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Abstract: This study examines surname politics in 1934-1936 in order to explain how citizenship was
normatively defined in the Early Republic and how this definition was circulated through administrative, party,
press, and diplomatic reporting networks. The study proceeds from the observation that, although the legal
structure, administrative functioning, and local implementation of the Surname Law have been examined in
the existing literature, the stages of normative design, social circulation, and external representation have not
yet been analysed together within the same historical chain. The study was conducted through textual analysis
adapted to historical documents. The main period of analysis consists of the years 1934-1936; texts from 1933
and 1937 were also included in order to capture the preparatory and residual phases, while a single diplomatic
document from 1929 was used to establish a comparative context. This body of sources, composed of legal
texts, parliamentary proceedings, newspaper articles, party correspondence, and diplomatic reports, made it
possible to trace together the relation between norm production, implementation, public instruction, and
external representation. The findings show that the same key expressions shifted in meaning across the stages
of draft, law, implementation, and representation, and in each stage acquired new political, administrative, and
social functions. In this respect, surname politics not only increased state recognisability but also redefined
family hierarchy, the discourse of national unity, and the framework of public naming, thereby deepening the
field of social visibility. The study concludes that surname politics functioned in the Early Republic as a
constitutive politics of citizenship through which society was reorganised not only by legal means, but also by
naming, administrative mobilisation, and public guidance.

Keywords: History of the Turkish Republic, Surname Law, Early Republic, Citizenship, Administrative
Practice, External Representation.

Oz: Bu calisma, 1934-1936 yillarinda soyad siyasetini, Erken Cumhuriyet’te yurttashgin hangi normatif
siirlar iginde tanimlandig1 ve bu tanimin idare, parti, basin ve diplomatik raporlama aglarinda nasil dolagima
sokuldugunu agiklamak amaciyla incelemektedir. Caligma, Soyadi Kanunu’na iligkin mevcut literatiirde
hukuki yapi, idari isleyis ve yerel uygulama boyutlariin agiklanmis olmasina ragmen, normatif tasarim,

* Lecturer Dr., Yalova University, Rectorate, Department of Atatiirk’s Principles and History of the Turkish Revolution
Ogr. Gor. Dr., Yalova Universitesi, Rektorliik, Atatiirk Ilkeleri ve fnkzlap Tarihi Boliimii
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0601-8063
sezgin.elbay@yalova.edu.tr
Cite as/ Atif: Elbay, S. (2026). Surname politics in the Early Republic (1934-36): The definition of citizenship,
administrative practice, and external representation / Erken Cumhuriyet’te soyadi siyaseti (1934-36): Yurttashigin
tanimlanmasi, idari tatbikat ve dis temsil. Turkish Studies, 21(3), 4717-4768. Ankara Bilim University Publications.
https://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.90063
Received/Gelis: 08 March/Mart 2026 Checked by plagiarism software
Accepted/Kabul: 20 September/Eyliil 2026 @
Published/Yayin: 25 September/Eyliil 2026



https://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.90063
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0601-8063
mailto:sezgin.elbay@yalova.edu.tr

4718 Sezgin Elbay

toplumsal dolasim ve dig temsil safhalarinin ayni tarihi zincir icinde birlikte ele alinmamis oldugu
saptamasindan hareket etmektedir. Caligma, tarihsel belgelere uyarlanmis metin incelemesi ile yiiriitiilmiistiir.
Inceleme dénemi esas olarak 19341936 yillarin1 kapsamaktadir; hazirlik ve artci safhalar1 gdstermek iizere
1933 ve 1937 tarihli metinler, karsilagtirmali baglam kurmak {izere ise 1929 tarihli tek bir diplomatik belge de
degerlendirmeye alinmistir. Kanun metinleri, meclis tutanaklari, gazete yazilari, parti yazismalari ve
diplomatik raporlardan olusan bu belge grubu, norm iretimi, uygulanma, kamusal &gretim ve dis temsil
arasindaki iliskiyi birlikte izlemeye imkéan vermistir. Bulgular, ayni ana ifadelerin tasari, kanun, uygulama ve
temsil sathalarinda anlam kaymasina ugrayarak yeni siyasi, idari ve toplumsal islevler kazandigini gostermistir.
Bu ¢er¢evede soyadi siyasetinin, devletce taniabilirligi artirirken aile hiyerarsisi, milli birlik sdylemi ve
kamusal adlandirma ¢ergevesini de eszamanli bigimde yeniden tanimladigi anlagilmigtir. Sonug olarak ¢aligsma,
soyadi siyasetinin Erken Cumhuriyet’te toplumu yalniz hukuki aracglarla degil, adlandirma, idari seferberlik ve
kamusal yonlendirme yoluyla da yeniden kuran bir yurttaslik siyaseti oldugunu ileri stirmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Cumhuriyet Tarihi, Soyadi Kanunu, Erken Cumhuriyet, Yurttaglik, Idari Tatbikat, Dis
Temsil.
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Structured Abstract:

The Surname Law of 1934 has commonly been examined as a legal and administrative
revolution linked to nation-building, population registration, and the reorganisation of family names
in the early Turkish Republic. Historical studies have mostly focused on its adoption, its relation to
language revolution and national identity, or its dissemination through the press and local authorities.
Legal scholarship has largely concentrated on the formal status of the surname, family-name rules,
and the later implications of the law for women and children. Although this scholarship has produced
a substantial body of knowledge, researchers have often approached the subject through separate
thematic lines. This separation leaves a broader historical issue insufficiently clarified. If surname
revolution is treated only as a registration technique or a legal measure, the wider role of naming in
the definition of citizenship may remain underexplored. Personal names stood at the intersection of
family, lineage, language, public respectability, social distinction, and state legibility. Surname
regulation may therefore also be read as a site where citizenship, belonging, and public order were
redefined simultaneously.

This study aimed to explain how surname politics in 1934-1936 defined the normative
boundaries of citizenship in the Early Turkish Republic and how these boundaries were circulated
through administrative, party, press, and diplomatic reporting networks. Two research questions
guided the inquiry. First, how did the categories and themes derived from the textual corpus diverge
across document types, and which themes gained or lost prominence over time? Second, how did
recurring expressions change meaning across the policy chain extending from lawmaking and
implementation to public narration and international representation?

The study was conducted through textual analysis adapted to historical documents. The core
analytical period was defined as 1934-1936. Materials from 1933 were included to capture the
preparatory and parliamentary discussion phase, while materials from 1937 were used to trace the
residual implementation phase. One diplomatic report dated 1929 was incorporated only as an
exceptional contextual and comparative document. The source body was constructed through
criterion-based purposeful sampling. Only those text units that directly addressed surname regulation
or the related removal of titles and appellations, and that contained an analytically meaningful
statement about norm, process, justification, or representation, were included. The source body
consisted of legal texts, parliamentary proceedings, newspaper articles, party correspondence, and
diplomatic reports. Coding was carried out in two stages. In the first cycle, in vivo and descriptive
coding were applied in order to preserve the language of the period. In the second cycle, codes were
grouped into categories and then brought together under broader themes. After this thematic structure
had been stabilised, a second stage of historical comparison was undertaken through chronological
stratification, production-context control, policy-chain tracing, and an anti-anachronistic reading of
key concepts.

The findings indicate that surname politics operated as a multilayered ordering mechanism
rather than as a narrow registration revolution. Three major thematic domains were identified. The
first concerned the construction of a state-centred naming and registration system. In this domain,
surnames were associated with registration, certification, deadlines, documentation, and
administrative authority. Naming was framed as a public obligation subject to state supervision rather
than as a private act of choice. The second theme concerned the normative redefinition of citizenship.
Here, surname regulation intersected with family hierarchy, kinship, moral acceptability, linguistic
boundaries, and national belonging. Prohibitions against tribal names, foreign ethnic markers,
ridicule, and titles were combined with a preference for Turkish names and a surname order organised
around the male head of household. The revolution thus appears to have functioned not only as an
administrative instrument but also as a mechanism for reorganising public identity and social
hierarchies. The third theme concerned circulation and representation. Surname politics was not only
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enacted; it was also taught, normalised, monitored, and displayed. In party correspondence, the
revolution appeared as a matter of mobilisation and administrative completion. In newspapers, legal
obligation was reformulated in a pedagogical register. In diplomatic reporting, it became part of the
Republic’s projected image as a modern, centralised, and nationally self-conscious state.

