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Perhaps this experiment with economic liberalism would have continued for longer if
the great depression had not exerted an immediate effect on Turkey, where the
economic crisis in the capitalist world, ushered in by the Great Crash of 1929, gave a
sharp impetus to state intervention. The impact of the depression on the economy was
sufficient to force the government to take counter measures. The crisis came to be seen
as a failure of the free-enterprise system, identified with Western capitalism. The Soviet
Union, with its system of state controls, seemed to escape the crises. It was therefore
seen by the Kemalists as a model that might be usefully copied in certain areas of the

Turkish economy. **

Feroz Ahmed further argues that the “Kemalist regime,” by which he meant to
be a single party political system with an interventionist economic policy, “continued
to be transitional in character, preparing the ground for a liberal political and
economic system which would replace it in the near future.”®

Despite his theoretical analysis of economic systems, Sun’s position
concerning the economic sphere was determined by his concern for underproduction
in China. He frequently emphasized that China’s primary problem was the creation
of national capital rather than the regulation of private capital. Both of the leaders

concerned here were committed to rapid industrialization under state guidance that

would bring welfare to all.

392 Peroz Ahmed. 1981. “The Political Economy of Kemalism,” in Ali Kazancigil, Atatiirk: Founder
of a Modern State. p. 158.
B Ibid, p. 159.
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PART IV

THE NATIONALIST DISCOURSES OF SUN YATSEN AND
MUSTAFA KEMAL ATATURK IN COMPARATIVE

PERSPECTIVE

Both the Ottoman Empire and the Qing Empire ruled vast lands resided by
various nationalities, the governance of minority regions and the minorities became
harder for the empires as their economic power weakened as a consequence of
imperialist economic exploitation and political pressure. While Britain started to
expand its power in Qing Tibet, Russia claimed rights in Mongolia and Manchuria,
and France began to exert its influence in south-western China. In the Ottoman
Empire the same imperialist powers began to play the role of protectors of the
Christian minorities, who had claimed their independence from the Empire during
the eighteenth and the beginning of the nineteenth centuries as a result of the support
they gained from Western powers. Therefore, the history of the Chinese and the
Turkish nationalist struggle also turned into a struggle that aimed to overthrow
Western economic and political exploitation and to reclaim the territories that were
under threat as a consequence of Western territorial claims that were demanded for

minorities or for their own territorial expansion.
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Chapter VII
THE ANTI-IMPERIALIST DISCOURSE OF MUSTAFA KEMAL AND SUN
YATSEN IN A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE

An anti-impefialist discourse was a very important component of Sun Yat-
sen’s thought, especially after the revolution of 1911. Until that time, he had the
belief that the cause of China’s weakness was Manchu rule, and Western aggression
would stop as the Chinese manifested their determination to overthrow the alien
rulers from their soil. However, as it became clear that the overthrow of the Manchus
did not bring about any improvement in China’s relations with the Great Powers, he
had to reconsider his thinking and arrived at the point that anti-imperialist struggle
was necessary in order to free China from foreign exploitation. As analyzed in the
preceding chapter, for Sun, the ‘awakening of the Chinese to their nationhood
required the Chinese to awaken to the dangers of imperialism.

Similarly, many nationalists led by Mustafa Kemal during the Independence
War were determined to overthrow imperialist powers by use of force. However,
since the Ottoman ruling dynasty was not alien, for the Turkish nationalists, there
was no confusion in their mind as to the question of the enemy. Mustafa Kemal
utilized an anti-imperialist discourse as early as 1919 in order to establish a
connection between the Turkish struggle for independence and the anti-colonialists
struggles of non-Western nations that were flourishing throughout Asia and Africa.

However, before embarking on a discussion of the elements of the anti-
imperialist discourse of the two leaders, it is important to remember that both
Mustafa Kemal and Sun Yat-sen were men of action rather than men of ideologies.
They were realists and pragmatics and could utilize any discourse which they

believed could serve their ultimate aim that was to overthrow the enemy and
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establish a republic. Neither Mustafa Kemal nor Sun Yat-sen became harsh critics of
imperialism until they lost all their belief for any Western support for their cause or
any Western reconsideration of their relations with Turkey and China. Similarly, the
radicalization of anti;imperialist discourse in Turkey and China was a consequence
of the support of the Soviet Union, which emerged as a supportive force to the
Turkish nationalists during the critical years of the Independence war in Turkey
(1920-1), and to the Chinese nationalists during when Sun failed to gain any
recognition or help from the Great Powers in China (1922).

As mentioned earlier, Sun Yat-sen, until he entered into official relations with
the Soviet Union in the second half of 1922, preferred to use the term ‘Great Powers’
in order to distinguish the friendly powers from the unfriendly ones.’** The primary
- aim of Sun was to unify China, which meant to overthrow the Beijing government
that was controlled by the warlords after the death of Yuan Shikai. Therefore, he
welcomed any help from a ‘Great Power’ which would recognize his government in
Canton and support his government as he undertook military expeditipns against
Beijing. During his lifetime, he requested support from imperialist powers many
times in return for concessions. Before the 1911 revolution, although he harshly
criticized the Manchus for ‘selling the country’, which did not belong to them, to the
foreigners, he entered into negotiations with the French and asked them for arms and
military advisors in return for granting concessions in the southern provinces that
would be wrested from imperial control.’® After the revolution, this time, Sun
demanded support from the Japanese in order to topple Yuan’s regime in return for
concessions that were even harsher than the Twenty-one Demands of Japan from

China during the First World War. Although the concessions made to Japan

> 0‘_‘ J. Fitzgerald, Awakening China, p. 170.
°% Berggére, Sun Yat-sen, p. 115.
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remained secret until the secret letters to the Japanese officials were publicized after
World War 11, Sun’s pro-Japanese tendencies that he made public during a speech in
which he criticized the entrance of China into the First World War %, disturbed the
Chinese nationalists, who did not hesitate that J apan had monopolistic ambitions in
the Far East. Sun’s attitude was a contradictory one because although Sun criticized
Japanese policy as imperialistic in 1914 for its occupation of Shandong, he became
the tool of Japanese imperialism. He considered his attitude to be beneficial to China,
since it would mean the end of authoritarian Yuan regime.’”” Sun’s relationship with
imperialistic Japan is a complex one and should be considered within the framework
of his belief in pan-Asianist unity. Therefore, below, I will re-examine his attitude
towards Japan within the context of Sun’s pan-Asianism. In this section, the aim is to
demonstrate that Sun’s anti-imperialism was not an ideological one and as we follow
his practices, it is observable that he could rely on imperialist powers if they
guaranteed to support his cause.

Although Sun’s attitude towards imperialist powers was vacillating until his
alliance with the Soviets, Mustafa Kemal’s policy against imperialism can be
followed in a more linear fashion. After Mustafa Kemal emerged as a nationalist
leader of the Anatolian resistance movement, he did not give up his anti-imperialist
discourse although it became harsher after nationalists in Ankara entered into
negotiations with Soviet Russia in the early 1920s. Only after Ankara was victorious
in its Independence War and entered into negotiations with the Western powers in
Lausanne at the end of 1922, did he moderate his anti-imperialist tone, and even
abandoned it in the following years. This point manifests that Atatiirk’s anti-

imperialism was pragmatic rather than ideological.

% Qun Yat-sen, Prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Writings of Sun Yat-sen, p. 194.
7 M.Jansen, The Japanese and Sun Yat-sen, pp.188-9.
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Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, in contrast to Sun Yat-sen who was ready to grant
concessions to the Great Powers before he came into contact with the Soviets, and
~ like Sun Yat-sen, who in 1924 insisted that economic exploitation which was implicit
and indirect was even more threatening than direct colonization, would never agree
to grant economic and political concessions to the invaders as his dispute with the
foreign minister of the day- Bekir Sami- demonstrates. When Bekir Sami was sent to
the London conference as a delegate for the revision of the Sévres Treaty in February
1921, he concluded separate treaties with Britain, France, and Italy at the cost of
economic concessions. Mustafa Kemal declared that the treaties he had signed were
nothing other than the occupation of Anatolia under different names.’®® Bekir Sami
believed that the Turkish nationalists were doomed to fail unless they reconciled with
the Great Powers through granting them concessions. He insisted that the
continuation of a war against an enemy who was much more powerful than the
nationalists could bring disaster to the country and the entire Islamic world.’”
However, for Mustafa Kemal, independence not only meant political independence
but also economic independence as well. This point seems to have been accepted by
the majority of the parliamentarians, since the treaties signed by Bekir Sami were not
 ratified.”"’

Mustafa Kemal, just like Sun Yat-sen, who insisted that China was not an
independent country but a ‘hypo-colony’ of the colonizers, believed that the Ottoman
Empire was a colony of the foreigners because they interfered in the economic
independence of the Empire and had acquired rights that were not the product of

equal economic interaction between two sovereign countrics. Just after the

Independence War in 1923 he mentioned that,

5% M. Kemal Atatiirk. 1973 .Nutuk II. MEB, p. 589.
%% Ibid, p.592.
OB Ziircher, Turkey, p. 161.
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... The Ottoman state in reality and in practice was deprived of independence. In truth,
it was such a state that the taxes, which it imposed on its own people, were not imposed
on the foreigners. It did not have any control over its customs and tariffs. Here was a
state with no jurisdiction over foreigners. It is impossible to regard such a state as
independent. The intervention in the domestic tasks of the state, and the nation was not
limited to these. For example, the state was not free in building railroads and factories
which were vital for the nation. In any case there was interference. In that sense could
such a state be viewed as an independent state? As I mentioned previously, in reality the
state had lost its independence long before and became nothing but a free colony of the
foreigners. The Turkish nation among the Ottoman peoples was reduced to the status of

slavery.”!

Mustafa Kemal was sensitive on the issue of the independence of Turkey. He
argued that the military victory of Turkey would not last long unless it was
supplemented by economic victory. It was the period of economics and the means to
write national history had to be the “plow” rather than the sword.>"

Thus, the status of Turkey when it entered its Independence War was nothing
other than a colony. Therefore, right at the very beginning of the national resistance
movement, during the Erzurum Congress in 1919, Mustafa Kemal talked about the
anti-colonialist struggles throughout the world.’ > He gave the anti-colonialists
struggles in Egypt, India, Afghanistan, Syria, and Iraq as examples. He described
how these nations defied foreign sovereignty in their own countries, and what kind of

methods they utilized in order to force the colonialists to retreat.

Dort aydan beri Misw’da istiklali millinin temin ve istirdad: icin pek kanli vakay ve

ihtilatat devam ediyor. Nihayet Ingilizler tarafindan bittevkif Maltaya gétiiriilmiis olan

>!! The speech was presented during the Izmir Economic Congress. Atatiirk "iin Séylev ve Demegleri 11,
p. 108.

>12 Atatiirk stated that , ‘Siyasi, askeri muzafferivetler ne kadar bilyiik olursa olsunlar, iktisadi
muzafferiyetler ile tetvig edilemezlerse husule gelen zaferler payidar olamaz, az zamanda soner. ...
Efendiler, dahil oldugumuz halk devrinin, milli devrin, milli tarihini dahi yazabilmek igin
kalemlerimiz sapanlar olacaktir. Bence halk devri, iktisat devri mefhumu ile ifade olunur’. Ibid, pp.
111-2.

B Soylev ve Demegler I, p. 1-5.
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murahhaslar tahlive olunmus ve Paris Sulh Konferansina azimetlerine muvafakate
mecbur olmugslardir.

Hindistan’da istiklal i¢in vasi mikyasta ihtilaller oluyor. Maksad-1 millilerine vusul icin
bankalar, Avrupa miiessesati, demiryollar: bombalarla tahrib ediliyor.

Afganistan ordusu da Ingilizlerin milliyeti imha siyasetine karst harb ediyor. Ingilizlerin
bel bagladiklart hudut kabailinin dahi Afganhilara istirak ettigini ve bu yiizden Ingiliz
askerlerinin dahile ¢ekilmege mecbur oldugunu Ingiliz gazeteleri itiraf etmislerdir.
Suriye’de ve Irak’ta Ingilizlerin ve ecnebilerin tahakkiim ve idaresinden tekmil
Arabistan halky galeyandadir. Arabiston’in  her yerinde ecnebi boyundurulugu
reddolunuluyor. Yanliz refah ve saadeti memleket icin ecenebilerin, iktisadi, umrani,

. .y . o 14
medeni vesaitinden muavenete riza gosteriliyor.”

The reason behind Mustafa Kemal’s emphasis on anti-colonialist struggles
during his short speech at the Congress seems to be his effort to inject trust to the
delegates for victory. Some of the delegates were hesitant about the possibility of a
victory over the imperialists because of the imbalance in the power situation as it
became apparent during the mandate discussions at the Sivas Congress that was held
just after the Erzurum Congress. The Erzurum speech is important firstly because it
shows that if the minor colonized countries could resist colonial rule, Turkey could
also do sé. Secondly, it shows the empathy that was established between the
nationalists in Anatolia and colonized countries which had started to resist foreign
exploitation. It should be remembered that Sun was also making use of the struggle
of small countries as examples to his fellow men. The examples of Transvaal, Poland
and the Philippines, which had struggled against the big powers despite their
weaknesses, were frequently emphasized by Sun.’?

Anti-imperialist discourse gained a new momentum as China and Turkey

entered into a cooperative relationship with the Soviet Union. In the case of Sun Yat-

314 These statements are in the speech presented during the Erzurum Congress. Soylev ve Demegler 1,

pp.-1-5.
1 See Prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Writings of Sun Yat-sen, p. 101 and p. 197.
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sen, cooperation with Soviet Union can be presented as a last measure as one follows
his lifetime effort to gain international support from Britain, France, and Japan. In
the case of the Turkish nationalists, the attempts to cooperate with the Soviets,
although represented as cooperation under the umbrella of anti-imperialism, started
as a tactical maneuver. In the middle of 1919, Mustafa Kemal planned to use Soviet
Russia as a tool in order to threaten the British. If the plan did not work, it would be
necessary to enter into cooperation with the Bolsheviks, but at the same time
preventing them from entering into Turkey directly. He wrote on 23.06.1919 in a

telegraph to Kazim Karabekir that;

It is an appropriate decision to appear neutral in case of the increasing influence of the
Bolsheviks in order to change the decision of the Entente powers from occupying our
country. We have to claim that otherwise the Entente powers will cause our country to
enter under the influence of the Bolsheviks. On the other hand, before the Bolsheviks
make a proposal for cooperation it is very appropriate to enter into discussions and
reach an agreement with them by the means of a few respectful intermediaries. In this
way, we will prevent the entrance of the Bolsheviks in our land by force and with many
troops. For this purpose we should say that our national forces are ready, and we have to
arrange some secret meetings for discussions on our future situation, our arms, technical

. .. 516
materials, ammunition, and money.

Soon after, when Istanbul was occupied in March 1920 by the British, there

remained no other option for the Turkish independence cadres but to cooperate with

316 wBolseviklerin daha etkili bir duruma girmeleri halinde tarafsiz goriinmek kararwyla itilaf
kuvvetlerini memleketimizden uzaklastirmaya zorlamak ve aksi halde vatamimizin Bolgevik istila
alaminda kalmasina sebeb olacaklarm iddia etmek ve ona gore gereken fiiliyata kalkismak uygun
olacaktir. Diger yonden ilk teklifin herhangi bir suretle Bolsevikler tarafindan yapilmasini
beklemeyerek derhal bolgeden dahile dogru gizlice gonderilecek birkag kiymetli kisi vasitasiyla
hemen tartismaya girismek, anlasmak pek yerinde olur. Bu suretle Bolseviklerin bizim memleketimiz
dahiline kalabalik ve kuvvetle girmesine liizum olmaz. Isbu amag igin zaten bu memleketin milli
giiciimin hazir oldugu séylenerek yanliz simdilik gizli olarak mesela bazi temsilcilerin kabul edilmesi
ve gelecekt ki durumlarumiz, silahlar, muhimmat ve fenni vasitalar ve para ve gerekirse insan vermek
gibi isler iizerine tartismalar yapilabilir.” Atatiirk "iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri,p. 45. It was
also argued if the Entente powers returned the Arab countries back to Turkey, they could hope that
Turkey struggle against the Bolsheviks. See the telegraph sent by Mustafa Kemal on 5.2.1920 in
Atatiirk’iin Tamim Telgraf ve Beyannameleri, p. 193.
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the Soviet Union. However, cooperation with the Soviets could only succeed with
the collapse of the Caucasian barrier. The Caucasian states, protected by Britain,
were an obstacle to cooperation between the Soviet Union and Turkey because this
barricade prevented the transfer of military aid from Soviet Russia which was
inevitable for a Turkish victory. Mustafa Kemal regarded the Caucasian barrier as a
plan implemented by the Great Powers to drag Turkey to her death. If this plan
succeeded, Turkey, which would be blockaded, would lose its sovereignty and the
Anatolian Turks would become soldiers of the colonial powers and would fight for
the Great Powers to force the Caucasian states to obey the Great Powers in order to
end the progress of the Bolsheviks.!”

