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INTRODUCTION 

 

Right before Covid-19 had been declared a pandemic by the World Health Organization 

and when the extent of its spread had not yet been understood, I had completed my two weeks of 

research at The Skilliter Centre for Ottoman Studies and was going back to my home of Szeged. 

While I was handing my backpack over for the x-ray machine at London Luton Airport, I met 

two middle-aged Turkish Cypriot men. During our short conversation over coffee, they asked me 

what I did, and I told them that I was working towards a Ph.D. in history. These two cheerful 

men stated that they loved history and were always reading books and watching historical 

movies and documentaries. I believe encounters like this happen all the time to people who 

define themselves as historians and openly share this in their daily conversations. We all know 

that nearly everyone has an opinion about some aspect of history and the different views of the 

past. Therefore, I do not find it necessary to share the enthusiastic comments of these two men 

on Sultan Süleyman and the execution of his son Şehzâde Mustafa by his order, or how they 

made me think about the history of mentality through a very precious wooden dining table that 

was referred to as the governor's table in Cyprus. After having transferred their own historical 

knowledge to me, they had probably become curious about what I could offer them, so they 

asked what I was working on. When I told them that I was currently preparing a study on a 

historian, the younger one, with his magnificent Cypriot dialect, said, “You have a point! We're 

talking big here, but what would we be discussing without the historians who tell us the stories of 

the past.” It was probably the high point of this research adventure to hear this key sentence of 

my work from Hayri Bey, a Cypriot who is an ice cream maker in London. In fact, the question 

for this introduction would have been why we should study historians, but Hayri Bey answered 
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this question in a very simple and concise way. However, since this is an academic study, I am 

obliged to expand on this issue a bit more and re-summarize it with footnotes and references.  

In one interview, one of the renowned Ottoman historians Cemal Kafadar defined history 

as a craft.1 Kafadar stated that there is no difference between a carpenter and a historian and 

added that a historian is in no way superior to a carpenter. These two craftspeople share the same 

virtues, and getting to know the material is at the top of these virtues. Carpenters and historians 

must know their material well. They must be patient and contemplate what they can extract from 

this material accurately. They must continue to practice all the time to find the best way to use 

the material and to make improvements in each phase. Therefore, a critical examination of the 

material is crucial for both a carpenter and a historian. Kafadar reflected that a historian who 

interprets archival documents or contemplates a diary shares a common process with a carpenter 

who examines what can be created from a walnut tree. Thus, efforts towards comprehending the 

material are a common virtue for both craftspeople. The phase that comes after comprehension is 

the interpretation of the material. The results that materials alone can offer without being 

interpreted are limited. Only after a careful interpretation can the material represent something 

more meaningful. As Edward Hallet Carr states “History means interpretation.”2 At this stage, it 

becomes inevitable that differences will emerge in the virtues of these two craftspeople and the 

way we value those virtues. The moral, political, or religious virtues of a carpenter will not cause 

us to question the way they choose and use the material. However, such questioning gains great 

importance when it comes to a historian. The difference is because a walnut tree is and will still 

be meaningful even if it is not reconstructed by a carpenter. However, as Carr points out, facts, 

 
1 Emre Can Dağlıoğlu, Emrah Göker, and Ümit Kurt. "Cemal Kafadar’la Söyleşi." Modus Operandi: İlişkisel Sosyal 
Bilimler Dergisi 1 (2016). 
2 Edward Hallett Carr, What Is History?, ed. R. W. Davies, 2nd ed. (London: Penguin, 1987), 23. 
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as the material of the historian, are dead and meaningless if they are not interpreted.3 Therefore, 

we encounter formulated concepts such as objectivity, unbiased judgment, accuracy, pure 

representation of the facts or past, accountability, and self-distancing. Along with these concepts, 

new questions arise as to how historians shape the material to make it accessible so the public 

can see “what actually happened”. How do they interpret the material not just for telling a story 

of what happened, but to reach for what was behind the significance or appearance? What are 

historians’ motivations in reconstructing the past and how do historians construct their historical 

claims in whichever past they choose to discuss? These concepts and questions lead us to a 

historical study of the production of historians. In this case, historians and historiography 

become a part of the historical process, just like a table produced by the carpenter, in this 

example, the governor's table. 

As a historian, Tayyib Gökbilgin was among the pioneers who shaped Ottoman studies 

and Historiography. Gökbilgin was a committed scholar, steadfastly collecting primary resources 

and studying them carefully. Even a brief glimpse into his life and his career shows that he 

played an essential role in Ottoman studies and in developing the methods of how to explore this 

subject. His familiarity with several eastern and western languages, including Hungarian, 

enabled him to do research and produce writings in those languages. Starting from the early days 

of his career, he prepared articles for the Encyclopedia of Islam. During his life, he wrote six 

books and over three hundred articles. Soon after his graduation from the Faculty of Language, 

History, and Geography, he was selected as a member of the Turkish Historical Association and 

was also a member of other major associations, participating in international congresses at home 

and abroad. He established the Department of the History of Ottoman Institutions and 

 
3 Ibid., 30. 
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Civilization at İstanbul University. He pioneered an academic level of studies of Ottoman history 

in accordance with contemporary methodologies. He worked on many archival documents that 

had not been previously studied, and published them with great meticulousness. He conducted a 

great deal of pioneering research not only in Turkish archives but also in the archives of Hungary 

and Venice. Gökbilgin trained many historians and supported them in their work. However, 

despite his major contributions towards establishing the field of Ottoman studies, he has not 

received the scholarly attention he deserves. When I assumed the responsibility to work on this 

dissertation, there had been no comprehensive study on Tayyib Gökbilgin. The first obituary 

about him right after his death was written by Mahmut Şakiroğlu.4 Mübahat Kütükoğlu 

published an article in 1982 where she listed Gökbilgin’s works in chronological order.5 In 1984, 

Salih Tuğ also published a short article about him.6 The article published by Zeki Arıkan in 2012 

was the first detailed and comprehensive biographical study about Tayyib Gökbilgin.7 In this 

study, Arıkan first outlined a framework for systematic historical research in Turkey at the 

beginning of the twentieth century. He provided a summary of the development of historical 

studies in Turkey prior to the period of the Turkish Republic and in its early years. After this 

introduction, he presented biographical findings about Gökbilgin. In the sections of the article 

that follow, Arıkan examined Tayyib Gökbilgin’s assessments of İstanbul, the Balkans and 

Rumelia through his works. He then summarized Gökbilgin’s views on the joint history and 

relationships between Turkey and Hungary. He briefly discussed Gökbilgin’s works on Anatolia 

 
4 Mahmut H. Şakiroğlu, “Büyük Bir Kaybımız. Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin 1907-1981”, Türk Tarih Kurumu 
Belleten, XLV/180 (1981): 551-572. 
5 Mübahat S. Kütükoğlu, “Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin’in Ardından”, Tarih Enstitüsü Dergisi (TED), 12, (1982): 1-
24. 
6 Salih Tuğ, “Profesör M. Tayyib Gökbilgin (1907/1323 H.-1981/1401 H.)”, İslam Tetkikleri Dergisi, VIII 1-4, 
(1984): 249-251. 
7 Zeki Arıkan, “Cumhuriyet Dönemi Tarihçileri ve Prof. Dr. M. Tayyip Gökbilgin”, İstanbul Üniversitesi Sosyoloji 
Dergisi 3, no. 5 (2012): 41-70. 
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and then provided insights into his thoughts on ethics, politics, Atatürk, and finally on national 

history and historical consciousness. In this regard, Zeki Arıkan’s study is extremely important 

as the first work on Gökbilgin. Another important publication is the papers presented at the 

Gökbilgin and Edirne symposium held in 2015.8 In these papers, information about Gökbilgin's 

biography was reconstructed. In addition, the opinions of his former students about his 

contributions to Ottoman studies and some memories were voiced as well as short evaluations 

regarding his working methods and discipline. 

After a meeting I had in April 2017 with my supervisor Sándor Papp and the son of 

Tayyib Gökbilgin, Altay Gökbilgin, I accepted this as my dissertation topic with great 

motivation. My eagerness to work on this topic was largely because up to that time no detailed 

study had yet been conducted on Tayyib Gökbilgin that included the documents in his personal 

archive. Soon, I was dreaming of using undiscovered documents, as almost every historian does, 

even though I had not yet defined myself as a historian. However, after we decided to proceed 

with this topic, we learned that Altay Gökbilgin had shared the same archive with other scholars 

as well. Before I finalized this dissertation, these two academics had already completed their 

work. One of them is a master’s thesis prepared by Ahmet Güngör at the Mimar Sinan Fine Arts 

University, Institute of Social Sciences, Modern History Department.9 In this study, Güngör 

focuses on Gökbilgin’s life, his works, his perspective of history and his scholarly personality. 

This study provides an elaborate, compact chronological biography of Tayyib Gökbilgin. 

However, he did not outline a framework of the historiography of the period or the ideas that 

shaped the study of history in the era, thus Güngör did not provide comprehensive evaluations of 

 
8 İbrahim Sezgin and Veysi Akın, eds., Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin ve Edirne Sempozyumu, 15 Nisan 2015, Bildiriler, 
(Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2016). 
9 Ahmet Güngör, “20. Yüzyil Türk Tarı̇hçı̇lerı̇nden Prof. Dr. Mustafa Tayyı̇p Gökbı̇lgı̇n’ı̇n İlmı̇ Faalı̇yetlerı̇ ve Tarı̇h 
Anlayışı.”, unpublished MA Thesis, (Mimar Sinan Güzel Sanatlar Üniversitesi, 2019).  
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the main concepts that formed the historical perspective and methodology of Gökbilgin. He 

stated that Gökbilgin’s understanding of history was close to the school of Mehmet Fuad 

Köprülü, but he did not make evaluations on how this school may have developed and the scale 

of the extensive knowledge behind it. The second work was prepared by Alev Duran, a lecturer 

in the department of history at İstanbul Aydın Üniversitesi.10 In the first part of her book, Duran 

follows the same path as Güngör and provides biographical information about Gökbilgin. She 

then lists the books, articles, encyclopedia and newspaper articles he published, the conferences, 

seminars and symposiums he attended and so on. In the second chapter after making a brief 

assessment of Turkish-Hungarian relations and their importance to history, she provides 

translations and transcriptions of the correspondence between Rásonyi and Gökbilgin and makes 

an evaluation of their correspondence in the context of Turkish-Hungarian relations.  

Although these studies have clarified many aspects of Gökbilgin’s life and work, they 

have not conveyed in a comprehensive manner the period in which the historian shaped himself 

as a scholar and produced his works. I want what I say here to be perceived as an observation 

rather than a criticism. I am aware that every researcher has their own journey pursuing the 

methods they chose to follow, and I have also made my own choices by following the path that 

Carr suggested:  

“Before you study the historian, study his historical and social environment. The 

historian, being an individual, is also a product of history and of society; and it is in this twofold 

light that the student of history must learn to regard him.”11 

 
10 Alev Duran, Türk-Macar İlişkilerinde Tayyip Gökbilgin / Lászlo Rásonyi ve Tayyip Gökbilgin Mektuplaşmaları, 
(İstanbul:Hiper Yayınları, 2020). 
11 Carr, What is history?, 44. 
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This study aims to provide an insight into the historiography of the period and 

Gökbilgin’s own practices within this concept. It does this mostly based on the personal archive 

of Tayyib Gökbilgin, which has been curated by Altay Gökbilgin and shared with us. Here, of 

course, it is necessary to take into account a number of problems related to the documents, which 

I discuss in the fourth chapter. These documents first passed through Tayyib Gökbilgin's filter, 

which means he kept some of them and discarded the others, and then through his son Altay 

Gökbilgin, who I refer to as the curator of the archive, and finally the filter of the researcher, 

namely myself. Consequently, it should not be ignored that these documents have passed through 

three levels of selection. Frankly, due to the large size of the family archive, when I first started 

to examine the documents, I thought that I would be able to find more information reflecting on 

the period of the War of Independence, since Gökbilgin’s family were living at the same region 

where Mustafa Kemal initiated the first steps of the Turkish National Movement. However, I was 

not able to find a narrative about this period in the preserved letters of the family members. 

Nevertheless, some of the letters that have content that can be qualified as quite private tell us 

that Altay Gökbilgin did not act discreetly when he decided to share the documents with us.  

Within this context, I first focus on the formative years of Tayyib Gökbilgin in the first 

chapter and examine the transformation that started to appear in the late Ottoman Empire. I begin 

with the transitions that occur during the Tanzimat period. I evaluate this period as an 

environment that allowed revolutionary ideas to bloom and eventually shape the intellectual 

background of Tayyib Gökbilgin starting from his childhood. In the next stage, I try to reflect on 

some observations about how the ideology of Ottomanism turned into Turkish nationalism over 

time, why this transformation had to happen, and why Turkish nationalism was perceived as the 

only logical choice for the survival of the state. Finally, by scrutinizing his own notes and 
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articles, I explain how the modernization period in the late Ottoman Empire might have 

influenced Gökbilgin's formative years. In the second part of the first chapter, I look through the 

education system of the period and reflect on these transitions in the educational life of the late 

Ottoman Empire, since Tayyib Gökbilgin had his primary and secondary education within this 

system, and later started to work as a teacher in the very early years of the Turkish Republic. I 

examine the teaching and educational policies of the new state and at the same time, I try to 

create a reconstruction of his teaching career by using the documents in the Gökbilgin personal 

archive. 

The main focus of the second chapter is the historiography of the era. Underlining that 

the Second Constitution was an important period that had a great impact in the field of education 

as well as historiography, I am talking about the establishment of the Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni/ 

Ottoman Historical Association, its aims, and the first criticisms that were voiced about the 

Association. The questions of why and by whom the mission and the practices of the Târîh-i 

Osmânî Encümeni were criticized and what were the central arguments in those criticisms and 

how the ideology of Ottomanism became unadoptable in the field of historiography as well and 

was replaced by Turkish nationalist discourse are the main topics of the second chapter. 

Afterwards, I examine the establishment of the Turkish Historical Association and Turkish 

History Thesis that was presented at the first and second Turkish History Congresses, as well as 

the reflections of the thesis on the definition of historiography of the era and the establishment of 

a new faculty in the capital of the new Republic. I discuss how Gökbilgin might have been 

influenced by the developments within this process, his higher education in the department of 

Hungarian studies in the Faculty of Language, History, and Geography, and the criticism of the 

Turkish History Thesis and the possible influences of the various trends and schools on Tayyib 
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Gökbilgin’s writings on history. I trace Gökbilgin’s thoughts on national history back and 

present his evaluations about the process of nationalization on historiography by using his own 

documents and articles. His graduation from the university, his future plans and his aim to 

establish a separate department devoted to Ottoman institutions and civilization and excerpts 

from his career are the topics I also deal with in the conclusion section of the chapter. 

On the third chapter, I examine Tayyib Gökbilgin's writings on history by tracing the 

intellectual trends and methodological approaches that possibly influenced Gökbilgin’s history 

making and narration. I discuss positivism as the most influential theory that Turkish 

historiography was based upon, and try to analyze what kinds of notions and tools positivism 

proposed for the intellectuals of the era. Then I reconstruct the arguments criticizing positivism 

and the developments experienced in line with these debates, and finally the impact of the socio-

historical trends in the Turkish and Hungarian intellectual milieu. I continue this chapter by 

examining Gökbilgin’s methodology through his works. Finally, to conclude the chapter, I try to 

analyze why the historians of the era, including Tayyib Gökbilgin were on a mission to 

legitimize Ottoman history as a part of world history.  

My focus in the fourth chapter is the matter of personal archives and ego-documents. 

After discussing the importance of personal archives and ego-documents in historiography, I 

proceed with the most comprehensive section of Gökbilgin's personal archive, the 

correspondences. Gökbilgin's broad personal archive provides us an interesting perspective, 

especially on the networks he established with Hungarian academics. This archive provides us 

the opportunity to ask and answer questions such as how these networks and friendships 

developed, how they expanded, which themes were at the forefront of the correspondence, and 

what kind of perspectives do these themes offer us?  Likewise, his correspondences give us the 
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opportunity to observe the themes and trends in Ottoman studies of the time, as well as 

prominent issues and conflicts. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

The Formative Years of the Historian: Political Transitions and Educational 

Policies 

Tayyib Gökbilgin, who ranks among the founding fathers of Ottoman studies, was one of 

the most influential historians of the early period of the Turkish Republic. He was born in 1907 

in Ordu.12 For four generations, the cognomen of the family was Müderris, Müderriszâde, or 

Hocazâde, which all were an indication of their occupations as tutors or teachers in Medreses. 

From one undated emirnâme-i sami (decree of the Grand Vizier) found in the family archive, we 

know that Gökbilgin’s great-grandfather, Müderris Hacı Mehmed Emin Efendi, was a teacher in 

the medrese13 of Cacabey in İskilip. As we can see from another document dated to 1850, this 

Müderris Hacı Mehmed Emin Efendi was a member of the Naqshbandi order.14  The documents 

from the family archive show that the other members of the family also belonged to the ulema 

class, dealing mainly with legal issues (kadı-judge) and educational activities (müderris-teacher) 

in the small towns of Anatolia. Tayyib Gökbilgin’s grandfather, Mustafa Rüşdü Efendi, was the 

mufti (jurisconsult) of Çarşamba15 in the vilayet of Trabzon, and became the representative of the 

 
12 Veysi Akın, “M.Tayyib Gökbilgin (1907-1981) Hayatı ve Eserleri” in Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin Ve Edirne 
Sempozyumu, 15 Nisan 2015, Bildiriler, ed. İbrahim Sezgin and Veysi Akın (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2016), 
xiii.; Kütükoğlu, “Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin’in Ardından”, 001; Şakiroğlu, “Büyük bir kaybımız Prof. M. Tayyib 
Gökbilgin 1907-1981.”, 551; Arıkan, “Cumhuriyet Dönemi Tarihçileri ve Prof. Dr. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin, 44.  
13 The educational institutions in Ottoman Empire where language, Islamic practices and theories were taught.  
14 BOA (Başbakanlık Osmanlı Arşivleri); Sadâret Defterleri, Fon Code: A} MKT_UM, 42_100_1,  
“Amasya Mutasarrıfına, Saâdetlü Efendim,Tarikat-i aliyye-i Nakşibendiye meşâyihinden İskilip kazasında kâin 
Hoca Bey Medresesi Müderrisi Hacı Mehmed Emin Efendi'nin mutasarrıf olduğu cihetinin kadîmi vechile tesviyesi 
zımnında hakkında muʻâvenet olunması istidʻâ olunup bu makuleler hakkında lâzıme-i himâyetin icrâsı icâb-ı 
hâlden olmakla mûmâ-ileyhin umûr ve hususunda muʻâvenet ve teshîlât-ı mukteziye ve hakkında dahi hürmet ve 
riayet-i lâyikanın ifâsı hususuna himmet eyleminiz siyâkında şukka-i muhibbî terkîmine ibtidar olundu. Fî 17 Safer 
Sene 1267, [22 Aralık 1850] Seyyid Mustafa, Hülefâdan Osman Bey”,  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Cp9glTrUR6qlTYgFMbPScZzjrOlHc3zc/view?usp=sharing , See appendix 1. 
15 Çarşamba is a district of Samsun, a province in the Black Sea region of Turkey. 
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kadı/regent of the sub-province of Niksar later in his life.16 Gökbilgin’s father Mehmed Emin 

Efendi was born in 1849 in Çarşamba. After he received his primary education at Sıbyan 

Mektebi,17 where he studied mukaddemât-ı ‘ulûm,18 Mehmed Emin continued his education at 

Hazinedar Osman Paşa Medresesi. According to his tercüme-i hal varakası (the document of 

curriculum vitae) in the register of personal information dated 29 March 1909, he studied Sarf-ü 

nahiv (grammar), ilm-i mantık (logic), ilm-i ferâiz (the science of Islamic law related to 

inheritance), ilm-i hadis (the prophet Muhammad’s sayings and deeds), ilm-i fıkıh (Islamic 

jurisprudence), Persian and Arabian at this medrese.19 Mehmed Emin started working as a regent 

in the sub-district of Terme in 1869, and then in Alaçam. He was appointed to the Niksar sharia 

court. After his father passed away, he went back to Çarşamba and was appointed as a scribe to 

the sharia court of this district in 1874.  Following his regentship duties in the various sub-

districts, he was appointed as a kadı in Alucra in 1912. Mehmed Emin was granted several 

honorary ranks during his career such as Edirne ruusu, paye-i mücerrede, mahreç mevleviyeti 

and nişan-ı ali-i Osmani.20 In 1913/14, he was dismissed from his office with a special 

temporary salary established after the Tanzimat reforms, called Mâzûliyet maaşı, which was 

 
16 Sadık Albayrak, Son devir Osmanlı uleması: ilmiye ricalinin teracim-i ahvali., Vol. 3, (İstanbul: İBB. Kültür A.Ş. 
Yayınları, 1996),163. 
17 Elementary and primary school in the Ottoman educational system. 
18 Preparatory studies for şer’i ilim/religious studies where it was taught to read works written mainly in Arabic. 
19 İstanbul Müftülüğü Meşihat Arşivi, Document code: İST_MFT_MSH_SAİD_163_18_36_2305A_2: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10fxgDTps_nk2f512DJNPFgXLkVkFO0OU/view?usp=sharing , See appendix 2. 
20 Ruus was a rank special to the ulema class; pâye-i mücerrede was also special to ulema, an important rank without 
a duty assignment. Mahreç was a term that shows the degrees of the kadıs and müderris of various cities. Mahreç 
mevleviyeti was usually indicate the cities such as İzmir, Trabzon, Thessaloniki, Sophia and Jerusalem. For further 
information see: Nejat Göyünç, “XVI. Yüzyılda Ruûs ve Önemi”, Tarih Dergisi, 22 (1967): 17-34; İsmail Hakkı 
Uzunçarşılı, Osmanlı Devletinin İlmiye Teşkilâtı, (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1988), index 316, 330, 
338, 340. 
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given to the officers who lost their jobs. However, Mehmed Emin Efendi retired shortly after this 

event with a regular salary of five hundred thirteen kuruş.21 

The Tanzimat (reorganization) Reforms were an extremely important turning point for 

the creation of an environment that would lead to the blossoming of revolutionary ideas that 

would eventually shape the intellectual background of Tayyib Gökbilgin starting from his 

childhood. The first steps towards modernization in the Ottoman state administration emerged 

during the Tanzimat period (1839-76). The reforms led to the establishment of new Western-

style governing structures mainly under French and British influences. Military reforms were 

adopted to copy successful European practices and the first budget arrangements were made 

based on western models. “Modernization" or "Westernization” gradually became the main goal 

of the reforms not only in the army and in the administrative units of the Ottoman Empire, but 

also in the education system and in the literature, as well as in society and daily life. Even 

though, the reforms based predominantly on western models, they were combined with a strong 

Ottoman and Islamic elements that could mitigate the harmful side effects of western influence.22 

The reforms in education as well as the foundation of new institutions to train civil servants and 

soldiers provided favorable conditions for the expansion of arguments for political thought.23 

 
21 İstanbul Müftülüğü Meşihat Arşivi, Document code: İST_MFT_MSH_SAİD_163_18_36_2305A_2: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/10fxgDTps_nk2f512DJNPFgXLkVkFO0OU/view?usp=sharing , See appendix 2. 
22 Benjamin Fortna, Imperial Classroom: Islam, the State, and Education in the Late Ottoman Empire, (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2002), 4-6 
23 Doğan Gürpinar, Ottoman/Turkish Visions of the Nation, 1860-1950. (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), 14-15; 
Stefano Taglia, Intellectuals and Reform in the Ottoman Empire: The Young Turks on the Challenges of Modernity, 
(London: SOAS/Routledge Studies on the Middle East, Book 23, 2015), 3-4.; Kemal Karpat, “The transformation of 
the Ottoman State, 1789-1908.” International Journal of Middle East Studies 3.3 (1972): 25 -79; Tayyib Gökbilgin, 
“Tanzimat Hareketinin Osmanlı Müesseselerine ve Teşkilâtına Etkileri”, Belleten, Cilt: XXXI – Sayı: 121, (1967): 
93-111; Niyazi Berkes, The development of Secularism in Turkey.(New York:  Routledge, 1998), 155-160.;  Erik J. 
Zürcher, Modernleşen Türkiye’nin tarihi, trans.Yasemin Saner Gönen, (İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 2000), 87-102; 
idem, The Young Turk legacy and Nation Building: from the Ottoman Empire to Atatürk's Turkey. Vol. 87, (London:  
I.B.Tauris 2010), 73-75,143; M. Şükrü Hanioğlu, A Brief History of the Late Ottoman Empire,(United States of 
America: Princeton University Press, 2010), 72-77, 94-108. 
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Establishment of these new institutions gradually weakened the dominance of the ulema in the 

education system.24 While the power of the ulema declined, non-Muslim subjects of the Ottoman 

Empire began to rise in power during this period, especially in an economic sense. In February of 

1856, an Islahat Fermanı (Imperial Reform Edict) was declared. Due to this, non-Muslims were 

granted important rights to ensure full equality with Muslims in terms of citizenship. The 

Imperial Reform Edict introduced the concept of equal citizenship.25 With this edict, all Ottoman 

citizens would be treated according to equal rights, principles, and rules. This edict illustrated a 

picture of an Empire united around a sense of ambiguous common nationality, called 

“Ottomanism”, under the rule of a Muslim ruling class, but promising equality to non-Muslims 

in the fields of military, civil and education.26 In this way, the Ottoman bureaucrats hoped that 

the edict would pacify the unrest and demands of the non-Muslim communities. The nationalist 

movements that began to spread during this period and the regional uprisings that were triggered 

by these movements, and moreover, the military or diplomatic intervention of the great powers to 

protect the rights of Christians in the region could also be prevented. The Ottoman bureaucrats 

projected that a sense of common nationality would create equality and prosperity among non-

Muslim communities through extensive reforms and privileges, and the Ottomanism ideology or 

compatriotism would progressively become stronger.27 This extraordinary concept generated 

discussions between the two groups.28 The issuance of the Islahat Fermanı was interpreted as 

due to external pressure coming from the European powers, and the privileged position gained 

by the non-Muslim minorities of the Ottoman Empire irritated the Muslim population. Western 

 
24 Zürcher, The young Turk legacy and nation building, 74. 
25 Carter Findley, “The Tanzimat”, in The Cambridge History of Turkey 4, edit. Reşat Kasaba, (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 2008), 18-20. 
26 Roderic H. Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 1856-1876. (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1963), 55-56. 
27 Ibid. 
28 Hanioğlu, A brief history of the late Ottoman Empire, 75. 
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states asked for more radical reforms, arguing that there were still some political and legal 

differences between Muslim and non-Muslims subjects of the Ottoman Empire. As a result, the 

special rights given to non-Muslims through the Edict led to a reaction by Muslims because it 

was believed that in addition to wealth, now the non-Muslim community would have political 

rights, and some of the Muslims considered this a degradation of their national and sacred 

rights.29 

During this period, a political group was formed of young intellectuals who were 

educated in the newly established institutions of higher education and were familiar with 

European dynamics either through the press, translation office (tercüme odası), or through first-

hand experiences. This group was called the Young Ottomans.30 This group of intellectuals and 

former bureaucrats fiercely criticized and opposed the reforms in the press, defining the 

Tanzimat as a capitulation to European dictates. Therefore, the Young Ottomans were considered 

as the first opposition movement in a modern sense.31 The innovative concepts of this era were 

the ideas that were already a part of everyday life throughout Europe, such as freedom of 

expression, using the press to shape and improve public opinion and eventually a new identity, 

the importance of people’s participation in politics and the concept of fatherland. The Young 

Ottoman publications and theatre shows stirred excitement in the public; thus, their newspapers 

were censured, the government started to oppress them; ultimately some prominent personalities 

 
29 Karpat, “The transformation of the Ottoman State, 260-61; Kemal H. Karpat, Studies on Ottoman social and 
political history: Selected articles and essays. Vol. 81. (Leiden: Brill, 2002), 46-50; Stefanos Yerasimos, 
Azgelişmişlik Sürecinde Türkiye 2 / Tanzimattan 1. Dünya Savaşına, (İstanbul: Gözlem Yayınları, 1975), 696-700; 
Davison, Reform in the Ottoman Empire, 57; Ufuk Gülsoy, “Islahat Fermanı”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 19, 
(İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi, 1999), 185-190, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/islahat-fermani 
(accessed June 8, 2020). 
30 Şerif Mardin, The Genesis of Young Ottoman Thought: A study in the modernization of Turkish political ideas. 
(United States of America: Syracuse University Press, 2000), 10-12. 
31 Hanioğlu, A brief history of the late Ottoman Empire, 103-105; Findley, “The Tanzimat”, 32. 
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of this opposition movement were sent to exile and/or they fled to voluntary exile.32 According 

to the Young Ottomans, the Tanzimat reforms were merely a cultural imitation, weakening the 

foundations of Islamic values and hence the Muslim society. They defended constitutionalism 

based on Islamic concepts and stated that contents such as freedom, equality, parliament, 

consultation, personal rights and freedoms were already part of the Sharia-based form of 

government. The requirement to employ Islam in order to create a public opinion and gain the 

public support as much as possible caused the Young Ottomans to establish a linkage between 

Islam and Constitutionalism.33  As Kemal Karpat states, the Young Ottomans also formed the 

concept of fatherland – vatan – as a political identity and also loyalty to the Ottoman state within 

the framework of Ottoman Muslim culture. Consequently, some of these ideas formed the 

foundation of the Young Turk Movement and subsequently the concept of Ottoman nations 

(millets) or Ottomanism was gradually superseded by Turkish nationalism.34 In that sense, the 

Young Turk movement created another path that did not have any roots in the earlier period of 

empire. 

The Islamization of the polity advanced during the reign of Sultan Süleyman.35 The 

Ottomans started to argue that the Sultan, as the greatest Sunni ruler, was the caliph of all 

Muslims, although the title of caliphate was not adopted officially until much later. Pan-Islamic 

 
32 Stanford J. Shaw and Ezel Kural Shaw, History of the Ottoman Empire and Modern Turkey: Volume 2, Reform, 
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ideas emerged as a reaction against the intervention of the European Great Powers in the 

Ottoman Empire and their colonialism in other parts of the Islamic world up to the second half of 

the nineteenth century.36 However, the ruling elite in the classical period of the Ottoman Empire 

was made up of recent Muslims, mainly coming from the devşirme units. Many ethnic groups 

were represented in the Ottoman court and bureaucracy. As Metin Kunt states, “they were all 

Ottomans, not in an ethnic but a political-cultural sense.”37 There were Ottomans who were 

Greek, Albanian, Serbian, Jewish, German, Italian, Hungarian, and so on. As Kunt mentions, 

some of them were captured in battle, but some others volunteered and became Ottoman 

officials. There was also a group of ethnic Turks as officers within this ruling elite, but few of 

them managed to reach the highest ranks.38 While the Ottomans were recognizing the notion of 

having diverse reayas, they did not have any ethnic policy, or at least they did not explicitly 

cherish the sense of having a group of ethnically Turkish people within the Empire in the 

classical period. Yet in the last period of the nineteenth century, being a Turk meant not only an 

ethnic identity, but also a political one. Eventually, as Kemal Karpat underscored, nationalism 

appeared as a political solution for the survival of the state and of the Turks as a cultural-political 

group. Moreover, this was the only channel for the introduction of scientific developments for a 

newly emerged political unit.39 As Yusuf Akçura, who was a prominent Turkish politician, 

writer, ideologist, an advocate of Pan-Turkism, and later in his life the president of the Turkish 

Historical Association pointed out in 1904 in his classic Üç Tarz-ı Siyaset (Three Political 
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Ways), the ideals of Pan-Islamism and Ottomanism had already failed. He stated in his article 

that since ethnic nationalism had escalated to a tragic scale, it was by then futile to try to 

establish the concept of Ottomanism. According to him, the Ottoman culture had some features 

that made it easier to unite under the Pan-Islamic ideologies. However, such a political agenda 

would have destroyed the objectives of the Tanzimat. The idea of equality between the different 

communities and nations would demolish it, and consequently, Pan-Islamism would cause 

another chaotic conflict within the Ottoman Empire. The last political agenda he underlines in 

his article is Turkishness. This political agenda aimed to unite the Turkish ethnic groups from 

eastern Europe to Asia to recreate a large, powerful state. However, the idea of united Turks 

might have caused problems similar to Pan-Islamism, moreover, he placed Russia as the biggest 

threat to a possible Turkish union. As a matter of fact, within this text Yusuf Akçura did not 

justify Pan-Turkism as the only solution for the current troubles. This generally accepted idea is 

wrong. Essentially, he emphasized that Ottomanism, even if it had some benefits for the Ottoman 

state, had come to the point of being impossible to implement. The politics of the unification of 

Muslims or Turks contained equal interest and similar disadvantages to the Ottoman state. In Üç 

Tarz-ı Siyaset, he put forward only a set of questions, trying to provide answers and 

justifications, and argued that Pan-Turkism is one of the methods that might ensure the unity of 

the nation. However, it should be taken into account that all of the articles that Yusuf Akçura 

wrote after the second constitution were purely and simply focused on Turkishness and Turkism. 

40 Nevertheless, in this period, a certain intellectual group considered Turkish nationalism the 

only logical choice for the survival of the state, as well as for modernization and progress.41 

 
40 Yusuf Akçura, Üç Tarz-ı Siyaset (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Yayınevi 1976), 19-37. 
41 Karpat, “The transformation of the Ottoman State”, 280-81. 
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In July 1908, the Committee of Union and Progress (İttihad ve Terakki Cemiyeti) carried 

out the Young Turk Revolution, bringing an end to Abdülhamid II’s reign. As Şükrü Hanioğlu 

stated, the leaders of the Committee of Union and Progress saw themselves as the saviors of the 

Ottoman Empire and their main aim was the conservation of it.42 They were not planning to 

demolish the old system, or as Hanioğlu puts the “ancien regime”, in order to erect a new state 

order, but to restore the short-lived first constitutional sultanate proclaimed on December 23, 

1876.43 However, regardless of what their main goals were or how successful they were at 

achieving these goals, it can be stated that the period initiated by the Second Constitution created 

a notion of freedom within society that could not be compared with the earlier periods of the 

Ottoman Empire. Although it was a short-lived one, it was an environment where every political, 

cultural, social, and educational problem related to the past, present and the future of the Empire 

was openly expressed. On the one hand, it focused on the question of how the empire could 

survive the turbulent times, while on the other hand, there was open and candid discussion about 

how a new nation could emerge out of the empire. It was also a period in which political 

movements and educational policies were making progress in connection with the results of the 

discussions. As some scholars state, the Young Turk movement served as a laboratory creating a 

transformative experience and mobilizing many developments that would pave the way for the 

Turkish Republic. Moreover, as Zürcher stated, most of the individuals who had influence in the 

Republican People's Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi) founded by Atatürk were Committee of 

Union and Progress members at the time. Therefore, the Young Turk endeavor can be evaluated 
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as an effective movement that lasted until the consolidation of the foundation of the new 

republic.44   

Tayyib Gökbilgin was born a year before the establishment of the Second Constitution. 

He began his life under the deep influence of great social and political changes. All these 

permanent changes shaped his life from an early age. Moreover, arguments had arisen from this 

transition period that would occupy an important place in his later professional life. Gökbilgin in 

his own words evaluated this transition starting with the changes in the Tanzimat period and 

evolving into the Republic in several of his articles and speeches:  

“In this land, where Mustafa Kemal had longed for a fully independent fatherland and 

blissful nation since his childhood, the reforms that he pursued throughout his entire life, first 

started by the supporters of the Tanzimat one hundred twenty-five years ago, and the great 

spiritual war against bigotry, reactionism, and ignorance achieved success for the first time. As 

a coincidence, while celebrating the one hundred twenty fifth anniversary of this first civilization 

and reform movement this year and while remembering and honoring the great memory of 

Tanzimat reformers, especially Büyük Reşit Pasha, the Turkish nation and its intellectuals saw 

the beginning of Atatürk's revolutions and his ideology in this movement and found justification 

and explanation in it and evaluated the Tanzimat movement within this context. However, as a 

consequence of their incompetence and failure and that of their successors, Mustafa Kemal took 

over the torch and the spirit of the revolution; within a new epoch that he created, this soul and 

movement gained its greatest and most exceptional expression and meaning.”45 

 
44 Zürcher, The young Turk legacy and nation building, 95-109; Taglia, Intellectuals and Reform in the Ottoman 
Empire, 313. 
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25 

In a speech Tayyib Gökbilgin prepared for the seventh anniversary of the death of 

Atatürk, again he presented his brief views on the Tanzimat and Constitutionalist movements: 

“The revolution of Atatürk is the final and most successful endeavor to achieve a level of 

modernization and contemporary civilization in our history of the modern and contemporary 

ages. 

The constitutional reforms did not pull the Turkish nation from the abyss that it had 

fallen into in recent centuries, such as the reforms and revolution movements that began with 

Selim III and continued during the reigns of Mahmut II and Abdülhamit. Fundamentally, these 

reforms were the half steps of half men, incompetent and weak efforts. The soul of Kuvâ-yi 

Milliye and the spirit of the war of independence is the ultimate goal of Mustafa Kemal. He 

brought forth and created the Turkish nation from the Ottoman Empire. Moreover, this 

revolution acknowledged the Turk, understood and loved the Turkish villages, countryside and 

peasants. All his activities were concentrated onto the stage for the rise of Turkish identity”.46 

 
Tanzimatçılar tarafından başlanılmış ve taassup, geriliğe ve bilgisizliğe karşı açılan büyük manevi savaş ilk olarak o 
zaman bir başarıya ulaşmıştı. Bir tesadüf olarak bu sene Türk milleti ve aydınları, bu birinci medeniyet ve inkîlap 
hamlesinin yüz yirmi beşinci yıl dönümünü kutlarken ve başta Büyük Reşit Paşa olmak üzere, Tanzimat 
ıslahatçılarının hatırasını tâziz ve tebcil ederken, bu harekette Atatürk devrimlerinin ve Atatürk'ün ülküsünün bir 
başlangıcını görmüş, onun bir gerekçesini ve izahını bulmuş ve Tanzimat hareketini bu niteliği ile değerlendirmiştir. 
Ancak, onların ve daha sonrakilerin bu yönde kifâyetsiz ve başarısız kalmaları neticesindedir ki, inkîlap meşalesini 
ve ruhunu Mustafa Kemal ele almış, açtığı çığırda bu ruh ve hamleler en büyük ve müstesna bir ifade ve anlam 
kazanmıştır.” Tayyib Gökbilgin’s handwritten notes, 10.11.1964, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Duwvl4o2hQ0jsH-VAzFCFGXxi_Q9s-CQ/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 3a. 
46 “Atatürk inkılabı, yeni ve yakın çağlar tarihimizde, yenileşme ve muasır medeniyet seviyesine ulaşma 
gayretlerinin en son fakat en muvaffak hamlesidir. Üçüncü Selim'den başlayarak İkinci Mahmut ve Abdülhamit 
devrilerinin ıslahat ve Tanzimat hareketleri gibi meşrutiyet inkîlapları da Türk Milletini son asırlarda düştüğü 
uçurumdan çıkaramamıştı. Esasen bu inkîlaplar yarım adamların yarım adımları, kifayetsiz ve kuvvetsiz gayretleri 
idi. Kuvâ-yi Milliye ruhu, Milli Mücadele havası bir kelime ile Mustafa Kemal'in davasıdır ki, Osmanlı 
İmparatorluğu içinden muasır bir millet meydana getirdi ve Türk Milletini yaptı. Yine bu inkîlaptır ki Türkü tanıdı, 
Türk köyünü ve köylüsünü anladı ve sevdi. Bütün faaliyetini, Türk mevcudiyetinin yükselmesi noktasında teksif 
etti.” Tayyib Gökbilgin’s handwritten notes, 
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In another article, Gökbilgin wrote to the Milliyet newspaper in 1970 on the forty-seventh 

anniversary of the proclamation of the Republic, again sharing his insights about the Tanzimat: 

“The declaration of the Republic on the 29th of October 1923 was a great success and a 

blissful result of the difficulties and various problems that the Turkish nation had to face, the 

sacrifices and efforts that were being made to solve the problems in the last two hundred years of 

our history. To get rid of Eastern medievalism and scholasticism, to participate in constructive 

and advanced western civilization and its mindset with equal rights and conditions, this attempt 

and being a partner to this fight may have reached its first goal with the Republic. During the 

Tanzimat and the Constitution period, the efforts towards salvation from these medieval ideas, 

methods and traditions were always interrupted. The growing longing for the conditions and 

possibilities of modern civilization that passionately surrounded Turkish progressivists and 

intelligentsia could not be achieved no matter how hard they tried.”47  

In this respect, according to him, these earlier reforms could not achieve their aims 

despite the efforts that were being made. Tayyib Gökbilgin evaluated these efforts as weak and 

incompetent since they could not create the conditions required for modern civilization. There 

were some developments at each stage, but the reforms ultimately were aimed at preserving the 

imperial system, creating some changes, and introducing certain innovations within the existing 

ruling order. An approach towards modernization with the participation of the public (cumhur) 

came along with the concept of democratization and the nation-state as the last phase of this long 

ongoing reform period. The most important pillar of this modernization process was, of course, 

education. 