These findings suggest that surname politics may be interpreted as a formative politics of
citizenship rather than as a merely technical revolution. It reorganised the relationship between
person, family, language, belonging, and public visibility within a single state-directed naming order.
The revolution shows how the Early Republic tried to reshape society not just through laws and
institutions but also through the legal and symbolic ways individuals became visible to each other
and the state. Seen from this angle, surname revolution may be understood as part of a broader effort
to redefine how family continuity, public respectability, administrative legibility, and national
belonging were to be publicly encoded. In conclusion, surname politics in 1934-1936 may be read
as a constitutive politics of citizenship through which Early Republican society was normatively
bounded, administratively organised, socially circulated, and symbolically represented.

Keywords: History of the Turkish Republic, Surname Law, Early Republic, Citizenship,
Administrative Practice, and External Representation.
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Résumé Structuré:

La loi de 1934 sur les noms de famille a généralement été considérée comme une révolution
juridique et administrative liée a la construction nationale, au recensement de la population et a la
réorganisation des noms de famille au début de la République turque. Les études historiques se sont
principalement concentrées sur son adoption, son lien avec la révolution linguistique et I’identité
nationale, ou encore sa diffusion par la presse et les autorités locales. La recherche juridique s’est
largement concentrée sur le statut formel du nom de famille, les régles relatives aux noms de famille
et les implications ultérieures de la loi pour les femmes et les enfants. Bien que ces travaux aient
produit un corpus de connaissances substantiel, les chercheurs ont souvent abordé le sujet selon des
axes thématiques distincts. Cette séparation laisse une question historique plus large insuffisamment
éclaircie. Si la révolution des noms de famille est traitée uniquement comme une technique
d’enregistrement ou une mesure juridique, le role plus large de la dénomination dans la définition de
la citoyenneté risque de rester sous-exploré. Les noms de personne se situaient a la croisée de la
famille, de la lignée, de la langue, de la respectabilité publique, de la distinction sociale et de la
lisibilité de 1’Etat. La réglementation des noms de famille peut donc également étre considérée
comme un lieu ou la citoyenneté, I’appartenance et 1’ordre public ont été redéfinis simultanément.

Cette étude visait a expliquer comment la politique des noms de famille entre 1934 et 1936
a défini les limites normatives de la citoyenneté au début de la République turque et comment ces
limites ont été diffusées a travers les réseaux de communication administratifs, partisans, médiatiques
et diplomatiques. Deux questions de recherche ont guidé cette enquéte. Premiérement, comment les
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catégories et les thémes issus du corpus textuel divergeaient-ils selon les types de documents, et quels
thémes ont gagné ou perdu en importance au fil du temps ? Deuxiémement, comment les expressions
récurrentes ont-elles changé de sens tout au long de la chaine politique, depuis I’¢laboration et la
mise en ceuvre de la loi jusqu’au discours public et 4 la représentation internationale ?

L’étude a été menée a I’aide d’une analyse textuelle adaptée aux documents historiques. La
période d’analyse principale a été¢ définie comme s’étendant de 1934 a 1936. Des documents datant
de 1933 ont été inclus afin de rendre compte de la phase préparatoire et des débats parlementaires,
tandis que des documents de 1937 ont été utilisés pour retracer la phase résiduelle de mise en ceuvre.
Un rapport diplomatique daté de 1929 n’a été intégré qu’a titre exceptionnel, en tant que document
contextuel et comparatif. Le corpus source a été constitué par un échantillonnage raisonné fondé sur
des critéres. Seules ont ét¢ incluses les unités textuelles traitant directement de la réglementation des
noms de famille ou de la suppression connexe des titres et appellations, et contenant une déclaration
pertinente sur le plan analytique concernant la norme, le processus, la justification ou la
représentation. Le corpus source comprenait des textes juridiques, des comptes rendus
parlementaires, des articles de presse, de la correspondance entre partis et des rapports diplomatiques.
Le codage s’est déroulé en deux étapes. Au cours du premier cycle, un codage « in vivo » et descriptif
a été appliqué afin de préserver le langage de 1’époque. Au cours du deuxiéme cycle, les codes ont
été regroupés en catégories, puis rassemblés sous des thémes plus larges. Une fois cette structure
thématique stabilisée, une deuxiéme étape de comparaison historique a été entreprise par le biais
d’une stratification chronologique, d’un contréle du contexte de production, d’un suivi de la chaine
des politiques et d’une lecture anti-anachronique des concepts clés.

Les résultats indiquent que la politique des noms de famille a fonctionné comme un
mécanisme d’ordonnancement a plusieurs niveaux plutét que comme une simple révolution de
I’enregistrement. Trois grands domaines thématiques ont été identifiés. Le premier concernait la
construction d’un systéme de dénomination et d’enregistrement centré sur I’Etat. Dans ce domaine,
les noms de famille étaient associés a l’enregistrement, a la certification, aux délais, a la
documentation et a I’autorité¢ administrative. La dénomination était présentée comme une obligation
publique soumise a la supervision de I’Etat plutdt que comme un acte privé de choix. Le deuxiéme
théme concernait la redéfinition normative de la citoyenneté. Ici, la réglementation des noms de
famille recoupait la hiérarchie familiale, la parenté, I’acceptabilité morale, les frontiéres linguistiques
et I’appartenance nationale. Les interdictions visant les noms tribaux, les marqueurs ethniques
étrangers, le ridicule et les titres s’accompagnaient d’une préférence pour les noms turcs et d’un ordre
des noms de famille organisé autour du chef de famille masculin. La révolution semble donc avoir
fonctionné non seulement comme un instrument administratif, mais aussi comme un mécanisme de
réorganisation de I’identité publique et des hiérarchies sociales. Le troisiéme théme concernait la
diffusion et la représentation. La politique des noms de famille n’était pas seulement mise en ceuvre
; elle était également enseignée, normalisée, controlée et mise en avant. Dans la correspondance du
parti, la révolution apparaissait comme une question de mobilisation et d’achévement administratif.
Dans les journaux, 1’obligation légale était reformulée dans un registre pédagogique. Dans les
rapports diplomatiques, elle s’inscrivait dans 1’image que la République souhaitait projeter, celle
d’un Etat moderne, centralisé et doté d’une conscience nationale.

Ces résultats suggérent que la politique des noms de famille peut étre interprétée comme une
politique formatrice de la citoyenneté plutét que comme une simple révolution technique. Elle a
réorganisé les relations entre la personne, la famille, la langue, I’appartenance et la visibilité publique
au sein d’un ordre de dénomination unique dirigé par I’Etat. Cette révolution montre comment la
République naissante a tenté de remodeler la société non seulement par le biais des lois et des
institutions, mais aussi a travers les modes juridiques et symboliques par lesquels les individus
devenaient visibles les uns pour les autres et pour I’Etat. Sous cet angle, la révolution des noms de
famille peut étre comprise comme s’inscrivant dans un effort plus large visant a redéfinir la maniére

Turkish Studies, 21(3)



Surname Politics in the Early Republic (1934-36)... 4723

dont la continuité familiale, la respectabilité publique, la lisibilité administrative et I’appartenance
nationale devaient étre codifiées publiquement. En conclusion, la politique des noms de famille
menée entre 1934 et 1936 peut étre interprétée comme une politique constitutive de la citoyenneté,
grace a laquelle la société de la République naissante a été délimitée sur le plan normatif, organisée
sur le plan administratif, diffusée socialement et représentée symboliquement.

Mots-clés: Histoire de la République turque, loi sur les noms de famille, République
naissante, citoyenneté, pratique administrative et représentation extérieure.