The solution that was proposed was to cooperate with the Soviets and support
the Soviets in their plan to take the Caucasian states under Bolshevik control. Just 3
days after the opening of the GNA in Ankara, Mustafa Kemal proposed to the Soviet
government a common struggle against the imperialists. Turkey bromised to launch a
military operation against imperialist Armenia and to make Azerbaijan enter the
Soviet Union if the Bolsheviks forced Georgia to enter into the Bolshevik alliance
and force the British troops to retreat.’'®

Although the specific article of the letter sent to the Moscow government by
Mustafa Kemal was the sovietization of the Caucasus, the first article is important for
our understanding of the role that was planned to be played by the Turkish

nationalists during their struggle for independence. It said that the Turkish state

accepted to cooperate with the Bolshevik Russians, who aimed at rescuing the

317 See the telegram sent by Mustafa Kemal to the commanders on 5.2.1920 in Afatiirk "iin Tamim,

Telgraf ve Beyannameleri, pp, 194-5.
318 See in Atatiirk iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri, p.318. Also in this letter, Mustafa Kemal

requested military and financial help from Soviet Russia.
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oppressed people from the oppression of the imperialiét states.”’® From now on, on
official terms, the Turkish nationalists had joined the struggle together with Soviet
Russia and other oppressed people against the imperialists. Mustafa Kemal
frequently made mention of the Turkish nationalists’ association with the ongoing
anti-imperialist movement. Independence War began to be presented as an anti-
imperialist struggle that would prevent the progress of the imperialists in the East.
The Anatolian movement was the model struggle before the eyes of other nations,
who lost their sovereignty under imperialist yoke. During this period, he started to
identify ‘East’ with the ‘oppressed’, and the ‘West’ with the ‘oppressors’; and
Anatolia became a part of the ‘oppressed East’ in his discourse. In November 1921,
during a speech in the Azerbaijan Embassy, he presented Anatolia as a barricade

against imperialist aggression towards the East. He stated,

As the map on that wall obviously shows, Anatolia is the point where Asia- the world of
the oppressed- comes to an end and where the world of the oppressor starts. Because of
this positioning of Anatolia, it is subject to all the oppressions, attacks, and aggressions.
They want to tread Turkey under feet and they want to dismember it. However, this
concerted attack is not only limited to Turkey. The common target of this concerted
attack is the entire East.

Anatolian people are defending themselves by utilizing all their power and without a
doubt they believe in their future success. With this defense, Anatolian people do not
only perform their duty, which concerns only themselves, but they are also building a
barrier against the attacks on the entire East. Gentlemen! Certainly, these attacks will
be prevented. And only then not only in the West, but all over the world peace and

prosperity will prevail >’

Y Ibid, p. 318. It said that: “emperyalist hiikiimetler aleyhine ve bunlarin taht-1 tahakkiim ve
esaretinde bulunan mazium insanlarn tahlisi gayesini istihdaf eden Bolsevik Ruslarla tevhid-i mesai
ve harekati kabul ediyoruz.”

20 «Tesadiifen sagimda duvarda asili olan su haritanin pek giizel irae ettigi gibi, Anadolu’da, biitiin
Asya’mn , biitiin mazlumlar diinyasinm , zuliim diinyasina dogru ileri siirdiigii bir vaziyette
bulunmaktadir. Anadolu bu vaziyeti ile biitiin zuliimlere, hiicumlara, taarruzlara maruz bulunuyor.
Anadolu yikilmak, cignenmek, parcalanmak isteniliyor; fakat efendiler, bu muhacemat Anadolu’ya
maksur ve mahsur degildir. Bu muhacematin hedefi umumisi biitiin Sarktir. Anadolu her tirlii
tasallutlara kars1 biitiin mevcudiyetiyle miidafainefs etmektedir ve bunda muvaffak olacagmdan
emindir. Anadolu bu miidafaasiyla yanhz kendi hayatina ait vazifeyi ifa etmiyor, belki biitiin sarka
miiteveccih hiicumlara bir sed cekiyor. Efendiler, bu hiicumlar elbette kirilacaktir. Biitiin bu
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Similarly, Sun Yat-sen’s anti-imperialist discourse was based on a distinction
he made between Asia as the ‘oppressed’, and Europe as the ‘oppressor’. He
frequently exemplified his case by giving examples from those Asian states that had -
successfully prevented Western states from taking away their sovereignty. In 1924,
during his speech on pan-Asianism he shared Mustafa Kemal’s belief that Turkey

stood as a barricade against Western aggression as Japan did in East Asia. He stated,

Japan is the first nation in Asia to completely master the military civilization of Europe.
Japan’s military and naval forces are her own creation, independent of European aid or
assistance. Therefore, Japan is the only completely independent country in East Asia.
There is another country in Asia who joined with the Central Powers during the
European War and was partitioned after her final defeat. After the war, however, she
was not only able to regain her territory, but to expel all Europeans from that territory.
Thus she attained her status of complete independence. This is Turkey. At present, Asia
has only two independent countries, Japan in the East and Turkey in the West. In other

words, Japan and Turkey are the Eastern and Western barricades of Asia.”!

Sun was introduced to a pan-Asianist ideology during his stay in England in
1897 when he met with a Japanese botanist. When Sun asked this Japanese botanist
about his life-time ambition, the answer of the botanist, who said that his desire was
that the Asians would drive all Westerners out of Asia once and for all, became a
life-time inspiration for Sun*** The new inspiration reached Sun just at the same
time when Sun had lost all his hope in British neutrality towards his revolutionary
activities. During the same period, Sun wrote to the Hong Kong colonial secretary
“demanding the revocation of the banishment order issued against him in March

1896.” “The reply informed him that the colony could not be used for conspiracies

tasallutlar mutlaka nihayet bulacaktir. Iste ancak o zaman garpte, biitin cihanda hakiki siikun , hakiki
refah ve insanivet hiikiim siirebilecektir”. Soylev ve Demegler 11, p. 24. The emphasis is mine.

%21 In Sun’s Kobe Speech on Pan-Asianism in Sun Yat-sen. 1941. China and Japan: Natural Friends-
Unnatural Enemies. Ed by Wang Jingwei, p. 148-9.

%22 M. Bergére, Sun Yat-sen, p. 66.
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against a friendly neighbouring empire and warned that he would be arrested if he set
foot in Hong Kong.”>** The rebuff was balanced by the welcome of the Japanese
pan-Asianists,”** who thought that Sun was the hero they were searching for in their
activities in China. Suﬁ, after he met with the pan-Asianists, was no more a “church-
going” admirer of Western civilization but had become a “redeemer” of humiliated

. 525
Asians.

As mentioned in the preceding chapter, his suspicion about the fruits of
Western civilization were to grow in 1905 as he studied Western philosophy and
observed that Western regimes did not bring happiness to their own people and to
world at large.

Sun’s pan-Asianism, which he did not abandon until his death in 1925, can
only be understood in terms of his relations with Japanese pan-Asianists. However,
Japanese pan-Asianism cannot be reduced to a single category, as every separate
group had a different understanding of pan-Asianism and Japan’s role in Asia. While
some circles insisted that Japan had to pay its debt to China, which contributed to
Japan by its culture and civilization, by saving China from imperialist aggression, the
others interpreted pan-Asianism as a factor of legitimacy for Japanese expansion in
Asia. On the other hand, Japanese official policy considering pan-Asianism, and its
official policy towards China was very vacillating. The Japanese policy many times
changed in the course of time as different pressure groups, which had various
positioning in terms of pan-Asianism and favoured different political groups in
China, had exerted their own ideology on the Japanese officials. But more

importantly, “Japan’s many shifts of policy toward China derived from more than the

pressure exerted on the Tokyo government by particular factions. Equally important

32 Harold Z. Schriffrin. “The Enigma of Sun Yat-sen,” in Mary C. Wright ed. China in Revolution:
The First Phase 1900-1913. New Haven:Yale University Press, p. 452.

2 Ibid.

*% Ibid.
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was the changing power status of Japan and the consciousness of that status on the
part of Japan’s military and political leaders.”*%

The group among the various pan-Asianist. circles that supported Sun’s
revolutionary activism in Japan consisted of those, who were led by the “liberal
nationalist,” Okuma Shigenobu, “who was the leader of the Progressive Party” and
“combined the functions of Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign Affairs from
1896 to 1898,” and Inukai Tsuyoshi, a journalist and a liberal statesman.’?’ Okuma
formulated a doctrine, known as the Okuma Doctrine in 1898, when imperialist
aggression against China had risen to a maximum level. The doctrine spoke of the
moral obligation of Japan, which had been the first nation in Asia to modernize itself
and reach to the level where it could support other Asian nations. In the doctrine,
“Japan, a grateful recipient of China’s culture and spirit in the past, now promised to
repay that debt by holding the West at bay and helping the Chinese hero in his
development of a friendly, grateful, China.”**® Since these two leading figures, who
defined pan-Asianism as the moral obligation of Japan towards China to keep
Western imperialism away from China, were also public figures, they had to rely on
intermediaries in order to make contacts with the Chinese revolutionaries and to
organize subversive activities. The intermediary would be Miyazaki Torazo (Toten),
a shishi (in the past they were loyal to the emperor against the barbarians) who had
lost all their status and wealth as a consequence of the Meiji reforms. Miyazaki

Torazo as the other shishi, dedicated himself to the ‘noble’ ideal of pan-Asianism

and accused the Japanese government of contributing to the plight of China, with

%26 M. Jansen, The Japanese and Sun Yat-sen, p. 9.

527 Bergére, Sun Yat-sen, p. 73.
2% Quoted in M. Jansen, The Japanese and Sun Yct-sen, p. 53.
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which the Japanese shared a common culture and common interest.’”® Miyazaki,
being a member of the Okuma-led pan-Asianists, believed that Sun was the hero that
his group was seeking for the establishment of a friendly and powerful neighbouring
China. Miyazaki was to become the life-time collaborator of Sun Yat-sen and
supplier of arms for Sun’s revolutionary activities against the Manchus despite the
Japanese policy, which except for a short time in 1897-9 and in 1900, had remained
unfriendly to Sun Yat-sen.

But not all former Samurais were favouring a policy directed by obligations
towards China. A group of former Samurais, headed by Toyama Mitsuru (1855-
1944), understood pan-Asianism in terms of Japanese expansion in Asia. Toyama
Mitsuru, born into a samurai family in south Japan, never held an official post, but
through his personal wealth he financed small ultranationalist groups, and he indeed
became a very influential person in governmental politics. The organization, namely
the Black Dragon Society (Kokuryukai) established in 1901" which was patronised
by Toyama Mitsuru, argued that the territory of Japan had to be extended as far as
the Amur River in Siberia. The expansion of Japan was understood as the leading
role of Japan in the revival of the Asian peoples through Japan’s pioneering role in
reconciling the Western and Oriental civilizations, which would retain Oriental
values. It is important to note that it is claimed that the figure that founded the Black
Dragon Society became the principle organizer of the Japanese fascist movement.”’

In 1898-9, Japanese pan-Asianists and Sun Yat-sen collaborated for a cause
in the Philippines in order to help an anti-American guerrilla, Emilio Aguinaldo.
When Aguinaldo requested support from Japan, Sun Yat-sen played a role as a key

figure in arranging the interaction between the Japanese pan-Asianists and the

329 For an introduction about who the shishi were, see ibid, p. 14-19. And for an introduction about

Miyazaki Torazo (Toten), see ibid, pp. 54-8.
30 See Bergére, Sun Yat-sen, p. 72. Also see M. Jansen, Japanese and Sun Yat-sen, pp. 34-7.
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Philippine revolutionaries. Sun’s role as a negotiator was important because of the
“Japanese fears of antagonizing the Americans.” “The project seemed a Chinese
one.”>*! Here the aim is not to give a detailed account of the unsuccessful strategy to
support the Philippine revolutionaries. However, the act is important in terms of our
understanding of Sun and his relations with the Japanese within the context of pan-
Asianism. As Jansen quotes, Sun believed that “any victory against Western
imperialism would be a victory for all Orientals.”>*? However, as noted earlier,
during this period, the primary aim of Sun was anti-Manchuism and his pan-Asianist
collaboration with the Japanese over the issue of the Philippines was guided by a
purpose aimed at anti-Manchu activism. A liberated Philippines, who would be
grateful to Sun and the Chinese revolutionaries, could become a revolutionary base
for anti-Manchu activities.

The only other period that Sun was supported by the Japanese government
was in 1900, when Japan, after sending troops for the Allied.Expedition to suppress
the Boxers, did not derive any real advantage from this support while Russia gained
the advantage of occupying Manchuria. Thus, Japanese “concern for China’s
territorial integrity was heightened by their inability to share in its probable
violation.”*** In this period, Japanese officials supported the upheavals of Sun Yat-
sen through the cooperation of Japanese pan-Asianists. The reason seems to have
been the plan of the Japanese government to obtain concessions from Sun who would
become the grateful president of the Chinese Republic if the revolution succeeded. In
the following years of the first decade of the twentieth century, the Japanese never
again gave firm support to Sun, although several times, Sun requested it in the name

of pan-Asianism. After the Japanese had won a victory over Russia and occupied

BIM. T ansen, Japanese and Sun Yat-sen, p. 71.

2 Ibid, p. 70
>3 Ibid, p.84.
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Korea in 1910, the Japanese without any doubt entered the camp of the imperialists.
The Japanese state, becoming confident in its own power, in the end preferred to
preserve the “tottering Manchu dynasty” rather than entering into negotiations with
the revolutionaries. They thought that they could get any concession they wanted
from the already weakened Manchus without any trouble. And the pan-Asianist
circles, who were friends of Sun, lost contact with Japanese authorities.>*

During the First World War, when Japan presented its Twenty-one Demands
to China, Sun was busy with his plans for toppling the regime of Yuan. Since he
knew that the Japanese authorities were disturbed by Yuan Shikai and his anti-
Japanese attitude, Sun once again turned to Japan in order to persuade Japan to

%35 He wrote a letter to the head of the

support his cause for a second revolution.
Foreign Office in which he agreed to grant military, economic, and political
concessions to the Japanese if they helped him to topple Yuan at this very convenient
time, when the Westerners were busy within their own conﬁnent. He believed that
the revolutionaries’ ascendancy to power would mark the beginning of a Sino-
Japanese alliance which was necessary for the emancipation of* Asia from European
imperialism. In his secret letter to Okuma, who took office in 1914, he stated that
“England’s greatness depended on India, for which she had to fight. But Japan had at
hand a potential India for which she did not need to fight; she had only to arm and
help the Kuomintang (Guomindang) forces.”™® It seems that Sun was ready to

reduce China to the status of Japan’s India in the name of pan-Asian brotherhood and

the anti-imperialist struggle of the Asians.

>4 Ibid, p.104.

%35 Qun was indeed right in his thinking, since the Japanese had had a vacillating policy since 1911
towards the regime of Yuan. On one hand they supported the revolutionaries but not to the extent that
they could be successful against the government and on the other hand they gave formal support to the
Beijing regime, which became suspicious about Japanese policies because of its support, though a
minor one, to Sun and his party. /bid, p .175

36 Ibid, p. 189.
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As one analyses within the context of these two letters, it becomes more
explanatory why Sun was still insisting on the “same race same culture” discourse
just as every patriotic Chinese had turned against Japan during the First World War.
Sun Yat-sen, in an article written by him in 1917, insisted that Japan was the
friendliest nation towards China and the one most capable of providing China with
talent, capital, and materials for supporting Chinese development. Sun believed that
Japan and China’s relationship was one of “mutual survival and security.” 37 This
was not only because of the ‘common race and civilization’ they shared but also the
consequence of ‘common interest’.”® He believed that “in the interests of lasting
security for the two countries, there must not be the slightest friction between
them.”™® As Sun was aware of the common interests that lay between the relations
of Japan and China, Japan was also well aware of it. Sun criticized those who
believed that China should enter the First World War on the side of the USA in order
to prevent the further progress of Japan in the Far East. According to Sun, the
Chinese patriots were convinced of the benefits of China’s participation in the war
just because Japanese, only the year before, had not wanted China to participate.
They believed that if Japan did not want China to participate the war, these Chinese
nationalists did not suspect that the Japanese would be harmed, and China would be
benefited by its participation. However, for Sun Yat-sen it was quite to the contrary
that the Japanese did not want China to enter the war just because it would have
been disadvantageous to China. Japan determined for China where Chinese interests
lay and offered its advice accordingly.540 He stated; “If we look at the matter

objectively in criticizing Japan’s motives, we see that Japan’s primary motive was

37 Prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Writings of Sun Yat-sen, p. 194.
538 .
Ibid, p. 150.
39 Ibid, p. 194.
0 1bid, p. 150.
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China’s interests and that Japan’s own interests were secondary. (Needless to say,
Chinese and Japanese interests were similar at the time).”**!

As far as the Twenty-one Demands were concerned, Sun believed that Japan

could not be accused. Sun claimed that it was Yuan Shikai who,

encouraged Japan to propose whatever it wished in exchange for recognizing Yuan as
emperor-and not Japan that coerced Yuan. Yuan’s anti-Japanese stance had always been
well known. Therefore, knowing that Yuan would certainly bite back after a settlement
was reached, the Japanese renewed demands for their rights in China in order to prevent

future contretemps.>*

Sun was running against the tide and struggling to revive trust among the
Chinese towards Japanese policies. He once again made use of the pan-Asianist
discourse. He stated that since the Cginese did not listen to Japanese advice because
of the fear of Japanese imperialism, “we have lost so many opportunities for the joint
development of East Asia and are letting ourselves be used by the white people.””*?
The prosperity of China, peace for both countries and benefits to the civilization of
the whole world depended on the reconciliation of Japan and China; and “on the
basis of pan-Asianism, China and Japan together” will “develop the abundant

resources west of the Pacific.”>**

After Sun cooperated with the Soviets, he once again invited Japan to a pan-
Asianist alliance. When Sun visited Kobe on 28 November, 1924, on his way to

ees . . .. 545 .
Beijing for the reunification conference, he made a speech on pan-Asianism.”™ In his

speech, Sun explained how Asia, as the cradle of world’s civilization, had fallen prey

1 Ibid, p.158.
2 Ibid, p. 159.
5 Ibid, p. 158.
> Ibid, p. 194.
5% The whole text of the Kobe speech can be found in Sun Yat-sen, China and Japan: Natural

Friends-Unnatural Enemies, pp.141-51.
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to the ambitions of Western imperialists and proposed a method for the emancipation
of Asia.