 
47 “Cumhuriyet 47 Yaşında”, Milliyet, 29.10.1970, 
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The political changes and educational developments were intertwined with one another in 

the late period of the Ottoman Empire.48 The history of education and the political history in this 

period cannot be evaluated separately. The transitions that took place on the political level were 

soon reflected in educational life as well. Therefore, repercussions of the aforementioned 

movements such as Ottomanism in the Tanzimat period, the Pan-Islamic policies of Abdülhamid 

II, and the ideology of nationalism that started to increase in the Second Constitutional period 

found their way into the field of education immediately. 49 

Although some actions were taken during the Tanzimat era, such as making primary 

education compulsory and bringing in students from various ethnic and religious groups to the 

new schools together and opening states schools for girls, and employing women teachers,50 the 

solid developments in the field of education occurred during the reign of Abdulhamid II. Before 

evaluating the developments in the reign of Abdulhamid II, I want to touch briefly upon the 

Tanzimat and the discussions carried out in the subsequent period on the basic tool of education, 

namely language. In her book, Hale Yılmaz clearly summarizes the discussions related to the 

alphabet that started in the Tanzimat era. She states that Ottoman bureaucrats such as Ahmet 

Cevdet Paşa (Ottoman intellectual, scholar, and historian) and Münif Paşa (translator, 

intellectual, and educator) introduced the issue of the alphabet in the 1850-1860s. The discussion 

concerned with only the need to altering and adding extra letters to the existing alphabet to 

improve its readability. In the 1870s the discussions evolved and moved on to adapt a Latin-
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based alphabet.51 However, Ottoman authorities did not agree on this suggestion on religious 

grounds. Young Ottomans, on the other hand, argued that the existing alphabet had “an 

ideological function to protect the integrity of the Ottoman Empire.” 52 Yılmaz suggests that 

these debates continued similarly in the course of the Young Turks. Some suggested the 

transition to Latin letters is an essential step in terms of Westernization, while others argued that 

changing the alphabet will result in breaking the ties with Muslim and Turkish peoples who still 

did not use Latin letters at that point.53 In short, the alphabet discussions that began with the 

Tanzimat remained on the agenda of the Young Turks and were transferred to the Turkish 

Republic.  

It would not be wrong to state that the Young Turks acknowledged education as an 

essential part of all reforms. However, the fact that many of the young people who formed the 

Young Turk movement and later the Republic were educated in the schools that were opened 

during the reign of Abdülhamid II should not be overlooked.54 The education policies of 

Abdülhamid II were remarkable in a few respects. First of all, the ulema class and madrasas were 

slowly excluded from the educational system. The establishment of a Faculty of Law, as well as 

a Theological Faculty (ulum-u aliye-i diniye) destroyed the power of the ulema in juridical 

science and also religious education. As Mehmet Alkan characterizes, religion now would be 

transformed into the ideology of official Islam, which would be reproduced in the system of 

higher education under the direct control of the state.55 Another characteristic that Alkan states 
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about this period is the increase of religious content in the textbooks and curriculum. Within the 

education system of the Tanzimat era, the courses on religion and ethics were in the curriculum 

of the secondary schools (rüşdiye), and there was not any course related to religion in the 

institutions of higher education, with the main focus being on the positive sciences. During the 

first half of Abdülhamid II reign, the education system of the Empire continued with more or less 

the same curriculum that was established in the Tanzimat period. As a consequence of this 

curricula, positivist ideas had become prevalent and also opposition towards state policies among 

students began to increase. Therefore, necessary precautions were taken in the following days of 

the reign of Abdülhamid II. 56 After the Tanzimat period, a religious, cultural, and political 

agenda would now put to work.57 Courses on religion and ethics were included in the curriculum 

of institutions of higher education, and their hours were gradually increased. According to Alkan, 

another important feature of the period was the imposition of official history on the educational 

institutions.58  The aim was to train an individual to be a citizen who was religious, obedient, 

loyal to the ideals of Ottomanism, and who was deeply committed to Sultan Abdülhamid II. In 

this context, education was used as a means to reconstruct an ideal subject and safe guarders of 

the Empire. 59 

As I have mentioned above, the Second Constitution avoided the ideals of Ottomanism or 

Pan-Islamism, and generated changes that made Turkish identity the main policy for education. 

Ottomanism was evaluated as the main base to preserve political unity for a while in the early 

stages of the constitution period, but this policy directly shifted to the understanding of the 

military nation state with the beginning of the Balkan Wars. In this period, the glorification 
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devoted to Sultan Abdülhamid II was replaced by the rhetoric of the fatherland, the nation, and 

loyalty and service to the state, instead of the ruler of the Empire. At the beginning of every 

class, instead of shouting, “long live the sultan”, the students were required to read poems that 

instilled them with patriotism and excitement about national identity.60 This demonstration of 

patriotism became a tradition inherited by the Republic. The oath, written in 1932 by the then 

Minister of National Education Reşit Galip, was read aloud by primary school students every 

morning from that point until 2013.61 As Füsun Üstel states, the children were considered the 

future of the nation, and even the race.62 Education was the main pillar for constructing a 

national consciousness of citizenship. The biggest development that appeared in the textbooks 

was the introduction of the Young Turks and the Committee of Union and Progress into the 

curriculum of the era. The reign of Abdulhamid II was considered a period of tyranny, and issues 

related to the loss of quality in the administration, the deterioration of the dignity of the state and 

the destruction of the fatherland appeared in the textbooks as well.63 According to these 

textbooks, the Committee of Union and Progress was established under these circumstances by a 

group of young patriots opposed to the tyranny of Abdülhamid II, who wanted to reinstate the 

constitution, which was repealed by the Sultan. Freedom (Hürriyet) was declared on 23 July 

1908 as the result of great efforts, the constitution was put into force and the Parliament was 

opened. Moreover, those events came to be celebrated as a national holiday across the Empire, 

mainly to ensure that citizens would renew their faith in the new system.64 

 
60 Alkan, “Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nda Modernleşme ve Eğitim”, 17. 
61 Sadık Kartal, “Türkiye Cumhuriyeti’nin Eğitim İdeolojisi ve “Andimiz” Metni.”, Avrasya Sosyal Ve Ekonomi 
Araştırmaları Dergisi 6, No. 12 (2019): 25-31. 
62 Füsun Üstel, “Makbul Vatandaş”ın Peşinde: II. Meşrutiyet'ten Bugüne Vatandaşlık Eğitimi. (İstanbul: İletişim 
Yayınları, 2008), 32. 
63 Yahya Akyüz, “Osmanlı Döneminden Cumhuriyete Geçilirken Eğitim-Öğretim Alanında Yaşanan Dönüşümler.” 
Pegem Eğitim ve Öğretim Dergisi 1.2 (2011): 18; Üstel, “Makbul Vatandaş”ın Peşinde, 68-70. 
64 Alkan, “Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nda Modernleşme ve Eğitim”, 18. 
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In short, the Second Constitution was not aiming only for the construction of the concept 

of the citizen in a modern sense, but also it was a period in which the state pursued a project of 

raising citizens loyal to the state through the educational system.65 Therefore, the mission of the 

teachers, especially in the period of the Armistice (mütareke, 1918-1922), started to change in 

this direction. As education was deeply influenced by the policies during the years of continuous 

warfare and struggle for independence, it made a great contribution to the combat against the 

enemies of the nation through the teachers. According to the intellectuals of this period, the 

greatest enemy was, of course, ignorance. The heavy consequences of the Balkan Wars had an 

impact on the Ottoman intelligentsia, making them examine the causes that led to the success of 

the enemy and determined the defeat of the Ottoman state. Üstel stated that as an outcome of this 

examination, the triumphs of Balkan nations were justified by the supremacy of their educational 

systems and teachers, rather than military achievements. The Bulgarians, Greeks and Serbs, 

otherwise known as “the subjects (tebaa) of yesterday”, had better education, with qualified 

teachers instilling a patriotic sense. This system brought them liberation while the Ottoman 

education system was receiving extremely harsh criticism in every aspect.66 It was agreed that 

the element of education in the Empire was lagging very far behind and that urgent and radical 

innovations in this field were essential. As Füsun Üstel reports from Necdet Sakaoğlu, 

“Everyone started to see salvation in education, right after the enemy arrived at Çatalca.” 67  

One of the prominent opinion leaders of the era regarding education was Mustafâ Sâtı‘bin 

Muhammed Hilâl bin Seyyid Mustafâ el-Husrî. Sâtı Bey was considered as the father of modern 

 
65 Ibid., 83-85. 
66 Üstel, “Makbul Vatandaş”ın Peşinde, 37. 
67 Ibid., 37-38; Necdet Sakaoğlu, Osmanlı Eğitim Tarihi, (İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 1993), 137.  
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Turkish pedagogy.68 He wrote articles criticizing the curriculum of the period and since his 

opinions were highly esteemed, he was appointed principal of the İstanbul Dârülmuallimîni (the 

teacher's training school for boys). He was given broad authority, organizing the reforms in the 

program as he wished and choosing his own staff freely. Meanwhile, he drew attention with his 

efforts to renew the curricula of the school and hired new, enthusiastic intellectual educators.69 

In one of the conferences Sâtı Bey gave at the school, he stated that the retreat or progress 

of a society was not related to religion or nationality, and that the most important reason for 

remaining behind was bigotry and ignorance.70 In one report he prepared for the Minister of 

Education in 1912, Sâtı Bey stated that now, after the political revolution, it was time for 

ideological and social revolution. Such a revolution, no matter how great the efforts, could only 

be achieved by an army of teachers who were the sole hope of the fatherland. 71    

Here I would like to take a break from my chronological narrative to note the close 

relationship that developed in 1950-60s between Sâtı Bey and Tayyib Gökbilgin. 

We know from one letter, which is part of the personal archive of Tayyib Gökbilgin and 

was written by him to Sâtı Bey in 1953, that their acquaintance had begun two years earlier than 

the letter in question.72 There are almost fifty letters and post cards in the personal archive of 

 
68 William L. Cleveland, “Atatürk Viewed by His Arab Contemporaries: The Opinions of Satiʻ Al-Husri and Shakib 
Arslan.”, Issue 34 of Princeton Near East papers (1982): 2-3. For a detailed study on Satı Bey also see, idem., The 
Making of an Arab nationalist: Ottomanism and Arabism in the life and thought of Sati'Al-Husri. (Princeton: 
Princeton University Press, 2016); Niyazi Berkes, İslamcılık, Ulusçuluk, Sosyalizm, (Ankara: Bilgi Yayınevi: 1975), 
73-96. 
69 Filiz Meşeci Giorgetti, “New School of Mustafa Satı Bey in Istanbul (1915).” Paedagogica Historica, 50.1-2 
(2014): 46; Şehbal Derya Acar, Eğitimde Bir Üstad Satı Bey’i Tanımak, (İstanbul: Akademik Kitaplar, 2009), 36-37. 
70 Ş. Tufan Buzpınar “Sâtı' el-Husrî” - TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 36, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi 
2009), 176-178, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/sati-el-husri (accessed June 8, 2020). 
71 Quoted by Ercan Uyanık, “Education as an Instrument of Social Engineering in the Second Constitutional 
Monarchy Period: Education Policies of the Committee of Union and Progress (1908-1918)”, TODAİE’s Review of 
Public Administrations, (2009): 88-89. 
72 “Benim sevgili efendim, sizi geç tanımış olmaktan, iki sene evvel tanımak mazhariyetine eriştikten sonra 
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Gökbilgin between the dates of 1953 and 1967, and except for the first one, all of these letters 

were written by Sâtı Bey. Unfortunately, the responses given by Tayyib Gökbilgin are not 

present in his personal archive. As can be understood from the letters, Sâtı Bey and Tayyib 

Gökbilgin had the opportunity to meet often during their European trips over their years of 

correspondence. It is obvious that they had a strong relationship, particularly focused on 

scientific subjects. Sâtı Bey often informed Tayyib Gökbilgin about his activities and research 

and asked him for books and sources, while also asking his opinion on various subjects. One of 

the subjects he was curious about was the Committee of Union and Progress. In his letter dated 

24 July 1956, he wanted to know about the most important publication related to the Committee 

of Union and Progress.  

“...the society published a newspaper called Neyyir-i Hakikat73 in Monastir. Some of the 

volumes were published before the revolution. The volumes after the revolution, meaning the 

constitutional revolution, were published openly. In which libraries is this collection of 

newspapers available? And is it a full collection? What are the current numbers and dates of 

them? I would be grateful if you let me know about these issues.” 74  

Sâtı Bey also closely followed the recent publications on Ottoman History and requested 

that Tayyib Gökbilgin’s make comments on them.   

 
da münasebeti belki istemeyerek kesmiş bulunmaktan ne kadar me'yusum bilseniz...”, From Gökbilgin to Sâtı Bey, 
24.04.1953, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1cpDnZxqEtdMxYWPyd0P47KDnHeCH0saW/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 6a. 
73 Neyyir-i Hakikat, “the light/sun/moon of the Truth” for more information see, Hanioğlu, Preparation for a 
revolution, 241. 
74 “Sonra: cemiyet Manastır’da “Neyyir-i Hakikat” ismi altında bir gazete neşretmiş idi. Bazı sayıları inkilâbdan 
evvel çıkmış. İnkilâbdan – yani Meşrutiyet inkilâbından – sonraki sayılar aleni olarak basılmış idi. Bu gazetenin 
koleksiyonu hangi kütüphanelerde mevcuddur! Ve mevcudu tam mıdır? Mevcud sayıları ve tarihleri nedir? Bunları 
da bildirirseniz minnettar olurum.” From Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 24.07.1956, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_B5R_Rcyzowq5rFb8wwd-3TfKaZj33t4/view?usp=sharing ,see appendix 7a. 
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“In a recently published book here, I have seen some passages referring to the arguments 

of some European historians stating that the Ottomans were pagans and Sultan Osman became a 

Muslim after a dream. Although I find this illogical and ridiculous, since I do not know where 

this speculation came from, I thought that it would be appropriate to ask you. The author states 

that he cited the information related to the foundation of the Ottoman Empire from Gibbons' 

book entitled The Foundation of the Ottoman Empire. When was this book written and 

published? Where did the author get his historical information? Is there any Turkish criticism 

published about this book and its author? I kindly ask you to inform me about those issues.” 75 

One of the letters was about a book that was about to be published at that time. Sâtı Bey 

said that he was impatiently waiting for the book since he had also participated in the debates 

regarding the Tanzimat.  

“...A violent attack against the Tanzimat had begun and many articles were published. I 

wrote two articles in response to them and published them in İctihad. Within these, I claimed that 

considering the circumstances back then, the Tanzimat policy was a quite accurate policy and 

even the most accurate policy. It is one of my firm beliefs that it is essential to evaluate every 

movement by taking into consideration its time...”  76 

 
75 “Burada yeni basılan bir kitapta – bazı Avrupalı müverrihlerin nazariyelerine atfen – Osmanlıların Anadolu’ya 
geldikleri zaman Putperestlik halinde oldukları ve Sultan Osman’ın bir rüya üzerine Müslüman olduğu hakkında 
bazı fıkralar gördüm. Bunu gayri makul, gülünç bulmakla beraber, bu nazariyelerin nereden çıkarılmış olduğunu 
bilmediğim için, sizden sormayı muvafık buldum. Muharrir, Osmanlı Devleti’nin tesisi hakkındaki malumatını 
Gibbons’ın the foundation of the Ottoman Empire ismindeki kitabından aldığını söylüyor: bu kitap ne zaman 
yazılmış ve ne zaman basılmıştır? Müellifi tarihi malumatı nereden almıştır? Bu kitap hakkında ve müellifi hakkında 
Türkçe tenkidler neşredilmiş midir? Bunları bildirmenizi rica ederim.” , From Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 16.02.1964, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1-SsadYOP-krdp_h7hgV9o6toT1bL32bV/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 8. 
76 “Tanzimata karşı şiddetli bir hücum başlamış ve birçok makaleler neşredilmiş idi. Ben onlara cevaben iki makale 
yazmış ve İcdihad’da neşretmiş idim. Onda Tanzimat siyasetinin – o zamanki ahvale göre – pek doğru bir siyaset, 
hatta en doğru siyaset olduğunu iddia etmiş idim. Her hareketi zamanındaki ahvali nazar-ı dikkate alarak valorize 
etmek lüzumu, benim en sabit itikadlarımdan biridir.” , From Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 08.12.1964, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TxTit0hixbzR91C7rFcqdSV8UTNZJSg7/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 9. 
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Another interesting issue that we encounter in this correspondence is Sâtı Bey’s decision 

to leave İstanbul. The defeat of the Ottoman Empire in World War I and the Arab lands breaking 

away from the Ottoman rule, as well as the fact that many people of Arab origin, including Sâtı 

Bey, supported the idea of Ottomanism, left him feeling ambivalent. However, he eventually 

decided to leave İstanbul and announced his decision at the Matbuat Kongresi (the Congress of 

Press) in 1919. The first initiative, which was established under the name of Cemiyet-i Matbuat-ı 

Osmaniye/Ottoman Press Association, in 1908, only became official and start functioning in 

1917 under the name of the Osmanlı Matbuat Cemiyeti/ The Society for Ottoman Press. From 

this point on, members of the society started to organize congresses regularly and also attend 

some abroad. The congresses mostly focused on ways of overcoming the pressure and censorship 

of the state, which increased again after a short period of relief that came with the Second 

Constitution era.77 A news published in Vatan newspaper on 11.01.1919 reveals that the Matbuat 

Congress was also held by Sâtı Bey.78 As I mentioned above, he made his decision to leave 

İstanbul shortly after this date in one of these congresses. For him, the most important task of the 

Arabs, who were raised properly under the roof of the Ottoman Empire, was to present their 

knowledge and experience in the service of the new administrations to be established in the Arab 

lands. 79 In one of the letters, Sâtı Bey first asks Tayyib Gökbilgin for some publications about 

the reactions to and repercussions of his decision.80 Later, in another letter he writes: 

 
77 Hakan Aydın, “Cemiyet-i Matbuat-ı Osmaniye: Kuruluşu ve basında tartışmalar.” Selçuk Üniversitesi Türkiyat 
Araştırmaları Dergisi 27 (2010): 563. Zekai Güner, “Millî Mücadele'de Türk Kamuoyunu Oluşturan Basın.” Erdem 
11, no. 31 (1998): 90-91. 
78 Nazım Öztürk, “1919 Ocak (Hicrî 1335 Kânûn-ı Sânî) Ay’ı Olayları – Vakit Gazetesine Göre”, unpublished BA 
Thesis, (İstanbul Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi, Yakınçağ ve Türkiye Cumhuriyet Tarihi Kürsüsü, 1981), 15. 
79 Buzpınar, “Sâtı' el-Husrî”. 
80 “Bu itibar ile o yazılarımın aslını – tam olarak – ve beni te’bid edenlerin isimlerini elde etmek isterim.”, From Sâtı 
Bey to Gökbilgin, 27.12.1961, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U5IlLoWJijwxLxNhIZawdrV-
D8ooPz91/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 10b.  
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 “Dear Professor Gökbilgin, 

Thank you very much for “my articles” that you copied from the collection of Vakit 

newspaper and sent to me. I remember well that back in the day those articles caused a great 

reaction amongst all the newspapers. Even Servet-i Fünun published something. Then, when I 

decided to leave İstanbul and go to Syria, the Declaration of Teachers was written as an 

objection to my decision and was later published in the Journal of Tedrisat.81 It was written 

something like “how could you leave us and go when the youth trust you so much.” I am very 

happy to have copies of these articles that evoke old memories, thank you again and again.”82 

As has been mentioned above, the period following the Balkan Wars initiated the use of 

different methods in terms of education. A type of professional teacher who was open-minded 

and a conduit of new notions and ideas, and thus seen as a social engineer of society, emerged in 

this period. The teachers acted as unarmed soldiers of the official ideology; the demonstrations 

they organized to protest the occupations made a significant contribution to national solidarity.83  

As it is a well-known fact that, the period in question witnessed an almost uninterrupted 

state of war: The invasion of Tripolitania by Italy (1911), the Balkan Wars (1912–1913), the 

First World War (1914–1918), the War of Independence (1920–1922). Undoubtedly, the cost of 

 
81 “Muhterem ve Sevgili Satı Beyefendi, Satı bey efendi biz kaniiz ki, sizin türklere ve türklüğe karşı müteneffir 
değil hatta lakayt bulunmak ihtimaliniz bile yoktu. / The honorable and Dear Satı Beyefendi [Sir], We firmly believe 
that you were not abominating the Turks and Turkishness and it was not even possible for you to be indifferent [to 
them].” This letter was transcribed and quoted by Fatma Çil, “Satı Bey’in Hayatı, Eseleri ve Türk Eğitimine 
Katkıları”, unpublished MA Thesis, (Marmara Üniversitesi Türkiyat Araştırmaları, 2004), footnote: 77. 
82 “Aziz Profesör Gökbilgin, Vakit Gazetesi’nin koleksiyonlarından kopya ederek göndermiş olduğunuz “yazılarım” 
dolayısıyla çok çok teşekkür ederim. İyi hatırlıyorum ki o yazılar vakti ile bütün gazetelerde büyük akisler 
uyandırmış idi. Hatta Servet-i Fünun bile bir şey yazmış idi. Daha sonra İstanbul’u terk ederek Suriye’ye gitmeye 
karar verdiğim zaman, bu kararıma itiraz ederek yazılmış olan Muallimler Beyannamesi’nde – ki daha sonra 
Tedrisat Mecmuası’nda neşredilmiş idi- ve hatta zikredilmiş idi. “Gençlik size bu kadar itimad ediyor idi, nasıl bizi 
bırakıp gidiyorsunuz” gibi bir şeyler yazılmış idi. Bu eski hatıraları uyandıran yazıların kopyası beni çok sevindirdi, 
tekrar tekrar teşekkür ederim.” , From Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 05.02.1962, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1V_Urmi8i2hMkFc4iruEJ06tUMQemoFdB/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 11. 
83 Zeki Sarıhan, Millî Mücadele Maarif Ordusu. (Ankara: Pegem Akademi, 2019), 295-304. 
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wars continued on various fronts for eleven years was extremely heavy for the Ottoman Empire. 

It would be an attempt that goes beyond the scope of this dissertation to delve into the struggles 

and losses caused by these wars that devastated the Ottoman territories in the early twentieth 

century. But we can easily state that these eleven years of war period led to major changes in the 

entire social order, which had not been stable for a long time, including education, without a 

doubt. The population of the country had fallen dramatically, and the years of continuous warfare 

had affected all of society.84 It would not be particularly speculative to suggest that the severe 

conditions caused by the wars also affected Gökbilgin and his family, who witnessed this last 

painful and arduous period of the Ottoman Empire. However, Gökbilgin, instead of giving a 

personal narrative, in the preface of “Milli Mücadele Başlarken/The War of Independence 

Begins”, writes that among the reasons that led him to prepare such study was that he had been 

teaching the history of the revolution (inkilâp tarihi) for ten years and he had the desire to better 

convey this period to Turkish youth. As I have pointed out before, I would like to emphasize 

once again that there are very few documents regarding this time of Gökbilgin’s life and that the 

existing documents do not bear any traces of war conditions or personal tragedies caused by the 

war. Nevertheless, taking a glance at the wounds this war period had inflicted on the society may 

be useful in getting a sense of Gökbilgin’s childhood. The heavy losses experienced in this 

eleven-year period caused the come apart of the Ottoman Empire. While the First World War 

forced to the collapse of monarchical structures, the Ottoman Empire continued to survive for a 

short time, albeit crippled. However, every stage of this process forced people from different 

geographies to endure with painful problems such as epidemics, hunger, and poverty. As it is 

stated before, we do not come across such a narrative in the family documents in Gökbilgin’s 

 
84 Justin McCarthy, The Ottoman Turks: an introductory history to 1923, (London, New York: Routledge 1997), 
387. 
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personal archive. However, the numerous and various memoirs and observations of this period 

display an extremely devastating scene. For example, one of the testimonies about this period 

belongs to Dr. Béla Horváth who was a researcher and the member of the Turanian Society 

(Turáni Társaság)85 which was established in 1910.86 The journey of Béla Horváth in 1913, 

presents us a picture of Anatolia, right after the Balkan Wars and also on the verge of the First 

World War, from a western but also a Turanian perspective.87 In Horváth’s narrative, we can 

encounter various observations such as the Balkan immigrants waiting at the government office 

with their children “in misery unacceptable by the human mind”, and the people in a poor 

mountain village who did not abandon the land they were born in, despite the unbearable 

conditions.88 We come across similar testimonies in Gábor Fodor’s article. Fodor presents us the 

observations of Hungarians who witnessed the last stage of the Ottoman Empire and the early 

period of the Turkish republic. This article explains the brutality of the First World War with the 

following words of Dr. Emil Vidéky, a soldier from the Austro-Hungarian Army: “My most 

severe memory of the whole war is from this period. Turkish soldiers hanged a woman who was 

found to have deceived young children, cut them off, and sold their meat in the bazaar.”89 As 

might be expected, Turkish witnesses of the misery and suffering of wars also wrote their 

observations regarding this period. Philipp Wirtz includes such testimonies in his work about the 

Turkish autobiographies that shed light on the late Ottoman Empire. For example, the writer and 

former Turkish Air Force officer İrfan Orga's family had a status that can be defined as an upper 

Ottoman class. Yet after his father died in the First World War, the family started to have a hard 

 
85 Béla Horváth, Anadolu 1913, trans. Tarık Demirkan, (İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları, 2010), ix,x. 
86 Tarık Demirkan, Macar Turancıları, (İstanbul: Tarih Vakfı Yurt Yayınları,2000), 26. 
87 Béla Horváth, Anadolu 1913, 1. 
88 Ibid., 12, 71-72. 
89 Gábor Fodor, “Macar Gözüyle Osmanli İmparatorluğu ve Türkiye (1850-1940)”, Güneydoğu Avrupa 
Araştırmaları Dergisi,(2014): 86. 
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time surviving like the rest of the society. They had to sell the belongings to be able to provide 

for the basic needs of the family such as food, and both mother and grandmother had to work on 

jobs that can be considered well below their social ranks.90 I think it would be appropriate to 

close this episode with the memoirs of Halide Nusret Zorlutuna, who was a poet and is known as 

a mother of women writers and who also worked as a teacher in various cities in the early years 

of the republic like Tayyib Gökbilgin: “ [There was] the Tripoli war, the 31st March Incident, 

the Balkan War with rebellion in every corner and terrible atrocities, the First World War with 

want and famine; afterwards the pitch-black (kapkara) years of the Armistice [of 1918] and the 

occupation of our beautiful homeland by different enemy armies.”91 

Consequently, under the leadership of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk, Turkish national 

resistance movement emerged that repelled the occupation forces, abolished the sultanate, and 

established the Turkish Republic. The projects such as the simplification of the language, the 

unification of the educational system, the transition to a Latin alphabet and the mission of 

creating a modern, secular nation state were inherited by the ruling powers of the Republic and 

its teachers. Due to this, Tayyib Gökbilgin was one of these new professional teachers who Sâtı 

Bey defined as the saviors of the fatherland, and who had inherited the burden of the unfinished 

revolutions.  

One of the documents in his personal archive shows that Tayyib Gökbilgin was in the 

second grade at the Trabzon Teaching School in 1923. In this document, his father, Hocazâde 

Mehmet Emin Efendi, sent one thousand kuruş to Hocazâde Mustafa Tayyib Efendi who was a 

 
90 Philipp Wirtz, Depicting the Late Ottoman Empire in Turkish Autobiographies: Images of a Past World, (London, 
New York: Routledge 2017), 136-138. 
91 Ibid., 29. 
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second-grade student at the Trabzon Teaching School/Muallim Mektebi.92 Unfortunately, there is 

only one another document related to this period of his life and it is the school transcript that lists 

the classes that he took before he passed into the second grade.93 Even though we do not have 

any primary sources showing Tayyib Gökbilgin’s first hand experiences at the school, it is 

possible to find some information about the educational life during that period from one study.94 

Mesut Çapa, who conducted the study, made an evaluation of the developments in educational 

institutions during this period by looking at the archives of the İstikbâl newspaper, which was 

published in Trabzon during the years of the resistance movement and national struggle (milli 

mücadele).95 

According to this study, the students of the Trabzon Muallim Mektebi staged a play about 

the War of Independence. During the entr’acte, European-style (alafranga) musical numbers 

such as the waltz of the Titanic and the dance oriental were performed on the violin and flute and 

the anthems were sung. In another show made during the same school year, the students 

performed gymnastics movements and then sang a song written by Kazım Karabekir called Türk 

Yılmaz (Turks are Indomitable). To celebrate the first year of the Republic, ceremonies were held 

on the 29th of October in the same fashion, with the teachers and students making speeches 

about the importance of the day and reciting poems.96  

 
92 The document showing the money transfer, “Trabzon Darü'l Muallimini ikinci sınıf talebesinden 307 numaralı 
Çarşambalı Hocâzade Mustafa Tayyib Efendi’ye verilmek üzere Hocâzade Mehmed Emin Efendi tarafından 
bervech-i bâlâ bin on kuruş ziraat bankasının Çarşamba sandığına teslim edilmiştir.” 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qnyaDOQof-KWI5OIWTBNZLFh4FOrhQrp/view?usp=sharing, see appendix 12; 
SALT Research. “Trabzon [Darü'l Muallimin - Öğretmen Okulu]”, 
https://archives.saltresearch.org/handle/123456789/107316?mode=full (accessed June 8, 2020). 
93 School index of Mustafa Tayyib (Gökbilgin), 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hbnYfJg3vo71MDj7MTypz8qqwJWzc0bj/view?usp=sharing, see appendix 13. 
94 Mesut Çapa, “Tevhîd-i Tedrisât Sonrası Trabzon’da Eğitim.” Tarih İncelemeleri Dergisi 16.1 (2001): 21-30. 
95 Mesut Çapa, “Milli Mücadele Döneminde İstikbâl Gazetesi.” Ankara Üniversitesi Türk İnkilap Tarihi Enstitüsü 
Atatürk Yolu Dergisi 10.3 (1992): 133-168.  
96 Çapa, “Tevhîd-i Tedrisât Sonrası Trabzon’da Eğitim, 26-28. 
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Even though there are limited resources about Tayyib Gökbilgin's school years, the 

document on his appointment as a teacher can be found in his personal archive. There is no date 

on this document, but the signature on it indicates that it was sent by Celal Hüsnü Taray, who 

was the minister of education between the dates of 10 April 1929 and 15 September 1930. This 

document is truly a valuable source for displaying the educational policies of the new state and 

its expectations of teachers in the early years of the Turkish Republic.  

Young Friend, 

This year, among the friends who graduated from the Türkiye teaching schools, your duty 

was also assigned. I will assign you to the province of Erzurum. There you will find a group of 

citizens consisting of children, adult women and men who wait for you and you will become their 

teacher. You will make adult women better mothers, men better producers and more beneficial 

and conscious citizens, and also raise children with merit and qualifications that your nation 

demands for a more fortunate and more splendid future. 

(…) 

Friend, you are employed to dedicate yourself to fight for the creation of a rich and 

prosperous homeland, an active, mature and eternal nation. 

I announce to you the invitation of your nation and its history with the aim of creating a 

better and happier future.97 

Another document from Tayyib Gökbilgin’s archive shows that he started his assignment 

in 1929 in Erzurum, at the village boarding school in the Aşkale district. In the following years, 

 
97 From Celal Hüsnü Taray, no date, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ubYZ-
meyLaJ3hF5410KV21HrGIheDgfH/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 14. 
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he also worked at the Tercan village boarding school, at the Aşkale central school, at the villages 

of Kan and Salaçur in İspir, and at the Çarşamba central school. He also completed his first 

military service there as a reserve officer. 

The village boarding schools are regarded as the precursor of the village institutes. In 

1924, the boarding schools began to be established using funds from the state budget. According 

to the law about the organization of education (Maarif Teşkilatına Dair Kanun) published in 

1926, the primary schools were grouped under four main headings: city and town schools, city 

and town boarding schools, village day schools and village boarding schools. All the primary 

schools except the village boarding schools were open to all students. The village boarding 

schools were specifically for children who did not have any educational institution in their 

villages and their period of study was determined to be at least three years.98 

The most notable educational movements of the early republic period were experienced 

in primary schools. As was the case in previous periods, educational policies progressed together 

with cultural and social change. The new regime was determined to promote a secular, 

democratic national culture. The teachers chose to embrace modernity, and the mission to adapt 

this modernity to the nation. They contributed to the integration of individuals into the new 

society that was being built and they promoted the adoption of norms, values and political roles 

that would be required in society from the new citizens of the future.99 In the 1930s, the Republic 

was beginning the process of molding its own new citizens. 

 
98 Dilek Hızır, “1927 Köy Muallı̇m Mekteplerı̇ ile Köy Okullari Müfredat Programinin Analı̇zı̇ Ve Yurttaşlık 
Bı̇lgı̇sı̇." Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi 6.11, (2016): 96-97. 
99 Üstel, “Makbul Vatandaş”ın Peşinde, 132. 
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According to Üstel, the period up to the 1950s is remembered as “the period of primary 

schools” in the history of education in the Turkish Republic. First of all, outdated practices, ideas 

and commentary that were connected to the ideology of the Ottoman period were removed and 

replaced with the principles of the new republic. The aim of the curriculum and the system was 

to educate citizens and acclimatize the younger generation to the nation and fatherland they were 

a part of and to raise Turkish patriots.100 

Apart from these changes, there was a gradual secularization of education. In the first 

years of the republic, courses related to the Islamic religion were still a part of the curriculum, 

but these lessons were removed from the primary schools after a short time.101 Along with the 

new laws and organizations, the opportunity for everyone to participate in educational 

institutions gradually increased. The democratization of education was the main aim of the new 

state. Another issue on the agenda of the new system was to instill a new historical awareness in 

the new citizens. Therefore, these efforts began to appear in the curriculum right after the 

establishment of the Republic, especially in the nationalization of both history and the language. 

Alkan states that starting from the early years of the Republic, Turkishness was clearly 

emphasized in the textbooks. The origins of the state were no longer based on the birth of Islam 

or on Adam and Eve like in the Ottoman historical narratives. Central Asia was the source of 

early Turkish history, and Turks were mentioned as one of the oldest civilizations in the world. 

The names of the national heroes of the war of independence, especially Mustafa Kemal, İsmet 

İnönü, Fevzi Çakmak, Kazım Karabekir and Kazım Orbay were included in the textbooks.102 

 
100 Ibid., 128. 
101 Alkan, “Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nda Modernleşme ve Eğitim”, 75-79. 
102 Ibid., 76. 
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Another crucial development that occurred at the time when Tayyib Gökbilgin started his 

teaching career was alphabet reform. Gökbilgin was among the first teachers who started 

teaching the students of the Turkish Republic using the new Turkish alphabet. Agop Dilaçar, 

states that thanks to him, Atatürk became aware of the book “Türkische Grammatik”103 by Gyula 

Németh, which was used by German soldiers in the Ottoman Empire. Dilaçar writes that the 

German soldiers he met on the Caucasus front during the First World War was learning Turkish 

with Németh's books. He states that Atatürk appreciated the system Németh had established, 

apart from some minor discrepancies, and spoke of working on it in the new alphabet studies he 

was already planning to carry out.104 In the summer of 1928, a commission under the 

administration of Mustafa Kemal prepared a report on this issue. On the 9th of August, the 

president announced that the Ottoman alphabet would be replaced by the Turkish alphabet. On 

the 11th of August, the first lesson on the alphabet was conducted at Dolmabahçe Palace. On the 

25th, at the Fourth Teachers' Association Congress held in Ankara, the teachers took a vote to 

teach the new Turkish writing system. The alphabet campaign was announced and in the 

following months, Mustafa Kemal introduced the new writing system to the public personally by 

traveling around the country. Ultimately, the law on the introduction and adaptation of the 

Turkish alphabet was adopted on the 1st of November 1928 in the Turkish Grand National 

Assembly. The use of the new writing system became compulsory in public offices as well on 

the first day of January 1929.  

Tayyib Gökbilgin started his teaching career right after the alphabet reform, but 

unfortunately, we have not found any documents from that time or personal records or memories 

 
103 Gyula Németh, Türkische grammatik, Vol. 771, (Berlin und Leipzig: G.J. Göschen, 1916). 
104 Agop Dilaçar, “Prof. Németh’s Role in the Turkish Alphabet and Language Reform,” in Hungaro-Turcica. 
Studies in honour of Julius Németh, ed. Káldy-Gyula (Budapest: Loránd Eötvös University, 1976), 351-356. 
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related to the reforms in education, except for a carte postale/photograph showing one of his 

friends teaching the imams the new alphabet.105 Nonetheless, he has written some articles in 

which he made some evaluations about teachers and the time he spent as a primary school 

teacher.  

In one of his articles published in the Vatan newspaper on the 10th of November 1959 

(the 21st anniversary of Atatürk’s death), while addressing the reforms of Atatürk, he also placed 

an emphasis on the reform of the writing system and its importance: 

“Atatürk was an exceptional person who discovered the soul and capabilities of the 

nation like an unknown treasure, who sensed this spiritual and majestic existence and then who 

devoted his whole life to giving shape and meaning to it. His most important and brave 

movement for innovation, the movement for progress in the field of culture was the reform of the 

writing system.  The new Turkish alphabet was adopted and propagated throughout the nation 

under his administration as the teacher of the entire nation (başöğretmen). The attention of 

Atatürk encompassed the issues and scientific subjects that were appropriate for the development 

of a national consciousness and that would help in the establishment of reforms and the reasons 

behind them through their future results. To understand the deeper meaning of Turkish history, 

to accentuate the intricacies and riches of the Turkish language and to lead the great Turkish 

nation to a bright and glorious destiny by these means was his main concern and ambition until 

his last breath.” 106 

 
105 From Yalçın Kaya to Gökbilgin, 30.09.1928, http://tayyibgokbilgin.info/wp-content/uploads/2012/01/Gal.-9-
99.jpg . In the same gallery there are also photographs from Gökbilgin's time as a teacher and of his students. For 
details see: http://tayyibgokbilgin.info/galeri/ . 
106 “Atatürk ve Devrimler”, Vatan Gazetesi, 10.10.1959, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/13P7FaBdqU8zhO2du4gGRRW6QXg_iW21m/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 15. 
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In another article he wrote in 1967, Tayyib Gökbilgin evaluated the missions undertaken 

by teachers in the early republican period:  

“It is seen especially after the second constitution that teachers gained particular 

importance, and were promoted to a position of value. However, only during the Republican era, 

teachers were conferred with great responsibilities, asked to integrate the reforms of Atatürk into 

society, defend the principles and requirements of modern civilization, national interests, and be 

the leaders of Turkish constructiveness and creativity. During the period of the most visionary 

and successful Ministers of Education, Necati Vasıf (Çınar), Reşit Galip, Cemal Hüsnü 

(Taray)107 who shared this soul and understanding, teachers followed the footsteps of Atatürk, 

who himself took the status of the teacher for the entire nation, and with his qualities of mature 

dignity and conscientiousness, this teacher planted the principles of modern science in Turkish 

society as well as the fundamentals of the reforms.” 108  

We can see from his handwritten notes that in 1967 Gökbilgin criticized the pressure that 

the Ministry of Education put on the teachers. Within these notes, the evaluations that he made 

on his own years of teaching reflect both his activities and views related to this period and 

provide a perspective on the political environment of late 1960s:  

“In the time of Atatürk, such a thing as putting pressure on teachers was never seen or 

heard. On the contrary, during that era the teacher was the biggest support and assurance of the 

future of the Turks. They were almost like sacred beings and were respected throughout all of 

society. This attitude came from the highest authorities, starting with Atatürk. They (teachers) 

 
107 Cemal Hüsnü Taray (1893-1975) was the Minister of National Education at the time when Tayyib Gökbilgin was 
appointed as a teacher. 
108 “Öğretmen Görevi ve Kaderi”, Ulus Gazetesi, 31.01.1967., 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DUnWnbyH7mZvDH4--p4OJNTj6uDYWQvM/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 
16. 
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were seen as guides for the revolutionary, progressive and pro-populist ideas and as 

torchbearers to resist blind bigotry. Forty years ago, when I graduated as a teacher, I was called 

by Atatürk’s Ministry of Education to perform my duty in the town Aşkale in Erzurum. Like all of 

my colleagues, I was assigned a mission of creating a happy nation, a vigorous and prosperous 

fatherland. In this land only progressive ideas, the thoughts of modern civilization, and the 

principles of Atatürk that aimed at realizing all of this in the shortest time possible through 

revolutionary methods were accepted. We all had the soul of Kubilay,109 we were in the role of 

warriors (mucahits) against ignorance, bigotry, idleness in the work of schools and even against 

exploitation. You remember how during the day with the young minds and during the night with 

the adults we were in a relentless struggle to make it possible for the people to reach actual 

sovereignty and to understand their real interests. On this occasion, I would like to state that 

since we participated in this most courageous idea and behavior, received maximum support and 

had the people behind us, we were excited and dynamic, and did not encounter any obstacle. I 

explained this mission and duty, what it meant and the kind of advanced ideas that were 

targeted, so far as I could in Tercan and in the village of Kan in İspir, to the peasant citizens 

who I had read the sharpest and most progressive Kemalist writers of the time with great 

freedom. Although there was not a multiparty regime at that time, it was possible to freely debate 

and truthfully talk about the many problems of the country.”110 

 
109 Mustafa Fehmi Kubilay was one of the first teachers of the Republic and also a lieutenant in the army. He was 
beheaded by Nakşibendi order during the rebellion called the Menemen Incidents (Menemen olayları) organised to 
attempt to restore the Islamic order. After this incident, Kubilay became a heroic symbol of the fight against 
reactionism. See also, Umut Azak, Islam and secularism in Turkey: Kemalism, religion and the nation state. 
(London, New York: IB Tauris, 2010), 37-40.   
110 “Atatürk devrinde öğretmenlere baskı diye bir şey asla görülmemiş ve duyulmamıştı. Aksine öğretmen, o 
devrede Türk istikbalinin en büyük dayanağı ve güveni idi. Adeta kutsal bir varlıktı, toplumda derin bir saygı 
görürdü. Ve bu tutum Atatürk’ten başlayarak en yüksek makamlardan kopup gelmekte idi. Bütün devrimcilik ve 
ilerici ve halktan yana fikirlerin rehberi, kör taassuba karşı dikilmiş bir meşale gibi görünüyordu. Bundan kırk sene 
kadar önce, öğretmen çıkıp da Atatürk’ün Milli Eğitim Bakanı tarafından Erzurum’un Aşkale nahiyesinde göreve 
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To conclude this chapter, we can note that in some autobiographies it is possible to trace 

the marks of the initial education of the intellectuals who made the transition from the late 

Ottoman and to the early republican families, their continuation in primary school and transition 

to the secondary educational institution, as well as some traces of what they studied and what 

kind of curriculum they encountered in this process. However, it was not possible for us to get a 

very detailed picture as Gökbilgin did not leave any text narrating his childhood memories or a 

diary containing personal details. Nevertheless, as will be seen in this chapter, a construction can 

be made regarding his formative years on the basis of some documents in his personal archive, 

the articles he wrote for the newspapers and the notes he took when preparing speeches. 