Resumen Estructurado:

La Ley de Apellidos de 1934 se ha analizado habitualmente como una revolucion juridica y
administrativa vinculada a la construccion de la nacion, el registro de la poblacion y la reorganizacion
de los apellidos en los primeros afios de la Republica Turca. Los estudios histdricos se han centrado
principalmente en su adopcion, su relacion con la revolucion lingiiistica y la identidad nacional, o su
difusion a través de la prensa y las autoridades locales. La investigacion juridica se ha centrado en
gran medida en el estatuto formal del apellido, las normas relativas a los apellidos y las implicaciones
posteriores de la ley para las mujeres y los nifios. Aunque esta investigacion ha generado un corpus
sustancial de conocimientos, los investigadores han abordado a menudo el tema a través de lineas
tematicas separadas. Esta separacion deja sin aclarar suficientemente una cuestion historica mas
amplia. Si la revolucion de los apellidos se trata inicamente como una técnica de registro o una
medida juridica, el papel mas amplio de la denominacion en la definicion de la ciudadania puede
quedar insuficientemente explorado. Los nombres personales se situaban en la interseccion entre la
familia, el linaje, la lengua, la respetabilidad publica, la distincion social y la legibilidad del Estado.
Por lo tanto, la regulacion de los apellidos también puede interpretarse como un ambito en el que se
redefinieron simultaneamente la ciudadania, la pertenencia y el orden publico.

El presente estudio tenia como objetivo explicar como la politica de los apellidos entre 1934
y 1936 definid los limites normativos de la ciudadania en los inicios de la Reptiblica Turca y como
estos limites se difundieron a través de las redes de informacion administrativas, partidistas,
periodisticas y diplomaticas. Dos preguntas de investigacion guiaron el analisis. En primer lugar,
(como divergian las categorias y los temas derivados del corpus textual segin los tipos de
documentos, y qué temas ganaron o perdieron protagonismo con el paso del tiempo? En segundo
lugar, ;como cambiaba el significado de las expresiones recurrentes a lo largo de la cadena de
politicas, que abarcaba desde la elaboracion y aplicacion de la ley hasta la narrativa publica y la
representacion internacional?

El estudio se llevd a cabo mediante un analisis textual adaptado a documentos histéricos. El
periodo analitico principal se definié como 1934-1936. Se incluyeron materiales de 1933 para captar
la fase preparatoria y de debate parlamentario, mientras que los materiales de 1937 se utilizaron para
rastrear la fase residual de aplicacion. Se incorpord un informe diplomatico de 1929 tinicamente
como documento contextual y comparativo excepcional. El corpus de fuentes se construyo mediante
un muestreo intencional basado en criterios. Solo se incluyeron aquellas unidades de texto que
abordaran directamente la regulacion de los apellidos o la supresion relacionada de titulos y
denominaciones, y que contuvieran una afirmacion analiticamente significativa sobre la norma, el
proceso, la justificacion o la representacion. El corpus de fuentes consistio en textos juridicos, actas
parlamentarias, articulos de prensa, correspondencia de partidos e informes diplomaticos. La
codificacion se llevo a cabo en dos etapas. En el primer ciclo, se aplicaron la codificacion «in vivoy
y la codificacion descriptiva con el fin de preservar el lenguaje de la época. En el segundo ciclo, los
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codigos se agruparon en categorias y, a continuacion, se reunieron bajo temas mas amplios. Una vez
estabilizada esta estructura tematica, se llevo a cabo una segunda etapa de comparacion historica
mediante la estratificacion cronoldgica, el control del contexto de produccion, el seguimiento de la
cadena de politicas y una lectura anti-anacronica de los conceptos clave.

Los resultados indican que la politica de los apellidos funcioné como un mecanismo de
ordenacion de multiples capas, mas que como una mera revolucion en el registro civil. Se
identificaron tres ambitos tematicos principales. El primero se referia a la construccion de un sistema
de denominacion y registro centrado en el Estado. En este ambito, los apellidos se asociaban con el
registro, la certificacion, los plazos, la documentacion y la autoridad administrativa. La eleccion del
apellido se enmarcaba como una obligacion publica sujeta a la supervision estatal, méas que como un
acto privado de eleccion. El segundo tema se referia a la redefinicion normativa de la ciudadania. En
este ambito, la regulacion de los apellidos se entrecruzaba con la jerarquia familiar, el parentesco, la
aceptabilidad moral, las fronteras lingiiisticas y la pertenencia nacional. Las prohibiciones de los
nombres tribales, los marcadores étnicos extranjeros, el ridiculo y los titulos se combinaban con una
preferencia por los nombres turcos y un orden de apellidos organizado en torno al cabeza de familia
masculino. La revolucién parece, por tanto, haber funcionado no solo como un instrumento
administrativo, sino también como un mecanismo para reorganizar la identidad publica y las
jerarquias sociales. El tercer tema se referia a la difusion y la representacion. La politica de los
apellidos no solo se promulgo, sino que también se ensefio, se normalizo, se superviso y se exhibio.
En la correspondencia del partido, la revolucion se presentaba como una cuestion de movilizacion y
cumplimiento administrativo. En los periddicos, la obligacion legal se reformuld en un registro
pedagogico. En los informes diplomaticos, pasé a formar parte de la imagen que la Republica
proyectaba de si misma como un Estado moderno, centralizado y con conciencia nacional.

Estos hallazgos sugieren que la politica de los apellidos puede interpretarse como una politica
formativa de la ciudadania, mas que como una mera revolucion técnica. Reorganiz6 la relacion entre
la persona, la familia, la lengua, la pertenencia y la visibilidad ptblica dentro de un inico orden de
denominacion dirigido por el Estado. La revolucion muestra como la Primera Republica intentd
remodelar la sociedad no solo a través de leyes e instituciones, sino también mediante las formas
juridicas y simbdlicas en que los individuos se hacian visibles entre si y ante el Estado. Desde este
punto de vista, la revolucion de los apellidos puede entenderse como parte de un esfuerzo mas amplio
por redefinir como debian codificarse puiblicamente la continuidad familiar, la respetabilidad publica,
la legibilidad administrativa y la pertenencia nacional. En conclusion, la politica de los apellidos
entre 1934 y 1936 puede interpretarse como una politica constitutiva de la ciudadania a través de la
cual la sociedad de los primeros afios de la Republica quedd delimitada normativamente, organizada
administrativamente, difundida socialmente y representada simbodlicamente.

Palabras clave: Historia de la Republica Turca, Ley de Apellidos, primeros afios de la
Republica, ciudadania, practica administrativa y representacion exterior.
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CrpykTrypupoBanHoe Pe3ziome:

3akoH o Qamuuax 1934 roma TpaAMUOMOHHO paccMaTpUBaeTCsl Kak MpaBoBas U
aAMUHHUCTPATUBHAs PEBOJIOLMS, CBS3aHHAA C IPOLECCOM TOCYAAPCTBEHHOTO CTPOUTEIHCTBA,
perucrpanyreil HaceneHus 1 peopranu3anueil (haMuiInid B IepBbIe TOMIBI CyIIeCTBOBaHMS Typenkoit
PecnyOnuku. Mcropuueckue wccieoBaHHs B OCHOBHOM COCPEIOTOYMBAIMCH Ha MPOLIECCE €ro
MIPUHATHUSA, €r0 CBSI3U C A3BIKOBOM pEBOMIONMEN U HAIMOHAJIBHONW MJIEHTUYHOCTHIO, a TAK)KE Ha €ro
pacrpoCTpaHEHUH Yepe3 IpPeccy M MECTHble Opradsl BiacTH. HOpuauueckue uccienoBaHUs B
OCHOBHOM COCPEIOTOYMBAINCh Ha (hopMasbHOM cTaryce (amMuinM, HpaBWIaX I[PUCBOCHUS
(bamMunuii 1 TOCIEAYIOMNX TOCIEACTBUSAX 3aKOHA JUIS JKEHIIUH U JeTeil. XOTs 3TH HCCIeOBaHM
MIO3BOJIMJIM HAKOIIUTh 3HAYUTEIbHBIN 00bEM 3HAHUI, YICHBIE 3a4acTyIO0 TOIAXOAWIN K JAaHHOU TeMe,
CJIeIys OTIEJIbHBIM TEMaTH4YECKUM HalpaBieHUsM. Takoe pa3aeneHne NpuBoauT K TOMY, 4To Oosee
IIMPOKUI HCTOPUYECKHH BOIPOC OCTAETCSl HEAOCTaTOYHO IPOSCHEHHBIM. Ecim «peBosntonnio
(bamunmii» paccMaTpUBaTh MCKIIOUUTEIHHO KaK METOJ PETHCTPAlU WM IOPHUIANYECKYIO Mepy,
Oosee mUpoOKas pojib MMEHOBAHUS B ONPEACICHUN TPa’KAAHCTBA MOKET OCTAThCSI HEAOU3YUCHHOM.
JInuHble MMEHa HaXOJWINCh HA MEPECeYeHUH TaKUX acleKTOB, KaK CEMbs, POJOCIOBHAL, SI3BIK,
OOIIECTBEHHOE YBa)KCHHE, COLHUAIBHOE OTIMYUE W TOCYIApCTBEHHAS HICHTU(PHIHUPYEMOCTb.
[losromy perynupoBanue (aMuimii MOXKHO TaKXKe pacCMaTpuBaTh Kak cdepy, B KOTOPOWH
OJITHOBPEMEHHO MEePEeOoNpeesUINCh NOHATHSA TPaXIaHCTBA, NMPUHAIC)KHOCTH M OOIIECTBEHHOTO
Tops/Ka.