Most of Sun’s Kobe speech consisted of his praise of Asian civilization and
how Japan, as a rising power, injected new hope into the coloured Asians. He
criticized Orientalist literature, specifically the article of an American scholar named
Lothrop Stoddard**, who believed that the Yellow Peril was threatening the White
people and their civilization, especially after the Russian defeat in the Russian-
Japanese war of 1905. In Sun’s words, he “described all emancipation movements”
in Asia “as revolts against civilization.””*’ Then, Sun followed his argument by
criticizing the belief of the Westerners that the only true and worthy civilization was
the Western civilization. He said, “The Westerners consider themselves as the only
ones possessed and worth of true culture and civilization; other peoples with any
culture or independent ideas are considered as Barbarians in revolt against
civilization. When comparing Occidental with Oriental civilization they only
consider their civilization logical and humanitarian.”>*® Sun, in order to break away
from this Orientalist presumption, stated his belief that Western civilization was one
of material civilization, guided by scientific civilization but nothing more than that.
He challenged the Orientalist argument by preserving the Orientalist dichotomy of
East versus West and, as described in the preceding chapter, claimed that Oriental
civilization comprised the worthiest characteristics of a civilization, which were
benevolence, justice, and morality. Oriental civilization was the “rule of Right”,

whereby Western civilization, which exploited all Asia through its material

34 The books are: Lothrop Stoddard. The Rising Tide of Colour against White World Supremacy
(1920) and Revolt against Civilization (1922).
47 Sun Yat-sen, China and Japan: Natural Friends-Unnatural Enemies, p. 145.
548 -
Ibid.
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superiority, was the “rule of Might”. Therefore, morally, Oriental civilization was
superior to Western civilization.>*

The only way for Sun to emancipate Asia from Western hegemony and to
revive Asia as the greatest civilization of the world was to take ancient Asian

civilization as the foundation stone and supplement it with Western science and

industry. This was pan-Asianism. In his words:

If we want to realize pan-Asianism in this world, what should be its foundation if not
our ancient civilization and culture? Benevolence and virtue must be the foundations of
pan-Asianism. With this as a sound foundation we must then learn science from Europe
for our industrial development and improvement of our armaments, not however, with a
view of oppressing or destroying other countries and peoples as the Europeans done, but

purely for our self-defense.’®

Sun believes that the problem that underlined pan-Asianism was a cultural
problem, “a problem of comparison and conflict between the Oriental and Occidental
culture and civilization.”>>! However, there was an immediate political necessity,
which was to expel Western imperialism from Asia now and forever. This could only
be achieved by the unification of the Asian people or at least the East Asian pecples
on the foundation of benevolence and virtue in order to present a united front against
the Occidentals.’® During his speech on the Three Principles of the People, he made
this point more explicit. When he was criticizing the federalists of China, he
proposed that a federation not within China but in Asia should be established. He

stated,

* Ibid, p. 146.
>0 Ibid, p. 148.
> Ibid.

2 Ibid, p.149.
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Instead of breaking up the Chinese Empire by federalization, we should advocate the
federation of China and Japan, or of China, Annam, Burma, India, Persia, and
Afghanistan to present a common front against Europe because the lack of cooperation
among these Asiatic states in the past has caused the supremacy of the European Powers

in Asia, and because their federalization is essential to Asia’s prosperity.™

The unification would not only be a cultural unity on Asian principles but also a
military one, since Sun believed that “to rely on benevolence alone to influence the
Europeans in Asia to relinquish the privileges they have acquired ... would be an
impossible dream.” In order to gain the lost rights of Asia, resort to force was
inevitable.”*

Some writers claim that his visit to Japan and his speech on pan-Asianism in
1924 was an effort “to win Japan and to break with the Soviet Union.”>* However,
this time Sun was cautious and was trying to bring Japan into the anti-imperialist
camp rather than to break with the Soviet Union. During his speech, Sun praised
Japan as the first Asian nation to become independent through the abolition of
unequal treaties and the first Asian nation that challenged the power of the West in
the Russo-Japanese war in 1905. He believed that the Japanese victory inspired
Asian peoples and gave them a new hope that they could also achieve what Japan
had achieved by breaking the belief that only the Whites could be strong and
progressive. He said that Asian peoples regarded the Japanese victory as their own
victory. As a result, “since the day of Japan’s victory over Russia, the peoples of
Asia have cherished the hope of shaking off the yoke of European oppression, a hope

which has given rise to a series of independence movements-in Egypt, Persia,

Turkey, Afghanistan, and finally in India.”>*® These were the statements that Sun

353 Qee Three Principles of the People in Hsii ed. Sun Yat-sen: His Political and Social Ideals, p. 327.
554 17 .
1bid.
555 A. Wells, The Political Thought of Sun. Yat-sen, p. 119.
556 Sun Yat-sen, China and Japan: Natural Friends-Unnatural Enemies, pp.143-4.
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occasionally mentioned during his speeches.”’ However, the time of the Kobe
speech was after Sun’s collaboration with the Soviet Union, of which Sun mentioned
that it was the first Western nation to break away from the “rule of Might” and
accept the Asian principle of “rule of Right”. During his speech, Sun praised Japan
but he also warned the Japanese. The last sentence of the speech, which shows that
Sun abandoned his unconditional trust in the Japanese that was apparent during the

First World War, is very important in that sense. He stated:

Japan today has become acquainted with the Western civilization of the rule of Might,
but retains the characteristics of the Oriental civilization of the rule of Right. Now the
question remains whether Japan will be the hawk of the Western civilization of the rule
of Might, or the tower of strength of the Orient. This is the choice which lies before the

people of Japan. **®

While Sun was struggling to form a pan-Asianist front against Western
imperialism by including Japan in the pan-Asianist camp, some of the activities of
Mustafa Kemal during the Independence War were aimed at gaining the support of
the Eastern peoples for supplementing the Turkish struggle against the Imperialists.
As Sun Yat-sen spoke about pan-Asianism, he did include all the Asian states that
were under the imperialist yoke, despite the variety of culture and religion
throughout this pan-Asianist circle. However, a reading of his writings and his
speeches demonstrates that his immediate aim was a unification of the East-Asian

countries. In the Kobe speech, he stressed his belief that a unification of the East

557 Also see his Three Principles of People in Hsii(comp). Sun Yat-sen: His Political and Social
Ideals: A Source Book, p. 170.

5% Sun Yat-sen, China and Japan: Natural Friends-Unnatural Enemies, p. 151. Sidney Chang
mentions that just after Sun collaborated with Soviet Union, he urged Japan “to join their Asian
compatriots. He suggested two specific policies that Japan must adopt to redeem itself in the Asian
community. First, Japan must take definite action to assist the success of the Chinese revolution, and
change Japanese policy and no longer follow European powers blindly. Second, Sun urged that Japan
should recognize Russia and suggested that it must be done soon”. See S.H.Chang and L.H.D Gordon,
All Under Heaven: Sun Yat-sen and His Revolutionary Thought, pp. 79-80.
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Asian peoples was on its way. He stated, “the present tide of events seems to indicate
that not only China and Japan but all the peoples in East Asia will unite together to
restore the former status of Asia.”>® Mustafa Kemal similarly included all the
Eastern nations under the yoke of imperialism in the anti-imperialist Eastern camp
during his speeches as observed in his previously quoted speech where he presented
the assault against Anatolia as an assault against whole Asia. >*° But his immediate
aim was to mobilize the Islamic peoples, who could easily be mobilized to the cause
of a struggle of Muslim Eastern nations against the Christian Western imperialists.
Mustafa Kemal regarded the support of Islamic nations from both a material and
spiritual aspect. Although he believed that the Turkish victory would be better if it
depended on only domestic forces, to utilize the support of the Islamic nations was
very important concerning the power of the Western nations. During a debate in the
parliamen&, against those who criticized the acceptance of Azerbaijani troops for the

struggle against European powers, Mustafa Kemal stated in July 1920 that,

The principle that we follow is to assure our purpose and to rescue our lives and honor by
depending on our own forces and own presence. However, the Western world, in which the USA
is also included, possesses a great power. Therefore, although basically we will be depending on
our own forces, we have to utilize the aid of the other countries, which have an interest in our
existence and survival. It is not right to refuse such a force. The troops that are coming cannot
multiply our force. However, it is important not only because it demonstrates that the Eastern and
the Islamic world is deeply interested in our destiny, but also because it might cause the other

countries to send their forces.”®

From this speech, it can be observed that Mustafa Kemal attached great
importance to the spiritual and material help of the Muslim nations. Therefore, he

would not escape the opportunity to represent his struggle as a Muslim war and the

% Qun Yat-sen, China and Japan, p. 144.
3% Seyley ve Demegler II, p. 24.
%1 Séylev ve Demegler I, p. 84.
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assault against Turkey and the capital of the Ottoman Empire, Istanbul, as an assault
against the whole Muslim world. If one remembers that Mustafa Kemal led the
GNA, and until the victory of the Turkish forces he had defined the goal of the GNA
as “to rescue the sultan-caliph from alien oppression,” the presentation of the Turkish
Independence War as a Muslim Holy War becomes more understandable. Just after
the occupation of Istanbul by the British, Mustafa Kemal’s declaration to the Muslim

world is explanatory.

This assault not only concerns the Ottoman sultanate but also concerns the entire Islamic world
which regards the institution of the caliphate as the only point of support to their freedom and
independence. The last resort of the Entente powers in order to break the moral and spiritual
powers of the Islamic peoples of Asia and Africa, who are continuing their struggle for freedom
and independence, is to take over the freedom of Islam, which will prevail for ever, by reducing
the post of caliphate to the status of slavery.

We know that the people of Egypt, Syria, Iraq, Azerbaijan, northern Caucasus, Turkistan,
Afghanistan, Iran, India, China, and finally the people of all Africa _and all Asia share the same
excitement and have the same purpose. The assault of the Entente powers will not be able to
damage the spiritual and moral power of these people, but on the contrary it will cause the

emergence of a miraculous power. **

Mustafa Kemal was right in his assessment that the spiritual support of the
Muslims abroad was very important. But for Mustafa Kemal there was an important

consideration, which was directly related to British interests. Many of the British

colonies at the time of the Turkish Independence War were largely populated by

382 «By tecaviiz saltanat-1 Osmaniyeden ziyade makami Hilafette hiirriyet ve istiklallerinin istinadgahi
yeganesini goren biitiin alem-i islama racidir. Asya’dave Afrika’da peygamber pesendane bir uluvvu
himmetle hiirriyet ve istiklal miicadelesine devam eden ehli Islamin kuvay-1 maneviyesini kirmak icin
son tedbir olarak Itilaf Devletleri tarafindan tevessiil olunan bu hareket, Hilafet makamini tahiy
esarete alarak biniigyiiz seneden beri payidar olan ve miiebbeden masunu zeval kalacagina siiphe
bulunmayan hiirriyeti islamiyeyi ittihaz etmektedir. Misirin onbine balig olan suheday! muazzezesine |
Suriye ve Irak’in binlerce muhteremesine, Azerbaycan’in, simal-i Kafkasya’nmin, Tiirkistan’mn,
Afganistan’m, Iran’m, Hind’in, Cin’in velhasil biitiin Afrikan’in ve bitiin Sarkin biitiin azim bir
heyecam vahdet ve derin bir emeli istihlas ile titreyen efkart miisterekesine havale edilmis olan bu
darbay tahkir ve tecaviiziin diismanlar tarafindan tahmin edildigi vechiyle maneviyati haleldar etmek
degil belki biitiin siddetiyle mucizeler gosterecek bir kaabiliyet inkisafa mazhar eyleme neticesini
tevlid edecegine siiphemiz yoktur.” Atatiirk 'in Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri, pp.271-2.
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Muslims, and if Mustafa Kemal had managed to mobilize them into the Turkish
cause, it would have disrupted stability in the Muslim colonies, especially by causing
tension between British colonial authorities and the colonized Muslims. That was
why Mustafa Kemal supported the activities of the past Unionist leaders, who had
fled from the Empire in order to organize a struggle against European powers.
Especially, Cemal Pasha and Enver Pasha’s activities were important, and although
Mustafa Kemal was very sensitive on the issue of the return of the Unionists to
Anatolia in order to capture the leadership from him, he continued his
communications with Enver and Cemal throughout these years.

Enver Pasha, after he left Turkey, went to Berlin, and there joined the
establishment of an organization named “Asian Muslims Federation,” which was a
result of the negotiations between Arab, Iranian, Afghan, and Indian nationalists. The
aim was thé ‘awakening of Asia’ and the organization was supported by the Soviets,
Germans, and Italians. The aim was to determine a comrhon strategy for Asian
emancipation and to organize uprisings against Western colonizers throughout the
Muslim world in order to shock the colonizers. Enver Pasha continued his activities
in Central Asia for the organization of the Muslims for a common cause.”® On the
other hand, Cemal Pasha was active in Afghanistan in order to reform the Afghan
army and in order to turn Afghanistan into a base for Indian emancipation. Like Sun
Yat-sen, Cemal believed that India was the source of British power, and a Britain
without India would not be able to trouble the other Eastern nations.”® In a letter that

he wrote to Mustafa Kemal in June 1920, he defined his goal as organizing

563 See Mim Kemal Oke.1988. Giiney Asya Miislimanlari’nin Istiklal Davasi ve Tiirk Milli
Miicadelesi. Kiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlhig1, pp. 58-9.
*%* See Ibid, p. 87-8.
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revolutions in Iran and India. He presented himself as the Turkish General that would
guide the Indian revolution.’®

Although Mustafa Kemal did not give official help to the activities of the
former Unionists and declared that Cemal and Enver could not enter into
negotiations in the name of the GNA,”® he supported their activities and
congratulated them for their efforts, which would relieve the heavy burden on Turkey
and enable Turkey to attack the British far away from Anatolia with the
supplementary forces of the Central and East Asian nations.’®’

While Mustafa Kemal sent delegates to India, Afghanistan, and Azerbaijan in
order to explain to them the aim of the Turkish nationalist struggle, and while he
accepted the volunteers from the Islamic nations in order to fight against the
Christian forces, Ankara signed its first treaty with Afghanistan (1 March 1921)
which accepted the spiritual leadership of Turkey in the Islamic world within the
struggle of the oppressed East against the imperialist West.sv68 These developments
alarmed the British. The Research of the British Foreign Office documents reveals
that the British perceived the Turkish nationalist activities as pan-Islamist as early as
1919. Just after the Sivas Congress, the report to the British Foreign Office claimed
that the Congress was a pan-Islamist lcg,.':lthering.569 The High Commissioner warned

the British government, stating that the Turkish nationalists understood a pan-

Islamist strategy would relieve their burden.

565 See Bilal Simsir. 1981. Atatiirk ile Yazigmalar I (1920-23). Kiiltiir Bakanligi, pp. 58-60.

%6 See N. Rasuh lleri.1999. Atatiirk ve Komiinizm. Scala. p. 138.

567 See Mim Kemal Oke, Giiney Asya Miislimanlarinmn Istiklal Davast, p. 88. Also for the letters
written by Mustafa Kemal to congratulate Cemal and Enver, see Rasih Nuri leri, Atatiirk ve
Komiinizm, pp. 215-218. Also, Mustafa Kemal in November 1921 wrote to the Ambassador of Ankara
in Moskow that “he would continue to support Cemal Pasha and explain the mission of Cemal Pasha
to the whole Turkish people and strengthen his position in Turkey”. See Mim Kemal Oke, ibid, p. 88.
368 See the treaty text in Bilal.N Simsir. 2002. Atatiirk ve Afganistan. Avrasya Stratejik Arastrmalar
Merkezi, pp. 409-11.

569 Gee PRO, FO. 371/4161/170729. Also in British Documents on Atatiirk vol I. Compiled by Bilal

Simsir, pp. 290
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The Nationalists and Committee of Union and Progress elements in Turkey have
realised the extent to which the country has been enfeebled by the war, both in men and
resources, and how much it is at the mercy of the victorious Entente Powers but it is
natural that they should endeavour to draw fresh strength from other Moslem countries,
such as Persia, Egypt, India, and the Arab world. Morebver, both the Bolsheviks and the
Turkish Nationalists have this in common that they may both expect to profit from the
arousing of an anti-British and Pan-Islamic sentiment amongst the Mohammedans of
the Central states, and it is therefore to be anticipated that efforts are being made with

this end in view.’™

Just before the occupation of Istanbul, some British officials, led by the High
Commissioner in Istanbul, the British War Ministry and the Ministry responsible for
Indian Affairs and the Government of India argued that the British could not crush
pan-Islamism any more than they could crush the nationalisms of the West.
Therefore, it was necessary to reconcile with M.Kemal who was believed to pursue a
pan-Islamist strategy with Bolshevik support. It would be very harmful to British
interests if the Entente powers imposed a very punishing treaty on the Turks, since
now it was impossible to recruit Ihdians for an anti-Turkish war, and also, if Istanbul
was occupied, Turkey would fall into the hands of the Bolsheviks. Meanwhile,
uprisingé throughout Asia and Europe- in Iraq, Syria, Palestine, Egypt, North Asia,

"' Against this argument, Lord

China, Afghanistan, and India- would take place.
Curzon (Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs) argued that when he was the viceroy
of India for nearly seven years, he did not see “any pronounced feeling among Indian
Moslems in favour of Constantinople as the seat of caliphate or the capital of
Islam.”*"? He served the arguments of those who believed that the Turks had to be

punished, and Turkey, which was foreign to Western civilization and brought

tyranny to Europeans, had to be expelled from Europe. The First World War had

70 Ibid, pp. 290-1. _
371 See the documents, DBFP., Ist series, vol. IV, p. 1001-1003, No. 647/1, and DBFP., Ist series, Vol.
IV.p. 1003-1005. No. 647/2 in British Documents on Atatiirk, pp. 303-317.