  

 
çağrıldığım zaman bütün meslektaşlarım gibi bana da mutlu bir millet, zinde ve refahlı bir yurt yaratmak misyonu 
verilmişti. Bu evde (?) sadece ileri fikirler, çağdaş uygarlık düşünceleri ve bunları en kısa zamanda ve devrimci 
metotlarla gerçekleştirmeyi ülkü edinmiş Atatürk ilkelerini kapsamakta idi. Hepimizde öğretmen Kubilay ruhu 
vardı, cehalete, taassuba, mektep işlerinde de tembelliğe ve dahi sömürüye karşı birer mücahit rolünde idik. Gündüz 
genç dimağlara gece de yetişkinlere en ileri fikirleri, halkın bir an önce fili egemenliğine kavuşması, gerçek 
çıkarlarının bilinmesine kavuşması için amansız bir mücadele bulunduğumuzu hatırlarsınız. Heyecanlı ve dinamik 
ve hiçbir maniaya maruz kalmaksızın, mademki en cesur bir düşünce ve davranışın içinde bu yolda azami destek ve 
halkı arkamızda bularak bu misyon ve görevi Tercan’da, İspir’in Kan köyünde de yaptığım zamanlarda o devrin en 
sivri görünen, en ilerici Atatürkçü yazarlarını, bunların yazılarını büyük bir serbesti ile okuttuğu köylü yurttaşlara 
bunların anlamını ve hangi ileri fikirleri hedef tuttuklarını dilimizin döndüğü kadar açıkladığımı bu münasebetle 
belirtmek isterim. O sıralarda şimdiki gibi çok partili bir rejim olmadığı halde birçok yurt sorunları üzerinde 
serbestçe tartışmalar yapmak ve gerçekleri konuşturmak kabildi.” , Tayyib Gökbilgin’s handwritten notes, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PvlG28K3byl4k7jSXFKNfiVbi8PM0Y9j/view?usp=sharing  , see appendix 17a. 
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CHAPTER 2  

 

 

The Making of the Historian: Historiography in the Early Years of the Turkish Republic 

and Gökbilgin's Advancement in Academic Career 

The Second Constitution was the turning point in instilling national consciousness and 

patriotism into society through the means of education, as I mentioned in the first chapter. 

However, the repercussions of the 1908 Revolution not only transformed the educational 

structure, but also the field of historiography. Moreover, historiography also started to be utilized 

as an efficient tool to shape society during this period.  

The Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni (Ottoman Historical Association - OHA) established in 

1909, was the first initiative to research, organize and ultimately publish Ottoman archival 

documents and chronicles. One of the main goals of the Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni was to create 

a history of the Ottomans that would be high quality in every respect. It was stated in the by-laws 

of the OHA that up until that point, there had been no histories of the Ottomans written that 

fulfilled scientific criteria. The texts written by court chroniclers (vak’anüvis) or other written 

histories were quite similar to the annuals (salnâme) and did not contain any objective 

evaluation. Moreover, the OHA emphasized the necessity of learning history.111 This statement 

was a remarkable indication of transition, since writing, learning, teaching and disseminating 

history amongst the common people were never seen as a necessity that should be expanded in 

 
111 Zeki Arıkan, “Tanzimat’tan Cumhuriyet’e Tarihçilik.” in Tanzimat’tan Cumhuriyet’e Türkiye Ansiklopedisi 6, 
eds. Murat Belge and Fahri Aral, (İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 1985), 1592-1595. 
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the Ottoman Empire. Almost every chronicle was written for a particular purpose or a specific 

audience. Some of them were intended to be read to people in a military setting or in the court. 

Some of them were addressed directly to the Sultan, or an elite audience of literati, poets, 

scholars or top bureaucrats, and some others were written for relatively wider circulation. In any 

case, the researchers in the field had to be continuously aware of the issues of why and for whom 

a particular historical text was written. After all, this was the structure and the tradition that the 

members of the OHA had criticized by stating that any of the works written in the past were not 

objective and were not of scientific quality.112 The most striking goal of the OHA that shows 

evidence of this transition was within the field of teaching history. During this period, the main 

aim was to keep all the elements that constituted the Empire aimed at the same objective and the 

same shared patriotism, as it is mentioned before, namely Ottomanism, also through the means 

of history.  

The first chairperson of the Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni was the court chronicler 

Abdurrahman Şeref Bey, and the first initiative of the OHA was to collect fermans, berats and 

endowment documents from the public as well as other archival documents from abroad to be 

able to create a scholarly history of the Empire. Among its first members were Necib Asım, who 

was a Turkish history and linguistic scholar also the founder of Turkology in the Darülfünun113; 

Ahmed Refik, historian, history teacher, writer, poet, and soldier114; Ahmed Tevhid, historian 

especially known for his works on the period of beyliks; Ahmed Midhat Efendi, journalist and 

 
112 Hasan Akbayrak, “Tarih-i Osmanî Encümeni’nin “Osmanlı Tarihi” Yazma Serüveni”, Tarih ve Toplum, 42 
(1987): 41–42; Abdülkadı̇r Özcan, “Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 40, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm 
Araştırmaları Merkezi, 2011), 83-86, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/tarih-i-osmani-encumeni , (accessed June 8, 
2020). 
113 Abdullah Uçman, “Necip Asım Yazıksız”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 32, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları 
Merkezi, 2006), 493-494, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/necip-asim-yaziksiz, (accessed June 8, 2020). 
114 Abdülkadir Özcan, “Ahmed Refik Altınay”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 2, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları 
Merkezi, 1989), 120-121, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/ahmed-refik-altinay , (accessed June 8, 2020). 
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writer, Mehmed Efdaleddin Bey, Ottoman history researcher and teacher at Darülfunun and other 

educational institutions115; İskender Yanko Hoçi, historian, member of council of state; Pavlo 

Karolidi, historian and member of the parlement; Diran Kelekyan, journalist, writer and 

historian; Ali Seydi Bey, writer of history books for education and dictinaries.116 Imre Karácson, 

a member of the History and Geography Department of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, a 

historian and Turcologist, as well as a Catholic priest who conducts research in İstanbul with 

special permission to investigate the history of the Ottoman period of Hungary was also the 

honorary member of the Encümen. In the article written by Necib Asım after his death, it is 

stated that he was attending all the meetings and contributed a lot to the work of the Târîh-i 

Osmânî Encümeni with his knowledge and experience.117 The first issue of the OHA journal was 

published in April 1910,118 but the ultimate result would be the publication of a lengthy, 

profound Ottoman History in accordance with the objectives of the OHA. The framework for 

this work on the Ottoman past was published in the OHA’s journal in 1913.119 The first volume 

was intended to cover the period from the beginning of the Empire up to the First Battle of 

Kosovo. At this point, disputes started to appear from historians outside the Târîh-i Osmânî 

Encümeni. Yusuf Akçura, for example, stated that Ottoman History was not being evaluated as a 

 
115 Abdülkadir Özcan “Efdaleddin Tekiner”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 40, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları 
Merkezi, 2011), 358-359, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/tekiner-efdaleddin , (accessed June 8, 2020). 
116 For detailed biographies of the OHA members, see: Selami Kurt, “Tarih-i Osmânî encümeni/Türk tarih encümeni 
mecmuası'nın Osmanlı tarih yazıcılığındaki yeri.” unpublished PhD Thesis, (Ankara Üniversitesi, Sosyal Bilimler 
Enstitüsü, İlahiyat Fakültesi, İslam Tarihi ve Sanatları Ana Bilim Dalı, 2019), 81-184. 
117 Atilla Çetin, “Imre (Emeric) Karácson”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 24, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları 
Merkezi, 2001), 379-380 , https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/karacson-imre-emeric , (accessed June 8, 2020); Necib 
Asım, “Doktor Karaçon İmre”, Tarih-i Osmânî Encümeni Mecmuası 8, (1329/1911): 516-520, 
https://kutuphane.ttk.gov.tr/details?id=589243&materialType=CR&query=Kritovulos. ,(accessed June 8, 2020); 
Kurt “Tarih-i Osmânî encümeni/Türk tarih encümeni mecmuası'nın Osmanlı tarih yazıcılığındaki yeri”, 184-187. 
118 Abdülkadı̇r Özcan, “Abdurrahman Şeref”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 1, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları 
Merkezi, 1988), 175, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/abdurrahman-seref ,(accessed June 8, 2020). 
119 Arıkan, “Tanzimat’tan Cumhuriyet’e Tarihçilik,” 1593; Cemal Kafadar and Hakan T. Karateke, “Late Ottoman 
and Early Republican Turkish Historical Writing.” in The Oxford History of Historical Writing 1800-1945, Volume 
4, eds. Stuart Macintyre, Juan Maiguashca, and Attila Pók, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 571. 
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part of general Turkish history and was clearly not detached from the practice of court 

historiography. It was criticized that the research was dedicated merely to political and military 

narratives and no assessment was being made about social or economic history.120 Fuad Köprülü 

was harshly critical and stated that Ottoman historiography could not detach itself from the 

tradition of the court chronicler. He believed the draft was not to a standard that would fulfill 

contemporary publication requirements and that some of the members of the OHA did not have 

any knowledge of methodology.121 In one of the articles, one of the first members of OHA and 

historian himself Ahmed Refik Altunay pointed out that the need for the establishment of a 

professional library and highlighted the importance of the archival collection and publication of 

Ottoman documents by experts. 122 

Thus, the first volume of the history of the Ottoman Empire was published in this 

atmosphere of multifaceted debate about the study of history, which the general public was also 

able to join through the newspapers. Perhaps these attempts at democratizing historiography also 

increased public interest in history, and even though the focus of the OHA was mainly on the 

Ottomans, the pre-Ottoman phase of Turkish history also attracted attention. Ultimately, the first 

volume, which mainly covered the pre-Anatolian Turkish, Byzantine, and Seljuk periods, was in 

high demand.123 However, the Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni failed to achieve its goal of writing a 

history that would unite the divided elements of Ottoman Empire. In other words, the ideology of 

Ottomanism became unadaptable to the situation, and the policy of the OHA shifted after a short 

 
120 Gürpinar, Ottoman/Turkish Visions of the Nation, 18; Özcan, “Târîh-i Osmânî Encümenı̇”; Halil Berktay, 
Cumhuriyet İdeolojisi ve Fuat Köprülü, (İstanbul: Kaynak Yayınları, 1983), 39. 
121 Özcan, “Târîh-i Osmânî Encümenı̇”; Mehmet Demiryürek, “Tarih-i Osmani Encümeni ve Mehmet Fuat 
Köprülü.” Karadeniz Araştırmaları 36 (2013): 122-128. 
122 Özcan, “Târîh-i Osmânî Encümenı̇”. 
123 Kafadar and Karateke, “Late Ottoman and Early Republican Turkish Historical Writing”, 571. 
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period to “Turkish nationalist discourse”.124 Consequently, the first volume served the political 

agenda of the Committee of Union and Progress (CUP).   

Tayyib Gökbilgin also asserted more or less a similar perspective towards the formation 

and the works of the Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni in one of the articles he wrote for the 20th 

anniversary of the Turkish Historical Association. He stated that the goal of the first association, 

Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni, was relatively simple: to create a complete history of the Ottoman 

State and publish the archival documents of the Empire.125 However, he emphasized that this 

ambition was natural at a time when Ottoman pride and devotion still existed. Even so, the OHA 

left the door open to future development by stating that the mission would be expanded in time. 

Gökbilgin agreed that the consequences of the Balkan Wars created diverse intellectual 

movements, and the defeats in war left profound marks on the Turkish public. Therefore, Târîh-i 

Osmânî Encümeni was also under the influence of these movements, as could be understood 

through the discussion on the ideology of history and ideas in the period. Eventually the OHA 

designated a broader direction for its aims, historical arguments, and research.  

“The new stance on Turkish history started to appear on the horizon and its discussions 

embraced the Turkish social life and intellectual circles of the era. This response, given by one of 

the pioneers and spokespersons of this movement to an opponent, contains a good example 

explaining the aforementioned need and tendency:  < to appreciate and love Ottoman History, 

one needs to study and understand the Selçuk Turks and to have a better knowledge of all Turks 

including their past, organization, character and moral qualities >.”126  

 
124 Ibid. 
125 “Türk Tarih Kurumu ve Milli Tarih Ülküsü”, Bilgi, 58, (1952): 4-5, http://tayyibgokbilgin.info/wp-
content/uploads/2012/03/Article-53.pdf , Accessed 9 Oct. 2019 , see appendix 18. 
126 Ibid. 
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The person that Tayyib Gökbilgin defined as a pioneer and spokesperson in the article 

above was Ahmed Ağaoğlu. Ağaoğlu was a writer and journalist who influenced Turkish 

political history of the period. His writings and activities on nationalism were considered 

especially significant during the transition from Ottomanism to Turkish nationalism and identity 

building.127  

Ağaoğlu stated the words quoted by Gökbilgin above in a discussion with another 

intellectual, poet, writer, and political leader of the period, Süleyman Nazif. Nazif completely 

rejected the existence of a Turkish identity before the Ottoman Empire. He essentially 

acknowledged the Ottomans as a nation by stating, “there is special blood in our veins and that 

is Ottoman blood.”128 As is clear, Nazif narrows down the concept of the nation to only the 

Ottomans and their six hundred years of history. However, Ağaoğlu tried to convince him to 

count the Ottoman and Great Selçuks within the general Turkish civilizations by emphasizing the 

existence of the word Turk in history. One of the clearest and most striking responses given to 

Süleyman Nazif and like-minded intellectuals of the era came from the highly influential public 

figure, author and military official, Ömer Seyfeddin. As one of the major pioneers of 

Turkishness, Seyfeddin stated that if there was a nation that could be called Ottoman, then 

Bulgarians, Serbs, Greeks, and Albanians should have maintained their Ottoman identity and 

Ottomanism in Rumelia. In essence, he was openly declaring that the Ottomans were not a nation 

but solely and exclusively a dynasty.129 Ultimately, as Tayyib Gökbilgin pointed out above, the 

notable opinion leaders of the period indeed stated that the Balkan Wars had put an end to the 

 
127 For more information on Ağaoğlu, see: Hilmi Ozan Özavcı, Intellectual origins of the Republic: Ahmet Ağaoğlu 
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128 Ibid.,115; Mehmet Kaan Çalen, Osmanlıcılık ve İslamcılık Karşısında Türkçülük. (İstanbul: Ötüken Neşriyat AŞ, 
2017), 102.  
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beliefs and ideas that favored Ottomanism and its ideals. Therefore, the methodologies of the 

historians focused on the dynasty and the traditions of the court chroniclers were fully rejected 

by the new generation of intellectuals and historians. 

 It is an incontrovertible fact that the nation-building process and the construction of a 

national history are interrelated, and the history and historiography of the Turkish Republic were 

inherently and fundamentally tied to Turkish identity politics. In parallel with these 

developments, the Türk Tarihi Tedkik Cemiyeti (Society for the Study of Turkish History), which 

later changed its name to Türk Tarih Kurumu (Turkish Historical Association -THA), was 

established in 1931 under the patronage of the new state’s leader Mustafa Kemal Atatürk. 

Looking back, Tayyib Gökbilgin stated that the activities of the Târîh-i Osmânî Encümeni, had 

been very fruitful and had produced research and monographs in the field that were worthy of 

note.  

“Yet the great Turkish revolution required new ideas in the subjects and fields such as 

Turkish history, the history of the Turkish civilization, the history of Turkey, the history of 

civilizations in Turkey and the examination of our national history, which would be based on 

comprehensive foundations. In turn, Atatürk, who sensed these requirements keenly and wanted 

to build a strong movement in this direction established the <the Society for the Study of Turkish 

History>, which is the basis of today's Turkish Historical Association, in Ankara in 1931, and 

declared its name as the main purpose of the Association.”130   

As various academicians have agreed, the 1930s was the peak for the formation of 

nationalist historical discourse in the Turkish Republic. Also, as many scholars state, the 

 
130 “Türk Tarih Kurumu ve Milli Tarih Ülküsü”, see appendix 18. 
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construction of history was monopolized by the state and together with the language reforms was 

interpreted as the most crucial policy. A thesis was asserted at the first Turkish Historical 

Congress that was held immediately after the establishment of the THA. The thesis was adopted 

in the decision-making circles and was therefore integrated into the standardized history books in 

secondary education. 131 Despite this, as I will discuss in detail soon, it did not have a permanent 

impact on the institutions of higher education or the publishing world, nor was it practiced for as 

long a period as had been expected at a scholarly level. Eventually, starting the 1940s, its 

extreme hypotheses were abandoned.132 Nevertheless, we need to take a closer look at the First 

and Second Turkish History Congresses in order to understand the dimensions of this initiative 

and to examine more deeply how its content and influence appeared in Tayyib Gökbilgin’s 

historical work.    

 The foundation of Gazi Mustafa Kemal Atatürk’s cultural revolution was based on 

reform of the writing system and language as well as on the Turkish History Thesis. Later, the 

writing and language reforms were interpreted as forcing a break from connections to the 

Ottoman past and reviving the ancient ethnic nexus of the Turkish nation. Simultaneously with 

the Turkish History Thesis, this connection was reinforced and oriented towards Central Asia. 

During the 1930s, five congresses were convened by Atatürk to formulate and regulate these new 

 
131 Kafadar and Karateke, “Late Ottoman and Early Republican Turkish Historical Writing”, 573-574; Büşra Ersanlı, 
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563. 
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ideas and structures. Two of those congresses were on the topic of history and the other three 

were about language.133 

The First Turkish History Congress was held in Ankara from 2 - 11 July 1932. In a way, 

the First Turkish History Congress aimed to explain the new methods of teaching history to the 

history teachers, while the other goal was to make an official presentation of the Turkish History 

Thesis (THT) to the whole country as an official doctrine. This doctrine explicitly stated that all 

civilizations were the descendants of proto-Turkish civilizations or heavily influenced by them. 

Moreover, it was repeatedly emphasized at the Congress that history should promote a strong 

national consciousness that must be grounded in the pre-Ottoman era. In addition, this 

consciousness should be based upon the scientific discoveries, such as archaeology.134 

In the opening speech of the Congress, Esat Bey, the Minister of Education at that time, 

started his presentation by stating that while the Turks of Central Asia had already emerged from 

the Paleolithic era by 12,000 BC, Europeans only achieved this 5,000 years later. While the 

Turks were developing agriculture as well as discovering metals such as silver and copper and 

producing tools from them, others were still in caves. Thanks to the Turks and the civilizations 

they formed through their expansion from Central Asia, Europeans finally left their caves and 

established the civilization we admire now. Esat continued his speech by emphasizing the role of 

historical scholarship in the process of nation building. From now on, he said, Turkish children 

will know themselves and also recognize the high civilization and competency of the Great 

Turkish Nation as well as its distinguished position among other nations. They will increase their 

 
133 Zafer Toprak, Darwin’den Dersim’e Cumhuriyet ve Antropoloji, (İstanbul: Doğan Kitap, 2012), 117-118. 
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individualism through these national and historical moral qualities inherited from their ancestors 

and continue to provide honorable services to global civilization, as in the past.135  

One of the longest presentations of the First Congress was by Afet İnan, the adopted 

daughter of Atatürk and a young teacher and member of the Turkish Historical Association, who 

was only twenty-four years old at the time.136 The presentation of Afet İnan was remarkable in 

many respects. To begin with, scholars emphasize that the paper she presented was a product of 

collective work, and many members of the THA, particularly Atatürk himself, must have 

contributed to the preparation of the paper. Another interesting point is that Afet İnan did not 

mention this work in publications later in her life, possibly because of its collective authorship or 

its content.137  However, as Zafer Toprak states, the content of the paper reflected the fiery 

romantic excitement of nationalism.138 

“Prehistory and the Dawn of History: The ages of the world – the topography of Central 

Asia – the expansion and settlement of people throughout the Earth – the matter of race – who 

were the indigenous people of Central Asia?” was the title of the paper she presented to the First 

Congress.139 In the first part of her presentation, she questioned the myths of creation and 

rejected creationism by stating that life is a pure consequence of physical and chemical 

phenomena. Even just this position was a very clear indication of a break from the Ottoman 
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138 idem., “Adem-Havva’dan Homo Alpinus’a: Eugène Pittard, Antropoloji ve Türk Tarih Tezi”, Toplumsal Tarih 
(2011): 20. 
139 Afet İnan “Tarihten Evvel ve Tarihin Fecrinde”, Birinci Türk Tarih Kongresi-Konferanslar Müzakere Zabıtları. 
(Ankara: Maarif Vekâleti), 18-41. 



59 

tradition and heritage. Not long before then, perhaps twenty years, even in the late Ottoman 

period, it was impossible for a woman to come forward with an argument such as this. However, 

the secular environment of the Republic allowed Afet İnan to present these ideas. She 

emphasized that the Turkish race was the progenitor of the human populations called Indo-

European and Indo-Germanic, and while the Turkish race was establishing high culture in its 

homeland, European populations were still living an ignorant, wildlife. 

“Now let’s answer the question that motivates us to investigate! The indigenous people of 

Central Asia are the Turks. (Applause) Therefore, it is against nature to attempt to create 

another race apart from the great Turkish family and distinct from it, under the name of Indo-

European. What is reasonable and human is to recognize the race created by nature in the 

plateaus of Central Asia and to pay homage to it. (Applause) The Turkish children of today who 

decided to shine the lights of progress upon their minds and consciences know and will explain 

that they are not from a tribe with 400 tents, (but) they are very highly talented nation coming 

from a ten-thousand-year-old, pure, civilized superior race. (Continuous Applause)”140 

However, as many scholars have emphasized, there were different voices that opposed 

some of the ideas that were presented in the First Congress, even though those criticisms were 

indirect and weak, and were immediately repressed by the other members.141  One of the most 

influential historians who wished to emphasize the importance of the critical methodology was 

Mehmed Fuad Köprülü. He was a descendant of the Köprülü family, which was one of the most 
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important families in shaping the Ottoman history through their members who were grand viziers 

during the late 17th and early 18th centuries. When Mehmed Fuad Köprülü expressed his way of 

thinking and his reservations concerning the methodological questions at the First Congress, he 

did not receive any positive reactions to his critiques and was censured instantly.142    

After the First Congress, there were major changes, especially in higher education. With 

the university reform of 1933, Darülfünun was closed because Atatürk initiated its restructuring 

into a modern university in accordance with the report of Malche.143 It was stated that 

Darülfünun, the only university that the Turkish Republic inherited from the Ottoman Empire, 

could not keep up with the needs and the new concepts of the nation.144 As the Minister of 

Education Reşit Galip expressed at that time, “the new understanding of history was opposed to 

the Ottoman History Thesis and focused on the Turkish nation instead; this would need to take 

roots in the new university.”145 

In İstanbul, those who could not keep up with the reforms or resisted the Turkish History 

Thesis in particular were dismissed and replaced by scholars fleeing from Germany.146 Three 

years after the First Congress, the influences of the policies rejecting the Ottoman Sunni Islamic 

past and inventing and adopting the pre-Islamic past of the Turks led to the establishment of the 

Faculty of Language, History, and Geography (Dil ve Tarih, Coğrafya Fakültesi) in the new 

capital of the new state, namely in Ankara. 
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Meanwhile, the Second Turkish History Congress was convened by Atatürk himself 

again in İstanbul on 20-25 September 1937. The Second Congress achieved a more professional 

level with the participation of international scientists and researchers. Historical subjects were 

discussed in a very broad context, and distinguished scholars from all areas of Turkey took part 

in it. As with the First Congress, anthropology and archeology continued to constitute the main 

axis of this gathering. 

The honorary president of the Second Congress was the prominent Swiss anthropologist 

Eugène Pittard. He presented a thesis that he had published in his work Les Races et l'Histoire in 

1924, strengthening his theories with the archaeological and anthropological data gathered in 

Turkey up to that time.147 Zafer Toprak points out the resemblance of the paper that Afet İnan 

had presented at the First Congress and Pittard’s speech at the Second Congress. Both had their 

basis in Les Races et l'Histoire, since İnan was working at Geneva University under the 

supervision of Pittard. The concept of race in Pittard's work was not based on ethnicity, but had 

anthropological foundations. The people of Anatolia, whether Kurdish, Armenian or Greek 

belonged to the same race. These communities had different languages or may have embraced 

various belief systems, but they were of the same race. Eugène Pittard characterized all these 

people as Turkish.148 At this congress, two Hungarian historians, whom Tayyib Gökbilgin would 

meet in the following years and with whom he would have a teacher-student relationship, also 

presented their papers. Archaeologist Géza Fehér who was working on Hungarian-Bulgarian-

Turkish historical relations presented a paper on the influence of Turkish culture on Europe by 
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examining the culture of Turco-Bulgarian, Hungarian, and other related communities.149 László 

Rásonyi also presented a paper that was about the traces of Turkish identity in Transylvania in 

the medieval period.150 Naturally, there were some criticisms at the Second Congress as well. 

Mehmed Fuad Köprülü again raised some of his objections in a careful way. Eventually, his 

main problem with the Turkish History Thesis was not related to the racial theories of the 

scholars, but mostly due to the complete rejection and neglect of the Ottoman past. In addition, 

he had concerns about the methodology of the research that had been conducted during the 

period.151  

According to İlker Aytürk, the theories produced during those years were aimed at 

achieving four goals. First, they intended to prove that Turks and Europeans shared “racial 

identicalness” or that the ancient Turks were the ancestors of the European nations. Thus, in this 

way, the Turkish nation could turn its face once again to Europe “to claim its rightful 

heritage.”152 Secondly, these arguments were also a response to the Greeks and Armenians who 

made territorial claims at the Treaty of Sèvres on the basis of the argument that they were the 

native peoples of the region before the Turks had arrived in Anatolia in the eleventh century. 

Third, they, as mentioned in the previous Chapter, were the determinative impetus for the nation-

building process that aimed to build a secular culture that would instill pride in the younger 

generation. These discussions were aimed at criticizing the tendency of nineteenth-century 

Europe to ignore and belittle the histories of people on the periphery. In response to this 
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tendency, they reconstructed elaborate arguments of their own. As a fourth point, Aytürk states 

that these theories were also instrumental for the assimilation of non-Turkish, especially Muslim, 

ethnic groups who were “identified as ‘potential Turks’, or Turks who needed to be reminded of 

their ancestry.”153 

The Faculty of Language, History, and Geography was founded in light of these 

developments and the discussions of these theories. Professor Afet İnan provided the following 

information in an article she wrote concerning the establishment of the Faculty:   

“On a snowy winter’s night in 1935, (11 March 1935) we got up from Atatürk’s dinner 

table at an early hour in Çankaya and were talking in groups in the mirrored room next door. 

Atatürk, suddenly, gave the following order to Abidin Özmen, the Deputy Minister of Education. 

‘Please take out your notebook and write down what I am about to say.’ These notes were 

related to the preparations to be made by the Ministry of Education for the establishment of a 

‘History-Geography’ Faculty in Ankara. This matter had been spoken about for a long time 

among the circle around Atatürk. Yet it is evident that he made his decision and dictated his 

notes to the Minister of Education on that particular night.  If the previous intellectual 

preparation phase had not been followed, it was possible to assume that Atatürk gave the 

relevant orders that night, right out of nowhere. However, these ideas had matured in him for 

years (…) Since I remembered in the daytime of that day, he was talking about the works of the 

Historical Association, and emphasized the necessity of an informal establishment independent 

from this official Association, it did not strike me as a sudden decision.  (…) ‘All kinds of 

institutions of the capital of the Republic should be established in Ankara.' Atatürk wanted this. 

And when he said, ‘This must start with the teaching of History and Geography’, I made a 
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mention of establishing a faculty of literature. However, Atatürk envisioned that as the name of 

the faculty, history and geography would be especially useful in getting attention and would 

serve the purpose of pointing out the importance of those subjects.154 (…) Saffet Arıkan, who 

became the Deputy Minister of Culture (Culture Minister) on June 11, 1935 after Abidin Özmen, 

was taking new directives almost every evening for the establishment of the Faculty. 155(…) 

Thus, after the faculty members were assigned, the preparations for the opening ceremonies for 

the Faculty and student enrollment began. The Ministry of Education agreed with my request 

that graduates of teacher-training schools should also be accepted into the university, just this 

once, in addition to high school students. In accordance with this, the first enrollees were people 

who had graduated from teacher-training schools and were already teaching.”156 

As I mentioned in the first chapter, when Tayyib Gökbilgin enrolled at the Faculty of 

Language, History, and Geography, he had already been teaching for seven years. As can be seen 

from Afet İnan’s memoir-like article, Gökbilgin and other graduates of teaching schools had the 

opportunity to study at the newly established Faculty in accordance with her request. 

The following are the professors who were teaching at the Faculty in the years 1936-40, 

when Tayyib Gökbilgin was also studying there:  

Fuad Köprülü (medieval/early modern history), Şemsettin Günaltay (ancient history), 

Saim Ali Dilemre (general linguistics/philology), Hikmet Bayur (Indian history), Necmi Dilmen, 

Hasan Reşit Tankut, Abdülkadir İnan (Turkish linguistics), Naim Onat (Arabic), Bekir Sıtkı 

Baykal (history), Walter Ruben (Indology), Herbert Louis (geography), Hans Gustav Güterbock 
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(Hittitology), Rásonyi Nagy László (Hungarian studies), Georg Rohde (classical philology), 

Şevket Aziz Kansu (anthropology), Saffet Korkut (English language and literature), Göker Ali 

Muzaffer (history), İbrahim Danyal Bediz (geography), Melahat Özgü (German language and 

literature), A. Hamit Dereli (English language and literature), and Benno Landsberger 

(Assyriology).157   

Tayyib Gökbilgin began his training in the Hungarian studies department. When the 

Faculty of Language and History was founded, Hungarian studies was included in the scope of 

the faculty upon the wish of Atatürk. The intellectuals of the era were aware that there was a 

deep-rooted tradition of Turkish language and Turkish history studies in Hungary which gained 

momentum in early nineteenth century.158 Atatürk’s main aim to include Hungarian Studies in 

the Faculty’s comprehensive training program was not merely a coincidence but was aimed at 

attracting experts who would create connections between the two countries. In addition to 

convey one hundred years of Hungarian expertise in Turkology, and the findings of such 

proficiency to the young Turkish generation, there was also a motivation to benefit from the 

scientific methods of a nation that started to research its origins long before the Turks did.  

Professor László Rásonyi was invited to the Faculty of Language, History and Geography 

to establish the Hungarian studies department and as a lecturer at the request of Atatürk.159 

Rásonyi first attended a conference in Ankara in 1934. He was invited there due to his 
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acquaintance and friendship with Hamit Zübeyr Koşay.160 Koşay was one of the students that 

went to study in Hungary with the support of the Hungarian Science Institute in 

Constantinople/A Konstantinápolyi Magyar Tudományos Intézet.161 In this case, it is possible to 

say that the Institute, which was established twenty years before the Hungarology department 

was in a sense the initiator of the institutional-based scientific studies between the two countries. 

Gábor Fodor states that among the projects that were planned, there was the establishment of a 

Hungarian high school, a Turkish-Hungarian History and Language Institution, an Ethnography 

and Hungarian Languages Department in Darülfünun, and a department of comparative Ural-

Altaic Languages.162 Apparently, these plans were largely successful. In addition to the 

establishment of the Hungarian Science Institute in 1916, the ethnologist and museologist Gyula 

Mészáros, one of the students of the famous Turkologist Ármin Vámbéry, also assigned and 

served as the head of the Ethnography and Hungarian Languages Department at Darülfünun 

between 1916 and 1918.163 Despite the developments, the Hungarian Science Institute could not 

survive from of the conditions of the period and the political difficulties created by the Armistice 
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University of Berlin. In 1925, Koşay returned to Turkey and started his career in the Ministry of Education. He 
worked at the Bureau of Culture (Hars Dairesi), and later he served as a director of historical artifacts and libraries at 
the general directorate of Antiquities and Museums and the Ankara Ethnographical Museum. Koşay is known for his 
studies in archeology, ethnology and philology. He directed one of the first excavations of the Turkish Republic, 
called the Ahlatlıbel excavation, in 1933. For more detail see; Mahmut H. Şakiroğlu, “Koşay, Hamit Zübeyr”, TDV 
İslâm Ansiklopedisi 26, (Ankara: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi, 2002), 225-226, 
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/kosay-hamit-zubeyr (accessed June 8, 2020); Melek Çolak, “Türkiye'de Tatar 
Kökenli Bir Aydın: Hamit Zübeyr Koşay (1897-1984)”, Problemı Filologii Narodov Povoljya, 1-2 Aprelya 2010, 
Moskovskix Pedagogiçeskiy Gasuderstvenny Universitet, Moskova-Rusya Federasyonu (2010): 273-278. 
161 Melek Çolak, “İstanbul Macar Bilim Enstitüsü (1916-1918)”, Karadeniz Uluslararası Bilimsel Dergi, (2009): 97. 
162 Gábor Fodor, “Harp İstanbulu’nda Macar Arkeolojisi: Konstantinopolis Macar Bilim Enstitüsü (1916-1918)”, in 
Yıllık: Annual of Istanbul Studies, 2. (2020): 105; idem. “A Konstantinápolyi Magyar Tudományos Intézet 
megalapítása: titkos tárgyalások, tervek és kultúrdiplomácia.”, Keletkutatás (2019): 97-106. 
163 Emre Saral, “Macaristan'da Çağdaş Osmanlı Tarihçiliğinin Gelişimi ve Günümüzdeki Durumu”, in Dünyada 
Osmanlı Tarih Yazımı - I, eds. Ahmet Özcan, Özhan Kapıcı, Yalçın Murgul (Ankara: Doğu Batı Yayınları, 2020), 
319-320.  
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of Mudros. Ultimately, Austro-Hungarian citizens had to depart the country, and the Institute 

was closed.164 However, as we can observe, the networks formed by this institution implemented 

the first steps towards the establishment of the Hungarology department in Ankara. 

As a result of these networks, Koşay met with Rásonyi while he was a student of Gyula 

Németh in Budapest. At the conference in Ankara, Rásonyi presented a paper about the medieval 

Turkish-Hungarian contacts, which was already quite an appealing topic to Mustafa Kemal 

Atatürk. 165 Thus, the Institute of Hungarian Studies was founded with the following tasks:  

● To adapt results and methods from long-term Hungarian-Turkish studies into 

Turkish academic life so that Turkology, Turkish linguistics, and Turkish history could benefit 

from Hungarian expertise.  

● To explain the Hungarian language and the usage of Hungarian  

● To present Hungarian linguistic and historiographical works. 

● To track developments in the Hungarian language; the content, methodological 

changes and new results in the research of linguistics and history and other disciplines; and the 

introduction of these developments into Turkish academic circles. 

● To initiate joint research projects.166 

Tayyib Gökbilgin started his education in accordance with the aforementioned goals.  

With the support of Professor László Rásonyi, Gökbilgin had the opportunity to study in 

Hungary even in the first period of his university years. We know from a postcard sent by 

 
164 Fodor, “Harp İstanbulu’nda Macar Arkeolojisi: Konstantinopolis Macar Bilim Enstitüsü (1916-1918), 114. 
165 Naciye Güngörmüş, “Hungarológia Törökországban.” Congressus Oktavus Internationalis Fenno-Ugristaum 
Jyaskyla 10.15.8 (1995): 26, Kakuk, “Az Ankarai Egyetem Hungarológiai Intézete”, 116-119. 
166 Güngörmüş, “Hungarológia Törökországban.”, 26-27. 
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Rásonyi that Tayyib Gökbilgin first attended a summer school in the city of Keszthely, located 

on the western shore of Lake Balaton. In this postcard, Rásonyi also wished him good productive 

work. We can see more details about his first trip to Hungary from a report that Gökbilgin 

prepared, dated January 1937:  

“Last June, after I finished my first semester in Hungarian studies, I went to Hungary to 

seek an opportunity to advance my studies further and learn Hungarian. Even though I was not 

able to receive any financial aid from the Ministry, the necessity of this matter led me to make 

sacrifices from my own student budget, and therefore I arrived in Budapest within the first weeks 

of my summer break. Here, with all my respect, I present the financial statement and outlines of 

my Hungarian trip from the 27th of June to the 16th of September: 

1. With the guidance and support of my dear Professor, Mr. Rásonyi, I found a 

suitable place at a discount in one of the most important scientific institutions of Central Europe, 

the Báró Eötvös College in Budapest, which shares the same style and rank as the Paris École 

Normale Supérieure.  

2. With the help of the Hungarian Ministry of Education, I was able to travel to the 

summer school in Keszthely on the coast of Lake Balaton with a half-(priced) ticket and by 

staying there for a small price, I had the opportunity to take useful courses. 

3. I examined the agricultural universities of Budapest, Pecs, and Keszthely as well 

as the historical monuments and other sites of note of these cities, as well as those of Tihany, 

Balatonfüred and Kaposvár. 

4. With the guidance of my Professor, I had the honor of meeting famous and 

respectable Hungarian scholars such as Professor Gyula Németh, Dr. Lajos Fekete from the 
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archives and Dr. Nándor Fettich who was an adviser on equestrian nomad archeology, and had 

the opportunity to be in contact with them all the time. With the help of these persons, I visited 

very precious museums in Budapest as well as the National Archives, collected material for my 

own studies and enriched my views and knowledge to a certain extent. 

(….) 

5. Due to the dignity of being a Turkish student, I received sympathy and attention 

from everyone everywhere and I should particularly mention that the people at both the Eötvös 

Collegium and the Keszthely summer university showed great interest in helping me to learn 

Hungarian.  

6. In the middle of September, while I was coming back with the Professor on the 

Danube, my awareness increased by seeing with admiration the main sites where the honorable 

memories of our history were preserved. Ultimately, my whole journey gave me a momentous 

advantage and spiritual pleasure. In particular, I would like to point out that it was an 

encouraging and stimulating factor for my work as well.”167 

From another postcard that Professor Rásonyi sent in February 1938, we can gain an idea 

of his schedule at the Faculty: 

“Please get in contact with Adil Bey and tell him that for this semester as well I would 

like to continue my classes on Monday, Wednesday and Friday in the same way. (Hungarian 

 
167 Gökbilgin’s report on his study trip to Hungary, http://tayyibgokbilgin.info/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/Article-
344.pdf , see appendix 19a-b. 
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History, 2 hours, Literature, 2 hours, the History of Linguistics, 2 hours, and the seminar is 3 

hours. Monday 8:40-10:40, Wednesday 9:40-12:30, Friday 8:40-11:40)”168 

In another postcard that we encountered in the personal archives of Tayyib Gökbilgin, we 

see that Rásonyi wrote in Turkish this time and expressed his regret about not being able to 

attend the opening ceremony of the Debrecen summer school.169 Gökbilgin and his classmate 

Şerif Baştav170 were there for the language courses. We understand that along with the language 

education, Tayyib Gökbilgin started his research and studies at the Hungarian archives during 

this period as well. By the year 1939, while he was still a student at the Faculty, his first article 

titled as “Macar Devlet Arşivi ve Tarihçesi /Hungarian State Archives and its History” was 

published in Belleten, in the journal of THA. In the same year, he translated and published the 

article of Lajos Fekete “A török levéltárügy / Türk Arşiv Meselesi/ The Matter of the Turkish 

Archive”. 