Lenpro maHHOTO WCCIeAOBaHUS OBLTO OOBSCHUTH, KaK MOMWUTHKA B oOymacTh aMuinidi B
1934-1936 ropmax ompenensyia HOPMATUBHBIE TPAHULIBI TpPaKJAaHCTBa B paHHed Typeukoit
PecyObnuke W Kak 3T TpaHUIBI PAaCcOpPOCTPAHSUINCH Yepe3 aJMHHUCTPATUBHBIC, MApTHHHBIC,
MPECCcOBbIe U AUIUIOMAaTHYECKUe ceTH nHopMupoBanus. MccienoBanue ObUIO TIOCTPOSHO HA JIBYX
OCHOBHBIX BOIpoOcax. Bo-mepBbIX, KaK KaTeropud M TEMbl, BBIACICHHBIE M3 KOPIyca TEKCTOB,
pa3in4yajancCh B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT TUIIOB JOKYMECHTOB, U KAKUC€ TEMBI CO BDEMCHEM HpI/IO6peTaJII/I Ui
TepsUTN aKTyallbHOCTh? BO-BTOPBIX, Kak MOBTOPSIOMIMECS BbIpaKEHHUsS MEHSAJIN CBOE 3Hau€HHE Ha
NPOTSKEHUU BCEH LENOYKH MOJMTHYECKUX IPOLECCOB — OT 3aKOHOTBOPYECTBA M BHEAPEHHUS
3aKOHa JI0 IMyOJUYHOIO AUCKYPCa U MEXIyHAPOJHOTO IPEICTaBUTENbCTBA?

HccnenoBanre MPOBOAUIOCH C TIOMOIIBIO TEKCTOBOTO aHAIN3a, aJalTUPOBAHHOTO K
UCTOPUYECKUM JTOKyMeHTaM. OCHOBHBIM TIEpHOJIOM aHanm3a Obutn onpezeneHbl 1934—1936 ronebr.
Marepuanet 1933 roma ObLIM BKJIFOYEHBI TSI OTPaKSHHS dTana MOATOTOBKHA W TapiIaMEeHTCKUX
oOcyxaeHuit, a Marepuaisl 1937 roga — Juid OTCIIEKMBAHMS 3aBEPIIAIOIIETO dTana BHEAPEHHUS.
OnuH IUIUIOMATHYECKUH OTYeT, JaTHpPOBaHHBIA 1929 romom, ObLI BKIIOYEH HUCKIHOYHMTEIHHO B
KaueCTBe KOHTEKCTYaJlbHOTO ¥ CPaBHUTEIBHOTO JOKyMEHTa. MacCHB HMCTOYHHKOB OBLI
chopMHpOBaH MyTeM IleJIEHAPABICHHON BBHIOOPKH Ha OCHOBE OIPEENCHHBIX KpUTEpUeB. bouam
BKJTFOYCHBI TOJIBKO T€ TEKCTOBBIC €IUHUIILI, KOTOPHIE HEITOCPEICTBEHHO KACAIHCH PETYIUPOBAHUS
dbaMwIMii WM CBSA3aHHOTO C 3TUM OTMEHBI THUTYIOB W OOpalleHuii, a TakKe COJepxKaln
AHAINTUYECKH 3HAaYMMOE YTBEpXKJEHHE O HOpMe, Mpoiiecce, 0OOCHOBAHHH WM TPECTABICHUH.
MaccrB UCTOYHUKOB COCTOSUT U3 IOPUAMYECKUX TEKCTOB, TPOTOKOJIOB MapIaMEHTCKUX 3aCeIaHHM,
Tra3eTHbIX CTaTed, MapTUWHOW MEPEeNnucKH U JUIUIOMAaTUYECKUMX oTueToB. KoaupoBaHue
MPOBOAMIIOCH B JIBa dTama. Ha mepBoMm 3Tare mpUMEHSUINCh METOMBI «in Vivo» M OINHUCATEeLHOTO
KOJUPOBAHMS C IEIBI0 COXpaHEHHWS s3bIKa TOro mepuoja. Ha BropoMm »Tame Kombl ObumH
CTPYIIIIAPOBAHBl IO KAaTErOpHsSM, a 3aTeM OOBCAWHEHBHI B Oosiee mmpokue Tembl. [locie
CcTaOMIM3aIMK 3TOM TEMAaTUYEeCKOW CTPYKTYyphl OBUT IMPOBEAEH BTOPOW 3Tall HCTOPHYECKOTO
CPaBHEHHUS TIOCPEJICTBOM XPOHOJIOTUYECKON CTpaTU(UKaIUK, KOHTPOJII KOHTEKCTa MPOU3BOICTBA,
OTCIICKUBAHUS IIETIOYKH TIOJIUTUYCCKUX PEIICHNA W aHTHAHAXPOHUCTUYECKOTO IPOYTEHUS
KJTIOYEBBIX KOHIICTIIIN.
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Pesynprathl unccnenoBaHUS MOKAa3bIBalOT, YTO MOJUTHKA B obsactu  damMuiani
(YHKIMOHMpOBaJla CKOpee Kak MHOTOYPOBHEBBIH MEXaHH3M YIOPSIIOUYEHHs, a He Kak
Y3KOHAIIPABJICHHAs! «PEBOJIONNS B PETUCTPAaLU». BbUTH BbIIEIEHBI TP OCHOBHBIE TEMaTUYECKHE
oOmactu. [lepBas kacamach OCTPOCHUS TOCYJaPCTBEHHO-OPUEHTUPOBAHHON CUCTEMbI IPHCBOCHNUS
UMEH U peructpanmd. B 31Ol ob0nmacth ¢aMuinud acCOUMMpPOBATUCH C  pETUCTpalMeH,
cepTU(HKaLUeH, CpOKaMH, JOKYMEHTAllMeld U aIMUHHUCTPAaTHBHOM BiacThlo. [IprcBoeHne mMmeHu
paccMaTpUBalIOCh KaK 00IECTBEHHAs 00513aHHOCTb, ITOUIEXKAIIast TOCY IapCTBEHHOMY Ha/30py, a He
KaKk 4acTHbIM akT BbeIOOpa. BTopas Tema Kacajacb HOPMATHUBHOIO I1€PEOCMBICIECHUS
IrpaXJaHCTBEHHOCTU. 37eCh pEeryaupoBaHue (aMHIMHA IMEPeceKaloch C CEMEHHOW HepapXuei,
POACTBOM, MOPAIbHOM  NPUEMJIIEMOCTBIO, SA3bIKOBBIMM  TIPaHUIAMH U HALMOHAIBHOU
NPUHAUIEKHOCTBIO. 3ampeThl Ha IUIEMEHHbIE MMEHA, MHOCTPAHHBIE 3THHYECKHE O003HAYCHHS,
HACMEIIKK M THUTYJBl COYETAIHCH C MPENNOYTEHHUEM TYPEUKHX HMMEH H MOPSAKOM (aMUIHH,
OpPraHU30BaHHBIM BOKPYT TJaBbl CEMBbH-MYKYMHBL. Takum 00pa3oM, PeBOIIOLHS, MO-BHIUMOMY,
(GYHKIMOHUpOBaJla HE TOJNBKO KaK aIMHUHUCTPATUBHBI MHCTPYMEHT, HO M KaK MEXaHH3M
peopranusanun 00ILIECTBEHHON MIEHTUYHOCTH M COLMAJIBbHBIX uepapxuii. TpeTbd TEMa Kacajlach
pacnpocTpaHeHus W penpe3eHTtanuu. [lomutrka B oOnactu (aMWIMH HE TOJIBKO BBOJIMIACH B
JeiictBue; e€ TakkKe MNpenoAaBajid, HOPMAalINW30Bald, KOHTPOIHPOBAIM M JAEMOHCTpUpOBaiu. B
NapTUHHON MEpenrcKe PeBONIIOLKS IPeACTaBajla Kak BOIPOC MOOMIN3AUK U aAMUHUCTPATUBHOTO
3aBepliueHus. B raserax ropuaudeckoe o0s3aTeNbCTBO HepedopMyINpOBanoch B MeAarornueckom
KITIfo4e. B MuIuioMaTHdeckoil OTYETHOCTH OHO CTaJI0 YacThIO MpoennupyeMoro oopasza PecnyOmmkn
KaKk COBPEMEHHOTrO, LEHTPAJIM30BAaHHOTO M O0O0JaJarollero HaUUOHAIBHBIM CAaMOCO3HAHHUEM
rocyJapcTBa.