572 DBFB. Ist series. Vol. IV. P. 992-1000 in British Documents on Atatiirk, p, 302.
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brought a great chance for the expulsion of the Turks and the Muslim feelings had
been overestimated.>”

Despite the argument of those who believed that Muslim feelings had been
overestimated, the response of the Indian and Afghan Muslims to the message of the
Turkish nationalists, who represented the assault on Istanbul as an assault on the
whole Islamic world, had been very effective. Especially the Indian Caliphate
Movement organized many congresses, where Indian Muslims threatened the British
Empire and questioned their loyalty. The Congress that began on 23 November 1919
declared that if the treaty that would be signed with Turkey was not satisfactory, then
Indian Muslims would end their cooperation with the British government and boycott
British goods. When the Sévres treaty was imposed on Turkey, as declared at the
congresses, Indian Muslims initiated their passive resistance. The students did not
attend schools, the government officials gave up working, and Indian Muslims
refused to be recruited to the British army. In addition, Indién Muslims financially
supported the military resistance in Anatolia, and some Indian Muslims arrived in
Turkey in order to be recruited by the Turkish army.””*

British Officers, who wanted to protect British interests in India by
reconciling with the Turks, were right in their estimation that the occupation of
Istanbul and harsh treaty clauses would motivate the anti-British activities of the
Indian Muslims. However, British intelligence was misled when they considered that
Mustafa Kemal was pursuing a pan-Islamist policy because Mustafa Kemal was very
sensitive on the issue that their efforts should not take a pure pan-Islamist colour. In

fact, a search through his speeches shows that when he pointed to the Muslim world,

B Ibid, pp. 303-305. . -
5™ See Mim Kemal Oke, Giiney Asya Miislimanlarinn Istiklal Davast ve Tiirk Milli Miicadelesi.

Also see Mustafa Keskin. 1991. Hindistan Miislimanlarummn Milli Miicadelede Tiirkiye Yardimlar:
(1919-1923). Erciyes Universitesi Yaynlarl.
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he also supplemented his argument by including the ‘East’ in his consideration. One
of the reasons behind his cautious behaviour was stated in the letter he wrote to
Enver Pasha, in which he urged him to escape from presenting his efforts to unite the
nationalist movements in the Muslim countries within a pﬁn—Islamist framework in
order not to arouse suspicion and anxiety among the Russians. Therefore, it would be
more appropriate to present the efforts as one of a struggle of the Muslim and non-
Muslim Eastern peoples, who had been reduced to the status of farm animals by the
English, to regain their human rights and their sovereignty.’”

Mustafa Kemal not only distanced himself from pan-Islamist strategy for fear
of the Russians, but also because he was a firm believer in the nation-state system, in
which all nations hold their own sovereignty as the experiences of the post-Lausanne
period show. Mustafa Kemal gradually gave less emphasis to the ties between
Islamic nations and Turkey and the alienation process from Islamic brotherhood
reached its peak with the abolition of the caliphate in 1924, which was the most
important date for the start of westernizing reforms that were aimed to create a new
‘Western Turkish Man’. The reason behind the distancing of Turkey from the
Muslim world was firstly because Mustafa Kemal did not need the material and
_ spiritual support of the Muslims any more after the victory of the Turkish armies in
the Independence War, and also because (which is related with the first one) he did
not believe that the caliphate was a working institution, since he thought that once
the Muslim nations gained their independence they would not recognize the political
powers of the caliphat’[e.576 In the age of the nation-state system, when none of the

Muslim nations were willing to recognize any transnational authority on their

national sovereignty, the Turkish nation could not preserve the caliphate.

575 Qee the letter that was written on 4 October 1920 in Rasih Nuri ileri, Atatiirk ve Komiinizm, p. 216.
378 Nutuk II, pp. 71-75.
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But even before Lausanne, Mustafa Kemal, despite his utilization of the
institution of the caliphate, had the idea of independent Muslim states and criticized a
pan-Islamist policy that would absorb all Muslim states into a single political whole.
During a speech in the GNA in December, 1921, Mustafé Kemal, after stating his
gladness about the intimate interaction of the Turkish government with the Muslim
world, warned all the parliamentarians about the dangers of the expansionist policies
of pan-Islamism and pan-Turanism. He criticized Ottoman expansionism and said
that the only aim and policy of the GNA was directed to secure its independence
within the defined national boundaries.’” It was because pan-Islamist expansionism
was illogical, unreasonable, and unnatural that the Ottoman Empire had ended in
devastation. The conditions of Islamic societies were various. Therefore, it was
impossible to make them similar through a political process. It would be to the
pleasure of the Turkish nation if these Muslim nations managed to establish their
own independence. In a declaration to the media members, Mﬁstafa Kemal stated the
points that the media had to be cautious about. One of the points was to make public
that the GNA would refrain from pan-Islamist and pan-Turanist propaganda and to
state that the only cause of the war was the assurance of the sovereignty of the
Muslim nations within their own ‘nationality” frontiers and national boundaries.’’®

As described during the Independence War , after the Turkish nation-state
was established Turkey did not follow a revisionist policy (aggressive foreign policy
that is aimed to revise the past treaties in order to re-gain lost lands) even though it
had to abandon certain lands that were depicted within the boundaries of the Turkish

state in the Misak-1 Milli (National Pact). Turkish foreign policy during the time of

Atatiirk was one that respected the sovereignty of other states and a policy that

377 Soylev ve Demegler I, p. 214. .
578 The declaration was published on 4.3. 1920. See Atatiirk iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri, p.

251.
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pursued peace in international relations. As described earlier, Turkey denied any
institutional bond with the Muslim states. Gradually, even the discourse that
emphasized Islam as a symbolic common identifier between the Muslim nations
ceased. The speech that Kemal Atatiirk made during the visit of the Afghan king to
Turkey in honour of the King is explanatory in that sense.’”” The relation between
the Afghan nation and Turkey during the Independence war was pursued under the
umbrella of Islamic brotherhood and Asian anti-imperialism. A reading of the texts
demonstrates that Islam as a common signifier was frequently emphasized. However,
in 1928, in the speech of Kemal Atatiirk for the honour of the Afghan king, it is
observable that the new emphasis was the common Central Asian heritage of
Afghanistan and Turkey, and this common heritage replaced Islam as the shared
common signifier. The emphasis on the anti-imperialist struggle of the East was
largely softened and replaced by an emphasis on a common experience of
independence struggle. Atatiirk stressed that the Turks to the éast of Europe and, the
Afghans to the center of Asia were struggling for their national independence. It is
worth mentioning that Mustafa Kemal did not mention Islam even once throughout
his speech.

Although Mustafa Kemal abandoned his discourse of anti-imperialism and
Islamic brotherhood after the Lausanne treaty in 1923, the shared discourse on the
“awakening of the East” among Chinese nationalists led by Sun and among Turkish
nationalists led by Mustafa Kemal is important, despite its pragmatic side as
explained by the examples of Sun’s cooperation with the Soviets and the Japanese,
and Mustafa Kemal’s intentions behind his alliance with the Soviets. Despite this
pragmatism, I still consider the Eastern nationalists’ discourse of the “awakening of

the East,” sometimes oriented around pan-Asianism and sometimes around Islamic

3™ See the speech in Soylev ve Demegler 11, p. 269.
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brotherhood, as one of the most important characteristics of non-Western
nationalisms. This discourse enabled non-Western nationalists to distance themselves
from Western imperialism by ideologically gathering within a circle of Asiatic
brotherhood which had discoursive and strategic consequences. On the level of
discourse, the discourse of the “awakening of the East” enabled non-Western
nationalisms to create for them an autonomous area of maneuver against the power
that labelled them with ‘negative’ characteristics such as passivity and irrationality.
This was the Orientalist discourse that legitimized colonialism as it claimed that
Eastern people were passive and irrational to the degree that they were not able to
govern themselves. However, peoples under imperialist yoke, without deconstructing
the East-West dichotomy that was imagined by the European Orientalists, challenged
the signifiers that were accepted as characterizing the East. They recognized that
there was an ‘East’ over there, which was oppressed and exploited by the ‘West’.
The Asian nations by coming together for the same cause ﬁnder the umbrella of
Eastern identity, by organizing activities and resistance movements, wanted to
demonstrate that they were as active and rational as the West, since they were not
only able to actively resist the imperialists but also rational enough to govern
themselves. That was a very critical argument frequently stressed by Asian nations
which were struggling for their sovereignty. As analyzed in the second chapter,
before 1911, Sun Yat-sen believed that the reason behind imperialist aggression was
the foreign Manchu rule in China, which gave the impression to the Western nations
that Chinese were not able to govern themselves, and that even a small nation like
the Manchus could capture Chinese sovereignty. It was believed that imperialists
would leave Chinese land as they became aware of Chinese national consciousness.

Mustafa Kemal also had a similar approach. During the Independence War, he
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frequently emphasized that the reason behind Western occupation was the Western
belief that Turkish people lacked national consciousness,”® lacked a belief in
independence and law®®!, that the Turks were not capable of governing a sovereign-
independent state®®, and that the Turks were violent, unjust, and barbarian*, During
his speeches Mustafa Kemal did not question the colonialist reasoning, which argued
that since these nations lacked the virtues that had to be possessed by a sovereign
rational nation, they had to be colonized and governed by the nations who possessed
these virtues. What Mustafa Kemal questioned is the characteristics, which were
used by colonialists in order to label the Turkish nation with the above quoted
negative features. He attempted to show that Turks were capable of governing
themselves, and they possessed national consciousness which enabled them to
struggle for their independence. He believed that the enemies of Turkey were

misconceived (Halbuki diismanlarimiz bu zanlarinda tamamen aldanmislardir).>%

Mustafa Kemal stated in 1921 that:

Imperialist states regard our nation as an animal flock which is not conscious of law,
honour and independence. Therefore, naturally they could not approve to leave such a

wide and fertile country, which possess abundant natural treasures to such a nation....

3% Seylev ve Demegler 1, p. 6.

1 Ibid, pp. 159-60.

%82 Ibid, p. 181.

3% Soylev ve Demegler 11, p. 38. When Mustafa Kemal listed the negative characteristics that were
proposed by the Western powers in order to label the Turkish peopie, he was totally right. In 1920,
Earl Curzon (British Foreign Minister) claimed that: “... it is impossible to ignore it is a commonplace
that for well-nigh four centuries the rule of Turk has been a blight and a curse to the countries which
he had misgoverned, and I know of no single good thing that the Turk has done to a single nation or
community or interest in Europe. His presence at Constantinople has poisoned the atmosphere of
Eastern Europe, and everywhere spreading corruption maladministration and ruin. At Constantinople
he has always been able to set the Power by the ears, to embroil Governments and nations and to
inoculate the West with the worst vices of Eastern intrigue. From now there he has ordered the
massacres of hundreds of thousands of his Christian subjects. Consequently in his hands, has been,
and if left there will remain, a plague-spot of the Eastern world.” See Memorandum by Earl Curzon
on the future of Constantinople January 4 1920. 168210\151671\44 in British Documents on Atatiirk,

vol.L, p. 305-6.

¥ Soylev ve Demegler I, p. 38.
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However, contrary to this consideration of our enemies, our nation had never been alien

to its own rights and independence.’®

Thus, the strategy of Mustafa Kemal, similar to Sun Yat-sen’s pre-Republican
strategy,”® was notl to de-construct Orientalist discourse but was to change its
political consequence, which was the colonization of Turkish territories. Mustafa
Kemal started an independence struggle on the military level in order to demonstrate
that the Turkish nation did not lack national consciousness and therefore would
preserve its sovereignty. On the other hand, GNA had a special meaning because it
showed that the Turkish nation was able to govern itself. °*’ Mustafa Kemal did not
limit his arguments to the Turkish nation. As analyzed, he called all the colonized
nations of Asia to a similar military and political struggle by questioning the
Orientalist premise that attempted to reduce Asian nations to “farm animals” and
invited them to take their arms in order to gain their independence. As observed in
the above-quoted statement of Mustafa Kemal, although he did not question the right |
of the Western nations to colonize those who lacked national consciousness and who
were not capable of governing themselves, by calling Asian nations to a common
anti-imperialist struggle on the military level, he opened up a space ‘within’ the

discourse of Orientalism by not challenging Orientalism itself but by challenging the

38 Soylev ve Demegler I, pp. 159-160. In its original form, it is said that: “Emperyalist kuvvetler
milletimizi hukuk, haysiyet ve istiklalden mahrum ve bunlari gayr-1 miidrik bir hayvan siiviisii telakki
ettigi icin boyle bir siiviinin elinde namiitenahi hazain-i tabiiyeye malik, kiymetli ve vasi bir
memleketin birakilmasini tabii caiz gormezdi. ... Halbuki efendiler milletimiz hi¢hir vakitte
diismanlarimizin telakki ettigi gibi hukukuna ve istiklaline yabanci degildir.”

5% After the establishment of the Republic, Sun observed that although Chinese were able to
overthrow the foreign rule, imperialist aggression did not cease. Then, he started to question the
Orientalist premise, again by not de-constructing it, but by reversing the East and West dichotomy as
East, for its spiritual values, becomes superior to the material West.

¥ «Efendiler, itilaf devletleri bizi miistakil bir devlet halinde yagsamaya kabiliyeti olmayan bir millef
telakki ediyor. Ve bu yanlis telakki bahanesiyle memleketimizi pargalamak ve milletimizi esaret altina
almak istiyorlardi. Onlarm bu telakkide aldatan saik milletimizin kendi kendisini idareye muktedir
olmamasi zehabidir”. Soylev ve Demegler I, p. 181.
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legitimacy of Western imperialism, which was gained by the argument that Asian
nations were not able to govern themselves because they lacked reason and
capability. On the other side of Asia, Sun Yat-sen created the autonomous realm for
the nations, who were struggling against imperialists and their legitimizing premises,
by reversing the Orientalist East-West dichotomy and by attributing different
characteristics to these domains. While Mustafa Kemal tried to demonstrate that both
the Turkish nation and many other Eastern nations were rational and capable enough,
Sun Yat-sen believed that Eastern superiority laid in its spirituality.

The discourse of the ‘awakening of Asia’ also had a strategic importance as in
the case of Indian support for Turkish nationalism. Cooperation between non-
Western nations around the same cause could harm the imperialist interest to the
degree that they would reconsider their own positioning. As mentioned before, there
had been many discussions on the future of Istanbul and Anatolia within the British
foreign ministry. The discussions were oriented around the.Indian reaction to an
occupation of the Istanbul.’*® The British were not willing to sacrifice their interests

in India in exchange for Istanbul and Anatolia.”®

3% DBFB. Ist series. vol. IV, p . 992-1000 in British Documents on Atatiirk vol 1, p, 302.

58 Although the Sevres Treaty was so harsh from the viewpoint of the Turks and Muslims, some
British, such as Sir Donald Maclean from the House of Commons, were shocked by the decision that
Istanbul was left to the Turks though under international supervision. The Prime Minister would argue
that war had continued longer than expected and they had to depend on Indian forces, which were
sensitive on the future of Istanbul. He would accept that without Indian forces they would not be able
to be victorious in the World War. However, those who were determined to punish the Turks argued
that the British had made so many concessions to the Indians by allowing the Turks to retain Istanbul.
See Mim Kemal Oke, Giiney Asya Miislimanlarimn Istiklal Davasi, p. 73-4.
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Chapter VIII
THE POLICIES OF INTEGRATION: THE QUESTION OF MINORITIES

In the previous chapter I have dealt with the external aspect of nationalism,
which was the posiﬁoning of Chinese and Turkish nationalist struggles within the
international arena. There is also a domestic aspect of their thought of nationalism
which can be named as ‘nation-building’. China and Turkey inherited a multi-ethnic
and multi-religious community. The century old enterprise of creating a nation was
to continue. The question remained: What were the elements that were to constitute
the nation, and what would be the criteria of cohesion? These questions cannot be
answered without determining the positions of minorities vis-a-vis the majority
ethnic group. What were to be the place of minorities within the newly constructed
nations? The answers given to these questions by Mustafa Kemal and Sun Yat-sen
are the topic of this chapter.

Both Mustafa Kemal and Sun Yat-sen’s consideratioﬁ of the minorities had
been transformed as the conditions changed throughout their lifetime. However, it is
possible to argue that both of them preferred a minority discourse that would serve
their immediate aims before the establishment of their republics. It is observable that
Sun’s anti-Manchuism was not only an ideological positioning but it also enabled
him to mobilize different groups from various backgrounds under a single cause. On
the other hand, Mustafa Kemal’s early treatment of the minorities during the
Independence War was also necessitated by the conditions pertaining. Therefore, the
post-war period minority policy was completely different from the policy pursued
during the war.

