociologist during the first two decades of the twentieth
century. In Atatürk’s view, separating civilization from culture was “not only unnecessary, but
also difficult” (Gökberk, 1983: 302). Rather, he agreed with another Ottoman thinker,
Abdullah Cevdet, who had suggested that Western civilization should be adopted in its entirety,
that is, “with its roses and thorns” (Hanioğlu, 1997: 145).

According to Atatürk, the transformation of Turkish society had to be a total one in another
sense, too. He wanted to see a transformation both in essence and in outer appearance. This seems
to have been the case for two reasons. The first was his recollection of how, in the eyes of the
West, the traditional ways and costumes of the populace in the Ottoman era were objects of
derision. Thus, for instance, he openly expressed his disapproval of the behavior of certain
women: “In some places I see women who hide their eyes or face with a piece of cloth and
turn their back to men passing by or sit on the ground and hunch over. Do these strange and
barbarous types of behavior befit mothers and girls of a civilized nation? These behavior patterns
lead civilized nations to make fun of us; we should, therefore, prevent women from acting in
this manner” (n.a., 1957: 55). Atatürk concluded that the Turks’ survival in the world of
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civilization depended upon them changing themselves. He added in this context too that Turkey
was capable of joining the community of civilized nations (Yılmaz, 2008: 76; Meydan, 2009:
625; Macfie, 1994: 138; Mango, 1999: 264).

It must be pointed out that when it came to the way women dressed, Atatürk indicated that
outer appearance was of secondary importance, provided it did not render Turkey inferior in
the eyes of civilized countries (Karal, 2003: 77). Probably having in mind the fact that women
in Turkey were at that time in general far less educated than men, he believed that women first
needed to become more knowledgeable, enlightened, and virtuous (n.a., 1957: 58). In the case
of men he was less inclined to make allowances; Atatürk declared that men should have “shoes
on their feet, trousers on their legs, shirts, waistcoats, and jackets on their bodies, ties around
their necks, and hats on their heads” (Karal, 2003: 84).

The second reason for Atatürk’s insistence that people’s appearance must change was his
belief that outward appearance reflected inner feelings and thoughts. When, during a visit to the
city of Kastamonu on 2 August 1925, he urged men to replace their traditional headgear, the
fez, with European-style hats, Atatürk spoke of the importance of “being civilized both in
essence and appearance” (Gökberk, 1983: 302). In this case Atatürk seemed to assume that a
change in outer appearance would lead to a transformation in the manner in which someone
used their reasoning abilities. This idea grew out of his more general belief that one major
change in an individual’s life could lead that individual to become accustomed to change in
general. For Atatürk, who wished to bring about in Turkey a transformation in all aspects of
life, the point at which the population began to accept major changes as a matter of course must
have marked a very significant first step toward his goal.3

Change in essence rather than in outer appearance was, of course, much more crucial to
Atatürk, who considered contemporary civilization to be inseparable from Western modernity.
While a student at the War Academy, he had perused various works of Victor Hugo, John
Stuart Mill, Montesquieu, Rousseau, and Voltaire as well as the speeches of Mirabeau (Özata,
2007: 192). An able commander, a calculating politician, and a realist statesman, Atatürk was
primarily a man of the Enlightenment (Mango, 1999: 528). In his view, European civilization
was both universal and in the ascendant; it represented the secular ideal of progress and thus
called for the abandonment of backward habits (Mango, 1999: xi, 3, 81; Orga and Orga,
1962: 259). In a statement to French journalist Maurice Pernot on 29 October 1923, Atatürk
made the following points: “We wish to modernize our country. Our goal is that of coming up
with a system of government which is contemporary and thus Western.”

Cognitive revolution

In the last analysis, Kemalism was intended to achieve a cognitive revolution in Turkey. Atatürk
pointed out that there was a need to realize a major transformation not only in institutions but
also in people’s patterns of thought (Karal, 2003: 73). His ultimate goal was to enable the people
of Turkey to use their own reasoning faculties, rather than feeling obliged to turn to the Qur’an
and/or religious personages whenever they were going to make a significant decision. Atatürk
thought that all of the Islamic world, including Turkey, remained far behind other countries and
lived in misery because the peoples of those countries did not have the right kind of mentality
(zihniyet). Turkey was in need of “a new nation, a new state, and a new way of life.” The Turks
now had to acquire a “civilized” mentality, develop “modern” thought patterns, and widen their
mental horizons (Aydınel, 2008: 226; Eren, 1963: 19–20; Orga and Orga, 1962: 259; Oy,
2007: 615).4 Atatürk once stated: “Our guides in life should be wisdom, logic, and intelligence”
(Heper, 1983: 222).