OTH  BBIBOABI  TO3BOJISIOT — MPEANONOXKHTb, YTO TOJUTHKY (aMuimii  MOXKHO
MHTEPIPETUPOBaTh KaK (POPMUPYIOIIYIO MOJUTHUKY TIPAXKTAHCTBEHHOCTH, & HE KakK YHCTO
TEXHUYECKYIO peBOtoIui0. OHa peopraHn30oBaia OTHOLIEHUS MEX/Ty TUYHOCTBIO, CEMbEH, SI3BIKOM,
NPUHAICKHOCTBIO B MyOIMYHON BUIUMOCTBIO B PaAMKaxX €IUHOTO, HAIPaBJIsIEeMOTO TOCYIapCTBOM
NopsiIka MMEHOBaHHWA. JTa pedopma JEMOHCTPUPYET, KaK PaHHEPECHyOJMKaHCKOE OOILIECTBO
IBITAJIOCH NIEPECTPOUTH OOIIECTBO HE TOJBKO C MOMOUIBIO 3aKOHOB M MHCTHTYTOB, HO U 4Ye€pe3
MIPaBOBbIE M CHUMBOJHUYECKHE CIOCOOBI, C TOMOIIBI0 KOTOPBIX HHAMBHIYYMBI CTaHOBUJIHCH
BUAMMBIMHU JIpYT UL Apyra U s rocynapceta. C 3Toil Touku 3peHus pedopma paMHIni MOXKET
OBITH MOHATA KaK 4acTh OoJiee MIMPOKUX YCHIIMH IO MEPEOCMBICICHHIO TOTO, KaK JOJDKHBI ObUTH
nyOJIMYHO  KOAMPOBaTbCA ~ CEMEWHas  MPEeMCTBEHHOCTb,  OOIIECTBEHHOE  YBaKEHHE,
aJMHHHUCTPATHBHASA YETKOCTh M HAllMOHAJIbHAS NMPUHA/JIKHOCTh. B 3aKkirodueHue, MOJUTHKY B
obnactu dammmmii B 1934-1936 romax MOXHO pacCMaTpUBaTh KaK KOHCTUTYTHBHYIO IMOIUTHKY
rpaXJaHCTBA, IOCPEACTBOM KOTOpOW oOmecTBo paHHeld PecnyOmuku ObuUIO HOPMAaTHBHO
OTPaHMYEHO, AJMHHHUCTPATUBHO OPraHU30BaHO, COLMAIBHO HHTETPUPOBAHO U CHUMBOJIUYECKH
NPEICTABIICHO.

KaroueBbie cioBa: ucropus Typeuxoirr PecryOnwku, 3akoH o (aMuiusx, paHHSSA
Pecny0nvka, rpak1aHCTBO, aAMUHUCTPATUBHAS MPAKTHKA U BHELTHEE MPEICTAaBUTEIHCTRO.
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Yapilandirilmis Ozet:

1934 tarihli Soyadi Kanunu, genellikle ulus insasi, niifus kayit sistemi ve Erken Cumhuriyet
doneminde aile adlarmin yeniden diizenlenmesiyle iligkili hukuki ve idari bir inkilap olarak
incelenmigtir. Tarih ¢aligmalar1 gogunlukla kanunun kabul siirecine, dil inkilabi ve milli kimlikle
iligkisine ya da basin ile yerel makamlar araciligiyla yayginlastirilmasina odaklanmistir. Hukuk
literatiirii ise biiylik Ol¢lide soyadimin bigimsel statiisii, aile ad1 kurallar1 ve kanunun kadinlar ile
cocuklar bakimindan sonraki sonuglart iizerinde yogunlagmistir. Bu literatiir 5nemli bir bilgi birikimi
iiretmis olmakla birlikte, konu ¢ogu zaman ayr1 tematik hatlar iizerinden ele alinmistir. Bu ayrisma,
daha genis bir tarihsel meselenin yeterince acikliga kavusturulamamasina yol agmaktadir. Soyadi
inkilab1 yalnizca bir kayit teknigi ya da hukuki tedbir olarak degerlendirildiginde, adlandirmanin
vatandasligin tanimlanmasindaki daha genis rolii yeterince goriiniir olmayabilir. Bu g¢erceveden
bakildiginda kisi adlari; aile, soy, dil, kamusal sayginlik, toplumsal ayrim ve devletin niifusu
okunabilir kilma kapasitesinin kesisim noktasinda yer almigtir. Bu nedenle soyadi diizenlemesi,
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vatandaslik, aidiyet ve kamu diizeninin eszamanli olarak yeniden tanimlandig1 bir alan olarak da
okunabilir.

Bu calisma, 19341936 yillar1 arasinda soyadi siyasetinin Erken Cumhuriyet Tiirkiye’sinde
vatandasligin normatif sinirlarini nasil tanimladigini ve bu sinirlarin idari, parti, basin ve diplomatik
raporlama aglar aracilifiyla nasil dolasima sokuldugunu aciklamay1 amaglamaktadir. Arastirmaya
iki soru yon vermistir. Ilk soru, kaynak malzemenin yakin okunmasi sonucunda elde edilen tarihsel
kategori ve temalar belge tiirlerine gore nasil farklilagsmis, hangi temalar zaman i¢inde 6ne ¢ikmig ya
da geri plana diismiistiir? ikinci soru ise tekrar eden ifadeler yasama ve uygulamadan kamusal anlat:
ile uluslararasi temsile uzanan politika zinciri boyunca anlam bakimindan nasil doniismiistiir?

Caligma, tarihsel belgelere uyarlanmis metin analizi yontemiyle yiiriitiilmiistiir. Temel analiz
donemi 1934-1936 olarak belirlenmistir. Hazirlik ve parlamento tartismasi evresini yakalayabilmek
amaciyla 1933 yilina ait materyaller, uygulamanin art¢1 etkilerini izleyebilmek amaciyla ise 1937
yilina ait materyaller analize dahil edilmistir. 1929 tarihli bir diplomatik rapor ise yalnizca istisnai,
baglamsal ve karsilagtirmali bir belge olarak kullanilmistir. Kaynak govdesi, Ol¢iit temelli amagh
ornekleme yoluyla olusturulmustur. Yalnizca soyadi diizenlemesine veya unvan ve lakaplarin
kaldirilmasiyla iligkili siirece dogrudan temas eden; norm, siireg, gerekce ya da temsil bakimindan
analitik acidan anlamli bir ifade iceren metin birimleri kapsama alinmistir. Kaynak govdesi hukuki
metinler, parlamento tutanaklari, gazete yazilari, parti yazigsmalar1 ve diplomatik raporlardan
olugmaktadir. Kodlama iki asamada gergeklestirilmistir. Birinci dongiide, donemin dilini korumak
amactyla in vivo (dogrudan alintr) ve betimleyici kodlama uygulanmustir. ikinci déngiide kodlar
tarihsel kategoriler altinda toplanmis, ardindan daha genis tarihi temalar altinda birlestirilmistir.
Tarihi tematik yapi istikrara kavusturulduktan sonra, kronolojik katmanlastirma, {iretim baglami
kontrolii, politika zinciri takibi ve temel kavramlarin anakronizmden kaginan bir okumaya tabi
tutulmasi yoluyla ikinci bir tarihsel karsilastirma asamasina gegilmistir.