In China, the invention of the idea of the Han minzu (Han nation) is important

for our study of Sun’s understanding of the situation of minorities in China. Dru
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Gladney claims that “while the concept of a Han person (Han ren) certainly existed”
as “the descendents of the Han dynasty which had its beginnings in the Wei River
Valley,” “the notion of a unified Han nationality that occupies 94 percent of China’s
population gained its greatest popularity under Sun Yat-sen.”” For Gladney, it was
important to mobilize the northern Chinese Mandarin speaker intellectuals and
merchants to the same cause of anti-Manchuism. Since Sun Yat-sen, “as one who

99 ¢,

spoke little Mandarin, and had few connections in North China,” “would have easily
aroused traditional northern suspicions of southern radical movements extending
back to the Song Dynasty of the tenth century.”591 Therefore, anti-Manchuism and,
related with it, the invention of a Han minzu as holding the majority in China were
two essential factors that enabled various people from different backgrounds and
with different post-Republican programs to be drawn to the same cause of
overthrowing the Manchus.

As Sun Yat-sen was pursuing an anti-Manchu revoluﬁonary programme, he
said little on the issue of minorities before the revolution. But on certain occasions he

mentioned that the revolution was not aimed at the Manchus but against those

Manchus who had usurped Han sovereignty. He said in 1906:

We should recognize that nationalism does not mean discrimination against a people of
a different nationality. It simply means not allowing such people to seize our political
power, for only when we Han are in control politically we do have a nation.... Then
reason for the nationalist revolution is our unwillingness to let the Manchus extinguish
our nation and dominate us politically, and our determination to restore our nation by
liquidating their regime. Thus, we don’t hate the Manchus per se, but only those

Manchus who are harming the Han.”

5% Dru Gladney. 1991. Muslim Chinese: Ethnic Nationalism in the People’s Republic. Harvard

University, pp. 82-3.
*! Ibid, p. 85.
392 prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Wriiings of Sun Yat-sen, p. 43.
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Prasenjit Duara claims that during the pre-Republican period the ideas of Sun
on the minority policy reflected those of Wang Jingwei’”>. Wang believed that “a
state made up of a single race was infinitely superior to that made of a number of
races” because “common race implied that a people are brothers and when they are
brothers, they are naturally equal.”*** Wang arrived at this conclusion by reviving the
ancient notion that proposed that “the hearts of those not of our race are different.”
Then, as mentioned in the preceding chapter, Wang utilized his social Darwinist
orientation, and deriving his argument from the belief that “Han” were the fittest race
in China, he claimed that Chinese minorities were not able to stand alone since they
were not fit, so that it would be reasonable for the Han to assimilate them, which
would be in accordance with evolutionary principles.”® First of all, since the
minorities were unfit unless they were assimilated, they would be wiped out by the
evolutionary process. And secondly, a purified China, “one which would then be
internally egalitarian and free of disputes,” would “forge ahéad in the evolutionary
struggle of life and death.”**

While in China Sun Yat-sen considered pursuing an anti-Manchu strategy for
mobilization, Mustafa Kemal revived the classical Ottoman notion of millet with its
_ religious implications during the Independence War, despite a century of Ottomanist
efforts of the dynasty. His pre-Republican policy of governing the relations between
the state and non-Turkish Muslim elements were also guided by his desire to

mobilize them to the cause of an independence war because after the First World

War, although Turkish-speaking Muslims were in the majority, there was also a

5% Wang Jinwei is an early associate of Sun Yat-sen since the establishment of Revolutionary
Alliance. He held top positions in the Guomindang. “In 1940 Wang agreed to be titular head of a
collaborationist regime in Nanjing that cooperated with invading Japanese forces.” Spence, The
Search for Modern China, p. A65.

34 P Duara, Rescuing History from Nation, pp. 140-1.

%% pusey, China and Charles Darwin, p.332.

3% Ibid, p. 141.
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397 And Mustafa Kemal utilized Islam

considerable non-Turkish Muslim population.
as a symbol of unification during the period of Independence War.

The name and the articles of the Society for the Defense of the National
Rights of Anatolia and Rumelia, which was the unification of local resistance
organizations against the occupation of Anatolia, is important. It suggests that the
organization that served as the means of struggle did not refer to an ethnic group or
even a nation but to geographical regions. On the other hand, all Muslims living
within the geographical region depicted by the National Pact were considered as the
natural members of the organization.”® The first article of the organization defined
the boundaries of the national identity by stating that “the parts of Ottoman land that
were formed by the Muslims who resided within its boundaries, which were agreed
by the treaty signed on 30 October 1334 (1918) between the Ottoman state and the
Entente powers, are a whole that cannot be separated from each other and from
Ottoman society. Entire Muslim elements are genuine brothérs who are filled with
mutual respect and a feeling of loyalty and respectful for the conditions of ethnicity,
sociality, and the rules of the locality.”**

Mustafa Kemal, who was the leading figure during this period, and as the
person who initiated the process of the unification of the local resistance movements
under the name of the Society for the Defense of the National Rights of Anatolia and

Rumelia, accepted the above-mentioned understanding of the nation and did not

deviate from it until the end of the independence movement. However, according to

397 According to Dankward Ruskow, after the Independence War, the new Turkish state was ethnically
homogenous: Over 90% spoke Turkish and 98% professed their religion as Islam. See in D. Ruskow.
1981. “Atatiirk as an Institution Builder,” in A. Kazancigil and Ergun Ozbudun, eds. Afatiirk Founder
of a Modern State, p. 59. ) o

%8 Mesut Yegen. 1999. Devlet Soyleminde Kiirt Sorunu. Istanbul: Iletigim, p. 91.

%% The original text in Ahmet Yildiz. 2001. “Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyebilene”: T iirk Ulusal Kimliginin
Etno-Sekiiler Strlart (1919-1938). Tletisim, p. 127. One day after the establishment of the GNA,
Mustafa Kemal repeated this article during this speech in order to make it clear to every
parliamentarian about the issue of the identity of the nation. See Soylev ve Demegler I,p. 59.
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Abhmet Yildiz, Mustafa Kemal Pasha used the term millet by attributing to it a double
meaning; one ‘national’ and one ‘religious’. In fact, the Turkish word millet
concealed in itself two meanings, and Atatiirk, being aware of it, utilized it for his
political discourse.*® However, it is very important to nofe that while during the
Independence War the religious meaning attributed to the term millet was dominant,
the national aspect of the term millet was dominant especially after 1924. On the
other hand, Mustafa Kemal himself used the terms Tiirk milleti(Turkish nation) and
Tiirkiye milleti (the nation of Turkey) during his speeches by attributing them a
synonymous meaning. The term ‘Turkey’ was first incorporated in the constitution of
1921 by naming the parliament as the Grand National Assembly of Turkey (Tiirkiye
Biiyiik Millet Meclisi). Mustafa Kemal during the war period made wide use of the
term Tiirkiye milleti (the nation of Turkey), although he sometimes used the term
Tiirk milleti.®®! Tt is evident that since Tiirkiye (Turkey) referred to a political and
geographical territory and Tiirk referred to an ethnicity, the teﬁn Tiirkiye milleti was
more inclusive than the term Tiirk milleti **

When there appeared confusion in the minds of some of the
parliamentarians603 about the term Tiirk at the end of February 1920, Mustafa Kemal,
a few days later, made a speech on the issue in order to clarify the elements that

constituted the millet. He stated that

0 A . Yildiz, Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyene, pp. 128-9.

601 Backin Oran calculated the terms used by Mustafa Kemal during his speeches and concluded that
he used the terms Tiirkiye Milleti (the nation of Turkey) and Tirkiye Halki (the people of Turkey) 54
times before the proclamation of the Republic and used the terms Tiirk milleti (the Turkish nation) and
Tiirk halki (Turkish people) 61 times. But after the Republic, while he preferred the term Tiirkiye
milleti and Tiirkiye Halk: 5 times, he preferred the terms Tirk milleti and Tiirk halk: 187 times. See
Baskin Oran, Atatiirk Milliyet¢iligi, p. 211.

%02 A reading of his speeches and interviews shows that even during the period of the Ipdependence
war, Mustafa Kemal would prefer to use the term Turk during his interviews with foreign
interviewers. See Soylev ve Demegler 11, p. 22 and also see Soylev ve Demegler 111, p. 38.

603 £or an account of this confusion, see A. Yildiz, Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyebilene, pp. 126-32.
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I would like to present a few points in order not to discuss them again. Here the
intention is not only the Turks. This parliament does not consist simply of people who
are Turkish or Circassian or Kurdish or Laz, but is composed of Islamic elements,
which consists of all of these people....These various elements of the Islamic
community are citizens. We accept and confirm that ’they will treat each other with

mutual respect, and that they will respect each other’s ethnic, social, and geographical

rights.

In this text it is observable that Mustafa Kemal Pasha does not refrain from
mentioning the multi-ethnic structure of the society of Turkey. The nationalist
leaders recognized the ethnic, geographical, and social differentiations within society
in a legal framework. This meant that the existence of the ethnic groups was
recognized as inherited from the imperial regime. It was not proposed that they
should be assimilated to the dominant ethnic group in order to form a large
nationality group (contrary to the Chinese case). In this period Mustafa Kemal and
his comrades did not regard the variety of ethnicity and locality as an obstacle to the
political and military project because there was a transcending factor that would
unite multi-ethnic Muslim society for the same cause. Every ethnicity was
recognized as distinctive parts of the millet. As Mesut Yegen states in his book on
the Kurdish problem, the Kurds, although disturbed by the centralization attempts of
the Ottoman Empire, which allowed them a certain kind of autonomy until the
nineteenth century, were still determined to continue a loose relationship with the
centre, and the caliphate was one of the rare institutions that served as a means for
this loose relationship.éo5 Mustafa Kemal, who stated his determination to mobilize

the Kurds and the whole nation around the same cause and to achieve it by the

04 « A feselenin bir daha tekerriir etmemesi ricastyla bir iki noktay arz etmek isterim. Burada maksut
olan ve meclisi alinizi teskil eden zevat yanliz Tiirk degildir, yanliz Cerkes degildir, yanhz Kiirt
degildir, yanhiz Laz degildir. Fakat hepsinden miirekkep anasiri Islamiyedir, samimi bir mecmuadir.
.. Bu mubhtelif anaswi Islamiye ki; Vatandastirlar, yekdigerine karst hiirmeti miitekab{le ile
riayetkardirlar ve yekdigerinin her tiirlii hukukuna, ki, ictimai, cografi hukukuna daima rigyetkar
oldugunu tekrar ve teyid ettik ve ciimlemiz bugiin samimiyetle kabul ettik.”Soylev ve Demegler I, pp.
74-5.

5Yegen, Deviet Soyleminde Kiirt Sorunu, pp. 57-65.
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Societies of the Defense of National Rights, believed that since the Kurds were under
attack by Armenian brigands and had experienced many disasters, they were willing
to enter into a common struggle with the other members of the nation.®®® In order to
mobilize the most willing Kurdish groups, Mustafa Kemal, who used his
relationships with the Kurdish tribal leaders that were established during his service
on the Eastern front in the First World War, sent many letters to these leaders stating
that the Kurds and Turks had fought on the same fronts against the Great Powers and
would now unite in order to rescue the sultan-caliph from alien oppression and
protect the holy land of Turkey from the Armenians.®"’

While Mustafa Kemal used the symbol of ‘caliphate’ and the ‘common
enemy’ in order to mobilize the non-Turkish Muslims for a common struggle, the
non-Muslim residents of the territory depicted by the National Pact were wholly
excluded from the process of struggle for independence. The main and perhaps the
only reason was the long-lasting historical experience of the Ottoman state with the
non-Muslim elements. While, before the First World War, non-Muslims had sought
their indépendence under the protégé of the Western powers, after the war they
began to demand parts of lands determined by the National Pact. The Armenians
were demanding territories from eastern Turkey, and the Greeks were demanding
territories from western Turkey. The Christian population welcomed the invasion of
Turkey after the Sévres Treaty, and the only exception was the Jews. Under those
conditions, non-Muslims were barred from being members of the GNA by not being

permitted to take part in elections.’® However, in 1920, just one day after the

establishment of the GNA, Mustafa Kemal stated that the Congress of Erzurum

6 See the telegram sent on June 1919 in Atatiirk iin Tamim, Telgraf ve Beyannameleri, pp- 36-7.
7 See Nutuk 11, pp. 296-04, for several examples of the letters that were sent to the Kurdish Tribal
Leaders and Sheiks during the Independence War.

8 Baskin Oran, Atatiirk Milliyet¢iligi, p. 142.
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recognized that non-Muslims would be granted the same rights that were granted to
the Muslims because this was the most natural principle.®” In 1921, against those
who criticized the Turkish nationalists for discriminating against the non-Muslims by
not allowing them to take part in the political process, Mustafa Kemal made a long
statement emphasizing that non-Muslims had been treated justly for centuries, and
this was proven by the welfare and wealth of non-Muslims, which was in excess of
Muslim welfare and wealth. But it was necessary to build a barrier in front of the
enterprise of those who had betrayed the soil on which they had won their wealth
with foreign support. Then, he went on to recognizing the rights of non-Muslim
subjects who were obedient and peaceful. They would be protected and recognized
with the same rights as the Muslim citizens.%' It is apparent that the rights of the
non-Muslims were delayed until independence was achieved and stability was
established. While Muslims were the natural elements of the millet, non-Muslims
would be granted citizenship which was the most natural principle.

After the foundation of the Republics, both Sun Yat-sen’s and Mustafa
Kemal’s discourses had changed. While the change was very sharp concerning both
the discourse and the policies of Mustafa Kemal, Sun Yat-sen’s discourse underwent
several transformations according to the conditions pertaining, although he preserved
his belief in the necessity of assimilation throughout his lifetime.

In China, throughout the Republican period (1912-1949), the minority policy
was directed at preserving China’s national unity, and Sun’s solutions to the problem
were also directed by the same consideration. We have to remember that the most
important characteristic of the Chinese Republic as opposed to the Turkish Republic

was that the Chinese Republic had inherited most of the territory of the Qing Empire.

609 Soylev ve Demegler I, p. 31.
810 Sylev ve Demegler I, pp. 198-9.
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This had a great effect on the post-revolutionary minority policy because the
minorities of China- Manchus, Mongols, Tibetans, Muslims (mainly Hui and Uyghur
nationalities), and many other smaller communities, although they were only six

percent of the total population®!!

could now claim two-thirds of the territory of
China.®"? Therefore, the minority policy had to be sensitive. Non-Han nationalities
also initiated secessionist policies by claiming that they were part of the Qing Empire
not the Chinese Republic. As mentioned in the first chapter, the Qing emperor held
many titles that legitimized his position in the eyes of many other ethnic groups. As
Richardson stated in his 4 Short History of Tibet: “The president of a modern
Republic could not take the place of the Son of Heaven- a sort of honorary
reincarnation- as Patron of the Dalai Lama.”®"® On the other hand, imperialist powers
were threatening to annex the minority regions if “Chinese claims on these territories
were actively pursued.”614 Because of the threat of imperialism and secessionism,
there appeared a change in the rhetoric of the Chinese Vnationalists from an
assimilationist discourse to a discourse emphasizing the equality of the races. The
1912 provisional constitution stated that “all citizens were to be equal with no racial,
religious, or class distinctions.” 815 On the other hand, the Republic inherited the five
ethnicities policy of the Qing Empire. Now, China was the “Republic of Five

Nationalities.” The flag of the Chinese Republic also symbolized the ‘Five

S11 The percentage of the minorities in China is according to the census of 1953, see Colin Mackerras.
1994. China’s Minorities: Integration and Modernization in the Twentieth Century. Hong Kong:
Oxford University Press, p. 238.

12 p_Duara, Rescuing History from Nation, p. 142.

613 11 E. Richardson. 1962. 4 Short History of Tibet. New York: E.P. Dutton, p. 103.

814 p Duara, Rescuing Nation from History, p. 142. '

815 Daal David Michael. 1971. National Minority Policy in Southwest China, 1911-1965. University of

Washington. PHD thesis, p. 54.



236

Nationalities of China.” Red for the Han, yellow for the Manchus, blue for the
Mongols, white for the Tibetans, and black for the Muslims.®'¢

Sun Yat-sen’s early Republican thought was also in accordance with the
understanding of the ‘Five Nationalities Republic of China’.  During his
proclamation in January 1912, when he was the provisional president of China, he
emphasized the goal of the Republic as the unity of these five ethnicities. This
proclamation of Sun as the first president of China is important since it was among
the first statements that acknowledged the ‘five nationalities’ as they were classified
during the Qing. He said, “Thus, I proclaim my own idea frankly. I say the
foundation of a state is the people. The different races, such as Hans, Manchus,
Mongols, Mohammedans, and Tibetans are now to be united as a nation. This is what
I call the unity of our races.”®"’

However, it can be argued that Sun was not so enthusiastic about the
understanding of the ‘Five Nationalities Republic’. It was because of this that Sun
referred to the ‘Republic of Five Nationalities’ only when he was speaking to the
minorities.®’® A few years later, he turned against the ‘Five Nationalities’
understanding and argued for the assimilation of the minorities in order to form a
strong unified China. The first signs appeared when Guomindang, which was
established in 1912 under the direction of Sun Yat-sen, declared in its manifesto that

the Party pledges “to enforce racial integration so that various cultures within the

Republic can be developed to become one enjoyed by all.”®" In order to achieve the

616 yames Cantlie and C. Sheridan Jones. (1912) 2001. Sun Yat-sen and the Awakening of China.
Honolulu: University Press of the Pacific, p. 140. 3
17 The Teachings of Sun Yat-sen: Selections from His Writings, pp. 33-4.