As one can see, from the beginning of his education, Tayyib Gökbilgin did not put the 

Turkish Historical Thesis in the center of his area of research. It is an indisputable fact that the 

 
168 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 25.02.1938, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Tgw7QUQTiFGIPfwekUWNxNFlpdXGMOoE/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 
20. 
169 “Yazi kurslarin açiliş merasiminda orada bulunamam dolayisiyle çok teessüfüm var.”  From László Rásonyi to 
Gökbilgin, 30.07.1938, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/11lb1anBUKKCA7vliLAM6zkuNN27ihrWl/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 21. 
170 Mekki Şerif Baştav was born in 1913 in Beyşehir, Konya. He graduated from the Teachers' School in 1935. In 
the same year, he enrolled the Faculty of Language, History and Geography and started his higher education there. 
In 1940, he graduated from the Hungarology and Medieval History Departments of this faculty. He was sent to 
Hungary for his PhD studies with a special permission from İsmet İnönü who at that time was the second President 
of the Republic of Turkey. As a doctoral dissertation, he worked on an anonymous Greek text from end of the 15th 
century on Fatih's court and army organization. In one of the letters he sent to Tayyib Gökbilgin in 1942 we 
encounter small information about his education in Eötvös Collegium: “Ben de şimdi vaziyetten çok memnunum, 
fakat Yunanca son derece yorucu, lakin bununla beraber bu yıl onu başedeceğim. / I am also very pleased with the 
situation now, yet the Greek is very tiring, but I will manage it this year.” From Şerif Baştav to Gökbilgin, 
27.11.1942, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1OGvHxCh3CQU_qPr-y4ZcYKFHE6UkXkeq/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 22. For more detail see; Yücel Namal, “Prof. Dr. M. Şerif Baştav’la Söyleşi.” Tarih Okulu Dergisi IX, 
(2011): 223-235. 
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collapse of the Empire, the war of Independence and then the after-war depression initiated a 

search for new identities. Moreover, the construction of a national identity gained new 

momentum with the THA. The Faculty of Language, History, and Geography was the outcome 

of these quests and evolutions. However, as opposed to the popular argument that states that 

Ottoman Studies were disregarded in the early republican period to emancipate the new citizens 

of the new regime from the identity formed by the Ottoman past or in today’s exaggerated 

discourse, to unlink the ties between the antecedents (ecdad) and the future generations, there 

was not just one type of historiography or history-making process that was aimed solely to serve 

to the official history thesis, even from the very beginning of the Faculty. As Zafer Toprak states, 

when examined from a broader perspective, this 10-year period between 1930 and 1940 included 

relatively pluralistic approaches despite the fact that the regime was gradually becoming more 

unidirectional.171 Likewise, Cemal Kafadar marks that he does not find the general assumption 

that claims that the early republican cultural revolution severed ties with the Ottoman past and 

destroyed historical consciousness to be an accurate depiction. Moreover, he notes that the 

ideological pursuits of this period contributed to various critical perspectives in history.172 Doğan 

Gürpınar also points out that such hastily done evaluations should not be exaggerated and 

suggests that “the Kemalist strategies that coopt and cope with the Ottoman history are the ones 

that deserve more scrutiny.”173 Erdem Sönmez, in his comprehensive studies of Ottoman 

historiography in the early republican era, shows that the above argument has often been 

repeated in the last decade and that, contrary to popular belief, Ottoman historiography, which 

 
171 Zafer Toprak, “Türkiye’de ve Dünya’da Çağdaş Tarihçilik ve Eric Hobsbawm Faktörü”, Toplumsal Tarih 227 
(2012): 40; idem, “Erken Cumhuriyet Döneminde Türkiye’de Tarihçilik”, in Bugünün Bilgileriyle Kemal'in 
Türkiye'si - La Turquie Kamâliste, ed. Bülent Özükan, (İstanbul: Boyut Yayıncılık, 2012), 176-181. 
172 Cemal Kafadar, Kim Var İmiş Biz Burada Yoğ İken: Dört Osmanlı: Yeniçeri, Tüccar, Derviş ve Hatun, (İstanbul, 
Metis Yayınları, 2009), 42. 
173 Gürpinar, Ottoman/Turkish Visions of the Nation, 19. 
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was already introduced to the concept of nationalism during the Second Constitutional Period, 

continued to thrive in the early republican period.174 

In the early stages of my research, while I was conducting a review of the literature and 

examining my sources, such as checking the notes of Professor Gökbilgin, and the other 

documents and letters in his personal archive, I also expected to encounter a view that somehow 

would represent a general acceptance of the idea that Ottoman Studies were rejected in the early 

republican period due to Kemalist ideology, and only studies related to Turkism and the Turkish 

History Thesis were supported and conducted. However, no letters or documents in the vast 

archive we were scrutinizing provided us with any evidence of such a general acceptance. My 

main occupation in the early stages of this study was the question: if Ottoman Studies were 

rejected in the harshest terms, or at least in a more moderate sense did not find any approval in 

the early years of the Republic, how could a young university student conduct a study entitled 

“Hungarian Sources on Ottoman History” in a department that stated as its purpose that 

“Turkology, Turkish linguistics, and Turkish history can benefit from Hungarian expertise” and 

that was founded essentially to support the Turkish History Thesis? There were certain different 

ideological convictions and trends that emerged during this period, as was mentioned above. 

However, these trends lasted a very short time and after the 1930s, when the archives began to be 

probed, Ottoman studies gained great momentum. In other words, contrary to what post-

Kemalist views advocate, the Kemalist ideology and the short-lived Turkish History Thesis did 

not hinder Ottoman studies. İsmail Hakkı Uzunçarşılı's article entitled “Türk tarihi yazılırken, 

Atatürk’ün alaka ve görüşlerine dair hatıralar/ Turkish History in Writing, the Memoirs on 

 
174 Erdem Sönmez, “Galat-ı Meşhuru Sorgularken: Türkiye’de Tarihyazımı Üzerine Notlar”, Modus Operandi 
İlişkisel Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, Sayı 1, (2015): 49-80; idem. “A past to be forgotten? Writing Ottoman history in 
early republican Turkey.”, British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies (2020): 1-17. 
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Atatürk’s Interests and Views”, published in Belleten in 1939175, in which he presented his 

observations on how Ottoman history studies were dealt with in the early republican period, also 

makes us aware of how false is the argument, widely used today, that the republican cultural 

revolution severed the connection with the Ottoman past. The first volume of the Outlines of 

Turkish History was published in 1930. In this volume, which was six hundred pages, the part 

dedicated exclusively to Ottoman history was fifty pages and Uzunçarşılı complained that there 

was no specialized source on Ottoman history among the nearly one hundred sources that were 

consulted and referred to in the preparation of this volume. Uzunçarşılı stated that Atatürk 

examined the volume and was not satisfied with this work. The other parts of it were more or 

less similar to the Ottoman history section and had many mistakes. After this first unpleasant 

experience, Atatürk stated that to prepare such a work hastily and without obtaining the 

necessary expertise and specialization would cause major mistakes, and therefore such work 

should be carried out only on the basis of archival documents and research. According to 

Uzunçarşılı’s narrative, Atatürk had been following the research process as the patron (hami) of 

the Turkish Historical Association and attending meetings for many hours for almost a month. In 

one such meeting, one of the colleagues of Uzunçarşılı, whom he preferred not to name, 

mentioned his research that questioned whether Osman Gazi, the founder of the Ottoman dynasty 

and the state, had existed or not. They all laughed together at this superficial study and Atatürk 

immediately demanded that this article be rewritten again. Uzunçarşılı concluded his memoirs by 

stating that it was understood clearly that Ottoman history, which had existed for six and a half 

centuries and produced a large number of documents, could not be rewritten from a school 

textbook that was published only a half century ago. Moreover, a consensus was reached on the 

 
175 İsmail Hakkı Uzunçarşılı, “Türk Tarihi Yazılırken: Atatürk’ün alaka ve görüşlerine dair hatıralar.”, Belleten, 3.10 
(1939): 349-353. 
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necessity of dividing the research into sections such as political history, economic history, and 

social history and the examination of each topic by different specialized experts. Within the same 

article, Uzunçarşılı provided a couple of examples regarding Atatürk’s interest in Ottoman 

history.176 However, what is important here is that we can see steps in the field of academic 

specialization had taken place in this period, as Uzunçarşılı remarked. 

Indeed, Tayyib Gökbilgin, and the studies he conducted early in his career can be 

presented as an example in this context. Gökbilgin recognized the importance of the Hungarian 

sources for the Ottoman History, translated the works of eminent archivist and historian Lajos 

Fekete while he was still a student.177 In his first article published in Belleten in 1939, he 

presented examples of the content, organizational structure and the order of the Hungarian State 

Archives as suggestions for the organization of the Turkish archives.178 He submitted his 

graduation thesis, Hungarian Sources on Ottoman History, in 1940, which was the outcome of 

the research he had concluded in the Hungarian archives. In 1941, again in Belleten, he published 

another study related to the common Ottoman-Hungarian history, II. Rákóczi Ferenc ve 

Tevaabine Dair Yeni Vesikalar/ New Documents Related to Ferenc II Rákóczi and His 

Entourage. During this period, he also started writing articles about Ottoman governors and 

viziers for the Encyclopedia of Islam. This is all to say that the argument that studies of Ottoman 

history were completely excluded and that researchers engaged in Ottoman history were 

marginalized does not completely reflect the facts that are observable from the examples. 

 
176 Ibid. 
177 Lajos Fekete, “A török levéltárügy/Arşiv Meseleleri”, translated by Tayyib Gökbilgin (İstanbul: T.C. Maarif 
Vekilliği, 1939) 
178 Gökbilgin “Macar Devlet Arşivi ve Tarihçesi” Belleten, Cilt: III, Sayı: 11-12, (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu 
Basımevi, (1939): 447-458. 
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Another point to note here is that there was a school that endeavored to introduce a new 

perspective to the concept of national history. Tayyib Gökbilgin was one of the first followers of 

this concept, and it would not be wrong to point out that this concept or school came into being 

through the efforts of Fuad Köprülü.179 Through Köprülü’s approach, there was a breakthrough 

in the academic circles and in modern Turkish historiography. This approach involved evaluating 

sources in a scientific and objective manner without neglecting Ottoman History, but instead 

considering it a part of the system of general Turkish history. His methodology and ideas on 

studying history created a school and the followers of the Köprülü School diversified the subjects 

of interest and elevated the methods of the research process. In addition, there was an effort to 

challenge the quite unfair, negative opinions in European historiography about the Turks that 

were not based on any facts.180   

Tayyib Gökbilgin as the other historians of the era also followed a similar path. As I will 

discuss in more detail in the third chapter, he utilized all the resources he could obtain and 

focused in particular on Ottoman History. However, at this stage, to conclude this section we can 

trace his thoughts on national history in an article he published in 1954 in the Dünya newspaper:  

“Since ancient times, the history of humanity has given us plenty of evidence and 

manifestations that show us it had a certain understanding of history and sometimes even had a 

historical consciousness. However, this vision of history has always changed in every period and 

in diverse societies, and as a result, this consciousness and understanding has displayed itself in 

various shapes. The history of the Ummah and its consciousness, the history of the town, the 

 
179 Fatma Acun, “Modern Türk Tarihçiliğinin Başlangıcı ve Mehmet Fuad Köprülü”, in Türk Tarihçileri, ed. Ahmet 
Şimşek, (Ankara: Pegem Akademi, 2017), 77-80; Halil İnalcık, “Türkiye’de Osmanlı Araştırmaları: I-Türkiye’de 
Modern Tarihçiliğin Kurucuları”, XIII. Türk Tarih Kongresi, (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 2002), 109 -111. 
180 Ahmet Şimşek, Ali Satan eds., Milli Tarihin İnşası (Makaleler), (İstanbul: Tarihçi Kitabevi, 2011), 24. 
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history of the tribe, and finally the history of the state and the empire, and the consciousness and 

understanding of history are all related to these concepts. Starting from the Renaissance, one 

can see that the world of western civilization gradually abandoned all other views and concepts 

of history and moved towards a consciousness of national history. (...) This trend and movement, 

which made it possible to create a consciousness of national history in various western 

countries, as a result of discovery and various endeavors and studies bore fruit without any 

delay to an increasing degree and proportion, and it also presented “Monumenta”, “Corpus” 

and many other series as a gift to the literature of national history. Due to the fact that the 

Turkish Renaissance is quite far behind that of the West, it does not seem possible to catch up in 

terms of national history and its consciousness in the community. Although since the fate and life 

of the Turkish nation have been connected to this territory of our homeland and since the state 

organizations have been established under different names here, occasionally there were some 

traces of historical records that showed a concept of history that might be considered as 

national. In this respect, starting from “Neşri”, we can speak of our historians such as Selaniki 

and Naima for example. However, it is always necessary to acknowledge that the consciousness 

of being Ottoman or even the circumstances of being an Islamic nation was valued above the 

consciousness of a national history. After recalling these memories of the topic, we can see that 

two institutions gained prominence in our national life, especially in the twentieth century. These 

have maintained the notion of “National History” and its consciousness and desire to 

disseminate this national vision to the whole nation via scientific ways and means. The first 

institution was the Turkish History Council (...), and did not last long. However, the second, 

Turkish Historical Association, formed a more complete national identity through the deep 
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understanding and vision of Atatürk, and this movement became both the leader and the focal 

point of historical national consciousness.181 

Upon the graduation, in a letter Gökbilgin wrote to an unknown yet clearly a notable 

person, we can see the summary of how he benefited from his education process, at the Faculty 

of Language, History, and Geography and improved himself at the field of Hungarian studies and 

history. 

“Dear honorable Sir, 

First of all, I would like to ask your permission to introduce myself. I am one of the first 

graduates of the Hungarian Studies Institute in the Faculty of Language, History and Geography 

in Ankara. I have succeeded with a very good result on the graduation examination on my first 

attempt. My sub-disciplines were New and Recent History, Turkology (Professor Abdulkadir 

İnan), Latin, French, and German. Since I enrolled in the Faculty, I have spent all my holidays 

in Hungary performing studies on language, history, and archives. I attended the Debrecen 

summer courses and in 1938, I succeeded in obtaining a diploma with a high grade in the 

Hungarian Language and Literature exam. 

Apart from my primary duties, I was also busy with archival issues; (…)  I had an 

internship with Dr. Fekete and other experts at the archives. I have documents on this subject 

that assess my activities. It is my desire is to intensify my future work towards the establishment 

of a Turkish archive. However, first and foremost, I am in position and obliged to complete my 

preparations here and to complete my studies with a doctorate. In this regard, with the 

encouragement and approbation of Faik Reşid Bey, who has gained appreciation and 

 
181 “Milli Tarih”, Dünya Gazetesi, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ge71hPdcZH6y3SrmngTWsRkjS_OtXYBN/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 23. 
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complimented me while closely following my work, at this time of my graduation I would like to 

perform my first duty as an assistant of you.”182  

Again, in the same document, Gökbilgin provides some information on what he is 

planning to do in the future: 

“In my previous letters, I mentioned my desire and resolution, and the manner in which I 

wanted to work in the future, to your esteemed person. Until my planned departure for Budapest 

in September, I had informed you that I am hoping to settle in İstanbul, and more particularly in 

the university neighborhood, where the Hazine-i Evrak (treasury of documents) and the other 

archives that I will study in the days to come are located. Apart from my education and primary 

duties, my work and activities that I have completed so far – the book that I translated last year 

entitled “The Matter of the Archives” that was published by the Ministry of Education, and my 

essay entitled “Hungarian State Archives and History” published in the most recent issue of 

Belleten – show my interest concerning the matter. 

By serving as a research assistant in the University of İstanbul, at the New and Recent 

History Department I think I will have the opportunity to gain knowledge of our archives and 

 
182 “Muhterem Beyefendi; Evvela kendimi takdim etmeme müsaadenizi rica ederim. Ankara Dil Tarih ve Coğrafya 
Fakültesi Hungaroloji Enstitüsü ilk mezunlarındanım. Bir defa yapılan mezuniyet imtihanlarında pekiyi bir derece 
ile muvaffak oldum, Yardımcı disiplinlerim, Yeni ve Son Zamanlar Tarihi, Türkoloji (Profesör Abdülkadir İnan), 
Latince, Fransızca, Almanca idi. Fakülteye girişimden itibaren bütün tatillerimi Macaristan'da dil ve tarih, arşivcilik 
etütleriyle geçirdim. Debrecen yaz kurslarına iştirak ettim ve 1938'de Macar Dili ve Edebiyatı imtihanımda 
fevkalade bir derece ile bir diploma elde etmeye de muvaffak oldum. Esas vazifelerimin haricinde arşivcilik 
meseleleriyle de meşgul oldum, (…) Dr. Fekete ve diğer mütehassıs arşivcilerin yanında staj gördüm. Bu hususta 
faaliyetimi takdir eder mahiyette vesikalan hamilim. Arzum ilerideki çalışmalarımı Türk Arşivi’nin kurulması 
yolunda teksif etmektir. Ancak daha önce buradaki hazırlıklarımı tamamlamak, tahsilimi doktora yapmak suretiyle 
ikm6l etmek mevki ve zaruretindeyim. Bu itibarla mezun olduğum şu sırada ilk vazifemi yakından mesaime vakıf 
olmak suretiyle hakkımda takdir ve teveccühleri bulunan Faik Reşid Bey'in de teşvik ve tensipleriyle asistanlıkla 
yanınızda almak istiyorum. Gökbilgin to unknown, 30.03.1940, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_QwWLEB3Ec-
myDjMsGmAEgSLGGBd80RX/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 24b. 
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strengthen my understanding of Turkish paleography. In this way, if I desire to leave for 

Budapest for my doctoral studies, I will have broader knowledge and be more prepared.  

It is possible to ask for some information about me from my professors and from the 

people who know me, including Professor Rásonyi, Professor Muzaffer Göker, Professor Fuad 

Köprülü, Professor Abdülkadir İnan, Professor Fazıl Nazmi, Faik Neşid, Doctor Akdes Nimet, 

Hamid Zübeyr Koşay and many more.  They will surely recommend me for this duty that I 

desire.”183   

After four years of studies, he graduated from the Faculty with his thesis entitled 

“Hungarian Sources on Ottoman History.” As can be seen from the letter above, his desire was 

to start working at İstanbul University. However, since there was no tenure for an assistantship in 

June 1940, he was given tenure as a translator at the Turkology Institute of the Faculty of 

Literature.184 At the end of 1941, after new tenure positions were opened to the Faculty, he was 

appointed to the position of assistant professor in February 1942.185 In his first academic year of 

1940-41, he began to teach Medieval European History. In the 1941-42 academic year, he was 

 
183 “Arzu ve kararlarımın ne olduğundan, istikbalde çıkmak istediğim yoldan evvelki mektuplarımda zatıalinize 
bahsetmiştim, Eylül’de Budapeşte’ye gitmeyi temin edinceye kadar ileride meşgul olacağım Hazine-i Evrak ve diğer 
arşivlerin bulunduğu İstanbul'da ve hassaten üniversite muhitinde yerleşmek ümidini beslediğimi bildirmiştim. 
Buradan da tahsilim ve esas vazifelerimin haricinde şimdiye kadar ki mesai ve faaliyetim -geçen sene tercüme 
ettiğim ve Maarif Vekaleti'nin neşrettiği Arşiv Meseleleri adlı kitap, Belleten'in son sayısındaki "Macar Devlet 
Arşivi ve Tarihçesi" adlı makalem- bu alakamı gösterir. İstanbul Üniversitesi Tarih kısmında "Yeni ve Son 
Zamanlar" asistan olmakla bizim arşivleri tanımak ve biraz Türk paleografyasını kuvvetlendirmek imkânını elde 
edeceğimi sanıyorum. Bu suretle eğer doktoramı yapmak üzere Budapeşte'ye gitmek arzum tahakkuk ederse daha 
geniş ve hazırlıklı bir halde bulunacağım demektir. Hakkımda hocalarımdan ve beni tanıyanlardan malumat istihsal 
etmek kabildir: Profesör Rásonyi, Profesör Muzaffer Göker, Profesör Fuat Köprülü, Profesör Abdülkadir İnan, 
Profesör Fazıl Nazmi, Faik Reşid, Doktor Akdes Nimet, Hamid Zübeyr Koşay Beyler ve daha birçokları beni iyi 
tanırlar. İstediğim bu vazife için muhakkak tavsiye edeceklerdir.”  Gökbilgin to unknown, 30.03.1940, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_QwWLEB3Ec-myDjMsGmAEgSLGGBd80RX/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 
24d. 
184 An official document showing the translator position, 27.06.1940, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1oX8jKfjMhQ-
djDoMG4fTCrPPWIIGIyai/view?usp=sharing , M. Tayyib Gökbilgin Özlük Dosyası, İ.Ü.Edebiyat Fakültesi 
Personel Dairesi Başkanlığı. 
185 An official document showing the appointment of assistant professor,  06.02.1942 , 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/19XfXuRJKffTFkQ-4M0pnYjfDY6BnNh-N/view?usp=sharing , M. Tayyib 
Gökbilgin Özlük Dosyası, İ.Ü.Edebiyat Fakültesi Personel Dairesi Başkanlığı. 



80 

assigned subjects on Byzantine History as well. In the meantime, he was invited to serve as a 

reserve officer in the military for the second time. Tayyib Gökbilgin presented his dissertation 

entitled “Yürüks and Tatars in Rumelia/Rumeli’de Yörükler ve Tatarlar”, which he prepared in a 

very short time while he was performing military service, and he received his associate 

professorship qualification in December 1942.186 

At this point, I would like to share some information on the dissertation of Gökbilgin for 

the associate professorship. As Sándor Papp states, he consulted with Lajos Fekete on the subject 

of his doctoral dissertation, as can be seen from the letter of reply sent to Gökbilgin by this 

famous Hungarian historian and archivist on 19 October 1940.187 Fekete, who graduated from 

the department of history and Latin philology of Pázmany Péter University in Budapest, was 

dispatched to the eastern front as an officer when World War I broke out. He was then captured 

by the Russians and sent to a camp near Krasnoyarsk in Siberia. He met Ottoman army officers 

there and began to learn Turkish from them. After returning to his homeland in 1920, he was 

appointed to the Hungarian National Archives and soon specialized in the fields of Ottoman 

diplomacy and paleography.188 

As a doctoral researcher, Tayyib Gökbilgin wanted to study the life of Imre Thököly, 

who was a Hungarian general and leader of the Hungarian Protestant resistance and formed an 

 
186 Kütükoğlu, “Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin’in Ardından”, 2; Arıkan, “Cumhuriyet Dönemi Tarihçileri ve Prof. Dr. 
M. Tayyib Gökbilgin.”, 45; an official document showing the acceptance of the dissertation for associate 
professorship, 22.12.1942 , 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PGU_o4zRxGj1lDzgmie6_fWVyIkszIfn/view?usp=sharing , M. Tayyib Gökbilgin 
Özlük Dosyası, İ.Ü.Edebiyat Fakültesi Personel Dairesi Başkanlığı, see appendix 25. 
187 Sándor Papp, “Tayyib Gökbilgin’in İlmi Faaliyetleri ve Macar Tarihçiliği, Hususen Erdel Prensi Gábor Bethlen 
Üzerine Araştırmaları” in Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin ve Edirne Sempozyumu, 15 Nisan 2015, Bildiriler, eds. İbrahim 
Sezgin and Veysi Akın (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2016), 52-54. 
188 Géza Dávid, “Fekete, Lajos” TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 12, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi, 1995), 
299-300, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/fekete-lajos (accessed June 8, 2020); idem “Lajos Fekete 
Commemorated,” Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarium Hungaricae, (2001): 309-401. 
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alliance with the Turks to oppose Habsburg policies, but was forced to leave Hungary and seek 

refuge in the Ottoman Empire after his rebellion was crushed. However, Fekete stated in his 

letter that he did not find this topic appropriate for Gökbilgin to study.  

“The study of this topic, the role of Thököly in history can be a very productive subject 

from the Hungarian perspective. However, if I give you my consent, I have to encourage you to 

write it according to the historiography of Hungarians. I believe that Thököly was not as 

remarkable a person in Turkish history, and that is why it is not an extraordinary task to 

examine his fate.” 189 

According to Sándor Papp, the rationale for this view of Fekete was that the sources 

related to Thököly were to be found in different places and therefore a successful research 

process could not be carried out under the circumstances. In order to write and work on the 

dissertation, the most essential principle was to be able to obtain a wide range of resources. 

Fekete mentions in the same letter that the registers (defter) in the Ottoman State Archives were 

more than enough to fulfill those criteria. Moreover, the period when Fekete stated these 

convictions corresponded to the years of World War II, and the matter of registers had begun to 

be evaluated as a part of the understanding of social history and possible sources of social history 

in Turkey as well as throughout the world during these years.190 After the Second World War, 

the opening of the Archives of the Prime Minister to researchers increased the popularity of 

 
189 Papp, “Tayyib Gökbilgin’in İlmi Faaliyetleri ve Macar Tarihçiliği”, 52; From Fekete Lajos to Gökbilgin, 
19.10.1940, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U6NdX5OU506CfqWRCkAywFB9ieW9PUNn/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 26a. 
190 Papp, “Tayyib Gökbilgin’in İlmi Faaliyetleri ve Macar Tarihçiliği”, 52. 
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quantitative studies in social historiography conscious of local sources. In particular, a huge 

amount of archival-based work was carried out on the sixteenth century. 191 

Registers have been found in the Ottoman Archives dating as far back as the beginning of 

the fourteenth century. For example, the oldest cadastral registers that can be found today date 

back to 835 (1432), and researchers can find thousands of sources for the sixteenth century. 

Although they are designed as documents showing the forms of fiscal, military and diplomatic 

administration of the empire, they also provide detailed profiles revealing how and why people 

act in certain circumstances.192 

Most likely Gökbilgin wrote his doctoral dissertation in accordance with the 

recommendations given by Fekete, which I will discuss in detail in the third chapter. The use of 

registers for historical research corresponds to this period. Although I will discuss this topic in 

more detail again in chapter three, I would like to note here that Ömer Lütfi Barkan also began 

his extensive defter studies during this period.193 It is also possible to see the traces of this 

initiative from a letter written by Halil İnacık to Gökbilgin in 1949:  

“My Respected Brother; Thank you for your kindness. I received the first four folios of 

your work. I came across very important and interesting records at first glance. I don't need to 

tell you how you made the right decision by choosing this subject. I can tell you in advance that 

it will be among the most important published works on Ottoman History. (…) The publication of 

our registers is progressing. If you need them, it is possible to send for the page proofs. 

 
191 Leslie Peirce, “Changing Perceptions of the Ottoman Empire: The Early Centuries.” Mediterranean Historical 
Review 19.1 (2004): 10. 
192 Nejat Göyünç, “Defter”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 9, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi, 1994), 88-90, 
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/defter (accessed June 8, 2020). 
193 Ömer Lütfi Barkan, “Türkiye’de İmparatorluk devirlerinin büyük nüfus ve arazi tahrirleri ve hakana mahsus 
istatistik defterleri, I-II”, İktisat Fakültesi Mecmuası II/I, (1940): 20-59, and II/II (1941): 214-247. 
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However, I hope that it will be completely done in a month or a month and a half. I kept the 

foreword a little bit long…”194 

Tayyib Gökbilgin started to work as an associate professor on March 1, 1943 in the New 

and Modern History Department after he returned from his military service. Within in the same 

year he was among the participants in the third Turkish Historical Congress195 with a paper 

entitled: “Rumeli'nin İskanında ve Türkleşmesinde Yürükler/The Yürüks in the Settlement and 

Turkification of Rumelia.” Also in 1943, he was elected as a member of the Turkish Historical 

Association.196 During this period, the importance given to Ottoman history as an independent 

field of study increased. As Zafer Toprak reports, Ömer Lütfi Barkan's work on creating a new 

historical field beyond politics and linking the fields of economics and history, İsmail Hakkı 

Uzunçarşılı's studies on institutions and studies on economic and social history, including 

Gökbilgin's works, determined the trends of the period.197 Tayyib Gökbilgin consolidated his 

place in the field Ottoman history studies with his work “XV-XVI. Asırlarda Edirne ve Paşa 

Livası, Vakıflar-Mülkler-Mukataalar” published in 1952. When the department was divided in 

two in 1953, he continued to teach at the Modern History department. During these years, he 

 
194 “Muhterem Kardeşim; Lütuflarına teşekkür ederim. Eserinizin ilk dört formasını aldım. Daha ilk karıştırmada 
cidden çok mühim ve enteresan kayıtlara rastladım. Bu mevzuyu seçmekte ne kadar isabet ettiğinizi benim 
söylememe hacet yoktur. Osmanlı Tarihine dair çıkmış eserlerden en mühimi olacağını şimdiden söyleyebilirim.   
(...) Bizim defterin baskısı da ilerliyor. Size lazım olursa provalardan fazla bastırtarak göndermek kâbildir.  Fakat bir 
veya bir buçuk aya kadar tamamen bitmiş olacağını da ümit ediyorum. Mukaddimeyi biraz geniş tuttum.” From 
Halil İnalcık to Gökbilgin, 21.04.1949, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Kp2lXRzeIhpfK5iI7PUZ2oyfjYRXXDXp/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 27. 
195 Tea invitation from Hasan Ali Yücel for the participants of the third Turkish Historical Congress, 15.11.1943 
,https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qzlyeWf_wTjsf54X83D8HfrnLy8heusY/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 28. 
196 Official letter signed by Şemsettin Günaltay (the head of the THA) showing that Gökbilgin had been selected as 
the principal member of the THA, 
13.10.1943,  https://drive.google.com/file/d/19TR6_DKCKxDc9Ln6cuVFAm6cDA6nPcVL/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 29. 
197 Toprak, “Erken Cumhuriyet Döneminde Türkiye’de Tarihçilik”, 180-181. 
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actively participated in numerous congresses in Turkey as well as abroad such as International 

Congress of Orientalists.  

In 1955, Tayyib Gökbilgin was appointed as a Professor in the Medieval History 

Department. Among those who congratulated him was his professor Afet İnan, who initiated the 

decision of accepting teachers to the Faculty of Language, History, and Geography.198 He gave 

lectures on the foundation period of the Ottoman State for six years in the Medieval History 

Department. He also gave lectures on the history of the Turkish Revolution at the Maritime 

College and the Faculty of Fine Arts. As a result of the lectures and studies of this period, the 

book “Milli Mücadele Başlarken/The War of Independence Begins”, was published in 1959. In 

the meantime, he conducted research in Italy in 1958, as a result of which he published his work 

entitled “Venedik Devlet Arşivindeki Türkçe Belgeler Koleksiyonu ve Bizimle İlgili Diğer 

Belgeler/Turkish Document Collection in the Venice State Archives and Other Documents About 

Us” in 1971, which can be defined a reference book. However, Gökbilgin’s research work 

focused mainly on the Ottoman institutions of the sixteenth century, their sources, and the 

civilization of the Empire. His major aim was to establish a separate department/chair (kürsü) 

dealing with Ottoman Institutions and Civilization at his own university. Therefore, Gökbilgin 

made significant efforts to realize this goal.199  

“In our time, in the research of world history, it is easily understood by looking at 

extensive publications, how issues related to the organizations and structures, institutions, and 

 
198 “Sayın Prof. Tayyib Gökbilgin, Profesörlüğe terfi edilişinizi Dünya gazetesinde okuyalı bir ay oluyor. 
Üniversiteye uğrar tebrik ederim demiştim. Fakat ne zaman orada buluna bileceğenizi bilemedeğim için daha fazla 
gecikmeden yazı ile yeni rütbenizi tebrik etmek istedim.” From Afet İnan to Gökbilgin, 30.08.1955, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eaypg1LlOo9mNp8Jk2b2PlFU3ZZj1SO1/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 30a. 
199 Kütükoğlu, “Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin’in Ardından”, 3; Arıkan,“Cumhuriyet Dönemi Tarihçileri ve Prof. Dr. 
M. Tayyib Gökbilgin.”, 45-47. 
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social and economic conditions of states and societies gain great importance. After the 

establishment of the OHA, and the leadership of our well-known historians, such as 

Abdurrahman Şeref and Ahmet Refik, studies and research in this direction have emerged and 

found an expression in a synthesis where Professor Fuad Köprülü has put forward an insightful 

comparison between the Ottoman and the Byzantine institutions, and particularly Professor 

İsmail Hakkı Uzunçarşılı has produced valuable works related to these subjects. Following these 

developments, a lot of important work and research has been observed in this area. Today, 

modern historical research has turned its focus, specifically in this direction. To provide a 

simple example of this trend, it is possible to mention the fact that many on the commission of the 

Historical Sciences Congress held in Stockholm last August are concerned with issues such as 

the history of European Universities in the Medieval and Renaissance, the history of prices the 

prices of goods before 1750, the history of parliaments and diet councils, the history of 

comparative religious institutions, the history of social movements and developments, 

comparative military history, and so on. 

Likewise, the research and activity of the “Société Jean Bodin”, which is a notable 

association within the international scientific community based entirely on the field of the 

comparative history of institutions, and the congresses of this scientific community provide great 

services to the science of history with their efforts and work. For many years, it has been a fact 

that many of the questions and information requested by various countries and authorities from 

our University and therefore our Faculty are related to the organization, institutions, and 

civilization of the Ottoman state. 
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Given this and other remarks that would take a long time to discuss here, it is self-evident 

that the time has come for the establishment of a department that will carry out independent 

research and education in this direction within the history department of our faculty. 

In this respect, the establishment of the Department/Chair of the History of Ottoman 

Civilization and Institutions in the relevant faculty of the University of İstanbul, in a city that was 

the center of the Ottoman state and empire for centuries and that still has a wide range of 

materials and facilities in its archives and libraries, will be very convenient. In the major 

universities of the world, it is possible to observe that national history, and specifically the 

history of the civilization and institutions of that nation, are independently researched and made 

the subject of a separate branch of education. It is our particular duty to understand thoroughly 

and work towards an appreciation of the importance of Ottoman history and civilization in world 

history, which is still a relatively untouched subject.  

Prominent research is being conducted and publications are being produced in the 

universities and academies of Balkan and Eastern European countries that are closely linked to 

Ottoman history and the history of its institutions and civilization. One of us had the personal 

opportunity to observe these circumstances at the universities and academies of Budapest, 

Warsaw, Moscow, and Kraków. These subjects are receiving even more attention in the 

universities of Sofia, Athens, Belgrade, Bucharest, and Sarajevo. 

For the purpose of serving Turkish history and the future generations of historians, those 

who have presented the proposal for establishing a separate department of the history of 
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"Ottoman Civilization and Institutions" to the Dean's Office and the Board of Professors are 

confident that the necessity and the requirements for it will be understood and appreciated.” 200 

As is shown in this document dated 18 March 1960, Professor Tayyib Gökbilgin and the 

distinguished Professor Mükrimin Halil Yinanç highlighted the trends towards the study of 

Ottoman history and institutions in European universities and emphasized the importance of a 

separate department for Turkish history in the field of historiography in general. I personally 

believe that this text above was prepared and presented by Gökbilgin himself. In the end, he 

achieved his aims in 1961 and became the head of the department/chair of the history of Ottoman 

Institutions and Civilization. Courses in paleography and Ottoman diplomacy were first taught in 

this chair and it was the place where many valuable historians of the next generation such as 

Nejat Göyünç, Mübahat Kütükoğlu, Mehmet İpşirli, Salih Özbaran and Abdulkadir Özcan had 

been studied and graduated. Mustafa İpşirli, one of Gökbilgin's students, explains that the 

Ottoman Institutions and Civilization was a department/chair that was not favored due to some 

negative comments about the difficulty of the classes among the students, the number of students 

was also not very high and İpşirli explains that he was a bit intimidated to study there. However, 

when Fahri Çetin Derin, who gave the Ottoman reading classes at that time, said that this was his 

place to be, İpşirli has been “under the patronage of two virtuous teachers, each more valuable 

than the other.”  

“Our professor [hocamız] Tayyib was the founder and the elder of the chair, and our 

professor Nejat Göyünç, who came back to the platform from Germany, was one of the two 

teachers who made great efforts to develop the chair (...) Hocamız Tayyib mainly taught 

 
200 From Gökbilgin to the Dean of the Faculty of 
Literature,  https://drive.google.com/file/d/1FD0WtLRsJUEGkWa8WNI6OInmQayh515Z/view?usp=sharing , 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1CNGCHPxRG1bAt4sw3sr0ZI_jvilQPSVg/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 31a-b. 
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organizational history. Central, provincial, and scientific organizations were the lessons he gave 

separately. There were lecture notes the size of half an A4 paper. He narrated by looking at 

them. Paleography and diplomacy were his favorite lectures. He had a habit of constantly 

writing the terms of the organization and the titles of the books on the blackboard. We would 

have noticed that he especially liked to write them in Ottoman Turkish.” 201 

 In the same period, he was appointed the director of the Institute for Islamic Studies at 

the Faculty of Literature, succeeding the Turkologist, historian Zeki Velidi Togan. He continued 

his duties at İstanbul University until his retirement on 13 July 1971.202 He handed over the 

chairmanship to his student Mübahat Kütükoğlu, but continued to teach and research even in 

retirement. After the retirement Gökbilgin, utilized his experience and lecture notes in his books 

“Osmanlı Müesseseleri Teşkilatı ve Medeniyeti Tarihine Genel Bir Bakış /An Overview of the 

History of Ottoman Organization of Institutions and Civilization”, published in 1977, and 

“Osmanlı Paleografya ve Diplomatik İlmi /Ottoman Paleography and Diplomacy”, published in 

1979. As I will discuss in detail in the last chapter, he was committed to the continuity of cultural 

and scientific relations with Hungary until the last moment. He hosted a symposium on II. 

Ferenc Rákóczi at İstanbul University in 1975 and initiated the foundation of the Joint 

Committee of Turkish-Hungarian Historians in the same years. Until his illness in 1981, he took 

 
201 Mehmet İpşirli, “Prof. Dr. Nejat Göyünç”, Osmanlı Araştırmaları XXII, (2003): 35; idem. “Hocam Prof. M. 
Tayyib Gökbilgin’in Osmanlı Teşkilat Tarihi Çalışmalarına Katkıları”, in Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin ve Edirne 
Sempozyumu, 15 Nisan 2015, Bildiriler, eds. İbrahim Sezgin and Veysi Akın (Edirne: Trakya Üniversitesi, 2016), 
22. 
202 Mücteba İlgürel, “Prof. M. Tayyib Gökbilgin’den Bazı Hatıralar ve Onun Bilimsel Hizmetleri” in Prof. M. 
Tayyib Gökbilgin ve Edirne Sempozyumu, 15 Nisan 2015, Bildiriler, eds. İbrahim Sezgin and Veysi Akın (Edirne: 
Trakya Üniversitesi, 2016), 10. 
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full responsibility for the proper and timely execution of the official proceedings and activities 

related to the Committee. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

The Discourse, Legacy and Methodological Approach of the Historian 

 

Following the evaluations that have been made in the first two chapters, it can be seen 

that starting from the Tanzimat period and until the death of Atatürk, rapid and continuous 

movement and highly accelerated transformations were experienced. The process that I have 

tried to emphasize up to now was notably formative for the historians of the era and determined 

to a great extent the subjects they chose to engage, their methods of handling the issues and their 

mechanisms for writing about and teaching history. All of these changes and transitions led to a 

reshaping of the whole society as one can clearly see. On the one hand, Tayyib Gökbilgin and his 

generation were first-hand witnesses of the entire transition process, and on the other hand, they 

tried to provide insights into past experiences as a result of their profession and ideals, and 

worked to redefine this process using the experiences of the past. Moreover, the generation of 

Tayyib Gökbilgin was consciously engaged in scholarly historiography at an academic level 

when they were constructing, researching, and transmitting the history of an era. 

Tayyib Gökbilgin, as one of the first products of the new regime, one of the first teachers, 

and as an active member of the first generation of the Republic, rebuilt himself as a historian in 

accordance with the ideals of the new regimen in one of the republic's first ideologically based 

formal educational institutions, the Faculty of Language, History, and Geography. At the same 

time as he was building himself as a new citizen and scholar with new methods and trends he 

was reestablishing a new interpretation of Ottoman History. Tayyib Gökbilgin's historical 
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writing contains analytical thinking, the ability to connect ideas and thoughts by understanding 

the link between them. He differentiated sources by evaluating them meticulously and followed 

international developments closely. He utilized these developments in his own works and paid 

attention to long-term changes, internal dynamics, and transformations. I have addressed these 

internal dynamics and transformations in the first two chapters. The matter I am going to discuss 

here in this chapter is to trace the intellectual movements of the period and methodological 

approaches that possibly had an effect upon the research and style of Tayyib Gökbilgin’s 

historical narration. 