Bulgular, soyadi siyasetinin dar anlamda bir kayit inkilabindan ziyade ¢ok katmanli bir
diizenleme mekanizmas: olarak isledigini gostermektedir. Ug ana tematik alan tespit edilmistir. I1ki,
devlet merkezli bir adlandirma ve kayit diizeninin insasina iligkindir. Bu alanda soyadlari; kayit,
belgelendirme, siire sinirlari, evrak diizeni ve idari otoriteyle iliskilendirilmistir. Adlandirma,
bireysel bir tercih eyleminden ¢ok devlet denetimine tabi kamusal bir yiikiimliliikk olarak
cercevelenmistir. ikinci tema, vatandasligin normatif agidan yeniden tanimlanmasiyla ilgilidir. Bu
diizlemde soyadi diizenlemesi; aile hiyerarsisi, akrabalik, ahlaki kabul edilebilirlik, dilsel sinirlar ve
milli aidiyetle kesismistir. Agiret adlarina, yabanci etnik isaretlere, giiliing adlara ve unvanlara
yonelik yasaklar; Tiirk¢e adlara yonelik tercih ve erkek hane reisi etrafinda 6rgiitlenen bir soyadi
diizeniyle birlikte islemistir. Bu yoniiyle inkilap, yalnizca idari bir ara¢ degil, kamusal kimligi ve
toplumsal hiyerarsiyi yeniden diizenleyen bir mekanizma olarak da islev gérmiistiir. Ugiincii tema
ise dolasgim ve temsile iliskindir. Soyad1 siyaseti yalnizca yiiriirlige konulmamis; ayni1 zamanda
Ogretilmis, normallestirilmis, izlenmis ve sergilenmistir. Parti yazismalarinda inkilap, seferberlik ve
idari tamamlama meselesi olarak gorliniir olmustur. Gazetelerde hukuki yiikiimliilik pedagojik bir
dile doniistiriilmiistiir. Diplomatik raporlarda ise Cumhuriyet’in modern, merkeziyet¢i ve milli
bilince sahip bir devlet olarak yansitilan imajinin parcasi haline gelmistir.

Bu bulgular, soyadi siyasetinin salt teknik bir inkilap olmaktan ¢ok kurucu nitelikte bir
vatandagslik siyaseti olarak yorumlanabilecegini gostermektedir. Soyadi diizeni, kisi, aile, dil, aidiyet
ve kamusal goriiniirliik arasindaki iliskiyi devlet yonelimli tekil bir adlandirma diizeni i¢inde yeniden
orgiitlemistir. Bu acidan bakildiginda inkilap, Erken Cumhuriyet’in toplumu yalnizca kurumlar ve
yasalar aracilifiyla degil, bireylerin birbirleri ve devlet nezdinde okunabilir héle geldigi hukuki ve
sembolik bigimler tizerinden de yeniden sekillendirmeye ¢alistigini gostermektedir. Bu perspektiften
soyadi inkilabi; aile siirekliliginin, kamusal sayginligin, idari okunabilirligin ve milli aidiyetin
kamusal olarak nasil kodlanacagim yeniden tanimlamaya yonelik daha genis bir ¢abanin parcasi
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olarak anlasilabilir. Sonug¢ olarak, 1934-36 yillar1 arasindaki soyadi siyaseti, Erken Cumhuriyet
toplumunun normatif olarak simirlandirildigi, idari olarak orgiitlendigi, toplumsal olarak dolagima
sokuldugu ve sembolik olarak temsil edildigi kurucu bir vatandaslik siyaseti olarak okunabilir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Cumhuriyet Tarihi, Soyadi Kanunu, Erken Cumhuriyet, Yurttaslik,
Idari Tatbikat, D1s Temsil.
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Surname Politics in the Early Republic (1934-36): The Definition of Citizenship,
Administrative Practice, and External Representation

Introduction

In the Early Republican period, the surname regulation may be understood not merely as an
administrative reform of registration, but also as one of the means through which the new state sought
to define, classify, and render society visible in the public sphere. When the relationship between
personal names and family, belonging, language, and status is taken into account, the Surname Law
of 1934 can be situated within a broader historical framework that goes beyond a strictly legal
arrangement. In this respect, the surname question is read as a field of transformation connected to
the Republic’s efforts to define citizenship, name society, and attach public visibility to
administrative control.

The literature on the surname question has produced an important body of scholarship
illuminating different aspects of the subject. Nevertheless, when the surname regulation is treated
only as a procedure of naming or as a technique of population registration, it becomes difficult to see
fully through which legal, administrative, and political instruments the Early Republic sought to
reconstruct society. This is because the relationship established among personal names, family ties,
belonging, language, status, and public visibility also makes visible the socially ordering dimension
of state intervention. For this reason, the surname question should be regarded as a critical threshold
through which the relationship between legal regulation and administrative restructuring, public
visibility and citizenship status, and family order and state intervention can be examined together.

In terms of its dominant orientations, the relevant literature can be grouped into four main
clusters. The first cluster consists of studies focusing on the legal emergence and normative structure
of the surname (Atasoy, 2015; Aykanat, 2025; Ergene, 2011; Gezder & Holmlund, 2021; Kiligcoglu
Yilmaz, 2014). The second cluster examines the law in relation to Republican ideology, populism,
and comparative nation-building (Avsar & Kaya, 2013; Oz & Erdogan, 2024). The third cluster
foregrounds implementation, the provinces, and the press (Aydin, 2019; Ozdag, 2025; Yakti, 2025).
The fourth cluster turns to the etymology, symbolism, and political memory of selected surnames
(Alan & Polatoglu, 2025; Biiyiikkaradogan, 2024). Yet studies that bring together the normative
design, implementation networks, and representational dimension of surname politics on the same
historical plane remain limited.

Within this framework, the aim of this study is to explain the normative boundaries within
which surname politics defined citizenship in the Early Republic between 1934 and 1936, and how
these boundaries were circulated through administrative, party, press, and diplomatic reporting
networks. To this end, the study addresses two questions. First, how do the historical categories and
themes derived from excerpts in sources from the 1933—1937 period differ according to textual genre,
and which themes become stronger or weaker over time? Second, in the process extending from draft
legislation to law, from law to implementation, and from implementation to public narration and
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international representation, what semantic shifts do the same core expressions undergo across
different sources, and what higher-order transformations of framing do these shifts produce when the
semantics of the period are preserved? For this reason, the surname regulation should be evaluated
not merely as a matter of legal history, but as a historical threshold that explains the Early Republic’s
practices of citizenship, administration, and social ordering.

Surname Politics in the Early Republic: State-Building, Citizenship, and Public Order

In the legal and historical literature, the surname has often been defined as a family name
that distinguishes an individual from other families and is transmitted from one generation to the
next. This definition makes it possible to understand the surname not merely as a technical marker
of registration, but also as a form of naming that simultaneously carries family membership, public
recognition, and legal belonging (Aykanat, 2025, pp. 1723-1724; Gezder & Holmlund, 2021, pp.
233-234). In the context of the Early Republic, however, the issue should not be viewed as limited
to the registration of names. The Surname Law should be considered as part of the broader political
orientation of the new state established after the National Struggle: to redefine society, to fix the
citizen within a singular and identifiable legal identity, and to regulate the public sphere through a
centralized language of naming (Ahmad, 1993, pp. 52—54; Lewis, 1961, pp. 234-241). In this respect,
the surname became, for the Early Republic, not only a technique of population registration but also
one of the ways in which the state saw, recognized, and classified the citizen.