Kemalism/Atatürkism

141



Kemalism, despite the suffix “ism,” was not an ideology closed to change; rather, it was a
worldview instructing the Turks “how to think,” not “what to do.” If they were to follow
Atatürk’s precepts, Kemalists had to adopt an uncompromising stance against dogmas of all
kinds. To quote him at length:

I am not leaving to future generations any verse, any dogma, or any frozen and pet-
rified rule or practice. What I am leaving behind to future generations is a scientific
approach and a rational way of thinking. Those coming after us will appreciate the
fact that even if we were not successful in achieving every goal we pursued, we
nevertheless always took as our guide a scientific approach and a rational way of
thinking. Time is passing rapidly. The very notions of happiness and unhappiness on
the part of nations and individuals are undergoing change. In such a world, insisting
upon the argument that a certain rule and practice should never change would be a
denial of scientific and intellectual progress … Those who in the future would like to
take me as their guide will be my worthy followers if they in fact turn to science and
acquire a rational pattern of thought themselves.

(Özata, 2007: 13)

Arthur Schweitzer (1974) has made a distinction between natural charisma and value charisma.
By natural charisma, he referred to a leader’s emotional appeal. Atatürk did have natural charisma;
among his other attributes, he was a man of courage, the savior of the country, a national hero,
and an excellent orator. Throughout the republican period, the admiration most Turks had
for Atatürk was nothing less than idolatry.5 Down to the present, the anniversaries of his death
(1938) have continued to be occasions for heartfelt tributes and myriad recollections of him and
his times. Although his natural charisma served him well during some trying times, as when he
resigned from the regular army and tried to organize the national resistance on the eve of the
Turkish War of Independence (1919–22), Atatürk did not see himself in that light. He once said
that he was “not necessarily an extraordinary person” (Heper, 1980–81: 70). Atatürk also pointed
out the fact that he was not indispensable. He made several statements along the same lines:
“There are two Mustafa Kemals. One is me, the mortal Mustafa Kemal; the other is the ideal of
Mustafa Kemal that the nation keeps alive. I represent the latter ideal. If I came to the scene when
the country faced a grave danger, was it not because a Turkish mother had given birth to me?
Will not Turkish mothers give birth to other Mustafa Kemals?”; “One day my humble self will
pass away; but Turkish Republic will live forever”; “O youth! You are the future. We established
the Republic; you will take it to higher levels” (n.a., 1957: 63–64).

However, although he chose not to exploit his natural charisma, Atatürk did attempt to use
his value charisma to persuade the people of Turkey to adopt a favorable stance toward his main
message: that is, that they should stay away from dogma and superstitions and instead be guided
by science and their own reasoning faculties. Atatürk’s emphasis on science, however, did not
amount to a positivist worldview—the assumption that it is possible, through scientific means,
to determine the best type of society (held together by a constellation of hegemonic values) and to
bring about such a society. It is true that, not unlike many nineteenth-century European thin-
kers, Atatürk attributed a moral value to science: that is, those who took science as their guiding
principle could not go wrong (Mardin, 1983: 39). Having observed the fact that religion had
constituted the ultimate source of legitimacy for the people of Turkey, he perceived science as a
civilized religion and attempted to substitute science for religion (Mardin, 1983: 42).

Atatürk’s emphasis on science, however, did not lead him to embrace positivism. This was
because he believed that ultimately the people, rather than an elite, would shape their society, if
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not in the short run then certainly in the long run. In Atatürk’s view, the people had great
potential for progress, and also a collective conscience, even though they might not be able to
express it in the early stages of their progress. Consequently, until such time as adequate pro-
gress was made, it was incumbent upon the elite to discover the collective conscience of the
people and govern the country accordingly. However, once the people made sufficient progress
so that they themselves could formulate policies based upon their collective conscience (national
will), they would be granted real sovereignty and would begin to shape society.6