I have already emphasized that modern Turkish historiography started with the Second 

Constitutional period. Positivism was unequivocally the most influential theory upon which 

Turkish historiography was based on from the beginning of the Second Constitution up to the 

time when Tayyib Gökbilgin started his university education. Yet at the same time, as some 

scholars pointed out, the intellectuals of the Second Constitution, who provided the first 

references to positivism and were the pioneers of introducing the theory to the Turkish public, 

did not have a keen interest in the scientific understanding or philosophy of the theory and only 

utilized its concept of social engineering.203 Hence, the first question here would be what did 

positivism offer to the intellectuals of the Second Constitution? 

Positivism provided fundamental ideals for the intellectuals of the era. The most 

prominent element of the theory for them was the statement that science and facts are more 

important than metaphysical beliefs. It was now out of the question to evaluate dogmatic 

 
203 Doğan Özlem,“Türkiye’de Pozitivizm ve Siyaset” in Modern Türkiye’de Siyasi Düşünce Modernleşme ve 
Batıcılık Cilt 3, eds. Tanıl Bora and Murat Gültekingil, (İstanbul: İletişim Yayınları, 2007),458-459; Şükrü 
Nişancı,“İttihat ve Terakki Politikalarında Pozitivizmin Etkisi ve Eleştirel Bir Yaklaşım”, Bilgi Sosyal Bilimler 
Dergisi 2, (2009): 44; Kenan Özkan, “Türk Modernleşmesinde Pozitivizmin Bilim Algısı”, Belgi Dergisi 7 (2014): 
944. 
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principles or divine inspiration as a source of knowledge. As Zafer Toprak stated, the most 

significant feature of the conception of historical studies that manifested itself with the Second 

Constitution and continued to preserve its impact until the early years of the Turkish Republic 

was the separation of the ethereal (uḫrevî) and physical (dunyevî) through the influence of a 

positivist perspective.204   

Positivism in its broadest sense carries the notion of being non-speculative, observable, 

and explainable by experiment. In the nineteenth century, Auguste Comte was attributed as 

providing the meaning that is referred to today. While positivism introduces a methodology to 

empirical sciences, it sets certain boundaries between metaphysics and science, since the former 

has a very abstract nature and cannot be proven by experiment. Therefore, dogmatic, and 

intuitive knowledge should be excluded from the field of scientific activity. The main goal of 

science is to link events to facts. Single events cannot be evaluated as scientific because the 

event needs to lose its uniqueness by being linked to another event and by reoccurring.205 

Therefore, positivism suggests that science should only deal with observable quantities that can 

be known through direct experimentation.206 

Comte suggests that, right alongside the epistemological suggestions, one aspect of 

positivist theory in particular is more remarkable than the others, and this feature is also 

important in practical terms. Positivism was the only single and solid foundation for social 

organization that might bring to an end to the crisis from which civilized societies had been 
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suffering for many years. 207 In the social organization of positivism, social integration is the 

main goal and the only device for the progress of humanity. Positivists interconnect the concepts 

of order and progress. Order must first be maintained for society to advance, and the first step for 

achieving order is to create solidarity.208 So in other words, society needed to go through a 

reconstruction process to maintain order and progress, thus positivism at this point takes on the 

responsibility for social engineering. As Sönmez states, the most important thing to note here is 

that the intellectuals of the Second Constitution were not interested in the epistemological 

aspects of positivism, but rather in this feature of social engineering.209 Mehmet Sait Özervarlı 

provides an explanation about the reasons for this lack of interest:  

 “They yearned for a society governed by scientific principles, where human beings 

would be regarded as equal and independent, and proper and reliable science would lead to 

individual liberty and independence through education and a sound legal system, enabling every 

nation to reach its patriotic goals without discrimination. Moreover, positivism appeared to 

Ottoman modernizers as straightforward and practical in its program and goals, making it all 

the more appealing. Therefore, instead of delving into its philosophical aspects and laying down 

a theoretical base for their thought, they effortlessly adopted it as a tool for solving the political 

issues at hand.” 210  
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As Özkan pointed out the discourse of Comte, which emphasizes order and progress 

achievable only by prioritizing intellect and science, and the motivation of the Second 

Constitution to improve a society that failed on industrial, cultural, and educational reforms 

corresponded to one another.211 According to the practice of positivism, “History must use the 

same methods as the natural sciences, beginning with empirical evidence and proceeding 

through analysis of this evidence to the formulation of general laws.”212 Therefore, historical 

knowledge was credible and valid only to the extent that it could be verified using scientific 

methods. The first task of the historian is to gather genuine information about past facts that can 

be verified through a critical study of primary sources. These facts will determine how the past 

should be explained or interpreted. In this critical process, the individual beliefs and ethereal 

values of historians have no place. Their only concern is the facts and generalizations they elicit 

by following the path of logic.213 That is to say, historians have to make choices that do not 

contain eccentric narratives, but instead explain what actually happened. The necessity to 

provide the empirical evidence-based facts of positivism corresponded to the essential nature of 

historians conducting research based on primary sources in the archives. By these means, history 

could redefine itself as a scientific discipline, remove the speculative element from its structure, 

and propose a sharp distinction between academic and amateur historians. This transformation 

and the methods of using source criticism were seen as a revolution in the field of history 

associated with Leopold von Ranke.214 Ranke introduced pioneering approaches on how 

historians should work, and how archives should be evaluated as the most important area in the 

 
211 Özkan, “Türk Modernleşmesinde Pozitivizmin Bilim Algısı”, 932. 
212 Iggers, Wang, and Mukherjee, A Global History of Modern Historiography, 120. 
213 Tosh, The Pursuit of History, 166. 
214 Georg G. Iggers, and James M. Powell, Leopold von Ranke and the Shaping of the Historical Discipline., 
(Syracuse University Press, 1990); Richard Evans, In Defence of History (London: Granta Books, 2000), 17. 



95 

production of historical knowledge. Ranke claimed that historians could write an objective 

history through archival studies, leaving behind their personal beliefs and judgments as well as 

moral and political tendencies.215 History could only emerge from the meticulous investigation 

of archival documents.216 Ranke stated that historians should produce and demonstrate “wie es 

eigentlich gewesen – what actually happened”.217 However, some studies suggest that the 

English translation of “eigentlich” diminishes the complexity of this thought and the associated 

research methods. They suggest that this phrase should be translated as what “essentially” 

happened.218 Because of this nuance of translation, this motto was understood as meaning that no 

evaluations should be made that go beyond the facts. However, “essentially” also offers a 

motivation to the reader and/or researcher to develop “a kind of intuitive understanding of the 

inner existence of the past.”219 

The intellectuals of the Second Constitutional period followed the debates about the study 

of history through the concepts and discussions that were being formulated in France. This was 

due to the fact that the ideas of the French Revolution were in the background of the Young Turk 

Revolution and the foundation of the Republic.220 The prominent intellectuals of the period who 

began to run conversations and discussions about positivism through translations and 
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publications, cited Comte's ideas in newly established journals and incorporated positivism into 

their curriculum at the university. 221  

Undoubtedly, Ahmed Rıza was one of the most significant figures in this matter, one of 

the first intellectuals of the era who perceived that the liberation and development of the 

Ottomans would only be possible through a change in social structure instead of changes in 

individuals or political regimes. In 1889, a group of students at the Imperial Medical Academy in 

İstanbul, established a secret organization called the Ottoman Unity Society (İttihad-i Osmani 

Cemiyeti) to bring back the temporarily suspended parliament by Abdülhamid II.222 The 

opposition movement that started here turned into a network of groups and individuals who had 

animosity towards the Abdülhamid regime and tried to overthrow it. When the plan came out, 

many of its leaders fled abroad, especially to Paris, where they laid the groundwork for a future 

revolution against the Sultan. One of the most notable of these emigres was Ahmed Rıza, a 

principal ideologist figure of the influential Young Turk organization known as the Committee 

of Union and Progress (İttihat ve Terakki). Ahmed Rıza published a newspaper in French and 

Ottoman Turkish. The title of this newspaper, called Meşveret (consultancy), was a headline 

highlighting the constitutional matters demanded by the opposition movement. “Order and 

Progress” (intizam ve terakki), the slogan of the positivists of that period, was frequently 

mentioned in this newspaper.223 The publication of the program of the Committee of Union and 

Progress for the first time in this newspaper made Ahmed Rıza one of the first leaders of this 

opposition group. In this period, Ahmed Rıza, who later became the President of the Chamber of 
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Deputies and the Senate (Meclis-i Mebusan ve Ayan Reisi), built close contacts with the French 

positivists, adopted their ideas, and made a considerable impact during the Second Constitutional 

era. He was also a member of the Société positiviste where he represented Muslim societies in 

the Comité positif occidentale. 224 

According to Barış Alp Özden, the reason positivism influenced Ahmed Rıza to such an 

extent was that he considered Comte's analysis of French society after the 1789 revolution 

appropriate for the analysis of late Ottoman society as well. Since Ottoman society was already 

going through tumultuous times, it would not be possible to survive another traumatic event, and 

that is the reason Ahmed Rıza believed, as Comte suggested, society could only challenge itself 

through order and progress, and progress could only be sustained after order was achieved in the 

light of positivism. 225 

As for Zafer Toprak, Ali Reşad, who taught history at various educational institutions and 

was the principal of the upper-level teacher training school, was another significant writer who 

left his marks onto the Second Constitutional period.226 Ali Reşad, “dominated the history course 

books and emerged as one of the most prolific and influential ‘course book historians’”227. He 

translated the works of Charles Seignobos, Edouard Engelhardt, Gustave Le Bon, Ernest Lavisse, 

and Alfred Rambaud. In fact, many of his works were inspired by Charles Seignobos. Zafer 

Toprak stated the level of this inspiration reached plagiarism from time to time. However, 
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Toprak also emphasized that thanks to his translations and attempts to conceptualize 

historiography, the Turkish study of history was able to follow and join the discussions of global 

historiography. 228 

Ahmed Refik Altınay was another important historian of the era who was influenced by 

positivist historical writing, yet preferred to combine the principles of positivism and the 

traditions of narration. This tendency and methodology gave him the title of “the pioneer of 

popular history in Turkey.” 229 Ahmed Refik was a member of the Ottoman Historical 

Association and he met Ernest Lavisse while he was visiting France to make observations and 

perform research to increase the effectiveness of the Turkish Historical Association and to 

determine its course of action. At this visit, Ernest Lavisse introduced him to Charles Seignobos 

who, in Ahmed Refik’s own words, “is the man who sharpened my mind”.230 He later translated 

Seignobos’s work called Histoire de la Civilization. He also wrote an article that dealt with the 

life and works of Leopold von Ranke, Jules Michelet, and Heinrich von Treitschke, who through 

their scientific works promoted “the unity of the German nation”.231 

As noted above, the importance of archival materials and the discussions that suggested 

the only scientific process for studying history was to make objective evaluations of these 

materials emerged during this period. Charles Seignobos was the apparent inspiration for this 

trend. I can briefly summarize this effect as follows: history is made through documents, and 

there is no history without archival material. Seeking out and collecting the documents is one of 

the main parts of historiography. The first thing to do in order to achieve this primary goal is to 
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have a proper catalogue of historical sources such as archives, libraries, and museums, since the 

basic necessity for accessing available resources is to arrange and catalogue them properly. 

Moreover, bibliographical studies and information on historical books is also an essential part of 

the process. Besides this, historians should be able to master philosophy, ethnography, 

geography, law, etc. to be able to evaluate the documents that they work on. They should learn 

the characteristics and paleography of the period they choose to examine. Even though it is based 

on the archival documents, historical knowledge is characterized by indirect knowledge. 

Historians gather historical knowledge through the interpretation of evidence that they have 

found in the documents. Documents are considered a starting point, and facts are the final goal. 

However, the comparative critique and the interpretation phase between these two points is the 

most crucial phase in the methodology of historical studies.232 

The Second Constitutional period, as Yusuf Akçura critically described it at the First 

Turkish History Congress was “the reign of Seignobos.” He stated that until the First Congress, 

many of these translations and method books on history and the study of history that were used 

for educational purposes were works written in this manner.233 Indeed, Akçura started his 
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criticism of the study of history of the era right after the developments that took place during the 

Second Constitutional period. He criticized the Ottoman Historical Association for only paying 

attention to the great men such as sultans, pashas, and gentlemen, without creating any analytical 

framework. He argued that it would not be possible to develop the logic of history researching in 

such way, and it was useless to try to create an understanding of history without paying any 

interest to the social and economic aspects of the societies.234 Doğan Gürpınar considered these 

criticisms as the first seeds of social history, “an Annales paradigm embedded within Turkish 

nationalism.”235 In a similar manner, Sönmez has also stated that the implications of social 

history/historiography in Turkey had emerged at a rather early period, and Yusuf Akçura voiced 

the first serious criticism in this regard. 236  

These critiques of positivism generally focused on the position of a historian who only 

concentrated on singular, unique and individual events instead of social formation. The subject 

of the historical research was mainly aimed at military and political events and/or individuals. 

However, with the progress of the Annales School in France and new social history trends that 

emerged in Germany, this ‘narrow’ comprehension changed drastically, and diverse perceptions 

of history emerged. Moreover, this diversity influenced the study of history in Turkey starting 

from the early stages yet as we can see later, it was after 1940s these trends came into 

prominence. The central principle of the social history schools is to advocate a holistic vision of 

history instead of taking references only from the concepts that focus on the great figures who 
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made decisions and decided the fates of millions. Instead, the Annales School defends the idea 

that “social history sought to uncover the traces, experiences, and impact of ordinary people.”237   

With this change, the real subject of history had shifted from political events to society, 

and therefore to the individuals who make up the society. The new understanding suggested that 

to comprehend these two elements, history needed to make use of other disciplines. Therefore, 

historians should make use not only of written documents, but of all the elements that formed the 

society. The Annales School defended the inseparability of history from other social sciences, 

“the borderline between them was to be erased.”238 Historians should not be content with merely 

describing the events and the periods in which the events occurred, but should formulate the 

proper questions and search for meaning. Their task essentially was to understand the meaning of 

history without turning the past into a narrative or premeditating the future. Historians should not 

simply focus on a selected individual and should acknowledge that the historical process is not 

monopolized by people of privilege. Therefore, they should be able to arrange their work within 

a total history and not elaborate on a single, unique event. The concept of time should be 

considered using a holistic approach without being divided according to states or political 

systems. Another critique of the Annales School was on the event-centered understanding of 

traditional historiography that overlooked the diverse and multilayered realities and practices of 

the past.  

Although it is a theory that emerged between the two world wars, its dissemination and 

practice gained momentum after the Second World War. Many studies suggest that the impact of 

the Annales School in Turkey originated through interactions between Fernand Braudel and 
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Ömer Lütfi Barkan, yet as I mentioned before, it is also possible to state that the discussions and 

objections regarding positivism and the traditional narrative of history started quite early among 

Turkish intellectuals.239  

As I noted above, Yusuf Akçura expressed his criticism during the First Congress. And 

Fuad Köprülü, who was one of Tayyib Gökbilgin’s professors, laid the foundations for the first 

theoretical critique in the article entitled Türk Edebiyatı Tarihinde Usül / Methodology in the 

History of Turkish Literature that was published in Bilgi Mecmuası in 1913. Bilgi Mecmuası 

(Journal of Knowledge) was the scholarly publication of the Türk Bilgi Derneği (Association for 

Turkish Knowledge), which was founded with the aim of creating an academy of arts and 

sciences using the French Academy (Académie Française) as an model and under the semi-

official patronage of the CUP.240 The main goal of Bilgi Mecmuası was to create a hub for 

scientific methods and expertise, and in accordance with this aim, they published highly 

advanced scholarly articles on subjects including history, language, literature, philosophy, 

sociology, art history, architecture, politics and Islam. The authors of the journal such as Fuad 

Köprülü, Ziya Gökalp, Ahmed Refik, Yusuf Akçura, Mimar Kemaleddin, Ahmet Ağaoğlu and 

Ömer Seyfeddin were among the intellectuals who were shaping the new culture and social 

structure of the new nation. Furthermore, they were the first to lay the foundations of the 
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Republic after the struggles experienced in the War of Independence, as I mentioned in the 

previous chapters.241  

Although Fuad Köprülü started to deal with historiography at a time when positivist 

arguments were widely praised and greatly employed, in on the first academic studies of his 

career, Türk Edebiyatı Tarihinde Usül, he suggested a methodology that had strong similarities 

with the social history trends of the period and the early years of the Annales School.242 In this 

article, he argued that since neither history nor other social sciences can ever be constituted in 

the form of mathematics or the natural sciences, there is no point in imposing the rules or 

straightforward methods of positive sciences into the research of history. Each and every branch 

of science should be able to provide its own methodology in accordance with its own nature, so 

that each branch can reflect its individual nature and should not surrender to incoherent, false 

analogies that oversimplify the differences in the essence of social sciences.243 The meaning of 

history according to him was the “manifestation of the ideas and actions of humanity”. 

Therefore, he objected to those who wanted to constrain history merely to mutual relations and 

the organization of states.244 That is because,  

“the history of the progress of society should not be seen as pertaining to a small elite 

class, but put the great individuals within their social circle, namely the public, side by side with 

the examples of the intellectual class in the stage of events. For this reason, the historian is 
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obliged to examine not only the common and official documents but also all kinds of private 

documents and letters and anything written, registers, defter-i hakâni and works of art.”245 

Köprülü continued his argument by saying that history is still considered “the stories of 

wars and victories, the sagas of rulers and viziers”, but these themes consist of singular events 

and lack genuine value. According to him, the historians must first explicitly show the origins of 

the race and the elements in the physical and geographical environment of the society (cemiyet) 

whose past they want to narrate and keep alive. Furthermore, they should be deeply interested in 

the economy of the family, the organization of public life, the connections between public life 

and official organizations, the development of language, literature, religion, and science and also 

the scale of material and moral relations with neighboring countries.246 

Tayyib Gökbilgin's historiography, like other historians of the period, was influenced by 

these approaches. However apart from these concepts, there were other debates that Gökbilgin 

followed closely. As I have already mentioned and will explain in more detail in chapter four, he 

was also involved in discussions about new schools or perspectives in the field of social history 

thanks to his research in Hungary and the networks he had established with Hungarian historians. 

Gyula Szekfű, of whom we know that Gökbilgin was familiar with his works, was a prominent 

scholar in Hungary in the period between the two world wars. During this period, Hungarian 

historiography was strongly influenced by the German Geistesgeschichte movement. The 

Hungarian adaptation of this approach was called szellemtörténet was a synthesis of intellectual 

history and history of ideas, in which historians should focus on the intellectual/spiritual 

 
245 Ibid., 30. 
246 Ibid., 31. 



105 

background behind the facts.247 Szekfű, one of the pioneers of this movement, claimed, 

following the school of Geistesgeschichte that every period of history has a certain spirit that 

dominates it. And his works aimed to uncover the spirit of Hungarians by examining the ideas 

and attitudes of prominent statesmen and politicians.248 Erős Vilmos states that he divided 

Hungary's leading politicians and intellectuals into two groups at every stage of Hungary's 

history: Szekfű first called attention to the intellectual/spiritual contrast between dunántúli 

(Transdanubia) - great Hungarians and tiszántúli (Transtisza) - small Hungarians in his work A 

száműzött Rákóczi / Rákóczi in exile. 249 The great Hungarians knew that recognizing the power 

status of the Habsburg Empire was a historical necessity. They acknowledged that a political 

compromise was necessary to achieve greater internal independence for their nations. These 

great Hungarians, also called labanc, were part of the Catholic-Germanic cultural community 

and, with Habsburg support, they sought to promote social reforms as well as the economic 

development and intellectual progress of the nation. The small Hungarians, on the other hand, 

were kuruc such as Kossuth and Rákóczi, who fought for national independence against the 

Habsburgs. However, he argued that their striving was not due to a pure fight for freedom, but 

out of their own class interests, namely the motivation to protect the privileges of the nobility 

and Protestantism. Szekfű argued that the calamities that befell Hungary were linked to the 

Eastern contacts and that every time Hungary turned its face towards Catholic Austria, some 

 
247 Erős Vilmos, “Ethnohistory in Hungary (Elemér Mályusz and István Szabó)”, Journal of Eurasian Studies 
vol.vii., no.1 (2015): 20; idem. “Ethnohistory in Hungary between the Two World Wars: Elemér Mályusz and István 
Szabó.” Hungarian Studies Review 44, no. 1-2 (2017): 53-80.  
248 Irene Raab Epstein, Gyula Szekfü: A Study in the Political Basis of Hungarian Historiography, (New York: 
Garland, 1987), 84-85. 
249 Vilmos, “Ethnohistory in Hungary (Elemér Mályusz and István Szabó)”, 20; idem. “Szellemtörténet versus 
népiségtörténet: Szekfű Gyula és Szabó István különböző értelmezései a nemzetiségek magyarországi történetéről 
az 1940-es évek első felében”, Történelmi Szemle 03 (2019): 485.   
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developments took place. But the small Hungarians ignored the political and geographical reality 

and hindered Hungary's possible progress. 250 

Elemér Mályusz, another important historian of the interwar period, rejected the 

dominant emphasis on Szekfű's pro-Habsburg stance. Instead, he insisted on the contributions of 

a specific and distinctive Hungarian spirit to intellectual developments. In fact, the goal of these 

two historians was the same: to focus on the works that uncovered the entire cultural, spiritual 

and material heritage of the Magyars before the three and a half million ethnic Hungarians fell 

victim to the possible and expected assimilation policies.251 In doing so, however, Mályusz 

stressed the need for Hungarian historiography to emphasize Hungarian Volksgeschichte as 

opposed to a conception of history that served to legitimize Habsburg allegiance, and developed 

the notion of the ethnohistorical/népiségtörténet school.252 Erős Vilmos summarizes Mályusz's 

ethnohistorical concept as follows: 

“Mályusz honed his theory by clashing swords with proponents of the most powerful 

historical ideology of his time. Taking a direct stab at Geistesgeschichte [spiritual history], its 

preoccupation with Western cultural influences and its exclusive reliance on the evidence of the 

written word, he set ethnohistory the task of concentrating on "spontaneous" cultural elements 

such as roads, means of transportation, architecture, settlements, systems of local political and 

 
250 Ibid.,485-86; Vilmos, A szellemtörténettől a népiségtörténetig, 212-16.   
251 Steven B. Vardy, “The Impact of Trianon upon Hungary and the Hungarian Mind: The Nature of Interwar 
Hungarian Irredentism”, Hungarian Studies Review 10, no. 1 (1983): 21. 
252 Gergely Romsics, “Magyar Szemle and the conservative mobilization against Völkisch ideology and German 
Volksgeschichte in 1930s Hungary.”, Hungarian Studies 24, no. 1 (2010): 86; Vilmos, “Ethnohistory in Hungary 
(Elemér Mályusz and István Szabó)”, 36. 
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administrative organization, and "anthropological" data of every kind that might serve to give 

an accurate picture of the day-to-day life of the people.”253  

He also advocated an understanding of social history that emphasized ethnicity, in 

contrast to the schools of history that focused largely on states.254 Methodologically, he 

emphasized the systematic use of auxiliary sciences and the diversification of resources. The 

dissertations he supervised were based on these principles, and most of them concerned the 

territories lost as a result of the Treaty of Trianon.255 

The loss of land and population due to the impositions of the Treaty of Trianon was 

reflected in Hungarian historiography in such way, and social-historical research became 

increasingly important in this context. This approach influenced almost all historians of the 

period, and Fekete did not stand apart from it. His response to Trianon was his work on 

Esztergom. The situation of the city deteriorated after the Treaty of Trianon, after which it 

became a border town and lost most of its former territory to the newly formed Czechoslovakia. 

Researching the “Defter-i mufaszsal-i livá-i Esztergon der vilájet-i Budun”, which he found in 

the Oriental Department of the Prussian State Library in Berlin, would, in his opinion, “provide 

an almost complete picture of the population of the Hungarian land conquered by the Turks, and 

would even provide the ideal opportunity to make two or three intersections at some points, once 

at the beginning of the Turkish rule, once in the middle of the period and once at the end, so that 

not only the main results of the Turkish rule but also the most important moments of its 

 
253 Ibid., 23. 
254 Steven Béla Várdy, A magyar történettudomány és a szellemtörténeti iskola- The Hungarian Historiography and 
The Geistesgeschichte School, (Cleveland: Arpad Academy, 1974.), 73. 
255 Steven Béla Várdy, Modern Hungarian Historiography, (East European Monographs, number 17.), (Colorado: 
East European Quarterly,1976), 109-111. 
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development would be clearly visible.”256 Thus, by using the Ottoman defters as a social-

historical source, Fekete demonstrated the autochthonous character of the Hungarians in 

Esztergom. 

In addition to these discussions, it is possible to say that Gökbilgin was also deeply 

influenced by one of the essential qualities of positivist history writing, which emphasized 

singular events or individuals defined as great men and highlighted political history. One of the 

first examples that may suggest the undeniable traces of the influence of the positivist approach 

in his writing was in a letter that we mentioned earlier. Gökbilgin corresponded with Lajos 

Fekete right after his graduation, and as it can be clearly understood from the response that he 

wanted to study the life of Imre Thököly (later in his career he made detailed studies on this 

matter257). However, Fekete told him that it might be more valuable to conduct research into the 

defters. Therefore, it is possible to state that Fekete was among the first historians who 

appreciated the fact that the defters were a key point in the study of Ottoman social history, and 

advised his colleague, who had recently taken his first steps in his long career path, to focus on 

this issue. Therefore, in discussing the methodology of Tayyib Gökbilgin, we must emphasize 

the importance of Fekete’s guidance, which was as important as the discussions initiated by his 

professor Fuad Köprülü concerning the benefits of the defters and the evaluation of long-term 

developments in society instead of focusing on singular events or short periods of time. 

 
256 Lajos Fekete, Az esztergomi szandzsák 1570. évi adóösszeírása (1943), (Budapest: Magyar Történettudományi 
Intézet, 1943), 10. https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/EsztergomKonyvek_232/?pg=9&layout=s (accessed May 
29, 2021). 
257 M. Tayyib Gökbilgin, “Thököly Imre ve Osmanlı Avusturya İlişkilerindeki Rolü”,Türk-Macar Kültür 
Münasebetleri Işığı Altında II. Rákóczi Ferenc ve Macar Mültecileri Sempozyumu, (31 Mayıs-3 Haziran 1976), 
İstanbul Üniversitesi, Edebiyat Fakültesi, (İstanbul: Baha Matbaası, 1976). His hand written notes on Thököly: 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/17bCrUzE22qy_Vj1HIR_GywB_Uv37glkA/view?usp=sharing . 
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 Gökbilgin witnessed the methodological trends in both Turkey and Hungary at first hand 

and incorporated them into his works. Moreover, he was not limited to a particular phase of 

history, but continued his research with success and authority over a wide period, in particular 

from the foundation of the Ottoman Empire to its collapse. As has been mentioned in the second 

chapter, he attended summer schools in the early years of his studies, and he became familiar 

with the Hungarian archives during this period. He recognized the importance of Hungarian 

sources to Ottoman history and translated the works of the eminent archivist and historian Lajos 

Fekete while he was still a student. His graduation thesis, Hungarian Sources on Ottoman 

History, was a result of the research that he performed in Hungarian archives. Again, one of his 

earlier articles was entitled “II. Rákóczi Ferenc ve Tevaabine Dair Yeni Vesikalar/ New 

Documents Related to Ferenc II Rákóczi and His Entourage.” In this article, he mentions that 

even though there were several volumes of works that examined in detail “the hero of the 

Hungarian freedom and liberty movement that took place in the early 18th century'', as a result of 

the archival studies carried out around that time, there were still documents that needed to be 

studied. He added that the first researcher who worked in the Turkish archives on this matter and 

published the documents was the historian, orientalist, catholic priest Imre Karácson, and later 

the historian Ahmet Refik published other relevant documents that he found in the registers of 

the divan-ı hümayun (imperial court), nâme (registers of the documents of sultans), and 

mühimme (registers of important affairs). 
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“After the former’s (Karácson’s) long and exhausting endeavors and the latter’s (Refik’s) 

efforts that were worthy of respect, the lives of the heroes of Hungarian independence and liberty 

in Turkey became quite clear.”258 

Tayyib Gökbilgin stated that the new documents that he presented in his article would 

neither change the detailed studies that had been carried out up to that point nor add anything 

significantly new. However, he claimed that they gave notable information about the lives of 

Ferenc II Rákóczi and his entourage in Turkey, especially in respect to their funding and 

expenses. 

As can be seen, the early works of Tayyib Gökbilgin developed under the trend that 

emphasized the importance of the issues concerning archives, together with original documents. 

Indubitably, this tendency in his methodology carried the traces of the motto and understanding 

of the previous generation, which strongly stated that one cannot study history without evidence-

based facts and without making objective evaluations of the materials that show these facts, in 

other words without documents.  

Tayyib Gökbilgin wrote an entire chapter in his book “Osmanlı Paleografya ve 

Diplomatik İlmi” focusing on the changes that were experienced in the understanding of history 

and how/why the field of history should interact with the other social disciplines and 

methodologies, as the previous generation had debated. However, in his earlier articles and his 

works themselves, it is possible to trace the fact that he was following these discussions and 

considering similar issues as well. One example of this is the article he published in the Tasvir 

 
258 “Birincisinin uzun ve yorucu gayretleri ve ikincisinin şükrana değer mesaisinden sonra Macar istiklal 
kahramanlarının Türkiye'deki hayatları oldukça aydınlanmıştı.” Gökbilgin, “II. Rákóczi Ferencz ve Tevabiine Dair 
Yeni Vesikalar”, Belleten, Cilt: V, Sayı: 20, (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 2nd edition, 
1995), 578. 
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newspaper in 1946, which is a review of the new book by Zeki Velidi Togan entitled Umumi 

Türk Tarihine Giriş/Introduction to General Turkish History. Here, Gökbilgin stated that the 

significance of history, as a scientific field, had been acknowledged for one hundred years, and 

its prominence is completely legitimate and natural since the mission of history is to reconstitute 

and revive the life of humankind by examining the activities of the nation and society in a 

general flow of development. Moreover, it is the most crucial agent of national solidarity, 

patriotism, and it always provides support for the moral pride and sense of belonging to the 

nation and society.259 

“Surely, to complete a productive work on scholarly historical problems, it is a necessity 

that all the means exist and are in a condition that is easily utilizable. For nearly two centuries, 

European nations have made great progress in this field, as they have published the essential 

materials and main sources of their national histories in the form of Chronicles, Monumentae, 

Annals and so on. As in our case, where there is a lack of analytic efforts and explicatory works, 

the first thing that comes to mind and that needs to be achieved in scholarly history is to 

overcome these deficiencies, to pave the way, to create opportunities for composite works and a 

synthesis of national history.” 260   

Tayyib Gökbilgin presented the first examples of his works in the context of the social 

history in a habilitation thesis entitled The Yuruks and Tatars in Rumelia/Rumeli’de Yörükler ve 

Tatarlar that was later published in 1957. This study discusses the Yuruks who migrated from 

Anatolia to Rumelia, becoming integrated with the local inhabitants and making enormous 

 
259 “Umumi Türk Tarihi Meseleleri”, Tasvir Gazetesi, 13.12.1946, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IW_6cYACFnwsl7qkHsBJIkojo7wn3yaQ/view?usp=sharing  ,see appendix 32a. 
260 Ibid., https://drive.google.com/file/d/1IW_6cYACFnwsl7qkHsBJIkojo7wn3yaQ/view?usp=sharing ,see appendix 
32b. 
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contributions to the Turkification of the area as well as the settlement policy of the Ottoman 

Empire. In summary, this study provides an evaluation of the Yuruk organization from its 

beginnings to its dissolution. 

“It is evident that the military, political, social and economic life of the empire can all be 

explained more easily through the full characteristics and understanding of the ethnic 

composition as well as the other aspects of the empire that witnessed very rich military and 

political events throughout its lifetime. It is necessary to accept that the examination of this 

matter, which is specifically elaborated in every country, takes on more importance for a state 

such as the Ottoman Empire that expanded over a vast area and united under its administration 

many other nations in terms of race origin, language, religion and so on.”261 

After clarifying the purpose of his study, Gökbilgin explained his working methods as 

follows: 

“... on the one hand, to gather the information provided by the chronicles and the old 

reliable historical sources, even though they are scant and insufficient, and presenting this in a 

critical way, and on the other, to publish the documents that our archives contain regarding 

these issues …”262 

Gökbilgin referred to the work of other historians that he found important in this area of 

study. One of these was a Croatian historian, Ćiro Truhelka, who according to him did not give 

detailed information regarding the subject. The others who he mentioned with admiration were 

 
261 Rumeliʼde Yürükler, Tatarlar, ve Evlâd-ı Fâtihân. (İstanbul Üniversitesi, Edebiyat Fakültesi, Osman Yalçin, 
1957), ix. 
262 Ibid. 
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Ahmed Refik, one of the leaders of the positivist discussions in the Second Constitutional period, 

and Ömer Lütfi Barkan, who is considered the first representative of the Annales School.  

“... we should mention two Turkish scholars who have recently made significant 

publications in our country. One of them is Ahmed Refik, who published the registers related to 

the Yürüks, Tatars and tribes in Anatolia from the register of important decrees (mühimme) of 

the Divan-ı Hümayun and provided us with valuable and original material. The other one is 

Ömer Lütfi Barkan, who again has solved problems such as population calculation, settlement 

policy and the colonization targets of the Ottoman Empire with knowledge and authority 

specifically by relying on research into archival materials.”263 

After specifying the purpose of choosing his research topic, the method of study, and 

other historians that inspired him, Gökbilgin determined the objective of the study as follows: 

“Our aim is to illuminate the dark parts of our past that have been left untouched in many 

respects by relying on completely original documents in historical investigations, and by doing 

so, to reveal the fine and sound foundations of the true features of this great empire.” 264 

In another work that Gökbilgin published of this scope, entitled “XV.-XVI. asırlarda 

Edirne ve Paşa livâsı: Vakıflar - Mülkler - Mukataalar”, he focused on and examined the 

structure of the land system, mulk (private property) and vakf lands in the Paşa livâsı265 of the 

Eyalet of Rumeli, in other words Edirne, during the period of the foundation and the rise of the 

Ottoman Empire. This study was also one of the first examples in the field of urban 

 
263 Ibid.,x. 
264 Ibid.,xii. 
265 In the Ottoman eyalats or provinces which were the largest administrative units, paşa livâsı refers to the sanjak 
under the possession of the beylerbey, who has the highest military and administrative position. See: İbrahim 
Sezgin, “Paşa Livâsı”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 34, (İstanbul: TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi, 2007), 183-184, 
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/pasa-livasi  (accessed June 8, 2020). 
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historiography. Gökbilgin emphasized that the basic principle for conducting this study was the 

importance of Edirne as a center of the state in the first half of the sixteenth century. In addition 

to this was the attention or connection of the statesmen in the administrative or military system 

and the ulema who played important roles at Edirne, providing services for the foundation and 

the development of the city.  

In the preface of his study, Gökbilgin stated that the private properties (mulks) and land 

endowments (vakfs) that were granted in the first period of the Ottoman Empire, the 

determination of the characteristics of these grants in administrative life and their examination 

from other aspects was also an important issue in Ottoman studies.  

“In order to clarify the nature of this issue, the work will be considered first through the 

examination of vivid examples and original sources as a point of departure, and to be based on 

these as much as possible. On the other hand, the issue of the same original sources partially 

illuminates points that the state chroniclers (vakanüvis) and other historians discuss about 

historical figures in the first centuries of the Ottoman state, but left vague and unclear.” 266  

Although Tayyib Gökbilgin was very aware of the inadequacies of Ottoman studies, he 

was also stating that these deficiencies had been identified and recently very valuable studies had 

been conducted in order to eliminate these problems. He argued that one of the major 

deficiencies in the field was the analysis, study and publication of archival material that would 

illuminate the agricultural, financial, economic as well as the administrative, social aspects of 

various regions. The organization and structure of the Ottoman Empire could only be defined 

more efficiently through archival work. He suggested that it would be possible to produce 

 
266 XV.-XVI. asırlarda Edirne ve Paşa livâsı: Vakıflar - Mülkler - Mukataalar. (İstanbul: İşaret Yayınları, 2nd edition, 
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analytical works showing synthesis about the general organization and character of the Ottoman 

state and its administrative tools following an increase in studies of this kind, clearly seeing the 

changes that had occurred over the centuries, discussing the judgments made based on additional 

documents, and consequently reaching some kind of consensus.267  

Gökbilgin continued his research in line with the problems that he defined. The focal 

points of his studies were the social and economic institutions of the Ottoman Empire, as he 

himself noted:  

“The history of the organization of Ottoman institutions and civilization is a part of 

general Turkish history and the essence and source of Ottoman-Turkish history.”268 

He stated that the subjects that were at the center of attention and had been published for 

a long time mostly involved the political and military issues of Ottoman history. Topics such as 

institutions, organization, civilization, the state and administrative structure of Ottoman-Turkish 

society and its connection with the neighboring states, as well as social and economic patterns, 

science and culture and mobilization activities in the Ottoman state were not a part of the 

tradition of teaching and research and they were not given the importance they deserved.269 

The great majority of Gökbilgin's work did not follow the traditional paths that focus 

only on political or military events, and thus, if there is a clear emphasis on the ‘classical age’ in 

Ottoman historiography today, it is largely the result of the pioneering work of Tayyib Gökbilgin 

and his contemporaries. By looking at the works of these historians, one can clearly see that they 

adopted some of the approaches proposed by the social history schools, such as interdisciplinary 
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methods, problem-oriented analysis and diversification of research tools. However, Gökbilgin’s 

efforts were mainly focused on drawing attention to, rearranging and organizing the materials 

that historians would benefit from in order to write Ottoman history from a perspective of social 

history. It is true that Gökbilgin and most of his contemporaries adopted a descriptive approach 

instead of discussing or portraying the issues from a problem-oriented perspective. It is possible 

to define this method as a kind of data descriptive study, since he himself had argued on several 

occasions that analytical and synthetic studies could only be advanced following the publication 

of a large part of the available data. Notwithstanding, his utilization of the rich Ottoman archives 

and records of registers made it possible to compare, validate and criticize the events presented 

in chronicles as he himself also emphasized. In this way, Tayyib Gökbilgin drew renewed 

attention to the significance of Ottoman institutions and their influence on the social structure as 

well as on the public itself. His persistent quest to locate and present Ottoman primary sources 

made an unquestionable impact on the study of the history of the Ottoman Empire.  

However, the question remains of how Gökbilgin evaluated this impact, or more 

precisely, what was his understanding of historical knowledge and how did primary sources 

contribute to this specific knowledge?  

In his book entitled “Osmanlı Paleografya ve Diplomatik İlmi”270 that was published in 

1979, two years before he passed away, he presented his thoughts regarding the meaning and 

sources of historical studies. According to him, history in its broadest sense is the totality of the 

occurrence of human activities and contemplation.  

 
270 Osmanlı Paleografya ve Diplomatik İlmi, (İstanbul: Edebiyat Fakültesi Matbaası, 1979).  
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“These activities and contemplations can be considered as occurrences (manifestations) 

in terms of connection and development relationships (rapport de connexité) as well as in 

dependency relationships (rapport de dépendance).”271 

As he emphasized in his earlier works, here as well he stated that history cannot be 

limited only to military and political events and that concepts such as literature, law, religion, 

economics and civilization should be evaluated within the context of human activities and 

contemplation. The main aim of history is the reconstruction and revival of the life of humanity 

within a succession of periods. However, these periods have sometimes disappeared without 

leaving even a trace to follow or have left too many documents to be examined individually. The 

impossibility of examining each document one by one as well as the practical fact of not being 

fully competent about the events that these documents touched open would bring up the issue of 

absolute accuracy. He stated that every kind of historical knowledge contains a certain amount of 

uncertainty. Therefore, the main aim of the methodology of history was to teach which rules of 

research, investigation, monitoring and interpretation should be used to reduce the uncertainty, 

and how to reach approximate truths as precisely as possible. 

Following the interpretation of the purpose of history and its methodology, Gökbilgin 

discussed whether history is a science or not and he concluded this argument by stating that 

history is also a part of the social sciences. This is because history collects, investigates and 

organizes the totality of the information on a single subject and all the developments that are 

important for human beings, it contributes to the existence of humanity and the entire process 

adheres to the rules of scientific criticism and methodology. On the other hand, he underlined 

 
271 Ibid., 1. 
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that history is a form of literary art because each historian has his own way of narrating the 

results of their investigation based on their talents. 272 

In the second part of this short text, Gökbilgin provided prescriptions about how the 

science of history could be practiced. According to him, the most important stage was the 

detailed analysis and later composition of the information. The analysis stage consisted of two 

separate phases, which are source criticism and the criticism of events. The initial task of the 

historian was to make a critical investigation of the historical sources, and then the process of 

analysis could begin. 