The historical background of this politics did not begin directly in 1934. The late Ottoman
initiatives toward centralization, common citizenship, administrative uniformity, and the penetration
of society by the state were taken up again in the Republican period in a sharper and more
comprehensive form. From the Tanzimat onward, the idea of centralization and common citizenship
aimed to gather different communities within a more integrated political framework; nevertheless,
older religious, ethnic, and local affiliations did not easily dissolve (Karpat, 2001, p. 320). After the
Ottoman-Russian War of 1877—-1878, centralization, common political belonging, and the idea of the
“nation” became more visible; the preservation of the state and the redefinition of the community
within a new political unity became parts of the same process (Karpat, 2001, p. 126). The Surname
Law, therefore, should not be read as an isolated regulation wholly detached from the past, but as
one of the specific instruments of central state-building in the Early Republican phase of a longer
process extending from the late Ottoman period to the Republic.

Nevertheless, the Republican cadres did not merely inherit this legacy; they transformed it
in accordance with the needs of the new regime. After the National Struggle, the principal issue was
not only to secure the new borders but also to redefine the source of sovereignty and to determine
the foundations on which the new state would be organized. The establishment of a new political
center in Ankara after the years of occupation, the liquidation of legitimacy based on the sultanate
and the caliphate, and the proclamation of the Republic produced a clear rupture between the old
political order and the new regime (Ahmad, 1993, pp. 52-54; Lewis, 1961, pp. 234-241). This
rupture did not remain confined to the constitutional level; it also required the reorganization of
public visibility, official belonging, and the legal definition of the citizen. Surname politics emerged
at precisely this stage as one of the instruments through which the new state extended the reordering
of society in its own legal language into everyday life.

For this reason, the concept of surname politics is more explanatory than a narrow definition
referring only to a legal text. What was at stake was not merely the regulation of names, but the
placement of society within a simpler, more legible, and more controllable framework through the
combined operation of law, administration, and public instruction. When considered together with
the Civil Code, the language reform, and the removal of older status markers from the public sphere,
the Turkification of surnames, the abolition of nicknames and titles, and the exclusion of tribal and
foreign national names appear as components of the Early Republic’s effort to define the new citizen

www.turkishstudies.net/turkishstudies



4734 Sezgin Elbay

(Aydin, 2019, pp. 1379-1381; Oz & Erdogan, 2024, pp. 167-168; Yakt1, 2025, pp. 1374-1376). The
press’s presentation of surname examples to the public and its encouragement of Turkish names also
indicate that this politics was not left solely within the text of the law, but was carried into everyday
life as a guiding and pedagogical intervention (Avsar & Kaya, 2013, pp. 80-83; Ozdag, 2025, pp.
390-391).

This naming politics of the Early Republic acquires clearer meaning within the single-party
period’s conception of state and society. Republican populism imagined the people not as a plurality
of internally conflicting social groups, but as a homogeneous, unified, and harmonious political
whole. Within this framework, a direct correspondence was established among the state, the party,
the nation, and the leader; the idea of popular sovereignty was expressed not on the basis of pluralist
political participation, but within the discourse of a monolithic national unity (Celik, 2009, pp. 75—
78). In such an intellectual framework, surname politics withdrew from the public sphere older
markers of belonging that made social diversity visible and attached the individual to a common
system of naming recognizable by the state. For this reason, the Surname Law should be evaluated
not merely as an administrative measure of facilitation, but as an extension of the single-party
period’s political logic of homogenizing the citizen and standardizing the public sphere.

The same process was also closely related to the new form taken by the relationship between
center and periphery in the Early Republic. As Mardin (1973, p. 183) notes, the founders of the
Republic gave priority to strengthening the state; social transformation was carried out largely
through regulatory instruments operating from the center toward the periphery. This preference, on
the one hand, ensured the survival of the new state and, on the other, produced a political style based
on transforming social differences through laws and regulations functioning from above. The Early
Republic’s distrust of the provinces and the periphery merged with the fears of fragmentation and
disintegration experienced during the establishment of the new center; for this reason, central
regulation carried not only an administrative but also a political security logic (Mardin, 1973, pp.
177, 182—183). Surname politics should also be read in this context. The aim was not only to register
the individual, but to transform that individual into a citizen-unit that could be defined, monitored,
and legally fixed through the language of the center.

Within this framework, reading the Surname Law in isolation does not appear sufficient.
When considered together with the Civil Code, the language reform, and the Republican People’s
Party’s conception of society, this regulation can be said to have formed part of a broader program
of constructing a new citizenship (Ahmad, 1993, pp. 67-68; Celik, 2009, pp. 75-78). The
requirement that surnames be Turkish, the abolition of nicknames and titles, and the simplification
of the registration system simultaneously touched upon the fields of legal equality, administrative
standardization, and public visibility (Aydim, 2019, pp. 1379-1381; Oz & Erdogan, 2024, pp. 167—
168; Yakti, 2025, pp. 1374-1376). The elimination of nicknames, titles, tribal names, and foreign
national names that were deemed incompatible with the principle of populism also suggests that
citizens were intended to be placed within a more equal, more legible, and more controllable
framework. Surname politics can therefore be evaluated as a regulation that brought together the
claim of legal equality in the public sphere and the classificatory intervention of the central state into
society.

At the same time, however, it is also evident that this standardization did not operate in the
same way for all social actors. The requirement that a woman take her husband’s surname upon
marriage, the establishment of family unity around the male surname, and the definition of the child’s
surname within the same hierarchy suggest a tension between the egalitarian language of the reform
and the patriarchal ordering of the family. The discussion in the legal literature of the surname as, on
the one hand, a personality right and, on the other, a compulsory form of attachment for women
becomes meaningful at this point (Atasoy, 2015, pp. 146—-167; Ergene, 2011, p. 140; Kilicoglu
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Yilmaz, 2014, pp. 581-583, 590). In this respect, surname politics can be regarded as a dual
mechanism of citizenship that produced both egalitarian and hierarchical consequences.

In conclusion, the Surname Law was not merely a law that simplified the Early Republic’s
administrative registration system. This law acquired meaning at the intersection of the new
conception of sovereignty established after the National Struggle, the quests for centralization and
common citizenship inherited from the late Ottoman period, the single-party period’s vision of a
homogeneous society, and the central state’s will to reconstruct the public sphere (Karpat, 2001, pp.
126, 320; Lewis, 1961, pp. 234-241; Mardin, 1973, p. 183).

Method
Research Procedure

This study was conducted through an inductive analysis based on the close reading of
historical texts and proceeding through a defined body of documents. The procedure of the study
brings together two lines of inquiry: the first concerns the selection, comparison, and contextual
evaluation of the documents; the second concerns the organization of recurring cores of meaning in
these documents at the levels of historical codes, categories, and themes (Bowen, 2009, pp. 27-29;
Elo & Kyngis, 2008, pp. 107, 110-111; Thomas, 2006, pp. 237-238). This dual preference derives
from the nature of the research questions. The study aims not only to show which expressions occur,
but also to explain how the same expressions change meaning across different textual genres and
different stages. For this reason, it was considered necessary to use document analysis together with
historical source criticism (Thomas, 2006, pp. 241-244; Heller, 2023, pp. 988-989).

The main period of analysis was determined as 1934-1936. However, 1933 was included
contextually because it represents the phase of preparation and parliamentary debates, while 1937
was included because it reflects the subsequent phase of implementation and completion. The single
diplomatic document dated 1929 was not used as a core source representing the data of the main
period; rather, it was employed as an exceptional comparative document in order to indicate the
immediate regional context of state-led naming and registration politics.

Sources

The body of documents evaluated in the study consists of a total of 270 quotation units. These
units were compiled from five types of sources: legal texts, parliamentary proceedings, newspaper
articles, party correspondence, and diplomatic reports. The selection of sources was made through a
criterion-based strategy directed toward textual segments that were directly relevant to the research
topic and possessed high explanatory value (Palinkas et al., 2015, pp. 533-544).

For a textual segment to be included in the analysis, it was required to meet the following
conditions:

(1) to be directly related to surname politics or the abolition of titles and nicknames,
(2) to contain an analytical claim concerning a norm, process, rationale, or representation,
(3) to include a single core claim,

(4) to be taken together with minimal contextual information where its meaning would be
distorted if removed from context, and

(5) to be readable within the semantics of the period.
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These criteria are consistent with the principles of selection, evaluation, and interpretation in
document analysis (Bowen, 2009, pp. 30-34; Ahmed, 2010, pp. 2-4).