Islam, secularism, and laicism

Atatürk initially attempted to use religion (Islam) for two purposes: 1) maintaining national unity
during the time he was wresting power from the sultan’s government in Istanbul—which had a
centuries-old Islamic legitimacy behind it; and 2) keeping morale high in the military as it waged
war against an enemy that had more manpower and better weaponry. He subsequently tried to
reconcile religion and science so that the former would not present an obstacle to science
assuming an important place in society, politics, and the lives of individuals. Eventually, however,
Atatürk placed sole emphasis on science, at the point when the Republic made the transition
from cultural nationalism—an important dimension of which were cultural traits derived from
Islam—to civic nationalism, which was based on loyalty to the state. Being a man of action as
well as a man of the Enlightenment, Atatürk adopted a Fabian strategy, resorting to different
policies on the basis of which were needed and feasible at any given time.7 It is worth noting here
that chronologically, there was some overlapping among his three different approaches to
religion.

Atatürk had always been aware of the significant role religion (Islam) played in the lives of
the people. Given the urgency of maintaining national unity in order to successfully carry out
the struggle for independence, he found it necessary during the early 1920s to place emphasis
on religion: “In Anatolia, 90 percent of the people are Muslims. Resorting to a means other
than religion to obtain the willing support of the people would have defeated our very pur-
pose” (Meydan, 2009: 474). During this period, a close colleague, Mazhar Müfit Kansu,
remarked to Atatürk following a speech the latter had made, “General, you ended your talk like
a mufti.” Atatürk responded by saying, “I know what you are driving at. However, you should
keep in mind that at this very moment we need to persuade people that we are trying to save
them, the Fatherland, and the Sultan from the enemy” (Meydan, 2009: 334). In May 1920, in a
manifesto to the people penned on behalf of the Turkish Grand National Assembly, Atatürk
seems to have even requested help for the national struggle in metaphysical terms: “May the
Grace of God and the divine help of our Holy Prophet be the guide and support of those who
devote their lives and their souls to the union of the nation and the Fatherland! Amen”
(Hülagu, 2008: 125). He tried to rally people to the cause in a similar manner: “Our religion
does not wish to see our people in a despicable, poor-spirited, and contemptible state. Both
Allah and His Prophet Mohammad have asked believers to maintain their nation’s glory and
honor at all times” (n.a., 1957: 36).

During the same period, Atatürk also attempted to reconcile religion with science. Here he
first underlined the essential need for religion: “Religions are facts of life and they have indis-
pensable functions. We have a religion with strong foundations. A nation without a religion
cannot survive” (Aydınel, 2008: 285). However, he had some reservations regarding the role of
Islam in political life: “We are Muslims. We do not reject Islam. However, history is witness to
the fact that Islam has been used for political ends. Moreover, our sacred feelings toward that
religion have been exploited by others for personal ends. There is a need to put an end to this
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state of affairs. This is because only then would one appreciate the true worth of Islam” (I
.
nalcık,

2007: 68–69). Atatürk was after “genuine Islam,” which he believed would be compatible with
reason and public interest (Mango, 1999: 380–81), since he saw Islam as a rational and logical as
well as a tolerant religion (n.a., 1957: 38).

More accurately, he believed that Islam would be a rational, logical, and tolerant religion if it
were cleansed of dogmas and superstitions (I

.
nalcık, 2007: 40–41); he entertained the view that

such elements had been incorporated into Islam by certain scheming religious personages:
“Although they are not really learned in Islam, just because they put on religious attire some
persons are considered to be very knowledgeable about that religion despite the fact that they
know next to nothing about Islam. These people are, in fact, greedy and only look after their
petty interests. For this reason, in order to deceive people they even come up with false Hadiths
[the traditions of the Prophet Mohammad]” (n.a., 1957: 36). Not unexpectedly, Atatürk had a
very unfavorable stance toward the religious personages in question: “Could one perceive a
nation as civilized if that nation comprises people who blindly follow the paths of sheikhs,
dervishes, and seyyids [descendants of the Prophet Mohammad], and leave their destiny in the
hands of fortune-tellers, sorcerers, and amulet providers?” (n.a., 1957: 43).