He argued that history is an observational science only in terms of the examination of 

sources. However, in terms of events and the interpretation of them, history does not correspond 

with the methods of observational studies.273  

“(...)meaning that the historian by learning of the events indirectly, not as direct 

observers like a naturalist, will understand the effect of these events on observers and begin the 

process of analysis.”274 

Gökbilgin arranged historical sources into three different groups. Within the first group, 

“mazbut eserler/registered works” he included: 

I. Genealogies, the pedigree books of families that were handed down from father to 

son  

II. Chronologies, historical (royal) calendars 
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273 Ibid., 4. 
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III. Official yearbooks, annuals 

IV. Chronicles, books of events 

V. Memoirs 

VI. Curriculum vitae, biographies (the register of autobiographical records in the 

Prime Minister’s Archive) 

VII. Histories275 

According to him, these historical sources included in the seven categories are the main 

historical writings. There are also other types of recorded sources that are considered historical: 

VIII. The poetic and prose literary works that a historian can benefit from, divans276 (in 

the perspective of the history of certain ideas and customs) 

IX. Philosophical, judicial, economic and theological works 277 

The second group was classified as written and engraved works: 

I. Firmans, the decrees or orders (chartes) 

II. Berats (diplomas) 

III. Treaties, peace pacts  

IV. Registers, registered works (records of Islamic courts, the notary records in 

Europe) 

 
275 Ibid., 5. 
276 Classic ottoman poetry. 
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V. The register books of official records of councils (the imperial council, the register 

of important decrees, the registers of the council of ministers, the registers of councils of Diets in 

Europe) 

VI. Epigraphs (engraved historical monuments intended to preserve the memory of an 

event) 

VII. Legislation, legal codes, judicial regulations 

VIII. Land/Tax registers  

IX. Daily wage and account registers (the registers of workers and payments that were 

recorded when the mosque of Süleymaniye was built) 

X. Inventory registers (the registers of inheritance) 

XI. Non-historical artifacts created for functional and practical purposes, but not with 

the desire to preserve the memories of the past for the future, such as sermons.278  

And for the third group, he mentioned “Anıtlar (Âbideler, Monuments)”. These are, 

“ ...the things and buildings that serve as a document for history. Among them there are 

monuments (monuments commémoratifs), triumphal arches, obelisks (columns), sarcophaguses, 

engravings, medals, seals that make note of historical events…”279 

Gökbilgin stated that it is necessary to use some auxiliary sciences for the criticism of 

these sources. The most prominent auxiliary sciences according to him were paleography, 
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diplomacy, epigraphy, sigillography, heraldry, numismatics and archeology. He also considered 

philology, geography, and ethnography beneficial for a historian. 280  

After compiling the archival sources that a historian could use and sorting out which 

auxiliary sciences could be beneficial for the critical evaluation of these sources, Gökbilgin 

placed emphasis on what kind of methods and questions should be followed in source analysis. 

He argued that a history researcher first tries to find an answer to the following questions: “What 

is the authenticity and validity of the document?” and “What is the power and authority of the 

document?”  In order to determine authenticity, questions such as the date of the documents and 

their author will bring some clarification for the researcher. Moreover, it is also possible that the 

researcher may realize through the support of the aforementioned auxiliary sciences whether the 

author prepared the document “for the purpose of deceiving us” or not.281 However, the matter of 

comprehending the authority of the sources requires a broader perspective and a much more 

complex process of investigation. How did the witness gather the information that was being 

reported, under what circumstances was the information reconstructed, are the author and the 

sources trustworthy and was the author objective while narrating it? These and many other 

similar questions needed to be answered quickly before making any conclusion or any 

judgement. 

The diversity of elements that constitute the judgement of a historian makes it difficult to 

enforce precise and credible directives when questioning the degree of accuracy of the given 

information. According to Tayyib Gökbilgin, this was because sometimes “a testimony written 

under the influence of ambition might be more accurate and objective than a source written in an 
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orderly and imperturbable manner. ”282 Therefore, it is necessary to interpret the criticism of the 

events together with the criticism of the sources. Concerning the events, Gökbilgin argued that 

the criticism of the events would only be authoritative if it is made using comparative methods. 

However, the sources for some events are limited and do not create any space for comparison. In 

such cases, he believed that examining the harmony and relationships between events would 

provide a certain sense of reliability. 

“In other words, when either the harmony and the connections between the events that 

have been transferred to us and have occurred together (Faits simultanes) or when successive 

events that explain and complement each other (Faits successifs) are taken into account, this [in 

return] will be also an element of credibility. There is logic and consequence in the evolution of 

history that can guide us to some certain degree to determine the value of events that do not have 

further elements of criticism regarding them.”283 

Apart from these matters, there is another issue that attracted my attention in this text: 

although Tayyib Gökbilgin followed a very detailed train of thought about the sources of history, 

the auxiliary sciences, and the methods of study, he did not provide any detailed comment on the 

historian. He did not question the “intellectual virtues of a historian” 284 or provide a prescription 

of how to gain the skills and knowledge that historians needed to perform their tasks. He put an 

end to his discussion by merely emphasizing the virtue of objectivity, the ability to separate the 

good and the facts from the demagogy, the search for truth, and freely criticizing issues that are 

focused on.  

 
282 Ibid., 8. 
283 Ibid., 9. 
284 Herman Paul, “Performing history: How Historical Scholarship is Shaped by Epistemic Virtues.” History and 
Theory 50.1 (2011): 5 
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As I mentioned in the previous chapter, the modern practice of history and the 

advancement of the nation state progressed side by side. Tayyib Gökbilgin maintained his 

modernist Turkish nationalist identity and emphasized that one of the fundamental aims of 

history was to feel proud about the historical past of the Turks. 

“The elements, materials, and documents of this history and civilization can only be 

clarified by careful and continuous examination, establishing relations between them, and after 

drawing more correct and advanced conclusions. It serves the Turkish nation to be familiar with, 

understand and admire one more of the treasures of their history and civilization, and to cherish 

a pride mixed with the feelings of admiration and appreciation.”285 

This statement corresponds with the views of almost all historians of the period since it 

was the clearest example of the effort to legitimize Ottoman history as a part of world history. 

Tayyib Gökbilgin, like his contemporaries, tried to reveal the truth of the matters that the western 

world had conceptualized incorrectly through incomplete materials, instead using the authority 

provided by the utilization of original sources. 

Here I briefly need to explain why the historians of this era, starting with Köprülü, 

attempted to justify this legitimacy. 

According to Halil Berktay, European historiography had reduced world history and the 

success of all civilization to the history of the West, and it completely left the regions, countries 

and societies on the periphery of this system outside historical perceptions. It presented them in 

absolute stagnation or only recognized their historicity from the moment they established contact 

with the West, describing it as a process that replicated the evolution of the West with a slight 

 
285 “Serviler”, Vatan, 08.10.1961, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/14Nt5oAMbtoY_HII3DTBc91lZUa2CSS6X/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 33. 
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delay. This perception was the same in terms of Ottoman History as well. Fuad Köprülü stated 

that from Rambaud to N. Iorga and Gibbons, the question of the origins of the Ottoman state was 

poorly approached and there were many “erroneous conclusions”.286 Berktay explained that 

these historians and many others claimed that the Ottoman Empire was founded by a small tribe 

placed by Seljuk rulers on the Byzantine frontier. This tribe, which consisted of simple herdsman 

and had recently accepted Islam under the rule of Osman, must have acquired the elements of 

civilization necessary for the foundation of a state exclusively from the non-Muslim population 

in the lands that they conquered. However, after the conquest of Constantinople, the Ottoman 

Empire was completely rebuilt through the imitation of Byzantine institutions. This meant that 

the Turks were in a period of darkness before their contacts with Byzantium, and the Ottoman 

state and civilization were no more than a replica of the Byzantine Empire. In other words, the 

Ottoman Empire was evaluated as a continuation of the Byzantine, rather than a continuation of 

the great Seljuks and Anatolian Seljuks who had emerged from the qualitative transformations 

and breakthroughs of Turkish society before the 11th century.287 Consequently, the Eurocentric 

histories were consistently prejudicial, diminishing and marginalizing the role of the Turks to a 

primitive nomadic tribe. 

Tayyib Gökbilgin, like many of his colleagues, also had a particular interest, an 

intellectual purpose for breaking down the prejudices against the Ottomans, and thus the Turks. 

It would not be wrong to state that his historiography radiated from this core. However, this also 

does not mean that he placed the thesis of Orientalism in opposition with Occidentalism, and 

created an admiration or exaltation of the Ottomans adorned with unnecessary heroic stories at 

 
286 Mehmet Fuad Köprülü, The origins of the Ottoman Empire., trans., Gary Leiser, (Albany, State University of 
New York Press, 1992), 23.  
287 Halil Berktay, “Tarih Çalışmaları”, in Cumhuriyet Dönemi Türkiye Ansiklopedisi (CDTA), Cilt 9 (İstanbul: 
İletişim Yayınları 1985), 2457-2458. 
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the opposite extreme while trying to realize his purpose. Nevertheless, his practice of scientific 

historiography was sometimes subject to deviations, or rather to generalizations, because of the 

nature of the purpose for breaking down the prejudices. 

It is possible to come across the generalizations that serve this intellectual purpose in his 

articles about the period of Turkish rule in Hungary. In one of them, Gökbilgin stated that the 

Balkan nations and Hungarians refer to the periods they spent under Turkish rule with bitter 

words and mention their role of defending the western culture and European civilization against 

the vandals (barbarians), and particularly against the Turks. He added that the Christian 

mentality and people who were still going through their romantic era make these claims, and he 

was not able to stay indifferent even though these claims should not have been taken seriously. 

Then, he discussed the perception of Turkish rule in Hungarian historiography. According to 

him, despite this negative perception of the nationalist historians, it was obvious how well the 

national and religious identity of the Hungarians were preserved under the Turkish 

administration thanks to the intensive efforts of objective historians relying on archival 

documents. In the following pages of the same text, Gökbilgin also provided a statement that 

emphasized the soundness of the financial situation of Hungary during the period of Turkish 

rule.288  

Even though Tayyib Gökbilgin did not specifically mention him in this article, Gyula 

Szekfű was the leading historian representing the perception that Gökbilgin had criticized. In an 

 
288 “Macaristan'daki Türk Hakimiyeti Devrine Ait Bazi Notlar.”, Türkiyat Mecmuası, (İstanbul Üniversitesi Türkiyat 
Enstitüsü Yayınları, 1942): 200-211.   
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article that he wrote about Transylvania, Gökbilgin opposes some of Szekfű’s views on Turkish 

rule and on the relationships between the Sublime Porte and the Hungarians.289 

Szekfű considered Turkish rule over Transylvania an intrusive historical process and was 

of the opinion that the princes' willingness to ally with the Ottomans against the Habsburg 

Empire was a testament to their uncertain and unsecure positions. According to him, the mission 

of the Hungarian nation was to serve as a shield against the East, and Hungary was in the 

position of a barrier defending against the Turks, since Turkish ideals were the very opposite of 

Western Christianity, to which Hungary already belonged. He believed that the struggle of the 

Hungarians against the Turks since 1526 had been unprecedented in the history of humanity. 

Moreover, Szekfű stated that the Hungarians should not fall into the very recent view suggesting 

that Hungarians and Turks shared the same bloodline. According to him, the theory of the 

Turkish-Hungarian familial relationship was a political product of a new age, which could only 

be applied to older eras in the absence of an ultimate sense of history.290 

Gyula Szekfű was one of the most influential Hungarian historians during the interwar 

period. As mentioned, he was a Catholic and pro-Habsburg historian.291 Gabor Ágoston, 

referring to the work of Gyula Káldy-Nagy292 and Steven Béla Várdy293, stated that Szekfü had 

 
289 Papp, “Tayyib Gökbilgin’in İlmi Faaliyetleri ve Macar Tarihçiliği, Hususen Erdel Prensi Gábor Bethlen Üzerine 
Araştırmaları”, 55; idem “Bethlen Gábor hatalomra kerülése a török forrásokban és történetírásban. Tayyib 
Gökbilgin kutatásai és eredményei”, Aetas 30 évfolyam (2015):72-84; idem, M. Tayyib Gökbilgin, “XVII. Asır 
Başlarında Erdel Hadiseleri ve Bethlen Gábor’un Beyliğe İntihabı,” İstanbul Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Tarih 
Dergisi Sayı: 1, Cilt: 1, (1949): 1-28. 
290 Bálint Hóman and Szekfű Gyula Magyar Történet. Vol. 3. (Budapest: Királyi Magyar Egyetemi Nyomda, 
1935);101-168; idem., Magyar Történet. Vol. 4, 394, http://mek.oszk.hu/00900/00940/pdf/Homan_Szekfu_-
_Magyar_tortenet_4.pdf , (accessed June 8, 2020). 
291 Papp, “Tayyib Gökbilgin’in İlmi Faaliyetleri ve Macar Tarihçiliği, Hususen Erdel Prensi Gábor Bethlen Üzerine 
Araştırmaları”, 54-55.  
292 Gyula Káldy-Nagy, Harács-szedők és ráják: török világ a XVI. századi Magyasországon. (Budapest: Akadémiai 
Kiadó, 1970.) 
293 Steven Bela Vardy, “The Ottoman Empire in European Historiography: A Re-Evaluation by Sándor Takáts.”, 
Turkish Review, II, 9 (1972):1-16. 
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the authority to "make his readers believe that wherever the Turkish horsemen appeared, not 

even grass would ever grow again.”294 Ágoston also emphasizes that Szekfű blamed the Turks 

for disrupting the country's historical evolution and causing it to enter into economic and social 

decay. In addition, he stated that Szekfű defended the idea that the decrease in the Hungarian 

population during the period of Turkish rule was a central issue for the country's misfortune, thus 

blaming the Turks for the Treaty of Trianon where Hungary lost “more than two thirds of its 

territory and one third of its Hungarian-speaking population.”295  

Unfortunately, at this stage there is no possibility for us to conduct research on which 

side was more objective. However, we know that both historians based their statements on 

archival sources. According to Sándor Papp, although Szekfü did not use footnotes in his books, 

he worked at the Turcica and Hungarica collections in the state archives of Vienna for 20 years, 

employed the archival materials of aristocratic families from the Hungarian State Archives and 

had the opportunity to become familiar with the Ottoman sources thanks to chronicle translations 

by Imre Karácson.296  

In another article, Tayyib Gökbilgin, similarly stated that the cultural revolution of the 

Turks had reached a very advanced level and exemplified this criterion in his judgement through 

a tuğra of Kanuni Sultan Süleyman: 

“...the Turkish rule in Buda too had been seen as an undeveloped product of eastern 

civilization, and was presented as this through the influence of a dark fanaticism and grudge. 

The more objective and unbiased studies that have been conducted within the last half century or 

 
294 Gábor Ágoston, “The image of the Ottomans in Hungarian historiography.” Acta Orientalia Academiae 
Scientiarum Hungaricae 61.1-2 (2008): 18. 
295 Ibid.  
296 Papp, “Tayyib Gökbilgin’in İlmi Faaliyetleri ve Macar Tarihçiliği, Hususen Erdel Prensi Gábor Bethlen Üzerine 
Araştırmaları”, 55.  
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more and the new documents changed these fixed ideas. For instance, during World War I, a 

historian from the University of Kiel (J. Jacobe) gave a lecture on the topic at a conference and 

stated that Christian civilization was not the first and only one in the history of civilizations that 

humanity had passed through. The Muslim-Turkish civilization, including the civilization of the 

Ottoman state, had gone through a long evolutionary period and reached a very advanced level. 

At the same time a Hungarian historian also told of his observations that corroborated this 

fact.”297  

The Hungarian historian, whose name Tayyib Gökbilgin did not share, showed two 

documents he had come across in the archives of Vienna. One of them was a diploma (berat) 

stating that Emperor Maximilian II was elected king by the Polish diet council and the second 

was a certified copy of the 1562 Ottoman-Austrian peace treaty. According to this Hungarian 

historian, “these two documents clearly point out the deep differences between the two societies 

and civilizations”. During this period, even though Polish society was experiencing a 

renaissance, the figure shown on the coat of arms, seemed “very strange and unappealing” to the 

aforementioned anonymous Hungarian historian. On the other hand, the monogram of Suleiman 

the Magnificent in the treaty (ahitnâme) was “spectacular and artistic” to the extent that the two 

could not even be compared. Therefore, according to Tayyib Gökbilgin, these two minor 

diplomatic documents “were sufficient evidence to demonstrate the profound difference between 

civilizations and the standard of living in Ottoman-Turkish and Christian-Polish societies in the 

second half of the 16th century.”298 

 
297 “Türk İdaresinde Budin“, in Atatürk Konferansları, 1971-1972, (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 1975), 163-164.  
298 Ibid., 164. 
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This brief statement in this article, written in 1975, shows us that Tayyib Gökbilgin's 

struggle with Euro-centric perspectives and the devaluation of the East continued until the final 

years of his life. Moreover, these statements were also an indication of the basic perspectives and 

ideology of the process of building the nation-state, which marked the early stages of his 

intellectual and professional formation and continued to be an integral part of his professional 

life. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

Personal Archives and Ego-documents:  a Historian’s ‘Identity Kit'  

 

In the first chapter of the study, I tried to remark on Tayyib Gökbilgin’s formative years 

by focusing on the influences on his early education due to the transition processes that occurred 

during the period of the Young Ottomans and the Young Turks. In the next chapter, I analyzed 

the changes and new trends experienced in the study of history starting from the last period of 

the Ottoman Empire to the early years of the Turkish Republic, and the impact of these trends on 

Tayyib Gökbilgin’s university studies and on his perception of history. In the third chapter, by 

presenting a summary of the historical methodological approaches of the period, I strove to 

present a view of their effects on Turkish historiography and the methodology of Tayyib 

Gökbilgin. While making these interpretations, I often referred to the personal archive of Tayyib 

Gökbilgin, which was collected through many years of persistent efforts by his son, Altay 

Gökbilgin. I have benefited from the documents I found in this semi-organized personal archive, 

or to use a phrase common in the Turkish press, I have spoken with the documents. (belgelerle 

konuşuyorum).  

Therefore, the starting point for this chapter will be the matter of personal archives. The 

basis for this chapter is formed by questions that include: What is a personal archive? What 

makes personal papers different from other forms of archival material? What could the function 

of ego-documents be?  
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In their simplest definition, personal archives are documents that are not collected under 

the control and/or the catalogues of any public institution. They are highly individual and the 

motivation for preserving the materials varies from case to case. They are mostly organized by 

the persons themselves or by their closest family members, and are often preserved in a 

disorderly fashion. They have not been evaluated through any kind of official selection, nor have 

they been classified by any state authority if the personal archive has not been donated to any 

public or private institution. As will be shown, the most common feature of personal archives is 

that they are disorganized compared to state archives, and the process and standardization of the 

organization of the documents certainly vary according to personal choices, or institutional 

policies and capabilities if the collection has been donated to or bought by an institution. In 

addition to being disorganized, the personal papers may have deteriorated due to unprofessional 

preservation conditions, coffee may be spilled on them or doodles may be drawn on them by the 

children/grandchildren of the owner of the collection. These are the most basic and actually the 

simplest differences between personal and public archives. However, the distinctions between 

personal/public archives of course go beyond this simple technicality. One thing is certain, 

personal archives require a different critical approach than administrative or government records. 

Personal archives are not only related to people's jobs and official activities, but are also the most 

explanatory sources in terms of the subjects’ daily lives and relationships. The questions of how 

to gain access to them, approach them and evaluate them varies according to almost every 

personal archive to be researched. This is because each personal archive is created in line with 

unique human experiences and reflects these experiences from the individual's own perspective. 

Personal papers provide some facts (like a birth certificate or a college diploma) about the 

individual, but also offer insights about the opinions, rationalizations, working methods, 
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emotional relationships, family dynamics, interests, networks, travels and other aspects of the 

individual's life. In a way, personal archives can be evaluated as an “‘identity kit’: materials 

reflect and describe the owner”.299 As Caroline Williams suggests, public archives “contribute 

primarily to knowledge about infrastructures, contexts and frameworks of business, society and 

politics” and personal papers give us the opportunity to make “biographical, prosopographical, 

occupational and genealogical study at a personal and collective level.”300 

A researcher dealing with personal archives is often confronted directly with the 

individuality and characteristic values of the curators themselves or else a close family member. 

In contrast to state archives, the researcher does not interact with a corporate person or a 

catalogue created by an institution, but directly connects with the person who has collected and 

transferred their own past. Such connections are highly personal and create a more intimate and 

empathetic perception of the subject.301 Personal papers are entrusted to the author or researcher. 

There are no formalities, as in the state archives, like filling out official forms, registering and 

then receiving the document under official supervision. These highly private and literally in-

house archives are assigned directly to the researcher. Here, a more emotional relationship and 

mutual understanding is created, and the responsibilities related to this relationship come to the 

fore. Therefore, some archive owners – either the donors themselves or a family member – may 

experience emotional anxiety when they entrust, donate and/or even sell these personal 

documents. Additionally, researchers may experience uneasiness or stress due to the sense of 

 
299 Joseph Kaye, Janet Vertesi, Shari Avery, Allan Dafoe, Shay David, Lisa Onaga, Ivan Rosero, and Trevor Pinch. 
“To Have and to Hold: Exploring the Personal Archive.”, Proceedings of the SIGCHI conference on Human Factors 
in computing systems. ACM, (2006): 279. 
300 Caroline Williams, “Personal papers: Perceptions and Practices.”, in What are Archives? Cultural and 
Theoretical Perspectives: A Reader, ed. Louise Craven, (Guildford: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2008), 66. 
301 Catherine Hobbs, “The Character of Personal Archives: Reflections on the value of records of individuals”, 
Archivaria 52 (2001): 132. 
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responsibility created by such a personal heritage. I believe these kinds of emotionally charged 

questions do not occupy someone who works with only well-organized state archives.  

So why do people have the need to accumulate documents of their own personal 

histories? Essentially, the purpose of a personal archive can be simply to store the documents and 

to reassess them when/if it is necessary. However, the main issues for personal archiving can be 

evaluated as: building a legacy that is generally considered to be unique and irreplaceable; 

sharing this legacy and the mine of information/knowledge/wisdom it contains; preserving 

materials that are considered important and that have a place in the collective memory; providing 

evidence of past actions; and transferring identity and/or cultural values that have been carefully 

created over the years.  

Today, the growing popularity of the genre of biography has increased interest in 

individual narratives and thus in personal archives. From the early 1990s, autobiographical 

narratives became popular and widely published, but a comprehensive evaluation of personal 

archives and the integration of all material into historiography is a case that has only been 

considered in the recent past. It was only in this period that the need to "use" such materials and 

develop new possibilities for the writing of history and the diversification of sources began to be 

emphasized. However, most states still consider their public archives more important at a 

cultural policy level, and Turkey is not an exception in this sense. Recently, the relocation of the 

Ottoman Archives to a newly built complex in the Kağıthane district turned into a political fight. 

The issue that the new building in Kağıthane is located in the bed of a former stream and thus 

endangered by flooding and mold growth was discussed thoroughly in the Turkish press. 

Renowned historian İlber Ortaylı wrote a newspaper article on this matter and stated that, "It is 

an inconsiderate, disrespectful and unnecessary opinion to relocate the Imperial Archive to 



134 

Kağıthane, and keep it apart from the Babıâli. 302 In 2018 the Ottoman Archives (Başbakanlık 

Osmanlı Arşivi, BAO), the Archives of the Republic of Turkey and the Documentation 

department were united under the institution of the Turkish Presidency State Archives. With this 

change, some of the experienced staff members who had worked at the BOA for many years 

were replaced. This was also among the issues that have been criticized recently in the Turkish 

media.  

Although the issue of personal archives is not a field where the Turkish state develops 

policies, there is an increasing tendency in private institutions to collect and create personal 

collections. Emin Nedret İşli, who has been a bibliopole for about forty years, states that the 

Turkish government does not have an adequate cultural policy in this regard and besides a few 

exceptions, personal archives are often dispersed and dissolved with various items from the 

collection sold to different buyers or even looted in a manner of speaking. 303 The exceptions that 

Nedret İşli mentioned specifically were the personal archives of Mehmed Fuad Köprülü304 and 

his son Orhan Köprülü, and those of Taha Toros,305 two collections that were bought by the 

İstanbul Şehir University, a sales process he managed. 

Apart from these, between 2010 and 2018, İstanbul Şehir University acquired the 

personal archives of important scholars such as Kemal Karpat306 and Şerif Mardin through 

 
302 İlber Ortaylı, “Osmanlı Arşivleri”, Milliyet, March 10, 2013, http://www.milliyet.com.tr/yazarlar/ilber-
ortayli/osmanli-arsivleri-1678453 (accessed June 8, 2020). 
303 Tûba Karatepe, Elif Yılmaz Şentürk and Varol Saydam, Bilgi ve Belge Çalışmaları: Özel Arşivlerde Teori ve 
Uygulama, (İstanbul: Hiperlink Yayınları, 2017), 159-164. 
304 The Personal Archive of Mehmed Fuad Köprülü, http://earsiv.sehir.edu.tr:8080/xmlui/handle/11498/21904 
(accessed March 22, 2020). 
305 Betül Sarıkaya and Yaşar Kaya. "Taha Toros Arşivi Kataloğu."(2002), 
http://earsiv.sehir.edu.tr:8080/xmlui/handle/11498/2422?locale-attribute=en  (accessed March 22, 2020). 
306 The Personal Archive of Kemal Karpat, http://earsiv.sehir.edu.tr:8080/xmlui/handle/11498/21905  (accessed 
March 22, 2020). As I was writing this section, operating license of İstanbul Şehir University was revoked by the 
Presidency on 29 June 2020. (see: Karar Sayısı: 2708, p: 46 in T.C. Resmî Gazete, June 2020, 
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purchases and donations. There are also other important personal archives at the collections of 

ISAM307, such as those of Tarih Vakfı308, İstanbul Büyükşehir Belediyesi Atatürk Kitaplığı309, 

and Yapı Kredi Sermet Çifter Araştırma Kütüphanesi.310 It is also possible to access many 

documents in the archives of SALT, which is supported by a private financial institution. 

“Between Empires, Beyond Borders: The War and Armistice Years Through The Eyes Of The 

Köpe Family”, an exhibition in collaboration with the Magyar Kulturális Intézet, Isztambul/ 

İstanbul Hungarian Cultural Centre and SALT during the pandemic period (September 2020-

March 2021), was in my opinion one of the most accomplished examples demonstrating that 

how personal archives are extremely valuable and intriguing not only for academic circles but 

also for the general public and consumers of popular history. 311 

As one can easily guess, Tayyib Gökbilgin was passionate about archives since they 

brought adventure and the thrill of discovery to his life as an accomplished researcher. Some of 

the documents in his personal archives are related to the real estate of the family, some of them 

 
https://www.resmigazete.gov.tr/eskiler/2020/06/20200630.pdf , accessed June 18, 2021.) The question of the 
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307 Hüseyin Hilmi Paşa Evrakı, http://ktp.isam.org.tr/ktparsiv/hhphakkinda.pdf , Yusuf İzzeddin Efendi Ailesi 
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contain lecture notes, and some of them are official documents showing his activities at the 

university and at the Turkish Historical Association. However, correspondences constitute the 

vast majority of the collection. 

Among these documents, I want to address the ego-documents and correspondences here. 

In fact, this was more than just my own choice, from the beginning of our work it was the focus 

of Altay Gökbilgin, who can also be defined as the curator of the collection. During the 

preparation phase of this study, the first documents he shared with me and my supervisor Sándor 

Papp were the correspondences of his father. 

The term “ego-document” was introduced by the Dutch historian Jacques Presser in 

1958, to identify autobiographical texts, such as diaries, travel journals, memoirs, personal notes 

and letters.312 Ego-documents, in the most general sense, are sources that provide very detailed 

and intimate information about the person who created them. Although it is easy to come up with 

a definition, studies of ego-documents generally entail a great deal more complexity than is 

readily apparent. One of the main criticisms about ego-document studies is specifically related to 

autobiographical texts in which the authors themselves may have twisted the facts or may be 

consciously or unconsciously writing for a particular purpose, thus making these texts unreliable 

and discrediting them. I think this same criticism is relevant for correspondences at a certain 

level. Depending on the emotional intimacy or institutional relationship that exists between the 

author and receiver of these letters, it is possible to state that the facts are framed in particular 

ways. These documents do not represent hard facts, nor are they additional evidence of the true 

personality of their writer, yet they “record traces of thought, not thinking or knowledge 

 
312 Michael Mascuch, Rudolf Dekker, and Arianne Baggerman, “Egodocuments and history: A short account of the 
Longue Durée.” The Historian 78, no. 1 (2016): 11-56 
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itself.”313 Nevertheless, ego-documents contain intimate insights into the persona, create a 

nonreciprocal communication with the individual, provide glimpses of specific aspects of 

personal experiences and can also help us discover networks of social relationships. 

The personal archive of Tayyib Gökbilgin is an especially good collection for examining 

his socio-intellectual and institutional network. Although there is the problem that it does not 

contain a large number of letters that Gökbilgin himself wrote, there is a significant collection of 

the letters he received. These letters not only provide insights about Gökbilgin’s personal and 

professional relationships, but also explain his underlying purpose for preserving the letters. The 

legacy that he chose to preserve was a part of his identity, his position in his field, and his 

connections with important historians, intellectuals and dignitaries of state, all in all his place in 

the world.  

Another point that I should underline here before digging into Gökbilgin’s 

correspondences is to acknowledge the different interests and opinions of the researchers who 

are deciding whose papers have the most marked value and which materials can provide for a 

successful, sustainable study. In my opinion, a researcher studying family history or university 

history would evaluate these documents from a completely different perspective. Likewise, a 

researcher working on gender studies could conduct a completely different study about the 

scarcity of female historians in the correspondences between professionals in this field during the 

two world wars and the following years, or about the representation in these letters of the 

spouses of these male historians. Here, after the discussions I have had with my supervisor and 

with the opponents who have evaluated the dissertation, we have considered it appropriate to 

 
313 Ibid., 40-41. 
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present the Hungarian correspondences in three separate subtitles, as their contents focus on 

certain specific issues. 

 

4. 1. Correspondence with Hungarian Academics: Exchange of Ideas and Methods  

The issue I will focus on in this section is the content of the correspondences. In this 

collection curated by Altay Gökbilgin most of the letters are from Hungarian historians and the 

examples we have in this collection are not continuous letters written in response to one another. 

Our biggest shortcoming is that we do not have the letters written by Gökbilgin. In this respect, it 

makes it difficult to follow the subjects, and especially to construct a continuous data. 

Nevertheless, it is also possible to make an attempt by following a chronological method and 

trying to determine titles of some of the subjects in the letters. The earliest correspondence with a 

Hungarian scholar in this collection dates back to 1936, beginning with the postcards sent by his 

professor László Rásonyi that were mentioned in the second chapter. There are currently over 

twenty-five letters and postcards that Rásonyi sent between the years of 1936 and 1981 in this 

collection. On the basis of the letters that Rásonyi wrote during this period alone, we can 

determine the topics of the conversations between Gökbilgin and the Hungarian historians. It is 

possible to identify the first of the topics in these letters as Gökbilgin's education. Under this 

theme, there are recommendations regarding Gökbilgin's education and future studies. We can 

position Ottoman studies as the second theme. In this way, it will be possible to produce a 

continuous and connected data with the first theme. This is also because letters containing topics 

on education and Ottoman studies have intersection points from time to time. In cases where 

such intersection occurs, especially when it corresponds chronologically to an earlier period, I 

will consider these letters under the title of education. The third theme, political turmoil, is 
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planned as a subheading that attempts to show the reflections of the political situation and 

relations between Turkey and Hungary of the time.  

 

4. 1.1. Education 

The mood of the letters when László Rásonyi was the head of the department of 

Hungarian studies at the Faculty of Language, History, and Geography is generally very positive. 

In these letters, he mentions the summer school in Debrecen, talks about organizing the lectures 

and ends his letters with good wishes for Tayyib Gökbilgin and his other friends at the 

department. One of the long documents found in the collection dates to 1939, and relates directly 

to Tayyib Gölbilgin’s education. In this document addressed to the Ministry of Education, 

Rásonyi politely asked for something additional regarding his students, besides his request for 

the summer courses in Hungary. He presented Eötvös József College in Budapest as one of the 

best institutions of higher education in Europe, corresponding in qualifications and system with 

the École Normale Supérieure in Paris. The most distinguished Hungarian scholars and 

Turkologists graduated from Eötvös József College, as did some Turkish scholars, such as Bekir 

Çobanzade, Ragıp Özden and Hamit Koşay. Soon, it became a kind of tradition to have a 

Turkish student at this institution and he wanted at least one of his students to continue his 

education there for a year. While this opportunity already existed at Eötvös József College, it had 

not yet been utilized. Therefore:  

“I kindly ask that Tayyib Gökbilgin, who is already a very good student, has made a very 

good impression on some Hungarian scholars in recent years, and has established important 

personal contacts in Budapest, be allowed to continue his education starting from the 1939-1940 
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academic year in Budapest at B.E.J.Coll. (…) Apart from Hungarian Studies, Tayyib studies 

early and modern history as a secondary major. The Hungarian and the Latin sources in 

Hungary on the period of the rise of the Ottoman Empire, between the 15th and 17th centuries, the 

chronicles and all other documents, are completely unknown and unprocessed here. Since I am 

fully aware of Tayyib’s talent and capabilities, I gave him the goal to examine them two years 

ago. I hope that in the future he will gain a position as a Turkish historian and archivist.” …314 

Another letter from the early period, which can be considered under the title of education, 

came from Gyula Németh: In this letter, dated 1940, Németh first congratulates Gökbilgin on his 

assistantship. He then recommends that Gökbilgin learn Arabic and Persian, explaining that it is 

not possible to understand the Ottoman world without knowing these two languages, but that he 

should also continue to study European languages. We assume that Gökbilgin must have 

mentioned in one of his letters to Németh that he wanted to go to Budapest for his future studies. 

In return Németh says that he would be very pleased if Gökbilgin could find an opportunity to 

come to Budapest, because “With Professor Szekfű, Mályusz and Fekete, one could very well get 

into historical research.”315  

The next important correspondence with a Hungarian scholar in Tayyib Gökbilgin's 

personal collection that I would like to focus on under the heading of education is that with Lajos 

Fekete. The two scholars began exchanging letters in 1938 and continued until 1968. One of the 

first items in the collection is a postcard showing a photograph of the State Archives in Budapest 

with a holiday greeting written in Turkish.  

 
314 I believe this document was dictated by Rásonyi but written by Gökbilgin. From László Rásonyi to an unknown 
deputy, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Nidn_TyJpHbXl4UzXBUYTL-7GTnpbv5q/view?usp=sharing , 1939, see 
appendix 34a. 
315 From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 23.09.1940, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_7sfL57LS9WQQwlDJz0AddW48UQZ4Jf4/view?usp=sharing ,see appendix 35a-b 
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“Greetings for your holidays and wishes for good luck in your happiness and endeavors 

new and old.” 316 

The first letter that can be linked to Gökbilgin's education and future studies dated 1939. 

We learn from that Gökbilgin wanted a source book from Fekete that could serve as an example 

for examining the defters. As I mentioned in the third chapter, defter studies or defterology were 

gradually emerging in this period. With the opening of the defters of imperial tax registers 

(tahrir) to Ottoman scholars, there was remarkable progress and a change in the focal point and 

the quality of research. It is accepted that Ömer Lütfi Barkan drew attention to the importance 

and value of tahrir defters for the first time through a series of articles he wrote in the 1940s. 

Barkan is seen as the pioneer scholar that initiated the beginning of defterology in Ottoman 

studies.317 

However, Fekete's foresight in this regard draws the discussions on issues related to 

defter studies, which would later be called defterology, to an even earlier date. The exchange of 

ideas about defters between Gökbilgin and Fekete started when Gökbilgin was still a student at 

the Hungarian studies department. This particular letter from Fekete is quite enlightening in 

terms of pioneering thoughts on the principles of defter studies: 

“First, what we need to clarify is whether we both consider the same materials in terms 

of the defters to be studied. Since the materials at Ankara are the topic, I first thought about a 

few old defters that were held in the old courthouse. As far as I remember, those defters start 

 
316 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 11.02.1938, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ORhofql-
8jh2HnG1qAVLN_SrKz3GNUYM/view?usp=sharing ,see appendix 36.  
317 Fatma Acun, “Osmanlı Tarihi Araştırmalarının Genişleyen Sınırları: Defteroloji.”, Türk Kültürü İncelemeleri 
Dergisi 1 (1999): 319. 
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from about 980/990 (1572/73). If you copy the first three volumes of those, you will have 1-2 

thousand texts and the same number of decisions, and those can be examined in many ways.  

(Briefly 1) Basic legal principles: the materials of Sharia. We do not find anything new 

here (is this absolute?) however, at the same time it would be useful to get to know the 

legislation because even though this basic principle is almost the same everywhere, we do not 

know how it was applied in practice, as this was not evident in the operation of any provincial 

kadı. 2) The subject of the case, the parties of the case and the places where the parties reside. 

Who are the parties to the case, people from urban or rural areas, why are they there, 

and to what extent does a woman's mandate extend?  Who are the parties to the case, people 

from urban or rural areas, why are they there, and what is the extent of the kadı’s jurisdiction?  

Who are the parties to the case, urbanites, peasants, Muslims, Armenians, Greeks or Jews? 

When the parts of the case are analyzed, the economic life of the immediate surroundings often 

emerges: different people, farmers, animal breeders, traders, etc. Who are they? Are there any 

large landowners, any major merchants among them? Is there any capital? 3) However, as I told 

you before, even the smallest, most insignificant piece of paper can be studied from various 

different perspectives, especially if there is something written on it, the historical annals have 

already taught that through the years, therefore I will not dwell on it specifically. – Secondly, 

writings from evkaf (pious foundations) can be considered, because some of them are in Ankara, 

and it may be possible to use them. However, I do not think studying evkaf documents will be 

permitted there.  

(…) 
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The material always determines what to do with it and from it. It is necessary to deal with 

this, and the model & method required for the result also emerges without examples.318 

Another letter I mentioned in the second chapter relates to defter studies as well. As can 

be understood from this letter written in 1940, Gökbilgin had some difficulties in choosing his 

doctoral study topic. Fekete tried to explain to him that this confusion and stress was normal. As 

his perspective developed, he would be able to find a great variety of topics worth working on. 

However, he would also encounter more and more obstacles each day because he would 

understand that to be able to use the data he had gathered, he would also need to gain greater 

knowledge. As can be understood from this letter, Gökbilgin complained about the difficulties of 

working in the state archive and perhaps stated that he wanted to conduct a doctoral study on 

Thököly because of the difficulties he had to face, as well as some other reasons. However, 

Fekete says that even though working on Thököly would be a good topic from the Hungarian 

perspective, it did not have any priority from the Turkish point of view, since Thököly “cannot 

be regarded as a prominent figure in Turkish history”.319 

“(…) with the ten, twenty – or even if it's fifty – documents you got by chance, if you deal 

with this now, you can only perform incomplete research with these data, moreover, in a few 

years your work will probably become outdated.” 320 

This was because, according to Fekete, it was extremely difficult to piece together certain 

issues due to the irregularities of the archives. Therefore, it would be more efficient to study 

 
318 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 
07.01.1939,  https://drive.google.com/file/d/1PNySQEZUJIRHzZptPOOdTHx3u1f05RMU/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 36a-b. 
319 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 19.10.1940, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U6NdX5OU506CfqWRCkAywFB9ieW9PUNn/view , see appendix 26a. 
320 Ibid., see appendix 26a. 
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certain topics with sources that had already been gathered. In this respect, the most convenient 

way was to do research on defters. “These defters can already be the basis of research on its 

own, and within the defters there are thousands of subjects that are waiting to be examined.”321 

Fekete continues his letter by stating that in terms of research, without seeing the material 

it is impossible to tell which defter should be examined with which method. However, to provide 

an example to help Gökbilgin, he mentioned his work and methods. Fekete wrote that he was 

working on the surre defters,322 and instead of dealing with just one surre defter of one year, he 

could also define at least two hundred years of the surre system. This was because there was an 

opportunity to do so by first analyzing the introduction of the surre dispatch system, then the 

issuance of surre, the amount of money distributed etc.  