818 Duara, Recuing History from Nation, p. 143.
619 Qoo the manifesto in The Kuomintang: Selected Historical Documents, 1894-1969, p. 38.
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proposed assimilation, Guomindang leaders “founded an association to promote the

Han settlement of the border lands.”®%°

In 1919, Sun Yat-sen began to attack the understanding of the ‘Five
Nationalities Republic’. He believed that the Republican revolution had achieved the
negative half of the goal of nationalism by overthrowing Manchu rule, but it could
not achieve the positive goal of nationalism. What he meant by the achievement of
the positive goal of nationalism was to construct a Chinese nation in the American
style. The name ‘Republic of Five Nationalities’ prevented China from converting all

nationality groups into a single nation. He stated:

We shall establish a united Chinese Republic in order that all the peoples- Manchus,
Mongols, Tibetans, Tartars and Chinese- should constitute a single powerful nation. As
an example of what I have described, I can refer to the people of the United States of
America, constituting one great and terrible whole, but in reality consisting of many

separate nationalities; Germans, Dutch, English, French, etc. The United States are an

example of a united nation. Such a nationalism is possible, and we must pursue it. 2t

What he had in mind was not a nation where all other nationalities preserved
their distinctiveness. Instead, he thought to create a completely new nation where all
ethnicities united around a single cultural and political whole as the different
ethnicities in America had come together around the ‘American style of life and
culture’ which converted all of them to Americans. He believed that America had
achieved this kind of nationalism because the people of America came together
around common aspirations, “which was the loftiest and most civilized

nationalism.”®?* What he offered as a method was to make China a melting pot,

629 Duara, Rescuing History from Nation, p. 143. ‘ ' ‘
62! From the speech that Sun delivered on March 6“"‘, 1921, at a meeting of the Executive Committee

of the Guomindang at Canton in the Memoirs of a Chinese Revolutionary, pp.228-9.
822 prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Writings of Sun Yat-sen, p. 224.
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where all the peoples of China would become Zhonghua Ren [Another naming of the

Zhongguo (Middle Kingdom)].

The name “Republic of Five Nationalities” exists only because there exists a certain
racial distinction which distorts the meaning of a single Republic. We must facilitate the
dying out of all names of individual peoples inhabiting China, i.e. Manchus, Tibetans,
etc. In this respect we must follow the example of the United States of America, i.e.
satisfy the demands and requirements of all races and unite them in a single cultural and
political whole, to constitute a single nation with such a name, for example, as

“Chunhua” (Zhonghua) (China-in the widest application of the name). Organize the

nation, the State.’”

Although in the above mentioned statements, Sun urges that all the
nationalities of China should forget their names and melt within Zhonghua in order
to form a single nation, culturally and politically, he implied that the dominant
culture that the others were expected to melt in was the Han culture. Because,
occasionally, he mentioned that China possessed a great assimilation power which

would help China to become a single nation. He stated:

Why should we talk of five peoples? I am convinced that when China, the world’s
oldest and largest nation and the one richest in assimilative power, is infused with the
new world principles and takes positive action to bring about the full expression and

-development of the new Chinese People, we will quickly surpass-America and become

first in the world.®*

It is observable that what Sun meant by the assimilation power of the world’s
oldest and largest nation, what he had in mind was a Sino-centric reading of Chinese
history that has dominated Chinese historiography until now. As discussed in the first
chapter, Sino-centrism claims that the Han Chinese, even at times when they were

ruled by alien races, were able to assimilate them into their own culture. Aliens, who

2 Memoirs of a Chinese Revolutionary, p. 229. |
24 prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Writings of Sun Yat-sen, p. 225.
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came into contact with the Han were sinified. Sun, although before the revolution
insisting that the Manchus were not assimilated by frequently stating that they were
an alien race, gave up his argument after the revolution and occasionally talked about
how the Han, whose moral foundation was superior, had éssimilated the Manchus
and Mongols.®”® Therefore, I would argue that what Sun meant by the assimilative
power of the Chinese was the power of Han to assimilate other races, so the melting
pot that would convert the Chinese nationalities into a single nation was expected to
be the Zhonghua dominated by the Han.

A few years later, in 1924 Sun Yat-sen seems to contradict his former idea of
the assimilation of China’s ethnicities into a single cultural and political whole.
Under Soviet guidance, Sun Yat-sen included the principle of ‘self-determination’
into his nationalism. The Manifesto of the First National Congress of the
Guomindang stated two aspects of the principle of nationalism in January 1924. The
first aspect was the emancipation of the Chinese nation from.imperialist aggression
and exploitation. The second aspect of the principle was related to the minority

policy of the Guomindang. It stated:

The government of China after 1911 being still in the hands of the militarists, the
different races within the country began to entertain doubts regarding the sincerity of
the Kuomintang (Guomindang) policies. From now on we must try to secure the
sympathy of these races, and explain their common interest in the success of the
national revolutionary movement. When the Kuomintang is trying to promote the
acceptance of its principles and to gather all support, we should gradually have more
organized contacts with different racial groups and attempt at work out a concrete
policy with regard to nationality problems. The Kuomintang solemnly declares that it

recognizes the right of self-determination of all races within the country and that a free,

625 See The Three Principles of People in Sun Yat-sen: His Political and Social Ideals, pp. 247-8.
Also, see Memoirs of a Chinese Revolutionary, p.81. -
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united Republic of China based upon the principles of free alliance of the different

peoples will be established after the downfall of imperialism and militarism. %

The principle accepted by the Congress was also re-mentioned by Sun in his
Fundamentals of National Reconstruction in 1924, as he wrote: “the government
should help and guide racial minorities in the country towards self government.”®*’
However, although Sun adopted the right to self-determination principle, it is hard to
determine what he meant by self-determination. There are two points that need to be
discussed in the principle as acknowledged by the Guomindang manifesto.

Firstly, it delays the application of the principle until after the achievement of
the goal of nationalism against the militarists and the imperialists. During that delay
period, Sun and the Guomindang promised to help and guide the minorities.
Therefore, it can be concluded that a common struggle against the militarists and
imperialists is offered under the guidance and with the support of China during the
period of delay. It seems that Sun Yat-sen attempted to mobilize ethnic minorities for
his cause of anti-militarism and anti-imperialism by gaining their sympathy through
promising the right to self-determination. In relation to this, Sun Yat-sen, during his
speeches on the Three Principles in 1924, stressed that “at the Kuomintang Congress
at Canton several delegates were sent from Mongolia to see if the Southern
government were imperialistic. When these delegates learned that it was our policy
to help the weak or minor nations against the oppressive mighty powers, they were
most enthusiastic about cooperating with us.”628
Secondly, it is stated in the Guomindang Manifesto that a free United

Republic of China based upon the free alliance of the different peoples will be

established after the downfall of imperialism and militarism. What the Guomindang

626 Qoe the whole text in The Kuomintang: Selected Historical Documents, 1894-1969, p. 80.

27Sun Yat-sen, Fundamentals of National Reconstruction, p. 10. .
528 See the Three Principles of the People in Sun Yat-sen: His Political and Social Ideals, p. 183.
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meant by the free alliance of the people is not clear. Most probably, it did not mean
the right of the minorities to secede from China.

I will conclude that Sun Yat-sen’s admission of the principle of self-
determination was more pragmatic than ideological. It was not only a consequence of
Soviet influence, but also it was utilized in order to mobilize the minorities in the
same cause. In this regard, he was similar to M. Kemal, who managed to utilize an
understanding of Islamic brotherhood and the symbol of the caliphate for the
mobilization of the minorities in the same struggle. It was because Sun’s position
was not ideologically determined, only 4 days after the Reorganization Congress,
where the principle of self-determination was recognized; he stated that in China the
nation was founded only by one race. Although he acknowledged that in China there
were other nationalities, he tended to ignore them as their population was very low.

He stated that,

In round figures, the Chinese race comprises 400 000 000 people. Among these are only
a few million Mongolians, over a million Manchus, a few million Tibetans, and a
million and some hundred thousand Mohammedan Turks. The total aliens number
merely ten millions. Thus, considering the great majority we can say that the 400 000
000 Chinese(Zhongguo Ren) are exclusively Chinese (Han Ren), having the same
blood, the same spoken and written language, the same religion, the same habits and

customs, and forming a complete and independent race. 629

Another contradictory policy with his new principle of self-determination that
Sun initiated was the substitution of the Republican flag by the Nationalist flag. In
August 1924, several months after the Reorganization Congress, when the right to
self-determination was recognized, Sun Yat-sen ordered that ‘five-bar flag’ of the

Republic of China be lowered from all units under his command in South China.

9 The Triple Demism of Sun Yat-sen, p. 0. See Sun Yat-sen. 1989. San Min Zhu Yi. Taibei Shu.
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Instead a bright red flag, “bearing in its top inner corner the distinctive nationalist
motif of a white sun against a blue sky,” was raised. “Within weeks the Republican
flag was lowered from party and government offices in Guangzhou, and on New
Year’s Day 1925, the municipal chief of police began issuing fines to private citizens
who persisted in flying the Republican colours.”®*’ In fact, Sun Yat-sen, who had
criticized the understanding of the Republic of Five Nationalities for years, and who
favoured a racial integration through assimilation, did not “sit comfortably under the
multiracial flag.”®' He, the first time in 1914, had tried to replace the Republican
flag by the Nationalist flag. However, even his collaborators, who had taken a
personal oath of loyalty to Sun, did not approve of the substitution.®*? In 1919 Sun
criticized the five-colour flag not only because it symbolized the separateness of the

racial groups but also because it was inherited from the Qing. He stated in 1919 that:

Our countrymen have assumed, ever since the Han people toppled the political power of
the Manchus and struck off the shackles of alien rule, that the goal of nationalism has
been attained. Other ignorant, irresponsible people in those days following the triumph
of the Revolution espoused a Republic comprising five nationalities (Chinese, Manchus,
Mongols, Muslims, and Tibetans), and the bureaucrats chimed in. They compounded
this by adopting as the National flag of the Republic of China the five-color flag used to
distinguish top-ranking C’hing (Qing) military officials, intending the five colours to
represent the five nationalities. Most members of the Revolutionary party, however, did
not notice this, so they adopted that divisive bureaucrat flag and abandoned the flag
with a white sun against a blue sky that Lu Haotung, the Republic’s first martyr, had
chosen for the Republic of China. The Senate responded to my constant objections by
making the white-sun, blue-sky flag the naval flag. Alas! This is why the Republic has
been divided ever since it was founded, while the navy has so often upheld the cause of
justice. This ill-omened flag has been the cause of all Republic’s misfortunes. No
sooner had we discarded the C’hing dynasty’s imperial yellow-dragon flag than the

five-color flag of its military officials was adopted in its stead! It is little wonder that we

0 Fitzgerald, Awakening China, p. 180.
1 Ibid, p.182.
2 Ibid, p. 184.
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are able to throw the Ch’ing emperor but have found it difficult to extinguish the
despotism of the Ch’ing military.**

Despite the fact that the Republican flag was among the flags of the Qing
bureaucracy as its military banner, the meaning éttributed to it was completely
different during the Republican period. It symbolized the liberal values expressed in
the Provisional Constitution of 1912 and the brotherhood of the ethnicities of China
within the same polity. It was no coincidence that Sun’s substitution of the
Nationalist flag, which bore within it the symbols of Nationalist Party flag
(Guomindang flag) took place when Sun came to the conclusion that during the
tutelary period a single-party regime should be established. Therefore, Sun was
accused by his contemporaries of “changing the emblem [from the five colored flag,
which symbolized the harmonious cohabitation of the five major ethnic groups] to
one with a Nationalist emblem, which represented one-party totalitarian rule.”%*

The symbolism inherent in the substitution of the Nationalist flag
demonstrates that Sun, although he favoured “the equality of all groups in China and
would surely have denied favouring coercive measures to attain the “single cultural
and political whole” he advocated, there can be no doubt that he regarded the
continued existence of non-Han groups as hindrances in the path to its attainment.”®**
A mere ten million memb.ers of minorities were ‘spoiling’ the purity of China, wl;ich
could still be regarded as a country where a single nation had emerged out of a single
race. While Sun never intended to deny the existence of the ethnic minorities during

his life time, his successor Chiang Kai-Shek went a step further and denied the

existence of various races in China. He argued that “Our various clans actually

33 prescriptions for Saving China: Selected Writings of Sun I{at—sen, pp. 224-5.
634 Gee the articles that indicted Sun for crimes against the nation and the people between 19_23 -4
which was prepared by the Cantonese citizen organization in Leslie Dingyan Chen, Chen Jiongming

and the Federalist Movement, p. 229. N . .
635 June Teufel Dreyer. 1976. China’s Forty Millions: Minority Nationalities and National Integration

in the People’s Republic of China. Harvard, p. 17.
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belong ...to the same racial stock...that there are five peoples designated to China is
not due to differences in race or blood, but to religion and geographical
environment.”®*

Mustafa Kemal and the Kemalists also denied the existence of different ethnic
groups in Turkey in the thirties. The transformation from the legal acknowledgement
of the various ethnicities of Turkey during the war period to the denial of their
existence during the post-Revolutionary period is related to the leading Turkish
nationalists’ desire to ethnically and culturally unify the country through making
many ethnicities forget their own names, languages, and cultures. The efforts to
transform the ethnicities cannot be separated from Atatiirk’s policy of creating a new
‘Turkish man’. As the Turks were to be transformed into new, secular, Western
Turkish personality, the non-Turkish ethnicities were expected to be assimilated
within ‘the newly-created Turkish society. What Sun Yat-sen had dreamed of was
attempted to be achieved in Turkey after the consolidatioﬁ of the Republic in
Atatiirk’s hands.

Just after the proclamation of the Republic in 1923, a new period started
concerning the minority policy which cannot be separated from the thought of M.K.
Atatiirk. Kemal Atatiirk was now very determined to exclude religion as a factor that
had united the different peoples of the country so far. However, this new policy of
nationhood cannot be interpreted as a policy in order to include the non-Muslims
within the nation. It was a policy to substitute Turkish culture and Turkish
nationality, as it was reinvented by the Kemalist regime in place of Islam. In 1925,
Atatiirk explained this very clearly. He stated that as a consequence of the reforms
(inkilaplar), the nation had changed the centuries-old form and content of its

common bonds, which were religious and sectarian, and replaced ‘it with the bond

636 Ibid.



245

of Turkish nationality.®” This new understanding also appeared during the speeches
of M.Kemal. Now he did not prefer to use the term Tiirkiye Milleti (The nation of
Turkey) but instead used the term Tiirk Milleti. (Turkish nation).®® Now not only the
name of the state (Tiirkiye) but also the name aimed at defining the people residing
within the boundaries of that state (7zirk) was signifying an ethnic group. Since not
all the people residing in Turkey were ethnically Turkish, what Atatiirk and the other
statesmen meant by ‘Turk’ becomes a problematic.

On the legal level, Article 88 of the Constitution of 1924 refers to “the people
of Turkey as Turks with regard to citizenship without religious and ethnic
distinction.”®*® By relying on a superficial reading of the article, it can easily be
concluded that Turkey had imported a kind of nationalism based on French
nationalism with an emphasis on territory. Therefore, being a Turk was a legal status
and was not related to ethnicity. But a close reading of the article and the ensuing
debates in the parliament demonstrate that in reality there vexisted a distinction
between ‘real Turks’ and the ‘Turks as regards to citizenship’. As Mesut Yegen
claims, the term “with regard to citizenship” was consciously added to the article,
since when the article was first submitted to the parliament, it said: “the people of
Turkey are regarded as Turks without any religious or ethnic distinction.”®*" The
term “with regard to citizenship” was added when some parliamentarians expressed
their hesitations. When they asked if the article meant nationality or citizenship, it

was answered: “citizenship”. However, those parliamentarians were not really

837 Seylev ve Demegler 11, p.249. o
638 After the Republic, Atatiirk used the term Tiirkiye Milleti only once but used the term Ttirk Milleti

186 times. See Baskin Oran, Atatiirk Milliyetciligi, p-211. o

639 Article 88 writes: “Tiirkiye ahalisine din ve irk farki olmaksizin vatandashik itibariyle Tiirk itlak
olunur”. See in Ahmet Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyene”, p. 319.

640 Mesut Yegen. “Yurttaslik ve Tiurkliik,” in Toplum ve Bilim. Vol. 93 Yaz 2002, p. 212.
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satisfied. The reservation of Hamdullah Suphi Bey explains the reason behind the

addition of the term ‘with regard to citizenship’. He stated:

We might aspire to name all the people living within this territory as ‘Turk’. However,
as you see, we have been engaged in a very difficult struggle and neither of us believes
that this struggle has come to an end. We state that all the subjects of the Turkish
Republic are Turkish. On the other hand, the government is attempting to dismiss the
Greeks and Armenians, who work in the organizations and companies that were
established by the foreigners. How are we going to answer those who will oppose us by
stating that these people are Turks according to the law that is promulgated by the

parliament and therefore can not be expelled?®*!