Atatürk wanted to remove the religious figures in question from their privileged position of
being the only persons considered knowledgeable about Islam in Turkey. He encouraged
people to avoid them and live their religion in whatever manner they themselves thought was
proper. In one of his speeches, Atatürk underlined the need for such a development: “Religion
is a … personal affair. Let everybody decide for himself [how s/he will live her/his religion] …
for truly religious there will be no falling away” (Orga and Orga, 1962: 272). On another
occasion Atatürk stated: “I take as truth only what is in the Qur’an itself. In seven different parts
of the Qur’an, Allah says, ‘We sent it to you in Arabic so that you can understand it.’ This is
what I want to tell my people: read and understand whatever you are saying when you are
praying in your own language” (Bozdağ, 2007: 64). In order to make this possible, Atatürk had
the Qur’an translated into Turkish (Karal, 2003: 92, 93–94). He also asked the head of the
Directorate of Religious Affairs, which was affiliated with the prime ministry and had the task
of disseminating “enlightened Islam” to the populace, to publish, in Turkish, all of the sermons
delivered at the mosques (Oy, 2007: 277). In 1931, at some mosques, the call to prayer (ezan)
was recited in Turkish (Kasapoğlu, 2006: 127).

However, after a time, Atatürk began referring to the dark forces of “religious reaction”
(Kinross, 1965: 438). By now perceiving Islam as an impediment to modernization (Mardin,
1971: 238), he no longer talked about its compatibility with contemporary civilization (Mango,
1999: 375). For him, the ultimate ideal had become “the advancement of all mankind in
experience, knowledge, and thinking, and the establishment of a world religion through the
abandonment of Christianity, Islam and Buddhism” (Hanioğlu, 2011: 157). Atatürk indicated
what he considered that world religion to be through his statement that the best guide in life
was science. When he came to the conclusion that religion could pose a threat to his
civilizational project, Atatürk turned against even a reformed Islam.

As already implied, for Atatürk the first and foremost goal was secularism, enabling people to
use their own reasoning faculties rather than turning to the Qur’an and/or religious personages
for guidance. Concerning laicism, that is, the separation of state affairs from religion, he advo-
cated both “passive” and “assertive” versions of laicism. This is a distinction Kuru (2007: 571)
has made. Passive laicism allows religion public visibility; assertive laicism confines religion to
the private domain. Atatürk seems to have taken a middle ground: “Laicism is not only the
separation of religion and worldly affairs; it also means the state acting as the guarantor of the
citizens’ freedom of conscience, prayer, and religious choice” (Yılmaz, 2008: 20). Earlier, when
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he had been trying to reconcile Islam with modernity, Atatürk had similarly avoided placing
himself in a polar position concerning the way women dressed: “In the cities we come across
some women who cover themselves excessively and others who do exactly the opposite … Our
religion would approve neither” (Arığ, 2007: 36).

Nationalism, authoritarianism, and democracy

The civilizational shift Atatürk had in mind made it necessary to replace the religious community
that the Republic had inherited from the Ottoman Empire with a secular nation. In early
1920 Atatürk was of the opinion that because for long centuries there had been a great deal of
acculturation among elements of the population with different religious, sectarian, and
ethnic identities, their cultural similarities had become far more significant than their cultural
differences. Consequently, Atatürk came to the conclusion that one could now talk about a
“nation,” which, of course, connoted a significant degree of homogeneity. He called that nation
“Turkish” because, according to him, “Turkish” was “the most well-known term for the purpose
at hand.” It follows that he used the term “Turkish” as a name, not as an adjective; for him,
“Turkish” was an umbrella name inclusive of people with different religious, sectarian, and
religious identities. In other words, the term “Turk” did not connote only ethnic Turks (Heper,
2007: 83ff).

This indicates that, at the time, Atatürk subscribed to cultural nationalism. However, as the
culture of people in Turkey was closely intertwined with Islam, the cultural nationalism in
question was not inclusive vis-à-vis non-Muslim citizens. Parallel to Atatürk’s later distancing
himself from religion, the 1924 Constitution adopted civic nationalism, whereby citizenship was
now defined on the basis of citizenship rather than culture (Heper, 2007: 89). Thus, nationalism
in Turkey became inclusive of non-Muslim citizens, at least in legal terms.