He continued to try to clarify some other matters that Gökbilgin was asking about, “I am 

again telling you that I cannot say which group Rumeli defters are related to without seeing 

them, and I cannot provide any advice regarding this concrete problem. I am not entitled to this, 

I could be labeled as someone who is overstepping their bounds in such a situation, and your 

professors who will be your examiners may not appreciate that I have given you a topic.”323 

At the end of his letter, Fekete said that he could send the article entitled Buda, és Pest 

polgári lakosságat 1547-ben /Civilian Inhabitants of Buda and Pest in 1547 324 to him so that 

 
321 Ibid., see appendix 26a. 
322 Surre refers to the money and valuable items like gold that were sent to the haremeyn-i şerîfeyn  Mecca and 
Medina before the pilgrimage season each year. These were recorded in surre register; except for the defters that 
were lost or not yet found, there are around 5000 surre defters from the late sixteenth century to the first decade of 
the twentieth century. See: Tufan Buzpınar, “Surre” TDV İslam Ansiklopedisi 37, (İstanbul, TDV İslâm 
Araştırmaları Merkezi, 2009), 567-569, https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/surre, (accessed June 8, 2020). 
323 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 19.10.1940, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U6NdX5OU506CfqWRCkAywFB9ieW9PUNn/view , see appendix 26b. 
324 Lajos Fekete, “Buda, Pest és Óbuda nem-mohamedán polgári lakossága 1547-ben és 1580-ban” Tanulmányok 
Budapest múltjából 6. kötet (1938.): 116-136, https://epa.oszk.hu/02100/02120/00006/pdf/BPTM_TBM_06_116-
136.pdf (accessed June 8, 2020).  



145 

Gökbilgin could see and evaluate what might come out of such a dry list and how this 

information could be used. He stated that he was busy writing the history of Buda during the 

Turkish period325, so the history of a city under Ottoman occupation would be written for the 

first time, and he thought that unfortunately it would not be possible to work on a subject such as 

this in the upcoming fifty or even one hundred years. He concluded his letter by saying that, 

“That means that we must work hard as long as the conditions allow, and also work hard even if 

the conditions are not positive.”326 

4. 1.2. Ottoman Studies 

Chronologically, Gyula Káldy-Nagy is the next after László Rásonyi and Lajos Fekete 

among the Hungarian scholars who corresponded the most with Gökbilgin. There are more than 

seventy letters and post cards from him in Gökbilgin’s personal archives. These letters share 

common themes such as visa and passport problems and official invitations from Turkey or from 

Hungary. The most striking theme of the correspondence of these two scholars, however, is their 

discussions on Ottoman historiography and the methods of research. Here I will highlight the 

most emphasized ones of this theme. One of the first letters that Káldy-Nagy sent was written in 

Ottoman Turkish. In this letter dated to 1954, he stated that he had wanted to write for a long 

time, but he had not dared to bother him, although now he was obliged to do so. He said that he 

was working on the “ruznamçe-i varidat ve masarıf-ı hızane-i amire-i Budun” (daily registers of 

revenues and expenses for the imperial treasury of Buda) from 965-966 (1557/58) and asks some 

questions regarding to this topic. Then Káldy-Nagy stated that he wanted to work in the field of 

the economic history of Turkey, but was facing some difficulties. He said that Ömer Lütfi 

 
325 Lajos Fekete, Budapest a törökkorban. (Budapest: Királyi Magyar Egyetemi Nyomda, 1944). 
326 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 19.10.1940, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1U6NdX5OU506CfqWRCkAywFB9ieW9PUNn/view , see appendix 26c. 
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Barkan had sent him his book entitled Kanunlar,327 but he also needed Gökbilgin’s book Edirne 

ve Paşa Livası and Türkiye Köy İktisadı328 from İsmail Hüsrev Tökin. However, he added that it 

was not possible to order those books from the libraries in Turkey at that moment and he kindly 

requested Gökbilgin’s help regarding this matter.329 

In a letter he wrote in 1957, there are a number of details about his research at that time. 

He told Gökbilgin that he was quite interested in the economic history of Hungary during the 

Turkish occupation and studying the daily wage budget defters of 1559/60. Therefore, he asked 

for one of Gökbilgin’s articles entitled “XVI. Asırda Mukataa ve İltizam İşlerinde Kadılık 

Müessesesinin Rolü/ The Role of Judicial Institutions in Revenue Units and Tax Farming Matters 

in the 16th Century” and later talked about some of the results that he obtained from the daily 

wage defters,  

“I have encountered very valuable information which is undoubtedly most surprising in 

the daily wage defter. This means that when I totaled all of the revenues and expenditure data 

entered in the defter, it was revealed that only a third of the annual expenditures of 23 million 

akçe could be covered by local income from Buda, and that 16-18 million in annual funds would 

be required from the treasury in İstanbul. This fact may show another aspect of the issue of the 

conquest of Hungary by the Turks. I think Abdurrahman Vefik is quite right about the bad 

 
327 In this work, Ömer Lütfi Barkan explains the system of Ottoman laws and legislation, the shari'a system in 
Ottoman institutions, the characteristics of the existing legislations, the fatwa system, and the status of the shaykh al-
islam and the Ottoman sultans in legislative process. Barkan, XV ve XVI inci asırlarda Osmanlı İmparatorluğunda 
ziraî ve ekonominin hukukî ve mali esasları: birinci cilt, Kanunlar, (İstanbul: İstanbul Üniversitesi Edebiyat 
Fakültesi, 1943). 
328 This work was considered as the first Marxist analysis on villages and agricultural problems in Turkey. In his 
work, İsmail Hüsrev Tökin examines the similarities, differentiation and changes between the landlord system and 
medieval feudalism. Tökin, Türkiye Köy İktisadı, Bir Millî İktisat Tetkiki, (İstanbul: İstanbul Matbaacılık ve Neşriyat 
Türk Anonim Şirketi, 1934). 
329 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 
07.07.1954,  https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Wfan0zYYMudQONUQMzg6oHiU7Q6-E7bq/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 38a-b. 
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reputation of the Ottoman Empire in this period due to the abuses of the mültezims.330 I want to 

distinguish accurately between the orders of the Sultan and the unlawful extortions of mültezims 

in my research.”331 

I believe a letter he wrote in 1958 as a continuation of the one above is quite striking in 

terms of providing some insight about Ottoman studies in Hungary and the general attitude of the 

researchers involved with this.332 First, he thanked Gökbilgin for sending the sources he 

requested in the previous letter. He wrote that he specifically enjoyed working on Turkish history 

and the period of the Ottoman occupation of Hungary, and also stated that Gökbilgin’s 

encouraging words and praise kept his motivation high. He wanted to write a monograph on an 

Ottoman sancak (sub-province), and in considering the more than four hundred Turkish 

documents available, the sancak of Hatvan seemed the best suited for such a project. Apart from 

those, there were many more documents related to the sancaks, but since most of them were in 

İstanbul, he again requested Gökbilgin’s help in this regard: 

“Allow me to state here that I want to use the Turkish material in the most accurate way. 

I do not have any prejudices, such as the situation of Hungary was at its worst after the Turkish 

occupation because Turks had just destroyed everything. If I thought like this, I would make an 

inaccurate description of a sancak during the occupation of Hungary by the Turks.” 333 

 
330 A mültezim was a person who collected taxes from a group of revenue sources. For further information see: Baki 
Çakır “tax farming” in the Encyclopedia of the Ottoman Empire, eds. Gábor Ágoston and Bruce Masters. (New 
York: Facts on File, 2008), 555-557. 
331 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 21.12.1957, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ale7HfKcPjRa37P99v19-
DC3nh4dj_F8/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 39. 
332 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 14.03.1958, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1DBnSoJ0J3t1BnU24EY-
NcBKv-JCF4mPB/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 40a-b. 
333 Ibid., see appendix 40b. 
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He said that in many Turkish materials he had read, he found that Ottoman forces wanted 

to conquer the fortresses of the enemy, the Hungarians, as the enemy was often attacking from 

the fortresses and devastating the peoples of the surrounding villages. This means that according 

to Gyula Káldy-Nagy, during the campaigns or incursions it was not only the Ottoman army but 

also to a great extent the mercenary soldiers who fought in the imperial army and did not get paid 

regularly as well as the Hungarian hajdú mercenary soldiers who destroyed and plundered the 

Hungarian villages. 

“Professor Gyula Németh and Professor Lajos Fekete/ whose student I once was and now 

I am his assistant/, have taught me that those who constantly deal with Turkish language and 

history should also love the Turks.”334 

From a letter Káldy-Nagy wrote in 1961, we learn that the collaboration between the two 

historians had proceeded to another level and they were thinking of writing a joint book together. 

He said that the Hungarian Academy of Sciences also sincerely supported such a study.335 

However, we see from one of the later letters that the joint book project turned into them each 

publishing individual works. According to this new project, Tayyib Gökbilgin planned to collect 

all the fermans from places in Hungary under the Turkish occupation. This book would be 

published in Budapest and in return it was planned that one of the works by Káldy-Nagy would 

be published by the Turkish Historical Association.336 

Káldy-Nagy mentions in one of the letters that he had received the microfilms he had 

requested from Gökbilgin and he added that he was very thankful to Gökbilgin because by 

 
334 Ibid., see appendix 40b. 
335 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 02.09.1961, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1cqxHz8qxCU6-W6y-
wKSCsIMxvvzSvAFN/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 41a-b. 
336 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 21.07.1961, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Fi5mL3xq3rTJ1oJp7us6k_gYLdJEeOxB/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 42a-b. 
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providing these microfilms he had made a great contribution not only to Káldy-Nagy’s research, 

but also to the history of Hungary. He said that according to the historian and professor László 

Makkai, the publication they were considering would be very good thanks to the efforts of 

Gökbilgin. In Hungary, they had tımar defteri dated to 955/1548-49 and 970/1562-63, a tahrir 

defteri of 988/1580-81, and some small scale of defters that included cizye taxes and various 

other information. However, according to Káldy-Nagy none of them were sufficient and 

complete enough as the defters that Gökbilgin had sent the on microfilm, and those two defters 

would be the foundation of the research. “It will be a very good work and I am very happy and 

excited to work on such beautiful material.”337 A month after this letter, in another one he wrote 

in April 1962, he described his work on these defters:  

“(…) photocopies of the microfilm were prepared. Both defters are very interesting, I 

examined and read them with pleasure, like a novel that has received the Nobel Prize.”338  

Again, he states in the same letter that he now understood that without Gökbilgin it would 

not be possible to do anything important. This time Káldy-Nagy wanted to publish an article in 

the history volume the Fundamenta and asked for Gökbilgin’s help to publish the article there. 

As a matter of fact, the German Turkologist and Orientalist Helmuth Scheel had given some 

positive comments about the articles that Káldy-Nagy had sent previously, but then things got a 

little bit complicated:  

“Because he wrote in his letter that if any book was needed at the Turkish Institute, he 

would gladly send them. I reported this issue to Professor Németh. He asked me to ask Professor 

 
337 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 12.05.1962, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1E-
_NydvcH2kpME8X_k_hX1BHtT6OKRMG/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 43a-b. 
338 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 18.06.1962, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1-RaT3Wxqf-
8QAlCOg2_BOz4Rx4qYu9r9/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 44a. 
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Scheel whether these books would be paid for by the German Academy of Sciences or by himself. 

He said that we do not want to enrich our library with his financial aid. I think he was very 

angry with this answer because he didn't write anything in response and as one might expect did 

not send anything as a result of this answer.”339 

In a letter he wrote in November of the same year, he first expressed his embarrassment, 

concerning the matter that he had wanted to create an opportunity to invite Gökbilgin officially 

to Budapest. However there had been no development in this regard, and he felt quite upset about 

this because he said that since he could not help with anything, how could he continue to ask for 

things from him under these conditions. Nevertheless, he mentioned that he wanted to go to 

İstanbul to work in the archives of the Topkapı Palace and asked him to send a letter in 

Hungarian as he had done before, saying that he would host him for six weeks there. His second 

request was to work with Gökbilgin for a while in İstanbul. At the end of his letter, he added that 

the joint work they conducted together with Fekete had been completed. He stated that he tried to 

reflect the facts within this work:  

“…for example, the Ottomans occupied Buda because the Habsburgs were trying to 

conquer the entire Hungarian Kingdom, and during the Turkish occupation of Hungary gold was 

sent to the treasury in Budin as regular aid from İstanbul.”340 

Káldy-Nagy addressed the same issue in a letter written in 1963, but this letter had a 

harsher, angrier tone compared to the style of the previous ones. Gökbilgin had again sent the 

documents he asked for in the aforementioned letter. However, this time even though he 

 
339 Ibid., see appendix 44c. 
340 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 06.11.1962, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ok2l-
h7v3Oi_zTsCKkHrrMbGoR4JzPKf/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 45c. 



151 

managed to get a passport, he had some problems getting a travel visa from Turkey, and since 

Gökbilgin was abroad at this time he could not help,“(...) the fact that I could get my passport 

but not get my visa makes me dissatisfied and unhappy. I have been trying for years to prove that 

the Turks did not take gold from Buda to İstanbul, but on the contrary, brought gold from 

İstanbul to Buda. (please read page 611 of this Hungarian publication and 711-712 of the 

German publication.) However, now I feel like I am not a friend of the Turks but an enemy, I 

cannot get permission to travel to Turkey.”341 

The last letters I will include here from Gyula Káldy-Nagy have particular importance 

since they provide input about his work and methods. These letters are also valuable in terms of 

showing the contemporary trends of Ottoman studies in Hungary and how certain data, which 

had been accepted as definitive, had changed over time through the discoveries from new defters 

and studies.  

In a letter he wrote at the end of 1965, he said that he was comparing two defters dated to 

1551 and 1562. He found the results rather surprising because in contrast to popular belief, the 

number of inhabitants had not decreased.  

“Now, I do not want to prove how much population growth was experienced during these 

11 years with these results, since during this time there were battles of various sizes. Rather that 

during the reign of Süleyman the Magnificent, the situation in Hungary was not worse than 

before the conquest, and even the tahrir defters of Buda provide a much more positive image 

 
341 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 01.02.1963, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1AdcVsY4DrPMmwnaYx8V_Kco5QSHayV_D/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 
46b. 
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than the negative one.  Therefore, I thought it was possible to give these comparisons together 

under the title of the Tahrir defters of Buda Province during the period of Kanuni. ”342 

In this letter, he also asks Gökbilgin to write an introduction about Kanuni Sultan 

Süleyman and the conquest of Buda for this book he wanted to publish. He sent another letter in 

December 1965 as a continuation of the same topic. He expressed his gratitude for the 

encouraging words of Gökbilgin and added that he would be working on Buda defters all 

summer and later Gökbilgin would need to revise the problems that might arise in order to 

prepare the work for publishing. He wrote that he counted exactly how many people they 

recorded in the tahrir defters of 1547 and 1562:  

“These numbers indicate a rather good increase, as they only show the presence of adult 

males. I think this result will be a pleasant surprise for everyone. I would like to let you know 

about my joy and thank you for agreeing to work on the Buda (tahrir) defters and asking for 

them to be published. The study and publishing of these two tahrir defters will be perfect 

evidence of the just sovereignty of Kanuni. Kanuni did not destroy the places he conquered as is 

claimed today, but instead, he enlivened them as is seen from the tahrir defters.”343 

In Géza Fehér's letter, written in 1952, we encounter a similar theme about Hungary's 

Ottoman past. After introducing himself by stating that he worked at the Hungarian National 

Museum and studied the artefacts that belonged to the era of Ottoman occupation, he continued 

his letter as follows: 

 
342 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 26.11.1965, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Iqy0KwSsdOwe7Jbk0XYkHejdt09uYPfV/view?usp=sharing  , see appendix 47b. 
343 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 05.05.1965,  https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Nut2Smc-
vs_IXzVVqvLGhATUpT4A5-31/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 48a. 
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“As you are very well aware owing to your education, almost all Hungarian historians 

are of the opinion that in the 16th -17th centuries the Ottoman invaders destroyed Hungary and 

did not have a favorable effect on the life and culture of our people. The aim of my research was 

to follow the Turkish-friendly trend that Sándor Takáts initiated with his diploma research, in 

contrast to the aforementioned malevolent attitude of our historians. Through archaeological 

artefacts, I would like to present the extremely profound, almost determinative cultural influence 

that the Turks had on our people during the period of conquest.”344 

Later on in his letter, he mentioned that he had curated a section of an exhibition entitled 

‘Our One Thousand Years of History’ at the Hungarian National Museum showing how the 

Turks positively affected the lives of the Hungarian people. After stating that he wanted to 

continue his research and excavations in this direction, he requested help from Gökbilgin for 

some sources that he could not find. In a letter from 1957, he writes that he could get a six-month 

residence permit in Ankara, that he had been fighting for a passport for many years and that he 

could make this trip if he received a letter from a museum in Turkey containing a declaration of 

support for his research. Géza Fehér asks Gökbilgin to help him in this matter and that it is very 

important for him to travel to Turkey after ten years.  

 “I really need to see the archaeological and ethnographic collections there. It is very 

important that I can see the work of Turkish ceramists and craftsmen on the ground and see 

some Turkish kitchens in Anatolia. Without all this it is very difficult to understand the period of 

Turkish rule in Hungary.”345 

 
344 From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 10.11.1952, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1uCl8jK_5Q61s03DG1gLc8MuNfpnNFin4/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 49. 
345 Perhaps this letter could also be discussed under the heading “Political Turmoil”, but I have chosen to include it 
here as it gives details of the areas he wishes to research and provides a continuity of information. From Géza Fehér 
 



154 

In the letters he writes in 1958 and 1959, he asks for help in deciphering the inscriptions 

on three stones and the inscriptions on the pottery pieces in the other. He writes that he can 

finally get his passport, that he is looking forward the journey he is going to make, and he 

explains that he will need Gökbilgin’s help again during this research trip.346 

We can also find some letters of the architect József Molnár in Gökbilgin's collection. In 

these letters it is also possible to find some details about Ottoman studies in Hungary. A letter 

from him dated to the end of 1965, for example, states that he sent his material to the Hungarian 

embassy in Ankara and that it was delivered from there to Rásonyi. 

“I am convinced that it will be received with satisfaction, because no one in Hungary has 

ever collected material on this scale and of this kind. I am happy if I can contribute to the 

development of Turkish-Hungarian relations with this material, as I sincerely wish. For 12 years 

I had not received any help from anyone in processing the material I had honestly collected, and 

some people who did not even understand the work, tried to hide, or undermine the results. All 

this did not deter me from my clearly defined goal, I continued to try to find new monuments and 

I tried to give testimony of the architectural activity of the Turks in every article. As I continued 

to learn and research without waiting for anyone's help and making financial sacrifices, I 

continue to consider the benefits for our people today.”347 

 
to Gökbilgin, 31.08.1957, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1_r5iUcgc_87iRTO-
37AHEkWXoH9nQpAW/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 50b. 
346 From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 07.03.1958, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ag4oLdunkdhlU_K7WKS4pyPCVavkrOIA/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 51a-
b; 17.11.1959, https://drive.google.com/file/d/14cdsKzcITyQBmkbjZdUJPlDBqLji4jzx/view?usp=sharing , see 
appendix 52. 
347 From József Molnár to Gökbilgin,18.12.1965,  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1dwaCzUSd0bOlOxsYbckVm_jg2sYgKH6G/view?usp=sharing  see appendix 53. 
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Another letter I can include here is from the historian József Perényi, who was the new 

head of the Head of the Department of Eastern European History, Eötvös Loránd University at 

that time. In 1939-45 he was a private official in İstanbul as a representative of the Ganz factory 

where he learned also Turkish.348 The Austro-Hungarian company Ganz secured the tender for 

the construction of a power plant in İstanbul, in 1910 and established the Ottoman Electric 

Company Inc.349 In his letter, first he states that he is glad to have contact with Gökbilgin. He 

later mentions that, although there are historians in Hungary who study Turkish history, there is 

not enough interest: “We have very, very good philologists, including Németh, Fekete and their 

students, but we don't have historians. As far as I know, I am the only historian interested in the 

problems of Turkish history who is not a philologist. I find this situation unacceptable. I have 

decided to train some experts here at the university among the young people who are interested 

in the period of Turkish rule in Hungary.” In the following parts of his letter, he explains that he 

was appointed head of the Department of Eastern European History a few months ago, that he 

will determine the direction of his work and he will focus on Turkish historical research. He 

explains that he is particularly interested in the economic and social history of the Balkans 

during the Ottoman period and he is also preparing to give lectures on the Ottoman Empire and 

the Republic of Turkey to students at the university. “So, these are my goals and I ask you to 

help me with them. I will always be at your service, whether it is to supply books or anything 

else.”350 

 
348 Kenyeres Ágnes,editor in chief, Perényi József, Magyar Életrajzi Lexikon 1000–1990, (Budapest: Akadémiai 
Kiadó 1967–1994), http://mek.oszk.hu/00300/00355/html/ABC11587/12056.htm , (accessed May 29, 2021); Gyula 
Szvák, “In Memoriam József Perényi 1915–1981”, Annales Universitatis Scientiarum Budapestinensis de Rolan- 
ПРИЛОЖЕНИЕ 218 do Eötvös Nominatae Sectio Historica Tom XXII (1982): 307– 310. 
349 Silahtarağa Power Plant, https://www.santralistanbul.org/en/silahtaraga-power-plant/ , (accessed May 29, 2021). 
350 From József Perényi to Gökbilgin, 26.02.1958, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gXtWMa5ut8ZN0rJzMd3APg6_M1UEkVZ-/view?usp=sharing   see appendix 54a-
b. 
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Fekete's letters from the first period, which we have included above, contain more 

detailed information about Ottoman studies, as Gökbilgin, whom Fekete regards as his young 

colleague, asks him for advice on the direction of his future studies. However, it is possible to 

learn details about Fekete's work and the topics he covered from the letters of the next period. 

For example, the letter dated to 1965 is about the invitation from İstanbul University. He stated 

that he had been sick and hospitalized for some time, and therefore there were some setbacks 

concerning the passport and visa issues, but he was also excited to accept the invitation, “Since I 

was granted the honor of being a guest at the İstanbul Faculty of Literature I have wanted to 

travel this path honorably.”351 He talked about his plans for the presentations, stating that he 

wanted to do two presentations entitled “Budin Gülbabası/ Gülbaba of Buda” and “Turcizmusok 

török hivatalalos iratokban/ Turcisms in Turkish Official Writings”. “I think of putting both of 

them in a modest framework and presenting them in a small environment, because it would not 

be appropriate to give anyone lectures in Turkey, and I do not want to do that. This means that I 

will attempt as much as my decency allows.”352  

As he concluded his letter, he wrote that he thought that Gökbilgin’s plans for Kütahya 

and Tekirdağ were very valuable, and it was very important to work on strengthening the weak 

relationships between Hungary and Turkey. During this period, we know that Gökbilgin was 

busy with organizing a memorial on Lajos Kossuth, who was a political reformer of the 

Hungarian revolution and the struggle for independence of 1848-1849 from the Austrian 

monarchy. The first stage of the War of Independence brought successes, but could not withstand 

the power superiority of the Habsburg-Russian alliance. Therefore, the leader of the rebels, Lajos 

 
351 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 27.02.1965, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1x7HkBS54qeX281kayJ5-
CBqCS7gOKSW1/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 55a. 
352 Ibid., see appendix 55a. 
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Kossuth, and thousands of soldiers had to seek asylum in the Ottoman Empire. Despite all the 

requests, Sultan Abdülmecid did not return the political refugees who remained in the Ottoman 

lands. As I mentioned Gökbilgin organized a memorial ceremony in April 1965 at House 

Number One, Hungarian Street, Gediz Avenue, where Kossuth lived in Kütahya. Imre Kutas, the 

ambassador at the time, attended the ceremony and gave a speech together with Gökbilgin.353 

Here Fekete is probably congratulating him for his endeavors.  

In another letter he wrote in 1966, Fekete commented on the publication of the main 

sources of Turkish history: 

“I sent a book review to Oriens about a year ago in which I mentioned the necessity of 

publishing Turkish historical sources in Arabic script. I even concluded the same article by 

wishing to return to the use of Arabic script in the publication of historical sources in Turkey etc. 

This article has not been published yet, but my wish has already come true, and your extensive 

work has been published in Arabic script.”354 

The publication of Gökbilgin he mentions here is called “Venedik Devlet arşivindeki 

vesikalar külliyatında Kanunî Sultan Süleyman Devri belgeleri/ The Documents of the Age of 

Kanunî Sultan Süleyman in the Document Collection of the Venice State Archives.” In this work, 

Gökbilgin preferred to publish the documents he found in the Venice State Archives in the 

Ottoman-Turkish alphabet. As it is known, Fekete published his works355 in the same way. In 

 
353 To see more detail check the title of “KOSSUTH  LAJOS” in,  http://tayyibgokbilgin.info/turk-macar-yakinligi/ , 
(accessed May 29, 2021). 
354 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 09.04.1966, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mZsLjz9tly_MkDkrohZ9yENVzhDRaCcW/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 56. 
355 Ludwig Fekete, Die Siyāqat-Schrift in der türkischen Finanzverwaltung: Bd. Einleitung, Textproben. Vol. 7. 
(Budapest: Akadémiai kiadó, 1955); Bevezetés a Hódoltság török diplomatikájába. (Budapest: A Magyar Királyi 
Országos Levéltár Kiadványai, 1926); Einführung in die osmanischtürkische Diplomatik der türkischen 
Botmässigkeit in Ungarn. (Budapest: Königliche Ungarische Universitätsdruckerei, 1926); Türkische Schriften aus 
dem Archive des Palatinus Nicolaus Esterházy 1606–1645 (Budapest: n.p., 1932). 
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this sense, it would not be wrong to say that Gökbilgin emulated Fekete and adopted the same 

method.356 Therefore, Fekete was happy with Gökbilgin’s choice and expressed his joy as 

follows: “Since my wishes have come true, am I not a lucky person? A warm thanks for the 

double pleasure.”357 

4. 1.3. Political Turmoil 

The letters in Gökbilgin's personal archive offer very reflective details about the political 

conditions, the difficulties experienced and how this turmoil was evaluated by Hungarian 

academics, on a personal and national level. One of the examples I can give in this respect is a 

letter from the archivist Endre Varga. 

As mentioned above, Hungary lost a third of its territory with the Treaty of Trianon 

concluded after the First World War, and millions of ethnic Hungarians began to live outside the 

borders of Hungary established by the Treaty. Many historically important regions of Hungary 

were allocated to other countries and the distribution of natural resources was unevenly 

determined. With the First Vienna Award on 2 November 1938, the Felvidék area in southern 

Slovakia, inhabited by Hungarian speaking population, was returned to Hungary. With the 

Second Vienna Award on 30 August 1940, Hungary reclaimed about two-thirds of the long-

disputed Transylvania/ Erdély from Romania.358 

 
356 Tayyib Gökbilgin, “Venedik Devlet arşivindeki vesikalar külliyatında Kanunî Sultan Süleyman Devri belgeleri”. 
Türk Tarih Kurumu, Ankara 1965. 
357 Ibid., see appendix 56. 
358 I. C. B. Dear and M. R. D. Foot, eds., “Vienna awards.”, in The Oxford Companion to World War II. (Oxford 
University Press, 2001), https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acref/9780198604464.001.0001/acref-
9780198604464-e-1729.  
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Varga first thanks Gökbilgin for the good wishes on Erdély's partial recovery. However, 

he says, he wants to congratulate Gökbilgin on his marriage before moving on to political issues. 

He writes that he is working on the “Proveniencia” article and hopes that external circumstances 

will not interfere with his work. “Here we return to politics. (...) Dear colleague, as you know, I 

do not think the British will win. But the Germans are also far from winning the war. Perhaps, as 

many here think, the war will end in a draw and neither side will win. (...) We are ready to 

negotiate with the Slovaks, but we can only make peace with the Romanians if the old borders 

are completely recovered back, they - I do not know if your newspapers write that? - for a few 

weeks now, they have been being cruel once again to the Hungarians who stayed there.”359 

 We can clearly see that the mood of the letters László Rásonyi wrote during his time at 

the faculty changed with the political turmoil he experienced during and after the Second World 

War. An example of these letters, written in a somewhat gloomy, not very hopeful mood, is his 

letter from 1946 and gives some information about that time. After Northern Transylvania was 

ceded back to Hungary as a result of the Second Vienna Award (döntőbíráskodás), László 

Rásonyi was appointed to the Kolozsvári Magyar Királyi  Ferenc József Tudományegyetem 

Bölcsészet-, Nyelv- és Történettudományi Kara/ Royal Hungarian Franz Joseph University, 

Faculty of Humanities, Linguistics and History in Kolozsvár (present day Cluj-Napoca, in 

 
359 From Endre Varga to Gökbilgin, undated, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1dlOkH8aT_hbTRuqEh8NCVfd9fgkzic3O/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 57c-d. 
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Romania) by the Hungarian government and therefore he left Turkey in the autumn of 1942.360 

However, his teaching position there did not last long, and he had to leave because of the war.361  

“My Dear Friend Tayyib, 

Thank you very much for your letter and the actions you initiated on my behalf. Your 

lines are especially valuable during the instability of refugee life that has been going on for two 

years. In his letters to me, Hamit Koşay stated that the ministry of foreign affairs officially wrote 

on my behalf first to the Roman embassy and then to the Bern embassy in Switzerland. I also 

wrote to both Cemal Hüsnü Taray Bey362 and Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoğlu Bey363. My departure 

for Turkey depends on their answers. We are again so grieved because of Kolozsvár. My wife’s 

parents and brother have so much nostalgia for it and they are so on the edge that we almost 

returned. However, according to my colleague who wrote me, going back to Hungary would not 

be good for me while the Russians are there. In my new book, which I left at the printing house, I 

was a more determined proponent of Turkishness than before. Now I have only one desire: the 

opportunity to work productively. I also work here a lot. I prepared a chrestomathy of English 

literature for the Hungarian refugees, I taught English and Turkish, then Turkish and Eastern 

 
360 Discussion of the decision on László Rásonyi: Könyvtár Szegedi egyetemi jegyzőkönyvek, 1909-1980 Kolozsvári 
M. Kir. Ferenc József Tudományegyetem Bölcsészet-, Nyelv- és Történettudományi Kara - ülések, 1941-
1942/11941. október 28., II. rendes ülés, 3-11 
https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/SZEGED_KOLOZSVAR_BTK_KARI_1941-42_1/?pg=64&layout=s ; 
sending the letter of decision to László Rásonyi's address in Turkey, ibid., 
https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/SZEGED_KOLOZSVAR_BTK_KARI_1941-42_1/?pg=251&layout=s 
(accessed March 7, 2020); Çoban, “Rásonyi László” TDV İslam Ansiklopedisi. 
361 A document showing that László Rásonyi was in Kolozsvár/Cluj in 1944 
,https://library.hungaricana.hu/hu/view/SZEGED_KOLOZSVAR_BTK_KARI_1943-
44/?pg=328&layout=s&query=rasonyi  (accessed March 7, 2020). 
362 Cemal Hüsnü Taray (1893-1975) was working as the ambassador of Roma at that time, see:  Muzaffer Başkaya, 
“Atatürk’ün Genç Diplomati Ve Türkiye'nin Milletler Cemiyeti'ndeki İlk Daimî Temsilcisi: Cemal Hüsnü Taray’in 
Hayati ve Diplomatik Faaliyetleri.”, Tarih Okulu Dergisi (TOD) 11, XXXIV, (2018): 673. 
363 Yakup Kadri Karaosmanoğlu (1889-1974) was a writer, translator, journalist, diplomat and parliament member. 
During this period he was a diplomatic officer at the Bern embassy; see: Nazım H. Polat, “Karaosmanoğlu, Yakup 
Kadri”, TDV İslâm Ansiklopedisi 24, (İstanbul, TDV İslâm Araştırmaları Merkezi, 2001), 465-468, 
https://islamansiklopedisi.org.tr/karaosmanoglu-yakup-kadri (accessed June 8, 2020). 



161 

European history. I would like to publish the history of the Turkic peoples in Turkey /in English 

and Turkish/ and a dictionary of Turkish Names. The rich library of the Türkiyat Institute there 

would have been extremely good for the completion of this work. I would go to İstanbul with the 

greatest joy, and this would also be good for my family. However, I do not know what the deputy 

minister will decide.364 

The address where László Rásonyi sent this letter from was “Hung. D.P. Camp Feffernitz 

VIII/7. Carinthia, Austria”, meaning the Hungarian Displaced Persons Camp in Feffernitz in 

Austria. After the Second World War, millions of people, including civilians, were displaced 

across Europe. D.P., which stands for displaced person was a label given to the people who were 

displaced from their countries and expected to return. Luke Kelly stated that the Feffernitz 

Displaced Persons camp was “in the British zone of Austria, hosting Hungarians displaced after 

the war and run by the Friends Ambulance Unit under the jurisdiction of the Red Cross and 

British authorities. By 1946, thousands of Hungarians remained in the camp, unwilling to return 

to Hungary where the fascist government had been toppled, and where the Soviets were exerting 

increasing influence.”365 As we can see from the letter I quoted above, László Rásonyi was one 

of the Hungarians who had to stay in this camp for a while. In another letter he sent to Tayyib 

Gökbilgin in 1948, he first writes how happy he was to re-continue their correspondence after a 

long break. He said that he had applied for a British visa but did not get any response. He added 

that since December the weather had been very cold, he received urgent telegraphs from his 

home, and he had to return to avoid any more suffering for his children. He mentioned that he 

had not been subjected to any political prosecution to that point, since he was not condemned for 

 
364 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 28.08.1946, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1eGVKb2tIA8E9QbyfD-9bC-
ohZcvZSHL6/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 58. 
365 Luke Kelly, “Humanitarian sentiment and forced repatriation: The administration of Hungarians in a post-war 
displaced persons camp.” Journal of Refugee Studies 30.3 (2017): 387-406. 
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being a fascist, and he had found a position at the Balkan Institute in Budapest with the help of 

his friends. “Naturally, all these matters are more difficult and even impossible to achieve today, 

since our country is getting closer to a dictatorship of the proletariat every day.”366 He stated his 

mission was to give the institute a direction, as much as possible, that would improve Hungarian-

Turkish friendship. This institute, he said, was the only institution that could help to develop 

such a relationship. He mentioned that he had prepared and delivered a report stating that 

although many Hungarian works had been translated into Turkish up to that point, there were 

very few works translated from Turkish to Hungarian. Besides that, he taught Turkish at two 

different levels and the attendees of the courses were double as many as any who were learning 

any of the Balkan languages. He stated that he did not yet have to join the communist party, 

since they have special respect for university professors. Nevertheless, Rásonyi did not hesitate 

to express his concern for the future:  

“For all these reasons, the discussions that you and Hamit Bey had for me with the 

ministry of education have helped me greatly and allowed me to take a breath of relief. If I will 

ever be subjected to prosecution one day and deprived of my salary, I continue to work with 

confidence, sure that my family and children will not starve. That is why I am very grateful to 

you, to Hamit Bey and to the deputy, to all of you.”367 

He continued his letter by discussing the difficulties of getting a passport. For example, a 

well-known physician and a former university professor, Ernő Balogh, was not able to receive a 

passport even though he was invited from İstanbul University and even though there was a 

 
366 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 30.03.1948, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZwHkBqtOtmdnO2TIUt4AVBQU_Ov3U8jX/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 
58a.  
367 Ibid., see appendix 58b. 
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Turkish ambassador who was acting as a mediator in this process. He concluded his letter by 

saying that especially these days he wished he were living in Turkey, and asked Gökbilgin to 

show the letter to Hamit Bey, but only to reveal its contents to old Turkish friends. 

After 1948, the letters from Rásonyi found in the collection were dated to the 1960s. It is 

groundless to think that they did not have any correspondence between those dates, but these 

letters have probably gone missing over the years. However, in another letter dating back to 

1961, we learn that Tayyib Gökbilgin invited Rásonyi to conduct a long-term research project in 

Erzurum, but he again mentioned the hardships of obtaining a passport to travel.368 At that time, 

in Hungary, the travel conditions of citizens were strictly controlled by the state. According to 

Péter Bencsik, just before the Hungarian revolution of 1956, it became easier to get a passport. 

More passports were issued, and border controls were also inefficient for a few months because 

of the revolution. He states that after the uprising was suppressed by the Soviets, and when János 

Kádár came to power and became the first secretary of the Hungarian Socialist Workers’ Party, 

passport regulations were immediately reorganized and at the same time border controls were 

significantly increased: “journeys to the West were possible every two years for visiting relatives 

and every three years for other reasons. For private journeys, the political and moral behavior 

of the applicants had to be considered. Finally, those who had relatives who had left Hungary 

illegally were not entitled to get a passport. As these rules were not public, the resolutions of 

rejected passport-requests did not contain any explanation for the denial.” 369 In fact, in Turkey 

as well there was a similar kind of process. The first military coup in the Turkish Republic took 

place on 27 May 1960 and the army moved to Ankara to seize power. The number of travel bans 

 
368 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 21.09.1961, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1rL96rE0sG1e1Vdhduhzmb33qD9Ek_LRN/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 59b. 
369 Péter Bencsik, “Passport and Visa Policy of the Kádár regime”, Chronica 3 (2003): 135. 
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were imposed during this period, however, the general opinion in the Turkish academy of the 

time was that the coup d'état was necessary and justified. Therefore, we can say that academics 

who did not openly criticize the regime were not affected by such bans. The documents we have 

found in Gökbilgin's archive also show that the coup was justified by the university rectors as 

well. For example, the document dated 03.06.1960 is a text that was sent by the rectorate of 

İstanbul University to the Anatolian News Agency to be published in newspapers: “The Turkish 

nation and youth are grateful and thankful to our great army.”370 The disagreements between the 

Democratic Party, which was the first of the opposition parties to come to power, and the 

universities, the harsh policies against the press and the university, and the student movements in 

the 1960s371 were too complex and within the scope of this dissertation, it is not considered to 

discuss in utter detail. However, on the basis of the documents in his archive, it seems possible to 

say that Gökbilgin was also critical of the policies of the current government and evaluated the 

27th of May coup d'état as a revolution rather than a coup. In the academic activity report he 

prepared for the year 1960-61, he wrote that in the days leading up to the revolutionary 

movement on 27 May 1960, he voiced his criticism of the government's immoral attitude to the 

University Senate, and in the days after the revolution he made publications both on the radio 

and in the press on the spirit and significance of this movement.372 As a result, we can say that 

there was no special regulation preventing Gökbilgin from going abroad during this period. The 

fact that he received permission from the Ministry of the Internal Affairs for the conference he 

 
370 From the rectorate of İstanbul University to the Anatolian News Agency, 03.06.1960,  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1TNYLtoeMO1Mp0-7ww8-3XDAKb7icIAm9/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 60. 
371 Doğan Duman, “27 Mayıs Hükümet Darbesi ve Dönemi Akademisyenlerinin Darbe Karşısındaki Tutumları”, The 
Journal of Academic Social Science Studies 73 (2018): 299-314; George S. Harris, “The Causes of the 1960 
Revolution in Turkey”, Middle East Journal 24, no. 4 (1970): 438-454.  
372 The academic activity report of 1960-61, 30.04.1961, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1mS2mB9Hrobfo5-
z6rN0HKrw_UlyKlFUE/view?usp=sharing, see appendix 61a. 
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wanted to attend at Eötvös Loránd University in April 1961 shows that he had no problems in 

this respect.373 

If we go back to Rásonyi's letter, we can see, in contrast to Gökbilgin, that he suffers 

from passport problems. Almost the common theme of all the letters of Hungarian academics 

that we can find in Gökbilgin's collection is passport and visa issues. In his letter, Rásonyi 

explains that he was invited to present a paper entitled, ‘The Names of Women in Turkic 

Peoples/ Türk Halklarında Kadın Adları’ in Göttingen and applied to get a passport but the 

application was rejected, “You can imagine my feeling when I was told on Aug. 3 that ‘the 

request for a passport could not be completed at this time.’(…) I have become so exhausted due 

to the tension, disappointment, anger and suffering I have experienced.”374 

Rásonyi believed that Lajos Ligeti treated him like a second-class citizen, since he was 

denied a passport because Ligeti did not have the courage to do a favor for him. He complained 

that only one signature by Ligeti, who at that time was acting president of the academy, would 

have been enough, but he did not sign the documents. Nevertheless, he said that living in Ankara 

or in İstanbul seemed so attractive to him, although he had some doubts about living in Erzurum, 

since he did not know how being there would affect his health. When he closed his letter, he 

mentioned that his former professor wanted to close down the 90-year-old department just to 

avoid handing it over to Rásonyi, and warned that this matter should not to be discussed with 

their colleagues ‘K.N.Gyuszi’ (Gyula Káldy Nagy) and ‘Siyah’ (black in Turkish, he refers to 

Lajos Fekete here). Then he mentions that Gyula Káldy Nagy wanted to be a lector at the 

 
373 The document related to travel permission, 07.03.1961, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1Ea7u4dW_Au2NSXPo4fLV-55RIIrUa_YR/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 62. 
374 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 21.09.1961, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1rL96rE0sG1e1Vdhduhzmb33qD9Ek_LRN/view?usp=sharing  , see appendix 59a. 



166 

University of Ankara, but the former professor (he did not give his name) had another person in 

his mind.  

Another academician suffered from similar difficulties was Káldy-Nagy Gyula. He wrote 

in this letter that he had submitted the document Gökbilgin had sent for him to get the passport, 

but he also needed another document stating that Gökbilgin would host him during the time he 

would stay in İstanbul. He apologized for this situation, saying that he was very embarrassed and 

added that he would never bother him in İstanbul, but he kindly asked him to write and send this 

letter in Hungarian in his own handwriting just for the sake of formality. To get his passport, he 

desperately needed this letter, even though it was just a formality, since a few years before, in 

1950, they had taken away his father’s lands and his two brothers had gone abroad three year 

previously. Thus, the authorities had some doubts about Káldy-Nagy’s political reliability. 375  

It seems that Gökbilgin understood this situation clearly and fulfilled the request. 