So the solution offered was to add ‘with regard to citizenship’, which meant
that there were “Turks with regard to citizenship’ and there were ‘real Turks’. This
distinction enabled the Turkish state to implement both assimilationist and
discriminatory policies concerning the minorities. The best examples that
demonstrate the distinctions made by the state concerning the question of ‘being a
Turk’ are government announcements for job applications, which showed that from
the viewpoint of the state there were degrees of ‘“Turkishness’. In 1938, in order to
apply for the Bolu Forest Schools, one had to be “a subject of the Republic of
Turkey,” but in order to be a teacher within the Tiirkkusu General Directorate one
had to be “ethr‘lically Turkish” or to become a student in the Militar}-f Academy of
the Veterinary one had to be “a subject of the Republic of Turkey and also ethnically

Turkish,” and some required one to be a “Turk” as in the case of the announcement

Y <«“Byitiin siyasi hudutlarimiz dahilinde yasayanlara Tirk tinvant vermek bizim igin bir emel olabilir.
Fakat goriiyorsunuz ki, cok miigkil bir miicadelenin iginden ¢iktik ve hicbirimiz kalbimizde
miicadelenin tamam olduguna dair birsey tagimiyoruz. Diyoruz ki: Devletin, T tirkive Cumhuriyeti 'nin
tebaasi tamamuyla Tiirktiir. Bir taraftan da hiikiimet miicadele ediyor, ecnebiler tarafindan tesis
edilmis olan milessesatta ¢alisan Rumu, Ermeniyi (sic) ¢tkarmaya calisyor. Biz bunl'a}jz Rumdur
Ermenidir dive gikarmak istedigimiz vakit bize haywr meclisinizden ¢ikan ka{ftun m_uczl?mce bunlqr
Tiirktiir derlerse ne cevap vereceksiniz?” Ibid, p. 213. Also see the text of discussion in the parliament

in Ahmet Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tirkiim Diyene”, pp. 319-323.
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of the Aviation School.’* As Yegen mentioned, these were the degrees of
Turkishness. However, Turkish citizenship was not a ‘degree’ that surpassed being
ethnically Turkish. As the announcements show, Turkish citizens who were not
ethnically Turkish were discriminated against in the institutions that were more
central and strategic, such as the military. 643

Who was a “real Turk” then? It was not really determined only by ethnicity. It
can be argued that Kemalism vacillated between an ethnicist definition and a
culturalist definition throughout the life of Mustafa Kemal. Although after the 1930s,
the emphasis on ethnicity increased, Kemalist nationalism never renounced its
definition of a Turk on the cultural level. Therefore, if ‘Turkishness’ was not
determined by ethnicity but by culture, then it meant that one could be assimilated
into ‘Turkishness’. Just because of this, assimilationist policies were more dominant
than the discriminationist policies during the early Republican efa. Turkish
policymakers never pursued a policy to preserve the ‘racial pﬁrity’ of the Turkish
race. And the definition of Turkishness as an identity that the others could assimilate
into determined another important aspect of the Turkish nationalist discourse.

This cultural and political definition of ‘Turkishness’ comprised three
essential elements. The RPP program of 1931 classifies them as ‘unity in language,
culture, and ideal’. In accordance with these principles, in 1923, in order to become a
member of the Party, it required one to be either a “Turk’ or any immigrant, who had
accepted Turkish citizenship and Turkish culture. It is obvious that to be a Turkish
citizen was not enough to become a member of the Party. In fact, it is not
contradictory within itself. Since as the RPP defined the ‘nation’ as those who shared

a single language, a culture, and an ideal, it means that if one does not accept Turkish

642 Gee the announcements in the appendix of ibid, pp. 327-33.
545 M. Yegen, “Yurttaglik ve Tiirkliik,”p. 207-8.
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culture, he/she contradicts with the principles of the Party. Similarly, in the following
years, the RPP made its requirements more explicit, while in 1927, the Party program
only accepted Turks who had accepted Turkish culture; in 1931 the Party program
added the requirement of language. A person, who did not speak Turkish, could not
become a member of the RPP.*

Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk stressed the importance of Turkish culture during his
speeches. In 1926, he said: “We are directly nationalists and Turkish nationalists.
The basis of the Republic is the Turkish community. If the members of this
community are imbued with the Turkish culture, then the Republic, which is based
on it, will be powerful.”**> What he meant by the Turkish culture remains ambiguous
but what Atatlirk had in mind was not the culture that was imbued with Islamic-
Ottoman customs and practices. When he was talking about Turkish culture in 1926,
he was applying radical reforms to transform Turkish society and imbﬁe Turkish
society with Western symbols and cultural practices. Several Years later, he denied
religion as a factor in the formation of the Turkish nation. As mentioned before,
however, this was not an effort to include non-Muslims within the boundaries of the

nation, but an effort to exclude Islam as a bonding factor. He wrote:

There are those who claim that religion is a factor in the formation of a nation. But we
see a contrary situation in the example of the formation of the Turkish nation. The
Turks were also a great nation before the adoption of Islam. After the adoption of Islam
by the Turks, neither the Arabs, nor the Persians, or the others did not aspire to form a
‘nation’ by uniting with the Turks. On the contrary, it loosened the national ties of the

Turkish nation; it made national feelings and national excitement sleepy. **°

44 Ahmet Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyebilene,” p. 142-3.

543 Soylev ve Demegler 111, p. 118.
4 Elyazisiyla Yazdigi ve Yazdwrdig Fikirleri ile Atatiirk, p. 29. Of course what he proposed was not

turning back to the pre-Islamic culture. What he was proposing was to accept the Western culture,
which he believed to be the child of a great pre-Islamic Turkish civilization.
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While religion was excluded, in its place criteria, such as language, national
morality, and common history appeared. The emphasis on common language is more
than a common official language that would be the language of the public sphere. As
Kemalist state tried to destroy the boundaries between the public and private spheres
by intervening in the daily lives of ordinary people, the Turkish language became a
tool in the Kemalist effort to assimilate the non-Turks into the Turkish society by

647

forcing them to speak Turkish at public and private places.””’ Mustafa Kemal

presents the ‘preciousness’ and the importance of Turkish language as such:

The language of the Turkish nation is Turkish. Turkish language is the most beautiful,
richest, and easiest language in the world. Therefore, every Turk is required to love and
improve it. On the other hand, Turkish language is a holy treasure for the Turkish
nation. Because, it is thanks to the Turkish language that Turkish nation could preserve
its morality, customs, memories, interests, and everything that made up the nation
despite the permanent misfortunes that were experienced by the nation. Turkish

language is the heart and the mind of the Turkish nation. 648

In order to pursue the same “national ideal”, which was listed by the RPP
among the elements that made up a nation, one had to share the same heart and mind
as the Turkish nation, and therefore one had to speak Turkish as one’s mother
tongue, which made up ‘the minds and hearts of the Turkish nation’. The sharing of
the same ideal did also require the sharing of a common history and common
national morality. For Kemal Atatiirk, national morality could be above individuals.
National morality was the factor that made one sacrifice oneself for the order,

stability, welfare, happiness, and the civilizational progress of the nation.®®

. 4711 1927, the state initiated a campaign under the name “Vatandas! Tiirkce Kom_t;.” (Qitizens!
Speak Turkish), which tried to convert Turkish to the mother language of all Turkish citizens. It
intended more than making Turkish the official language. See Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyebilene,”
p. 140.
8 Elyazisiyla Yazdigi ve Yazdirdig Fikirleri ile Atatiirk, p. 5.
9 Ibid, p. 23.
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Therefore, as Atatiirk stated “the Turkish nation was constituted of the people who
established the Turkish Republic.”®*® Since the people shared the same national
morality and thus the ideal, they came together to_establish the Republic for the
welfare and progress of the nation. Consequently, according to this formulation,
those who did not participate in the Independence War, such as the Greek and
Armenian residents, could not be considered as members of the Turkish nation. Since
they neither shared the language of the Turkish nation nor shared the same national
morality and ideal, therefore they did not participate in the process of republic-
building but, on the contrary, they put obstacles before it by collaborating with
foreign powers.

But now order and stability were established and all the citizens of Turkey
could be converted into Turks if they agreed to substitute Turkish for their mother
tongues, adopt Turkish culture, and work for the same ideal. As Yegen puts it very
correctly, the Kemalist regime accepted that non-Turks could be assimilated into
Turkishness but not all of them.%® Tt is ironic that the difference between
communities who were expected to easily assimilate to Turkishness and those who
were denied assimilation was determined by the criteria of religion. During the
population exchange between Greece and Turkey in accordance with the articles of
the Lausanne Treaty, the Turkish- speaking Orthodox Christians were forced to leave
Turkey and non-Turkish Muslims were accepted. In reality, the exchange was
between the Greek Orthodox and the Ottoman Muslims. This was due to the
insistence of the Turkish delegates during the Lausanne conference, who argued that
there was no racial minority in Turkey but religious minorities. Since the articles on

the exchange of the population were determined even before the Republic, it can be

0 1bid, p.3.
81 M. Yegen, “Yurttaglik ve Tirkliik.”
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argued that during that period still the understanding which regarded all Muslims as
being within the same nation persisted. But in the1930s, even when religion was
excluded from all spheres of public sphere, the Christian Gagavuz Turks were not
allowed mass migration. Instead, Ottoman Muslims residing in the Balkans, who
were not ethnically Turkish, were allowed to migrate into Turkey. This immigration
policy manifests that although religion, as a factor of communal bondage, was not
legally accepted on practical levels; the Kemalist regime had to seek help from the
references of the religious-dynastic system of the Ottoman Empire.** In other words,
the Kemalist regime’s aim was to allow the immigration of those whose loyalty
could be easily re-produced. The immigrants, such as the Bosnians and Bulgarian
Pomaks, did not develop any identity other than being former Ottoman Muslims and
remained loyal to the Empire until its death. Similarly, as I have explained, the
loyalty of the Kurdish Muslims, even though they were not at ease with the efforts of
centralization, could be assured during the Independence War, .since during the war
period the consciousness of a distinct ethnic identity was not mature enough.
Therefore, during the Kemalist period, those who remained loyal and obedient until
the end of the Empire were accepted as immigrants. Even in the 1930s the memory
of Christian disobedience seems not to have been forgotten and was so powerful that
it was not relaxed to allow Christian Turks into the territory even in a period when
Mustafa Kemal had abandoned Islam as a shared ideology and replaced it with a

shared common Central Asian heritage.®>

652 Gee Ahmet Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tirkiim Diyene,” pp. 132-9.

653 stated that Turks and Balkan nations belong to the same race: “We should not forget that
Balkan Nations, despite the differences in social and political directions, all come from Central Asia
and share the same blood and same ancestors.” Speech with the delegates of the Balkan Conference in

1931. See Soylev ve Demegler II, p. 305-6.
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In the 1930s, the “ethno-secular” boundaries of Turkish national identity®**
were clarified. Although ethnicism was not completely out of the picture in the
1920s, it became a dominant factor within the nationalist discourse during the
thirties. This discoursive change was a consequence of ‘scientific’ studies concerning
the Turkish race. Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk attributed great importance to scientific
studies that would determine the characteristics of the Turkish race. He personally
engaged with the topics of national education, national culture, language, and history
with a racist perspective that was guided by ‘scienticism’.®>> The result of the
scientific studies was the Turkish History Thesis. The reason behind the importance
attributed to the scientific studies was multiple. As mentioned in the second chapter,
one of the reasons was to fill the gap created by the destruction of Islam. Long before
Islam had been eliminated as a national tie, but Republican ideals could not fill the
gap. Republican ideals and the symbols that were invented for the Turkish people did
not create any excitement, and they even caused unease among fhe population. Then
some other factors were needed to create the feeling of Turkishness among the
people. This would be the Turkish History Thesis, which claimed that Turks were a
great race which was the mother of civilizations. The most important aspect of the
thesis was that it not only tried to create self-confidence among the Turkish
population but also aimed at demonstrating to the Turkish people that westernization
was not in contradiction with real Turkish culture because the Turks were the mother
of Western civilization.?® Therefore, the Turkish History Thesis aimed at
introducing the Turks to themselves. As early as 1923, K. Atatiirk was warning the
nation by stating: “Our nation has suffered through forgetting its nationality. Our

fault is forgetting ourselves. If we want the world to respect us...we have to show our

654 Ahmet Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyebilene.”
55 Ibid, p. 190.
836 Seylev ve Demegler I1, p. 297.
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respect for our selves and nationality.”®’ The Turkish History Thesis contributed to
the re-creation of this self-respect. However, although the aim was to re-create self-
respect and self-confidence in the Turks, it also caused an increase in the tone of
racism in the speecheé of Kemal Atatiirk and other statesmen. An arialysis of the
speeches and writings of Kemal Atatiirk also shows that there was a gradual increase
of the emphasis on ‘pure Turks’ and ‘Turkish blood’. The most repeated statements
of M.K.Atatiirk belong to his speech to commemorate the 10 anniversary of the
Republic. Mustafa Kemal talked about the “high character of the Turkish nation,” its
“innate diligence and intelligence,” and after acknowledging his belief that “the
entire civilized world will again appreciate the greatness of the Turkish nation that
had been forgotten,” he ended his speech by stating: “Happy is the one who can call
himself a Turk! (Ne mutlu Tiirkiim diyebilene!).”**

Another example that shows increased tone of chauvinism can be observed in
the speech in which Atatiirk praised the beauty of the Turkish face after a Turkish

girl, Keriman Halis, was chosen as “Miss World’ in a beauty contest. He stated:

The Turkish nation deeply appreciates her child. Cumhuriyet Newspaper pursued the
enterprise of manifesting the distinguished beauty of the Turkish race among the nations
of the world.... It is very natural for me that a Turkish girl be chosen as the most
beautiful girl in the world, since I know that historically the Turkish race is the most
beautiful race of the world. But, Turkish youth should know how to protect the natural

beauty that we are proud of through scientific methods.*®

Tt is important to note that this kind of rhetoric also has a relationship with the
influence of increasing chauvinism throughout the world but especially in fascist

countries. However, Turkish nationalism was not revisionist and not imperialist, so

7 Ibid, p.147.
% Seylev ve Demegler I1, pp. 318-9.
859 Seylev ve Demegler 111, pp. 132-3.
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the chauvinistic rhetoric was not converted into systematic racist policies. However,
another reading of the Turkish History Thesis shows that ‘scientific studies’ enabled
Turkish nationalists, who were determined to construct a homogenous nation state, to
deny the existence of ﬁon—Turks on Anatolia. To the conclusion that thé minorities
were originally Turks was caused by anxiety among Turkish nationalists to -
demonstrate that Anatolia was the mainland of the ancient Turks. This anxiety arose
in order to put an end to the Armenian and Greek claims on Anatolia by proving that
the first residents of Anatolia were the Turks. In that sense, the Central Asian
heritage did not serve this end very well. The Turkish state, under the guidance of M.
Kemal, engaged in finding Turkish ancestors in Anatolia. Archaeological searches
and linguistic studies were made throughout the1930s and the findings that were
presented as proof formed the backbones of the Turkish History Thesis. What the
Kemalist historians concluded was that the Hittites, who lived in Anatolia around
2000 B.C were ancient Turks, who had migrated from Central Asia. What interests
us here is not the validity of this argument, but how it was used by Mustafa Kemal in
regard to non-Turkish ethnicities in Turkey.5®

It is interesting to note that the thesis, which was presented at the History
Congress in 1932, was proposed by Mustafa Kemal as early as 1923 in a speech in
Adana.®®! During his speech, Mustafa Kemal claimed that Adana was a land of the

‘pure Turks’ despite the claims of the Armenians. He stated:

The ethnic groups that invaded our Adana, such as the Armenians and the others, had
occupied our craft guilds and regarded themselves as the real owners of this land. This

is most unjust and insolent behavior. In this country, there is no right for the

660 Ettienne Copeaux. 1998. Tiirk Tarih Tezinden Tiirk-Islam Sentezine: Tarih Ders

Kitaplarinda(1931-1993). TVYY, pp.31-2. . ’ .
661 This fact also shows that Turkish History Thesis was a re-presentation of Mustafa Kemal’s belief

in a more ‘scientific’ manner.
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Armenians. This land belongs to you. It belongs to the Turks, it historically belonged to
the Turks, and it will belong to the Turks forever. It is true that since ancient times this
beautiful country has been invaded by foreigners. However, in the end, fellow Turkish
people from the Central Asia arrived in this country and returned the country to its real

owners. Therefore, Armenians do not have any right in this land. These fertile places are

pure Turkish soil.®?

The name of the ancient Turkish people that resided in Anatolia was
acknowledged in the 1930s by the presentation of the History Thesis. Mustafa Kemal

stated in 1933:

The Turkish children of the present, who decided to enlighten their minds by the light of
progress, knows that they are not the members of a tribe composed of 400 tents but the
members of a race and a very capable nation. We have to know very well that the
Hittites, our ancient forefathers, had been the first and indigenous inhabitants of this
L country. They made here the genuine home of the Turkish people. They brought the

center of Turkishness from Central Asia to Anatolia and Thrace. *%

As mentioned before, the belief that the Turks were the earliest inhabitants of
Turkey enabled the Kemalist elite to claim that ethnic groups in Turkey were indeed
originally Turks. Ahmet Hamdi Bagar quotes that Atatiirk “had said that Arabs,
Suryanis, and the others, who regarded themselves as minorities, might be Turks who
had forgotten their Turkish origins.”®®* The most important consequence of this
belief was the denial of the physical existence of the Kurds. In the1930s, it was

suddenly realized that Kurds were originally “mountain Turks” who had forgotten

862 Soylev ve Demegler II, p. 130.

663 Soylev ve Demegler II, p. 308. The emphasis is mine. o
4 Ahmet Hamdi Basar. 1981. Atatiirkle Ug Ay ve 1930 °dan Sonra Tiirkiye. Ankara: Iktisadi Ticari
[limler Akademisi, p. 114, quoted in Ahmet Yildiz, “Ne Mutlu Tiirkiim Diyebilene,” p. 182._ On the
other hand, it is interesting that Mustafa Kemal while reading the book of Mustafa Celaleddin, named
Les Turks Anciens et Modernes (1870), underlined the paragraph, which claimed that “With some
exceptions, the Aryans are the origins of all the Christian and Muslim population ip Tur_key and
almost all of them are Turks in origin.” I should add that the Turkish History Thesis claimed that
Turks do not belong to the yellow race, but are originaily Aryan people, who had Brakisefal heads.
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their Turkishness.®®® In order to re-assimilate them to Turkishness, some ethnic
groups were forced to leave their lands for re-settlement. When the Law on
‘Settlement was presented to the parliament in 1934, it was argued that the Turkish
state could not allow them to use the rights granted to Turkish citizens if they were
not loyal to the Turkish flag. Therefore, in order to assimilate them within the
Turkish culture, which was the main criterion of being a Turk and also to make them
more loyal to the country as Turks by assimilating them into the Turkish culture, the
law was promulgated and ethnic groups were dispersed among the Turkish
population.®®® It was assumed that if these ethnic groups were dispersed among the
dominant ethnicity, they would lose their ethnic identity.