Atatürk considered his efforts to save the country from dismemberment by foreign powers,
and equally his projects of establishing in Turkey contemporary civilization, Westernization,
a republican system of government, and secularism as vitally important. Consequently, he did
not refrain from acting in an authoritarian manner where these issues were concerned. It is
reported that in a speech he made in the early 1920s, he went so far as to state, “Everyone must
do as I order. I don’t want to hear any criticism. I will have my own way, and everybody will
obey my wishes” (Orga and Orga, 1962: 164). Later, during a debate on whether or not a
republic should be instituted, Atatürk remarked that a republican system of government
was going to be adopted in any case, although in the process “some heads … [might] roll”
(Mango, 1999: 364). Furthermore, throughout the remainder of his lifetime, Atatürk continued
to judge that people were not yet ready for liberal democracy (Kinross, 1965: 446; Mango,
1999: 276). His choice was for “rational democracy,” where educated persons would engage in
debate on what would be in the best interest of the country (Heper, 1985: 51–52).8 This was
because in his opinion, a republic was a regime based on moral virtue; virtue here meant the
ability to act against one’s particularistic interests if the common good required it (Heper, 1983:
239–40).

On the other hand, Atatürk made it known that for years he had held but kept secret the
view that people had a great aptitude for progress, and that when progress in this particular
regard was made, he would act accordingly (n.a., 1957: 72). Later Falih Rıfkı Atay, a prominent
journalist who had been very close to him, noted that throughout his life Atatürk had prepared
the prerequisites for democracy (Atay, 2006: 28). Indeed, the abolishment of the sultanate and
caliphate (1923 and 1924, respectively), the adoption of the relatively liberal 1924 Constitution
along with the principle of laicism, the adoption of the Latin alphabet (1928), the provision of
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education along Western lines, and a new civil law based on the Swiss Civil Law (1926),
experimentation with a two-party system in 1930, granting the women the right to vote in
municipal and national elections (1930 and 1934, respectively), initiation of a cognitive
revolution, the attempt to develop and disseminate an enlightened Islam, and the refusal to
formulate Kemalism as a closed system of thought were some of the important milestones
toward the transition to a multiparty system in 1945. It would be fair to suggest that if those
prerequisites, in particular the cognitive revolution, had not been in place, the Turks could not
have succeeded in bringing about the democratic revolution of the mid-1940s and the
economic revolution of the 1980s.

Concluding observations

Atatürk’s Kemalism was a project undertaken to attain contemporary civilization, that is, to adopt
modernization along Western lines. Democracy was perceived as an integral part of Western
modernization. The transition to democracy was to be made when people became capable of
using their reasoning faculties rather than turning to the Qur’an and/or religious personages.
Atatürkist Kemalists were to enable people to progress in the use of their reasoning faculties, at
the same time as they themselves were institutionalizing the other prerequisites of democracy.
Kemalism was not an ideology closed to change. On the contrary, it was a worldview open to
change; it stood apart from both political Islam and ethnic nationalism. Consequently, Atatürkist
Kemalists would not have offered “Atatürkism” to later decades as a constellation of set formulae
to be adopted intact by the generations of those decades; Atatürkist Kemalists would have
conceived of Atatürkism as the formulation of policies most appropriate to the time and place of
their adoption. For, Atatürkist Kemalism placed emphasis on resort to reason, not on blind
emulation.

Notes

1 For some examples, see Landau (1974); Alpkaya (2001); Bora and Taşkın (2001).
2 See, inter alia, Altan (2008). Altan has coined the phrase “Second Republic.”
3 In the event, the fez was outlawed while no restrictive legislation was enacted concerning women’s
dress styles.

4 Atatürk did make a reference to “culture” as the sole premise upon which the Turkish Republic was
founded. However, he at times used the term “culture” interchangeably with “mentality.” In 1936,
when there was a debate on culture, Atatürk defined it as follows: “Culture means reading, under-
standing, observing, deriving meaning from one’s observations, awakening to truth, thinking, and
refining one’s intelligence further” (I

.
nan, 1969: 49). Consequently, the transformation that Atatürk

attempted to bring about was also referred to as a “cultural revolution.” For instance, see Mardin
(1971: 202).

5 Some empirical findings are reported in Heper (1980–81: 69).
6 Atatürk’s relevant statements on this matter are cited in Heper (1985: 50–51).
7 On Atatürk’s pursuing a Fabian strategy, see Mango (1999: 364).
8 This particular definition of “rational interest” draws upon Sartori (1987: 13ff).
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