According to a letter from April 1960, the letter of Gökbilgin with the declaration had arrived 

just in time when it was needed most. Therefore, Káldy-Nagy expressed his gratitude and added 

that he had good news to share. According to his official statement to the authorities, Gökbilgin 

could invite and host him in İstanbul and then he could host Gökbilgin when he would visit 

Budapest. Following Káldy-Nagy’s application and declaration, the Hungarian Ministry of 

Education consulted the Foreign Ministry to convey an opinion on whether or not Gökbilgin 

could be invited, and 

“The Hungarian Consul in İstanbul expressed such an excellent opinion about you that 

the Ministry of Foreign Affairs not only approved our travelling “on a reciprocal basis” but also 

 
375 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 10.12.1959, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1gIk-
g2sCFdHOOypVZmTndzygrqHxyrfO/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 63. 
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suggested that the Ministry of Education officially and directly invite you.”376(…) “To be 

objective I have to say that the invitation of Prime Minister Menderes to Moscow also helped 

greatly in realizing this matter. In fact, this event may also improve Turkish-Hungarian 

relations.” 377 (…) “I would like to add and emphasize in my letter that at the heart of your 

official invitation is the fact that your active engagement in Hungarian history is the utmost.”378 

Despite the developments and the opportunities created by the official invitations, Káldy-

Nagy still worried that something might go wrong and warned Gökbilgin one more time, “(…) 

but please I kindly ask you not to tell anyone that the invitation you sent was a mere formality 

until I arrive there. I apologize for asking this. I request this foolishness from you because I am 

afraid, but later no one will be interested in it.”379 

At this point I would like to draw attention to some of the points in the report that 

Gökbilgin prepared after his above-mentioned visit to Budapest in 1961 and submitted to the 

Rectorate of İstanbul University, the Ministry of National Education, the Directorate General of 

Cultural Affairs of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Turkish Embassy in Budapest. The 

most important thing about this report is that it raises concerns over the disruption of scientific 

studies due to the regime differences between the two countries. Gökbilgin focuses primarily on 

the historical “manifestations of friendship” between Hungary and Turkey. He addresses the 

Turkish intellectuals who were educated in Hungary in almost all disciplines between the years 

1910-1945, “the Chair and Institute of Turkology, which has a centuries-old past at the 

University of Budapest, and the great service the Institute has rendered to Turkish history in the 

 
376 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 23.04.1960, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1EoZ0bSWm5ByIoNMyg97RgFga0E3K16nk/view?usp=sharing ,see appendix 64a. 
377 Ibid., see appendix 64a. 
378 Ibid., see appendix 64a. 
379 Ibid., see appendix 64b. 
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study of the Hungarian language and history, and the importance of the international scholars 

they have trained in this field.” In his meetings with various academicians in Hungary, it was 

emphasized that regardless of the political, social and economic conditions and the organization 

in which the Turkish and Hungarian nations live today, this tradition and communication should 

be preserved. In this report Gökbilgin states that especially the scientific and cultural relations 

that began half a century ago, and have been going on for a long time, and the historical research 

on the Ottoman period in Hungary prompt the historians of both nations to cooperate with the 

highest interest. 

“The most important sources of this period are in the Turkish archives and until now it 

has not been possible for Hungarian scholars to research and study them according to 

international scientific procedures and practices. The deprivation of these sources causes great 

grief to Hungarian historiography and creates a situation for us that will cause grief and 

disappointment due to the arbitrary and unscientific considerations and actions of some of our 

library administrators and especially the General Directorate of Archives.”380 

Although there was still no official cultural agreement between the two countries and 

some obstacles need to be overcome, Gökbilgin concludes his report with suggestions for 

improving bilateral relations. He particularly pointed out the problem of permission for studies to 

be carried out in the archives, a problem often faced by Hungarian scholars, indeed by all foreign 

researchers. From the document that belons to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkish 

Republic, we can see that Gökbilgin was very committed to this issue yet as he noted in his 

report, he did not always achieve successful results. 

 
380 The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/17zWFJbTYfB0TYAUkJ6jlLVFDVju2u7Ut/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 65a-g. 
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“It corresponds to the petition of 31 May 1960. 

Our Ministry sees no objection to Dr. Kaldy Nagy Gyula, a faculty member of the 

Budapest University, Institute of Turkology, visiting our country and establishing scientific 

contacts. However, since the Directorate General of Archives does not allow researchers from 

the iron curtain countries to conduct research in our archives, I respectfully request that no 

promises or statements be made to Professor Gyula that he can conduct research in the archives 

until permission to research is granted.”381 

Although Turkey, a member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization - NATO since 

1952, and Hungary, which was a member of the Eastern Bloc, were theoretically opposing 

forces, as can be seen from Gökbilgin's report, they tried to maintain the existing relations by 

emphasizing the historical arguments. As far as we can see from the letters, despite the 

continuing perception of insecurity and threat from the regime differences, the emphasis was not 

on enmity but on the affinity, and on the historical relations between Turkey and Hungary even 

during this period known as the Cold War. As Káldy-Nagy pointed out in his letter, the official 

visit of the then Prime Minister Adnan Menderes to Moscow in 1960, which was accepted as the 

beginning of the normalization process in Turkish-Russian relations, had also a positive impact 

on Hungary's relations with Turkey. As Fatma Çalik states, towards the end of the 1960s, 

diplomatic relations reached a new dimension with the visit of János Péter, who was the first 

Hungarian Foreign Minister to come to Turkey. Afterwards, in 1971, a return visit was made to 

Hungary by the Turkish Foreign Minister, İhsan Sabri Çağlayangil.382 Gökbilgin's report shows 

 
381 From the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkish Republic to Gökbilgin, 15.06.1960, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1AKxazDjPU4k19WalOU1I4gUZZPqHHJ9b/view?usp=sharing  , see appendix 66. 
382 Fatma Çalik, “Soğuk Savaş Döneminde Türkiye-Macaristan İlişkileri”, Balkan Araştırma Enstitüsü Dergisi 4, no. 
2 (2015): 33-60. 
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that he involved in the development of not only cultural but also diplomatic relations between 

Turkey and Hungary in the 1960s.383 Çalik points out that a year after Gökbilgin's visit to 

Hungary, a group of scholars led by Suut Kemal Yetkin, the rector of Ankara University between 

1959 and 1963, visited Hungary. In the same year, 1962, a group of Hungarian scholars led by 

Gyula Ortutay, the rector of Eötvös Loránd University came to Turkey and made a return visit.384 

The historian Faik Reşit Unat, who was then vice-chairman of the board of the UNESCO 

National Commission of Turkey, informs him in a letter he sent to Gökbilgin as follows: “The 

delegation that came under the chairmanship of Rector Ortutay stayed in our country for five 

days and left with good impressions.”385 

As I mentioned earlier, although Gökbilgin had no problems with passports and travel, 

and bilateral relations slowly and gradually started to normalize during this period, another letter 

from Rásonyi provides us with a case of a different kind of problem, outside of passport and 

archival research permits. Rásonyi retired in Hungary in 1962, but right after he received his 

retired status he went back to Ankara and started working at the Hungarian Studies Department 

again. A letter from this period begins as follows:  

“The profoundly depressed nature of your letter and its deep tone of disappointment was 

also very saddening for me. Yet afterwards I thought it over. You wrote that you heard from Gy. 

H. that one of the secretaries at the embassy indicated you were a spy. I do not believe that Gy. 

H. heard such a thing at all. Gy. H. has many acquaintances in state institutions in the country, 

 
383 Although I am aware that there are documents and reports on Gökbilgin's diplomatic activities in the archives of 
both the Turkish and Hungarian foreign ministries, I would like to note here that these archives could not be 
evaluated within the framework of this dissertation due to time constraints. 
384  Çalik, “Soğuk Savaş Döneminde Türkiye-Macaristan İlişkileri”, 49. 
385 From Faik Reşit Unat to Gökbilgin, 24.12.1962, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1juoMW2Q5VZFkVzk6hlqcJmAgNhRr68aW/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 67a. 
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and I know that he even has acquaintances in many places in Turkey, so he may be perfectly 

aware of everything that is going on, nonetheless I have to state that I found what he said to be 

total nonsense.”386 

Apparently, Gökbilgin had heard from György Hazai387 that there were rumors in 

Hungary that he was a spy, and he was very upset about this news and shared his feelings on this 

issue with Rásonyi. Rásonyi, on the other hand, tried to soothe him with these words: 

“It is inconceivable that since you are the most outstanding and compassionate person 

among the few who are actively concerned with intensifying Turkish-Hungarian cultural 

relations, no one at the embassy, either in the past or in the present, would have made such an 

accusation about you. Whenever I talk to someone from the embassy, they always talk about you 

with great respect and sympathy. We know more than ever that the embassy of Hungary, which is 

small in today's world, has no other purpose than to promote economic and cultural relations. 

Why would they want to damage the reputation of the person that they should show the most 

gratitude concerning the relationship with Turkey?”388 

Rásonyi thought that Hazai concocted this story, and if this was the case, Gökbilgin 

should not be taking the issue so seriously because he said Hazai “had lost his reputation, 

perhaps to a greater extent than he deserved, in the scientific circles at home.” 389 He stated that 

in Turkey, they have an overrated opinion about him. “He is a smart man, but instead of dealing 

 
386 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 11.08.1963, https://drive.google.com/file/d/138XHvYtZb1H0SNVnqUGW-
1R2X4fBqT1y/view?usp=sharing, see appendix 68a. 
387 György Hazai (1932-2016) was a Turkologist, orientalist, university professor and the member of the Hungarian 
Academy of Sciences. At the time when these correspondences happened, he was a Research Fellow at the 
Hungarian Academy of Sciences and also a visiting associate to full professor at Humboldt University. See: Katalin 
Németh, “A turkológia szolgálatában. A Hazai György Könyvtár.” Tudományos és Műszaki Tájékoztatás 66, no. 6 
(2019): 348-362. 
388 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 11.08.1963, Ibid., see appendix 68a. 
389 Ibid., see appendix 38b. 
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with ‘politics’, or rather personal politics, he should engage in more scientific studies that show 

serious results.” 390 

After trying to set things right and calm Gökbilgin, he mentioned his recent activities. He 

wanted to make a presentation at the Turkish Art History Congress in Venice about the 

vocabulary of Turkish carpet making. “Of course, there is so much indigenous vocabulary for 

this! This is the first step in determining which peoples can be associated with the beginning of 

carpet making. However, the trip will cost a lot and since I am not a Turkish citizen, I would 

experience currency problems when buying the ticket.” 391 

The same vexing problem appears in another letter dated to September 1963. In the first 

part of the letter, he requests Gökbilgin’s assistance because visas again could not be obtained. 

This time, the visa issue concerned Gyula Káldy Nagy. Rásonyi continued the second part of the 

letter as follows, “Now on to another matter that causes you great bitterness. I must say again 

that I do not believe that what Hazai said is true, because those who work in the embassy are not 

stupid enough to act against their own interests. Either it was a lie that was said for no reason, 

or it was said to harm the people supported by you, namely me and Káldy, or by saying that – 

referring to your conversation with Hazai – they wanted to squelch enthusiasm for helping the 

Hungarians.”392 

This gossip had a greater impact on Gökbilgin than Rásonyi had expected. He said that he 

hoped that Gökbilgin did not mention his name in the conversation that he had with Hazai, 

because he was concerned that Hazai could use this information against him in Hungary. He 

 
390 Ibid., see appendix 38b. 
391 Ibid., see appendix 38b. 
392 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 17.09.1963, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1WawUebQlr429ilSR6PDBJV6Oj3023zEz/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 69a. 
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added that if Gökbilgin wanted and if his name had not been mentioned before regarding this 

matter, he could talk with the ambassador for help.393  

Another letter I found in the Austrian National Library Department of Manuscripts and 

Rare Books shows that Gökbilgin also shared his disappointment with some other of his 

colleagues. Gökbilgin met with the famous folklorist Pertev Naili Boratav when they were both 

in Mainz discussing the second and third volumes of Philologiae Turcicae Fundamenta. Boratav 

sent a letter to the eminent Turkologist Andreas Tietze during this time (in the last months of 

1962) telling him that he had met with Gökbilgin and he was aware of the gossip, although he 

had said nothing for or against it, and they had already exchanged letters with Hazai and 

Gökbilgin only stated that he would spare no effort to help.394 

Interestingly, when we look at Hazai's letters in the Gökbilgin collection, we see that they 

did indeed discuss some of Gökbilgin's concerns. However, it is clear that this communication 

did not alleviate Gökbilgin's reservations on the subject. In July 1963, Hazai travelled to Ankara 

to attend the 10th Turkish Language Congress. As it can be seen from the letter he sent at the end 

of July, he also met with Gökbilgin in İstanbul during this visit. 

“I am very pleased that I was able to clear up some unpleasant misunderstandings of the 

past time with the dear Professor. I hope that nothing will overshadow the cause of Turkish-

Hungarian relations in the future. Personally, I will work to strengthen the ties that bind us, as I 

 
393 Ibid., see appendix 69b. 
394 Boratav, Pertev Nailî, and Andreas Tietze. Korrespondenz, 1958, Sammlung von Handschriften und alten 
Drucken. Call Number: Autogr. 1554/8 (15-16). 
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have done so far. Dear Professor, you can always count on me to speak kindly and to take a step 

in the spirit we have agreed upon.”395 

In a letter he sent a month later, he again expresses similar sentiments: after all 

misunderstandings were cleared up, they can finally serve the interests of science by leaving 

aside the non-scientific works, and that he wants Hungarian-Turkish cultural and scientific 

relations to be further developed, and his goal is no different from Gökbilgin's and he can always 

rely on him.396 When Hazai wrote these letters, he was preparing for his journey as a visiting 

lecturer and professor of Turkology at the Institute for Ancient Oriental Studies of the Faculty of 

Philosophy at Humboldt University. In Hazai's memoirs397 we also come across accounts that he 

did not have a good relationship with some of the scholars in Budapest and that he had particular 

problems with Lajos Ligeti. As we can see from the letters, he also shared these problems with 

Gökbilgin, although not in great detail. In another letter, Hazai wrote that he was able to restore 

the good old relations with Gyula Káldy-Nagy by following Gökbilgin's advice before his trip to 

Berlin, that this would be to the benefit of Turkology, and that such a step was taken thanks to 

the efforts of Gökbilgin.398 

Although they seem to have clarified some issues as a result of the meeting with Hazai in 

İstanbul, we can understand from a letter written by Gyula Németh, again in July 1963, that 

Gökbilgin continued to talk about the matter in a resentful tone: 

 
395 From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 31.07.1963,   
https://drive.google.com/file/d/18a8t5h47rtj3Jj05y9yuaWJWTDCnkR-n/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 70. 
396 From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 30.08.1963, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1dXk5I9zddOSFy5S-M0PDAl-
U_ozmurV8/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 71a-b. 
397 György Hazai, Against Headwinds on the Lee Side: Memoirs of a Passionate Orientalist, (Berlin, Boston: De 
Gruyter, 2020). 
398 From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 11.15.1963, https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qpml1Jf_UE4z3oO-
rNxaI8PUvCohRoav/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 72a-b. 
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“I think there is no reason to lose your enthusiasm for the continuation of Turkish-

Hungarian scientific relations. All serious people in Budapest attach great importance to your 

work and even consider it very valuable. You have achieved great and valuable results so far, 

and we expect important results from you in the future as well. This would benefit science in both 

countries. We should not be discouraged by irresponsible and immature statements and 

individual intrigues.”399 

These letters show us that Gökbilgin was in a reproachful mood at the time. However, 

even though he expressed his displeasure several times, he never gave up his mission to be a 

bridge builder, mediator between Turkish-Hungarian scientific relations, as Németh suggested. 

Gökbilgin continued to help to Hungarian scholars numerous times, in particular to obtain the 

necessary permits for visa and permission for working in the archives. He also played an 

important role in the renovation of the Rákóczi Memorial House in Tekirdağ, and the opening of 

the first exhibition here. We can conclude this section by mentioning two very important 

initiatives by Gökbilgin that I can evaluate in the context of the development of cultural and 

scientific relations between the two countries. The first one was the “Türk-Macar Kültür 

Münasebetleri Işığı Altında II. Rákóczi Ferenc ve Macar Mültecileri Sempozyumu/ II. Rákóczi 

Ferenc and the Hungarian Refugees symposium in the Light of Turkish-Hungarian Cultural 

Relations” he organised at İstanbul University in 1976. 400 At this conference, as Enver Ziya 

Karal, the president of the Turkish Historical Association stated, it was shown once again that 

despite the differences of the regime between the two countries, cultural relations were not 

 
399 From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 27.07.1963, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ZBwy127Fpw67BCTAqXWaEly6DqpoKEK8/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 
73a-b. 
400 The programme of II. Rákóczi Ferenc and the Hungarian Refugees symposium in the Light of Turkish-Hungarian 
Cultural Relations, 31.05-05.06.1976, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1QW7x0wsbAPkEODNntu1okWtK3CKzW8v9/view?usp=sharing . 
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affected in any way; objective studies were carried out in the field of history, language, and 

art.401 Indeed, thanks to Gökbilgin's personal archive, we can see that the relationship between 

the scientists continued almost uninterrupted despite the difficulties caused by politics. 

Moreover, II. Rákóczi Ferenc Symposium took the existing relations a step further by also 

engaging the next generation of historians such as Géza Dávid, Pál Fodor and/or János Hóvári. 

The second important initiative he was involved in during this period was the Joint Committee of 

Turkish-Hungarian Historians. Immediately after the II. Rákóczi-Ferenc Symposium, which took 

place in 1976, Gökbilgin also undertook the work that resulted in the establishment of the Joint 

Committee of Turkish-Hungarian Historians. According to his report presented to the Turkish 

Historical Association in 1978, the first meeting concerning the issue of historical cooperation 

took place in Ankara in 1977, and the second meeting was held in Budapest on 1 November 

1978. At this meeting, topics such as the preparation of a conference on castles and roads in the 

Ottoman Empire, a bibliography of Turkish-Hungarian relations, a comprehensive book on each 

period of these relations, the preparation of a dictionary in Hungarian-Turkish and Turkish-

Hungarian, the determination of the topography of the period of Turkish rule in Hungary, the 

participation of Hungarian archaeologists in excavations in Turkey, the participation in the 

commemorative events for Atatürk in 1981 and the organization of a separate event on this 

subject in Hungary, the mutual correction of textbooks and finally the sending of a Turkish 

lecturer to the University of Budapest were discussed.402 In a letter from the Turkish Historical 

Association to Gökbilgin in January 1979, they thanked him for this report, which contained very 

fundamental and interesting questions for Turkish-Hungarian scientific and cultural cooperation. 

 
401 From Enver Ziya Karal to Gökbilgin, 25.05.1976, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tZH2GVx3vGcmEKyn_qEnth4V1j4Etded/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 74a-b. 
402 The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978,  
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hJmjY2jcjPjLW2PrTXMZFnu2eZ8_s_rC/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 75a-f.  
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However, it was noted that the protocol sent to Hungary after the approval of the Turkish 

Foreign Ministry had still not been returned to the Association and as head of the Turkish 

delegation, Gökbilgin was asked to settle the matter.403 In 1979 Hazai, who was also one of the 

representatives of the Hungarian Academy of Sciences, wrote that he was glad that the echo of 

the Pest discussion with the Association was good. “I am sure that Tayyib Bey's proper 

diplomacy contributed to this.”404 As a result, another project initiated by Gökbilgin was 

realized, the Joint Commission of Turkish-Hungarian Historians started to operate and the 

Atatürk Commemoration Conference was organized on 27 October 1981, as stated in Gökbilgin's 

report.405 However, Gökbilgin did not live to see this happen, as he passed away in June 1981.  

Apart from the scholars I have included here in this chapter, there are various letters and 

post cards from scholars. However, the majority of the correspondences are greeting cards as I 

mentioned earlier. Therefore, in line with the aim of my study, I consider it appropriate that I do 

not continue with the Hungarian correspondences after this point, since majority of them do not 

contain insights or information about the socio-political environment or about Ottoman studies in 

Hungary at that period. As a conclusion to this chapter, it is possible to state that the letters that 

have been included offer us insight on three different levels. On the first level, there is evidence 

of the scholarly support that Gökbilgin, who was at the beginning of his career in that period, 

received from Hungarian historians. On the second level, it can be seen that Gökbilgin tried to 

help scholars overcome several bureaucratic problems related to visas and permits and did his 

best to develop reciprocal assistance between Hungarian and Turkish academia. He served until 

 
403 From the Turkish Historical Association to Gökbilgin, 08.01.1979, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1EnKbrvyCdIieM0_OprvsZ_yKorthg4yY/view?usp=sharing , see appendix 76. 
404 From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 21.01.1979, 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1fGLIPFvbffJ45F4x7E1j8S8ujUyvE3BA/view?usp=sharing  see appendix 77a.   
405 Géza Dávid and Pál Fodor “Macaristan Bilimler Akademisinde Atatürk'ün 100. Doğum Yılını Anma Töreni“, 
Belleten Vol. 47, No. 187/188 (1984): 1229-1232.  
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his very last moment for the continuity of scientific and cultural relations. Finally, on the third 

level, a position on the contemporary trends in Ottoman studies in Hungary is seen. As I already 

mentioned in the third chapter, there were two schools of thought during that period. One stated 

that the historical evolution of the country was interrupted due to the Ottoman occupation and 

therefore the country had to face social and economic decay.406 The other followed the pro-

Turkish trend that was initiated by Sándor Takáts, as Géza Fehér mentions in his letter, and 

argued that the Ottoman Empire supported the Hungarian national struggle against the 

oppressive Habsburg Empire.407 Nonetheless, many Hungarian historians agree that a more 

balanced and holistic approach had emerged thanks to the works of Fekete. As is clear from his 

letters, Fekete made an effort to seek knowledge by asking the right questions and using proper 

methodologies rather than nurturing prejudices. Likewise, Káldy-Nagy wrote in his letter that his 

professors Gyula Németh and Lajos Fekete had advised him that he should have a positive view 

of Turks if he wanted to study their history or language. This statement can be also interpreted as 

showing the manner in which he expressed his quest for objectivity towards the subjects he was 

studying. Although these two historians put aside the prejudices and created a rather 

sophisticated, corrective view of the Ottoman period, they did not hesitate to underline the limits 

of Ottoman rule. Géza Dávid and Pál Fodor states that in his work Budapest a 

törökkorban/Budapest in the Turkish Era, Fekete raised an argument that is still relevant among 

Hungarian historians, “here the Ottomans were far less successful at integrating the local 

population than had been the case in the Balkans.”408 Although Káldy-Nagy mentions in his 

 
406 Gábor Ágoston, “The Image of the Ottomans in Hungarian Historiography,” Acta Orientalia Academiae 
Scientiarum Hungaricae 61, no. 1–2 (2008):18; Géza Dávid and Pál Fodor, “Hungarian Studies in Ottoman 
History,” in The Ottomans and the Balkans: A Discussion of Historiography, ed. Fikret Adanır and Suraiya Faroqhi 
(Leiden, Boston, Köln: Brill, 2002), 316–318. 
407 Dávid and Fodor, “Hungarian Studies in Ottoman History”, 315.  
408 Ibid., 319. 
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letters that contrary to popular opinion, Sultan Süleyman did not destroy the country and was a 

fair ruler, he draws a more negative image in his biographical work on Szulejmán published in 

1974, as Dávid and Fodor mentions. Here he states that the achievements of Sultan Süleyman 

were more by fortunate circumstances rather than a creative design.409 In a similar vein, he seems 

to have adopted the argument of Fekete in one of his articles. According to this, neither 

Süleyman nor his successors managed to settle Turkish families in greater numbers than in the 

Balkans. Süleyman's attacks against Europe only led to the expansion of a line of defense for the 

Ottoman Empire, which cost such enormous amounts each year that compared with this effort, 

the tributes of the Habsburgs and the princes of Transylvania could only be described as 

symbolic achievements.410 

  

 
409 Ibid., 327; Gyula Káldy-Nagy, Szulejmán (Budapest: Gondolat Kiadó, 1974), 215. 
410 Gyula Káldy-Nagy, “Suleimans Angriff Auf Europa,” Acta Orientalia Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 28, 
no. 2 (1974): 212. 
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CONCLUSION 

 

The Late Ottoman Empire witnessed an unprecedented process of change and transition. 

The emergence of new ideologies, changes in the land, population, political regime, law, culture 

and social life had progressed at an unforeseen pace. Although this transition period naturally 

posed numerous challenges, it also allowed new opportunities and trends to emerge. Gökbilgin 

was born in an empire where such rapid and momentous transformations occurred almost daily. 

He experienced his first years of school in the educational institutions provided by the Ottoman 

Empire as an Ottoman student. He read and wrote in Ottoman Turkish, the language of the 

Empire, and also learned Arabic and Persian to some extent. Due to the constant conditions of 

war, he was born into, he was forced to take a short break in his education, but of course the 

same conditions made him undoubtedly aware of the changes and the challenges in late Ottoman 

society. A critical feature that distinguishes Gökbilgin from later Ottoman studies experts is that 

he was able to capture Ottoman literature and culture in its final period. Thanks to this cultural 

infrastructure and social environment where he learned to read and write in the Ottoman script 

fluently, Gökbilgin had the opportunity to penetrate the Ottoman resources with ease and in 

depth.  Besides this, witnessing this transition period enabled him to gain experience and a 

perspective that we now cannot hope for, no matter how hard we try. Therefore, it is possible to 

say that he was not just an eyewitness to these major historical transformations, but these 

changes also were of a formative nature to him, and the discussions that emerged in this period 

occupied important place in his professional life at a later stage.  

Unfortunately, we do not know whether the decision to attend a particular school was 

random or was made by evaluating the circumstances of the period, but we do know that 
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Gökbilgin originally aimed towards a career in teaching. He graduated from Trabzon Teaching 

School at a time when the teaching schools were acknowledged as institutions that provided 

training for the first teachers of the young Republic, the unarmed soldiers of the nation, who 

would dispel ignorance and educate the society that had just faced the challenges of the War of 

Independence. Indisputably, the writing reform was another crucial development in the period 

when Gökbilgin started his teaching career. Tayyib Gökbilgin, who had received his primary 

education as an Ottoman student, started teaching the students of Turkish Republic using the new 

“Turkish script” adopted following the Republican language reforms.  

For Gökbilgin, who seemed to have passed through a gauntlet of transformative 

experiences in his youth, his university years at the Faculty of Language, History, and 

Geography were equally accompanied by a period of heated debates. However, this time the 

principal focus was not only the education of the nation, but the reconstruction of the history of 

the nation. The Faculty was established to create a scholarly institution to study Turkish 

language, history, and geography not only to understand the inner dynamics of the Turkish 

nation, but also to determine the contributions of Turkish civilizations to human 

history. Accordingly, the Hungarian studies department was established to investigate the 

common historical characteristics of the Turkish and Hungarian nations. In general, the main 

subject of Hungarian studies consisted of themes such as the ancient history of the Hungarians, 

as well as the common ancestors, ethnogenesis and kinship of the early Hungarians and Turks. 

However, it is interesting that Gökbilgin did not focus on these issues in his first scholarly 

studies. Contrary to expectations, this department opened the doors of the Ottoman world to him, 

and he stepped into this world through the primary sources he encountered in Hungary. The fact 

is that his education both as an Ottoman student and as a university student in a faculty 
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established by the Turkish Republic made it possible for him to master the languages of the 

documents of the Ottoman history. Furthermore, the guidance of the renowned archivist Lajos 

Fekete, whom he met on his first trip to Hungary, played an undeniable role in Gökbilgin's 

choice of this field of research. Gökbilgin not only recognized and acknowledged Ottoman 

history and its cultural heritage as a part of Turkey’s past but also included Hungarians in this 

picture. As we can understand from his correspondences, Hungarian historians were also aware 

that they were exploring their past and formulating new perceptions while conducting research 

on Ottoman history. 

Gökbilgin was also a pioneer as one of the founding fathers of modern, scholarly 

historiography in Turkey, and made an important contribution to the institutionalization of the 

profession and the craft of history in the academic field. Gökbilgin's pioneering contributions are 

particularly prominent in the establishment of the history of Ottoman institutions as a separate 

field at the university, in conducting extensive research on these issues and in training 

researchers. Tayyib Gökbilgin, who was a member and model citizen of the first generation of 

the Republican era, reinvented himself as a historian on the basis of contemporary methods while 

he meticulously reconstructed the Ottoman past. He was one of the hardest-working pioneers 

who valued archival work and methods for studying history based on documents and evidence. 

He acknowledged that instead of clearing up the picture, ideological and sociological evaluations 

that were devoid of the information that could only be verified using documents made it 

increasingly difficult to understand the Ottomans. Perhaps for this reason alone, Tayyib 

Gökbilgin did not focus on original methodological or theoretical propositions about history or 

historiography or the conceptualization of the field. In this sense, even though Gökbilgin 

established the Department of the History of Ottoman Institutions and Civilization at İstanbul 
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University, which was a leader of tremendous development in the field, it is not possible to speak 

about a permanent and innovative contribution to modern world historiography linked to his 

name. Consequently, the foundation of his methodology on historiography was based on the 

principles of first searching for and finding reliable and relevant archival material, and second, 

constructing a solid history out of this material using modern scientific methods. I can state that 

one of his main goals since his university years had been to be in touch with the fundamental 

issues of world historiography as much as possible, to be aware of the methodological 

approaches developed since Ranke and to work in accordance with them. Tayyib Gökbilgin was 

a historian who did not give any credence to a priori assumptions, was a tenacious advocate of 

empirical evidence and documents, set forth to construct his history from primary sources, and 

meticulously observed the entire process of external and internal steps and the rules of source 

criticism.  

Even though he did not cover a lot of ground concerning the intellectual and mental 

processes of historians, Gökbilgin made a significant contribution to the field of the history of 

Ottoman institutions and civilization. Issues such as institutions, organization and civilization, 

the administrative structure of Ottoman-Turkish society, the social and economic conditions and 

administrative units of the Ottoman Empire, and the science, culture and mobilization activities 

in the Ottoman state had not been included in the teaching and research curriculum before him. 

As the founder of the Ottoman Institutions and Civilization chair, Tayyib Gökbilgin conducted 

extensive and comparative research in this field and paved the way for students who want to 

work on these topics. Along with analytical articles and books, he compiled and published 

annotated works specifically designed to educate new generations on Ottoman paleography and 

documents, thus making original resources accessible to a wide variety of people. Consequently, 
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in terms of both the bibliographies and original sources he unearthed, the works of Tayyib 

Gökbilgin are still rewarding and significant for not only Turkish researchers and historians, but 

also for scholars from numerous other countries. 
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Ali Mulla ve Gerçekleşmeyen Fikirleri”, 18.03.1959. 

“Felsefe ve Tarih”, 11.08.1958. 

“Tarihin Hükmü”, 13.07.1958. 

“Kıbrıs Davamız ve Ötekiler”, 28.06.1958. 

“İnönü Şehitleri İhtifali”, 15.06.1958. 

“39’uncu Yıldönümü Günlerinde Amasya Kararları”, 11.06.1958. 

“Boğazkesen Hisarı”, 06.06.1958. 

“İstanbul’un Fethi ve Fatih”, 29.05.1958. 

“Ertuğrul Gazi İhtifali ve Söğüt”, 08.10.1956. 

 

Dünya 

“Atatürk Samsun’da”, 19.05.1954. 

“Mütareke Devinde Feshedilen Partiler”, 11.05.1954. 

“Milli Tarih”, 27.04.1954. 

“B.M.M. Açılmadan Önce”, 20.04.1954. 

“Şark Yıldızı”, 13.04.1954. 
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“Üniversite Kütüphanesi”, 0l.04.1954. 

“Mustafa Rakım Efendi”, 30.03.1954. 

“Yavuz’un Şehzadeliği ve Bir Mektubu”, 16.03.1954. 

“Otranto’dan sonra Bang”, 09.03.1954; TTOKB, 150, July, p. l7-18. 

“Piyale Paşa’nın Bir Deniz Seferi”, 02.03.1954. 

“Arşiv İşlerimiz”, 16.02.1954. 

“Rüstem Paşa”, 00.02.1954. 

“Fatih ve Balkanlar”, 19.01.1954. 

“Fatih ve Bizans”, 05.01.1954. 

“Pedro de Urdemalas’ın Esir Düştüğü Deniz Harbi”, 01.12.1953. 

 

Tasvir 

“Umumi Türk Tarihi Meseleleri”, 13.12.1946. 

Akşam 

“Arşiv İşlerimiz”, 13.10.1945. 

“Türk Meşhurları Ansiklopedisinin Neşri Münasebetiyle”, 09.08.1945. 
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Figure 3a  Handwritten Notes, 10.11.1964 

 



 
 

 

  

Figure 3b  Handwritten Notes, 10.11.1964 

 



 
 

  

Figure 3c  Handwritten Notes, 10.11.1964 

 



 
 

  

Figure 3d  Handwritten Notes, 10.11.1964 
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Figure 3f  Handwritten Notes, 10.11.1964 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4a  Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4b  Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4c  Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4d  Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4e  Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5 
Cumhuriyet 47 
Yaşında”, 
Milliyet, 
29.10.1970 



 
 

 
Figure 6a From Gökbilgin to Sâtı Bey, 24.04.1953 



 
 

 

Figure 6b From Gökbilgin to Sâtı Bey, 24.04.1953 



 
 

 

 Figure 7a Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 24.07.1956 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7b Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 24.07.1956 



 
 

 

Figure 8 Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 16.02.1964 



 
 

 

Figure 9 Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 08.12.1964 



 
 

 

 

Figure 10a Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 27.12.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 10b Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 27.12.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 11 Sâtı Bey to Gökbilgin, 05.02.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12 Hocazâde Mehmet Emin Efendi, sent one thousand kuruş to Hocazâde Mustafa 
Tayyib Efendi 



 
 

 Figure 13 School index of Mustafa Tayyib (Gökbilgin) 



 
 

 

 

Figure 14 From Celal Hüsnü Taray 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 15 “Atatürk ve Devrimler” Vatan Gazetesi, 10.10.1959 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 16 “Öğretmen Görevi ve Kaderi”, Ulus Gazetesi, 31.01.1967 



 
 

 

Figure 17a Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 Figure 17b Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

Figure 17c Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 
Figure 17d Handwritten Notes 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 18 Türk Tarih Kurumu ve Milli Tarih Ülküsü 



 
 

 

 

Figure 19a Gökbilgin’s report on his study trip to Hungary 



 
 

 

 

Figure 19b Gökbilgin’s report on his study trip to Hungary 



 
 

 

 Figure 20 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 25.02.1938 



 
 

 

 

Figure 21 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 30.07.1938 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 22 From Şerif Baştav to Gökbilgin, 27.11.1942 



 
 

 

Figure 23 “Milli Tarih”, Dünya Gazetesi, 27.04.1954 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 24a Gökbilgin to unknown, 30.03.1940 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24b Gökbilgin to unknown, 30.03.1940 



 
 

 

 

 Figure 24c Gökbilgin to unknown, 30.03.1940 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24d Gökbilgin to unknown, 30.03.1940 



 
 

 

Figure 25 an official document showing the acceptance of the dissertation for associate 
professorship 



 
 

 

 

Figure 26a From Fekete Lajos to Gökbilgin, 19.10.1940  



 
 

 

 

Figure 26b From Fekete Lajos to Gökbilgin, 19.10.1940 



 
 

 

 

Figure 26c From Fekete Lajos to Gökbilgin, 19.10.1940 



 
 

  

Figure 27 Halil İnalcık to Gökbilgin, 21.04.1949 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 28 Tea invitation from Hasan Ali Yücel for the participants of the third Turkish 
Historical Congress, 15.11.1943 

Figure 29 Official letter signed by Şemsettin Günaltay showing that Gökbilgin had 
been selected as the principal member of the THA, 13.10.1943 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 30a From Afet İnan to Gökbilgin, 30.08.1955 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 30b From Afet İnan to Gökbilgin, 30.08.1955 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 31a To the Dean of the Faculty of Literature 



 
 

 

Figure 31b To the Dean of the Faculty of Literature 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 32a Umumi Türk Tarihi Meseleleri, Tasvir Gazetesi, 13.12.1946 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 32b Umumi Türk Tarihi Meseleleri, Tasvir Gazetesi, 13.12.1946 



 
 

 Figure 33 Serviler, Vatan, 08.10.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 34a From László Rásonyi to an unknown deputy, 1939 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 34b From László Rásonyi to an unknown deputy, 1939 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 34c From László Rásonyi to an unknown deputy, 1939 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 35a From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 23.09.1940 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 35b From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 23.09.1940 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 36 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 11.02.1938 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 37a From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 07.01.1939 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 37b From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 07.01.1939 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 38a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 07.07.1954 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 38b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 07.07.1954 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 39 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 21.12.1957 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 40a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 14.03.1958 



 
 

 

 

Figure 40b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 14.03.1958 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 41a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 02.09.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 41b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 02.09.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 42a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 21.07.1961 



 
 

 

 

Figure 42b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 21.07.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 43a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 12.05.1962 



 
 

 

 

Figure 43b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 12.05.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 44a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 18.06.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 44b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 18.06.1962 



 
 

 

 Figure 44c From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 18.06.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 44d From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 18.06.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 45a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 06.11.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 45b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 06.11.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 45c From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 06.11.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 46a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 01.02.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 46b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 01.02.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 47a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 26.11.1965 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 47b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 26.11.1965 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 47c From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 26.11.1965 



 
 

 

 

Figure 48a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 05.05.1965 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 48b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 05.05.1965 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 49 From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 10.11.1952 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 50a From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 31.08.1957 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 50b From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 31.08.1957 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 51a From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 07.03.1958 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 51b From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 07.03.1958 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 52 From Géza Fehér to Gökbilgin, 17.11.1959 



 
 

 

 

Figure 53 From József Molnár to Gökbilgin,18.12.1965 



 
 

 

 

Figure 54a From József Perényi to Gökbilgin, 26.02.1958 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 54b From József Perényi to Gökbilgin, 26.02.1958 



 
 

 

 

 Figure 55a From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 27.02.1965 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 55b From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 27.02.1965 



 
 

 

 

 Figure 56 From Lajos Fekete to Gökbilgin, 09.04.1966 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 57a From Endre Varga to Gökbilgin, undated 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 57b From Endre Varga to Gökbilgin, undated 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 57c From Endre Varga to Gökbilgin, undated 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 57d From Endre Varga to Gökbilgin, undated 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 58 From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 28.08.1946 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 58a From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 30.03.1948 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 58b From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 30.03.1948 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 59a From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 21.09.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 59b From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 21.09.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 60 From the rectorate of İstanbul University to the Anatolian News Agency, 
03.06.1960 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 61a The academic activity report of 1960-61 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 61b The academic activity report of 1960-61 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 62 The document related to travel permission, 07.03.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 63 From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 10.12.1959 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 64a From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 23.04.1960 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 64b From Gyula Káldy-Nagy to Gökbilgin, 23.04.1960 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 65a The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

 

 

Figure 65b The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 65c The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

  

 

Figure 65d The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

 

 

  Figure 65e The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

 

 Figure 65f The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 65g The report on the visit to Hungary between 10.03.1961 to 13.04.1961 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 66 From the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Turkish Republic to Gökbilgin, 
15.06.1960 



 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 67a From Faik Reşit Unat to Gökbilgin, 24.12.1962, 



 
 

 

 

 

  

Figure 67b From Faik Reşit Unat to Gökbilgin, 24.12.1962 



 
 

 

 

 

  

Figure 68a From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 11.08.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

Figure 68b From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 11.08.1963 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 69a From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 17.09.1963 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 69b From László Rásonyi to Gökbilgin, 17.09.1963 

 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 70 From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 31.07.1963 



 
 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 71a From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 30.08.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 71b From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 30.08.1963 



 
 

 

  

 

 

Figure 72a From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 11.15.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 72b From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 11.15.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 73a From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 27.07.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 73b From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 27.07.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 73c From Gyula Németh to Gökbilgin, 27.07.1963 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 74a From Enver Ziya Karal to Gökbilgin, 25.05.1976 



 
 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 74b From Enver Ziya Karal to Gökbilgin, 25.05.1976 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 75a The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978 



 
 

 

  

 

Figure 75b The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978 



 
 

 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 75c The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978 



 
 

 

 

Figure 75d The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978 



 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 75e The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978 



 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Figure 75f The report on the visit to Hungary, November 1978 



 
 

 

 

 

 

Figure 76 From the Turkish Historical Association to Gökbilgin 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 77a From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 21.01.1979 



 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 77b From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 21.01.1979 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 77c From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 21.01.1979 



 
 

 

 

 

  

Figure 77d From György Hazai to Gökbilgin, 21.01.1979 