The thirties remains a complex period in order to understand the Turkish state
discourse concerning the issue of minorities. On certain occasions, as in the speech
of Atatiirk in 1923, minorities were denied “any right” to the land of the Turks, and
on other occasions they were urged to return to their Turkish origiﬁs as in the case of
the Kurds, who were regarded as ‘mountain Turks’. However, generally it can be
argued that the Turkish state preferred to practice discriminatory policies against the
non-Muslim Greeks and Armenians because they were supported by Armenia and

‘Greece and could demand territory from Turkey, and preferred to apply
assimilationist policies to the Muslim ethnic groups, whose loyalty was easier to
guarantee. However, this boundary between the non-Muslims and Muslims could be
blurred due to the conditions pertaining. As in the case of the Jews, despite their
being non-Muslims, the Turkish state applied assimilationist policies because in that
period there was no other external source of support for the Jews, and they were

willing to remain loyal to the Turkish Republic, as they had remained loyal to the

865 Mesut Yegen, Devlet Soyleminde Kiirt Sorunu, p. 126.
% Mesut Yegen, “Yurttaghk ve Tiirkliik,”p. 209.
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Ottoman Empire. On the other hand, the Kurds could be reduced to the status of non-
Muslim Greeks and Armenians and at least at the level of discourse could be denied
any right on Turkish soil. The changes occurred at times of Kurdish uprisings, which
made them as disloyal as the non-Muslims in the eyes of the Republican
authorities.®”’

Despite all the chauvinist rhetoric, which approached a denial of the physical
existence of non-Turks in Turkey, the culturalist definition of Turkishness of the
early Republican era continued to exist side by side with the rhetoric of the1930s.
What was required from the ethnic groups was to make them forget their names as
Sun Yat-sen had demanded of non-Chinese minorities in 1921, and merge within the
Turkishness defined by the Kemalist doctrines. Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk believed that
these various terms, such as Kurd, Bosnian, etc., were none other than the product of
the propaganda of foreigners and enemies, since these communities were bound to
each other by a common past, history, and morality.®® What differed in Sun’s
demand from that of Mustafa Kemal was that the ethnic groups of China would
merge in Zhonghua (The Middle Kingdom- the name of China as a classic dynastic
civilization that was a ‘universal’ world empire) which did not point the name of the
dominant Han race. But what Mustafa Kemal demanded of the other ethnic
communities was to merge into ‘Turkishness’. However, on the other side of the
coin, the similarity still persists. As I have attempted to demonstrate despite Sun’s
choice of the name “Zhonghua”, a reading of his writings and speeches demonstrates

that it was a Zhonghua centered on the Han Chinese, who would be ‘remade’ by Sun

67 Just after the Agr1 upheaval of 1930, Mahmut Esat Bozkurt, a radical theorician of the Kemalist
doctrine and the Minister of Justice, claimed that the masters of the country were the pure Turks and
the only right of those, who were not pure Turks were to be servants and slaves. See Hugh Poultan.
1997. Turkish Nationalism and the Turkish Republic: Top hat, Grey Wolf and Crescent. NewYork

University Press, p. 120.
8 Elyazisiyla Yazdigi ve Yazdirdigu Fikirleri ile Atatiivk, pp. 53-5.
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Yat-sen and his revolutionary party. Similarly, as the name specifies, the center of
Turkishness would be occupied by the Turks, who were being ‘re-imagined’ by

Mustafa Kemal and his revolutionary party.
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CONCLUSION

In this thesis I am concerned with the thoughts of Sun Yat-sen and Mustafa
Kemal Atatiirk in a comparative perspective. Although focusing on their thought of
nationalism, I have attempted to give a comprehensive analysis of their ideas as far
as these ideas could be related to their efforts of nation-building. The choice of these
two respective leaders is due to their experience in re-constructing a modern nation-
state from the remnants of multi-ethnic and multi-religious empires through saving
their country from imperialist aggression at around the same time.

In the first part, I presented a historical background that would serve my
study in the following chapters. I have concluded in the first part that modern
identifications of the late nineteenth century, especially the emergence of a new Han
consciousness that was also anti-Manchu was not only a product of the modern era
that suddenly appeared without any historical background, but was a product of a re-
reading, re-narration, re-imagination of historical identiﬁcations‘within the context of
the modern nation-state system. To argue that anti-Manchuism was a “relational

7669 5ne needs

identity between historical identities and modern nation-state system,
to challenge the Sino-centric reading of Chinese history, which proposes that the
non-Chinese, who came into contact with the Chinese, were assimilated into Han
culture, which was dominated by Confucianism. In addition, Sino-centrism argued
that the Chinese people accepted non-Chinese as governors as long as these
barbarians were sinicized by accepting Confucian morality and Chinese customs.
There are many exceptions to this theory. First of all, despite the Confucian

identification, which dominated the minds of the Chinese until the twentieth century,

there always had been an embryonic form of ethnicism in the Chinese thought as

669 p_Duara, “De-constructing the Chinese Nation,” p. 11.
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observed in the anti-Manchu literature of the Ming loyalists of the 1600s. This
literature would be revived and re-narrated by modern Chinese nationalists, who had
come up with a modern form of Han consciousness in the late nineteenth century.
The second challenge to the sinicization thesis is that, although Manchus partially
accepted the Chinese customs, they never lost their perception of being different
from the Han Chinese. Here, I analyzed this fact by describing the policies of the
Manchu court. Therefore, while on the one hand it is very difficult to argue that
Manchus were assimilated into ‘Chineseness’, on the other hand, the preserved
distinction between the Manchus and the Han Chinese served the discourse of anti-
Manchuism, which claimed that an alien tribe usurped the sovereignty of the Han
people. While the analysis of historical identifications serves our, purpose, for it
makes what anti-Manchuism means more obvious to the reader, a description of the
millet system of the Ottoman Empire is presented not only for comparatiive reasons,
but also for our understanding of Kemalist nationalism. Because it cannot be
understood without understanding what millet meant during the Ottoman centuries,
what it meant during the Independence War, and what it meant in the post-war
period. It also had direct implications for my understanding of the problem of
minority incorporation after the Independence War.

In the second chapter of the first part, I evaluated the thought of the Ottoman
and Chinese constitutionalist reformers. The ideas of these reformists constitute the
last resort before the revolutionaries preferred to de-construct the imperial system
and establish new republics through which they could re-construct their countries as
they wished to. The question that troubled the reformists of the respective empires
was how to save the empires. For them an intellectual re-vitalization was inevitable

and the proposition was the acceptance of Western political ideals, especially that of
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democracy and constitution. However, what was similar for both of the Chinese and
Turkish constitutionalists was that; they considered the importation of Western
political ideals as a ‘return to the origin’, since both of them believed that their
traditions, before they were corrupted, incorporated such ideals. On the other hand,
the reformist thought is important for our discussion because it was the first time that
an understanding of ‘citizenship’ had emerged. I analyzed the Young Ottoman ideal
of Ottoman citizenship into which entire Ottoman ethnicities would merge, and
Liang Qichao’s effort to create a Chinese nation and Chinese citizenship around. .
‘which ethnicities living in' China would come together. Both the re-reading of
tradition and the efforts to create a nation of the reformists were efforts to make the

empires more powerful in their struggle against the Western hegemony and

imperialism.

In the following chapters, I examined the thoughts of Mustafa Kemal and Sun
Yat-sen. I tried to follow their ideas in a historical sequence without limiting the -
thought of Mustafa Kemal to the thirties, when Kemalist doctrine was officially
written, and Sun to the twenties when he wrote his Three Principles of the People.

For Mustafa Kemal, I will conclude that while he used Islam as a factor of
legitimization until he consolidated his power in the mid twenties, after then he
replaced Islam with Western symbols and culture, which was legitimized by the
Turkish History Thesis. On the other hand, as the problem of political participation is
concerned, the populist discourse of Kemal Atatiirk had also shifted. While during
the Independence War period, populism (Halkgilik) meant people’s sovereignty, after
the war it meant the denial of class conflict in the Turkish society. The new Halk¢ilik

legitimized the Kemalist single party regime. According to Atatiirk, as there were no
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classes in the Turkish society, there was no need for multi-party system, which
protected the rights of different classes.

Sun Yat-sen’s ideas are analyzed as they were classified in the Three
~ Principles of the People. However, the principle of nationalism, the principle of -
" democracy, and the principle of the people’s livelihood is supplemented by his ideas
on anti-Manchuism and federalization. I concluded that Sun’s governmental model
resembled the Kemalist one because both of them favoured a single-party regime in .
- order to re-construct their nations. While party and state was identified in their
thoughts, the party-state was given priority over the individual freedoms.

In the last part, I complemented my comparison by an analysis of these
respective leaders’ nationalisms. In the first part, I analyzed whether there is an anti-
imperialist component of their thought. I came to the conclusion that both Mustafa
Kemal’s and Sun’s nationalisms had an anti-imperialist concern, but this was
pragmatically determined. If it had been ideologically determined, Mustafa Kemal
“would not have left his harsh anti-imperialist discourse after the Independence War,
and Sun Yat-sen would not try to enter into negotiations with the imperialist
Japanese government. However, I argued that this does not decrease the vitality of
their anti-imperialist discourse; since their ultimate aim was to strengthen their
countries in a manner that will enable them have a sovereign voice in the.
international arena.

In the second section of the last part, I specifically dealt with the minority
issue of nation-building in China and Turkey. Despite the very confusing arguments
of both Mustafa Kemal and Sun Yaf—sen on the problem, which tried to solve ‘who
belonged to Turkishness’, and ‘who belonged to Chineseness’, I concluded that both

of them imagined homogenous nations, where the minorities through assimilation
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would lose their own identities. In the case of China, although Sun proposed that all
ethnicities of China should merge into the identity of being Zhonghua ren, the
culture of the Zhonghua ren would be determined by the Han culture and the Han
~ people. In the case of Turkey, the minorities, were forced to assimilate into
“Turkishness’, which was re-constructed by the Kemalist elite and Mustafa Kemal.
After these sectional conclusions, I would like to present what one could
derive from the comparative reading of these respective leaders. Both Mustafa
Kemal and Sun Yat-sen did not only fight against the imperialist threat in terms of
economic exploitation, political .domination, or territorial invasion, but also fought
against Euro-American hegemony through claiming their nation’s right to
subjectivity. It is known that Orientalist discourse, which granted legitimacy to Euro-
- American cultural hegemony and colonialism, denies any right to subjectivity to the
‘Eastern nations’, since they are not accepted as participants in modemity or at best,
they are accepted as latecomers as the evolutionary process of ‘human history drags
- every nation along the same path, where the ‘West’ takes the lead. On the other hand,
according to most scholars of ‘nationalism’, the nationalist thinking of non-Western
countries is reduced to mere imitations of European nationalism, since the nationalist
elites of these countries had chosen certain modular forms, which they regarded as
suitable for their own position.670 However, as mentioned several times, non-Western
nationalisms- in our case- the Chinese and Turkish nationalisms had a political
burden, which was to be against the powers that attempted to exploit them by various
methods. Mustafa Kemal led the Independence War, and Sun Yat-sen tried to create

a consciousness of imperialism in the minds of the Chinese people for years.

670 Lor a criticism of the discourse, which reduces Third World nationalisms to modular forms of
Western nationalisms, see P. Chatterjee, The Nation and Its Fragments: Colonial and Postcolonial

Histories, pp. 4-5.
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Therefore, the thought of these two personalities as the leaders of two non-Western
nationalisms cannot be explained simply by claiming that they are mere imitations of
Western nationalisms, since their relationship to the West was a matter of conflict.

I would argue that the aim of all types of non-Western nationalisms, whether.
as complete imitations of Western culture and civilization or as a selective use of the
same, is a claim for an autonomous voice for their nation within the discourse of
modernity. Modernization for the non-Western nationalists meant participation in the
global world system as-autonomous subjectivities, not as colonial objects of modern
Western empires. In that context, as Arif Dirlik, in his unique article on Sun Yat-sen
and Atatiirk states very correctly, these two respective leaders belong in the first
generation of Third World modernizers®’!, who challenged to Euro-American

hegemony®”?

through “their - efforts to bring their respective nations into the
contemporary world dominated by Western civilization, while securing for them the
independence necessary for their participation in this world as autonomous
subjects.”®” According to Arif Dirlik, the challenge that Sun and Atatiirk posed
against Euro-American hegemony is made possible in the “distinction they drew
between modernism and Westernism.”**

As Arif Dirlik notes, the distinction drawn between modernism and
Westernism is very much clear in Sun Yat-sen’s thought. As I analyzed in the
preceding chapters, he not only criticized Western liberal democracy, and without
denying democracy as a principle, proposed a new model of democracy for the

Chinese people as necessitated by the different historical conditions, he also

proposed a new model of economic development different from Western capitalism

671 Avif Dirlik. “Third World Identification: Atatiirk, Sun Yat-sen and the Problem of Modernity,”p. 3.
72 Ibid, p. 4.
87 Ibid, p. 20.
74 Ibid, p. 4.
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after he observed the social illness in European countries as early as 1905. His model
also differed from socialism because of his denial of class struggle. Lastly, on the
cultural level, he limited the superiority of Western gulture to the material level and
claimed the superiority of Eastern spiritual values. Thus, Sun was a modernizer, who
sought for an autonomous: domain for his nation within the new modern global
" context through a selective method. Therefore, modernity did not mean Westernism
in Sun’s method of catching up with the contemporary world in order to become
equal partners.

However, I would disagree with Arif Dirlik that Mustafa Kemal’s thought
also separated modernity from Westernism. Although Arif Dirlik accepted that
Mustafa Kemal regarded westernization as the only possible way for catching up
with contemporary civilization, which was the Western civilization by quoting from
Atatiirk’s speeches675 , he claimed that “to portray Kemalism merely as a Westernism
is. misleading,” since it ignored a very important componént of his thought:
Turkism®”®, which was an ideology that aimed ‘at creating a Turkish nation that did
- not exist before the Republican revolution: Dirlik argues that the Kemalist task of
converting a “nation that existed as mere geographic entity into a cultural entity”
necessitated two repudiations: the repudiation of the Ottoman past and the
repudiation of the Islamic past. As I explained in the previous chapters, Mustafa
Kemal led an intellectual effort at history-making under the name “Turkish History
Thesis’ in order to help the creation of a Turkish identity by granting the Turks a pre-
Islamic history. Here Dirlik’s argument is true if we take it as a historical fact: the
Kemalist effort in the 1930s to create a pre-Islamic history for the newly-imagined

Turkish nation. However, in the article the reason behind Dirlik’s argument that only

7 Ibid, p. 20.
576 Ibid, p. 22.



200

through the repudiation of these two pasts- Ottoman and Islamic-could a Turkish
nation be created remains very ambiguous. On the other hand, I would argue that
supplementation of Turkism with Westernism does not distinguish Westernism from
modernity in Atatiirk’s thought, since Mustafa Kemai’s Turkism was a cultural .
- . project that aimed to re-make the Turkish people in a Western manner. As explained,
the legitimacy for this new secular and Western identity was provided by the History
Thesis, which proposed that the Turkish nation was the mother of all civilizations
and, thus, the mother of Western civilization, which was the only true civilization in .
the contemporary world. Therefore, westernization meant a return to the true path,
and also to. the essence of the Turkish nation. Kemalists thought it was the most
logical thing to do.

The reason behind Sun’s selective approach toward modernity and Kemal
Atatiirk’s committed - Westernism may be related to the pertaining historical
conditions. As analyzed before, Mustafa Kemal’s Westernism does not cover his
- whole lifetime. It is limited to the period when he consolidated his power in the
- domestic arena and secured Turkish sovereignty in the international arena. In 1930s,
when Mustafa Kemal turned out to be a committed Westernist, Western countries .
had long ceased to pose immediate threats to Turkish sovereignty. Therefore, as the
political burden of Mustafa Kemal to fight against the Western powers was relieved,
the dilemma of the colonized countries to create a space for the native voice from the
“thought of the enemy had disappeared in the Turkish case. Atatiirk did not feel
himself obliged to deny the direct political implications of the thought of the Western

states after the Independence War. That is why during the Independence War, since
the Kemalists were fighting against Western states, Atatiirk did not mention

Westernism as the future program but instead emphasized Islam as the most
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important signifier of the national identity. On the contrary, until the death of Sun
Yat-sen, the political burden on the nationalists to relieve imperialist aggression and

establish a sovereign unified state was not achieved.

Although I concluded that in Kemal’s thought Westernism was equated with -~

modernity I would argue that it does not exclude Kemalism from the category of
Third World modernizers, who sought to modernize their countries though adoption
of a selective method.  Kemal Atatiirk was determined to westernize his country,
since Western civilization, being the only true civilization, was the only way that
could make Turkey-and Turkish nation powerful, progressive, and contemporary.
This would not only enable Turkey to meet the challenges of the other powerful
nations, but also make the Turkish nation an equal partner within the modern world
context by granting it an autonomous voice. Kemal Atatiirk’s injunction “not to turn

9677

one’s back upon the West while struggling against it™"" is thus worth noting as a

concluding remark:

77 Quoted in ibid, p. 20.
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