Table 1. Distribution of Data Sources by Type, Scope, and Analytical Function

Source type Number of Distinct Year range | Analytical function
quotation units | source titles

Legal text 35 3 1934 Identification of the normative core,
legal  definitions, and  official
restrictions

Parliamentary 55 3 1933-1934 | Justification of the law, normative

proceedings debate, and political legitimation

Newspaper 124 8 1934, 1937 | Public instruction, exemplification,

article simplification, and social circulation

Party 30 6 1935-1936 | Language of mobilization,

correspondence implementation timetable,
administrative monitoring, and
demand for results

Diplomatic report | 26 4 1929, External  representation,  foreign

1934-1935 | observation, and the international

resonance of the reform

Total 270 24 1929-1937 | Multilayered historical corpus

The distribution presented in Table 1 shows that the study is not based on a single type of
document, but rests on a stratified body of sources encompassing the interconnected stages of norm
production, implementation, circulation, and external representation. In this way, it has been possible
to examine not only the legal text itself, but also how the law was justified, how it was taught, how
it was implemented, and how it was represented externally.

Procedure of Reading and Analysis
The analysis was carried out in two stages.

In the first stage, the documents were screened in terms of their relevance to the research
questions, and the segments included in the analysis were converted into quotation units (Bowen,
2009, pp. 27-31). Open coding was then conducted. At this stage, closely related cores of meaning
were first identified, after which the codes were derived. In order to preserve the language of the
period as far as possible, direct quotation, or in vivo, coding was preferred. Thus, expressions such
as “registration,” “national unity,” “tribe,” “public decency,” “Turkish language,” and “head of the
family” were retained directly from the language of the texts (Miles et al., 2014, pp. 79-80). After
the first cycle, the codes were grouped according to their functional similarities, categories were
formed, and in the second cycle these categories were brought together under broader historical
themes. This process proceeded through the identification of textual segments, the differentiation of
meaning clusters, and their organization under higher-order explanatory frameworks (Thomas, 2006,
pp. 241-244). The final structure of the study was fixed as 21 codes, 7 categories, and 3 themes.

99 ¢
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After coding was completed, each quotation was reread within its year and document type;
in this way, it was shown in which years and in which textual genres the categories and themes were
concentrated. The purpose here was not to produce quantitative frequencies, but to identify
concentrations of emphasis and tendencies of displacement (Bowen, 2009, pp. 28-29).

In the second stage, after the thematic structure had been fixed, a historically comparative
reading was carried out. At this stage, not only content similarity, but also the context, purpose, and
historical function of each document were taken into account. Historical source criticism requires
evaluating not only what a text says, but also in what context and with what function it speaks (Heller,
2023, pp. 988-989). This second stage was conducted through four controls:

1. Chronological stratification: After the code and theme structure had been fixed, the
quotations were clustered by year, and the concentration of category and theme blocks across
different historical moments was compared. This sequencing is important, because
comparisons made before abstraction is completed may produce analytical dispersion (Elo
& Kyngds, 2008, pp. 110-111).

ii.  Control of production context: Legal text, parliamentary proceeding, newspaper article, party
correspondence, and diplomatic report were treated as different discursive fields of the same
historical phenomenon. Thus, the analysis focused not merely on whether the same
expression appeared, but on what function the same expression assumed in different contexts
(Heller, 2023, p. 999).

iii.  Intertextuality and policy-chain analysis: The transformation of the same core of meaning
was traced across the successive links of draft legislation, law, parliament, implementation,
press, and external representation. This procedure was used to make visible the semantic
shift at the center of the second research question (Bowen, 2009, pp. 27-31).

iv.  Anachronism brake: Concepts such as “race,” “public decency,” “tribe,
“civilization” were interpreted not through their present-day meanings, but within the
administrative and political semantics of the period. In this way, historical interpretation was

EEINT3

privilege,” and

grounded not merely in the matching of codes and themes, but in the function of concepts
within their own historical context (Ahmed, 2010, pp. 3—4; Heller, 2023, pp. 988-989).

Analytical Source Criticism and the Verifiability of Interpretation

In order to strengthen the evidentiary basis of interpretation, the study did not rely on a single
type of document; instead, legal texts, parliamentary proceedings, newspaper articles, party
correspondence, and diplomatic reports were used together. In the selection of sources, the criteria
of relevance, authenticity, reliability, representativeness, and clarity of meaning were taken into
account (Bowen, 2009, pp. 32-34; Ahmed, 2010, pp. 2-4).

The analytical process was conducted through a traceable chain of decisions. The quotation
inclusion tree, line-level checklist, code—category—theme mappings, and historical reading notes
were preserved in separate worksheets. In this way, the stages through which the interpretation was
constructed were made verifiable (Heller, 2023, pp. 988-989).

To prevent the thematic structure from remaining excessively subjective, independent
reading and thematic checking were carried out by two historians. At the end of the first cycle, the
rate of agreement on the themes was calculated as 90%. The calculation was based on the formula of
agreement / (agreement + disagreement) in the Miles and Huberman tradition. The boundaries of
themes and categories on which there was disagreement were reconsidered in the second cycle, and
consensus was reached (Miles et al., 2014, p. 89).
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Finally, direct quotations were preserved, codes and themes were derived as far as possible
from the language of the documents, and historical interpretation was reconnected to the
documentary context at every stage. In this way, the link between the research questions and the
findings reached in the study was kept explicit.

Findings and Interpretation
The State’s Construction of Naming and Registration Politics

This theme shows that surname politics was first constructed through the infrastructure of
registration, then operated through an administrative chain of execution, and finally attached to a
system of recognition through which the state rendered individuals legible. The findings reveal that
the reform was designed primarily as a material and bureaucratic system of registration. Newspapers
announcing the regulatory texts clearly stated that the surname registers of each village and
neighbourhood would be entered into the principal register and that these records would also be
transferred to birth certificates (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8; Milliyet, 1934, p. 6). The same line can also
be seen in the parliamentary debates and early draft texts; the aim was to have existing surnames and
newly selected names entered into the population register and thereby fixed by the state (TBMM
Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259). Thus, the surname was removed from the status of a name used
in everyday life and transformed into a compulsory element of population politics. Indeed, this
transformation established an order in which the name would acquire validity only within the official
chain of registration. The provision that “unless the surname is entered into the principal surname
register, it is forbidden to write it on birth certificates” (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8) transformed the
surname from a marker circulating in society into an element of identity certified by the state. In this
respect, the Early Republic did not merely name the individual; it also attached the name to the status
of an administrative truth that could not exist without documentation.

This logic of registration was not limited to entry in the register; it also included the
dimensions of verification and documentary validity. Press texts stated that surname papers would
be certified by signature or seal, that fingerprints could be used, and that population offices would
further approve the records (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). The same texts emphasized that the surname
could not be written on the birth certificate before it had been entered into the principal register (Yeni
Asir, 1934, p. 8). For this reason, the policy was not merely a process of naming, but a process
through which the name was documented and officially verified in order to acquire legal validity.
This point was expressed in extremely clear terms in the implementation texts: “These individual
papers ... must be signed by the surname holder or certified by seal or fingerprint” (Yeni Asir, 1934,
p- 8). What is striking here is that the Early Republic fixed naming not only through written
registration, but also through bodily marks of verification. The surname was therefore secured within
both the written and confirmatory mechanisms of the modern administrative state.

Thereafter, the numbering and binding of the registers, their designation as inventory
property, and their preparation as repertories to be sent to the center were prescribed (Yeni Asir,
1934, p. 8). What is noteworthy here is that the surname was conceived not merely as a name
identifying the individual, but as a retrievable element of central state knowledge. The logic of
registration was thus connected from the local level to the center. Moreover, these records were
designed not as temporary administrative paperwork, but as a permanent state memory. The
statements that “these registers shall be counted among the inventory property of those population
offices and shall be preserved by being bound” and that their counterparts in the municipality would
be “transferred from predecessors to successors under liability” (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8) show that
surname politics was attached to a logic of administrative continuity possessing archival value. Thus,
the name represented not only the individual, but also the state’s capacity to retrieve that individual
over time.
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The operation of this policy was built upon this bureaucratic foundation. The findings show
that the surname order was not merely proclaimed; it was put into practice step by step through a
chain consisting of the headman, representative, municipality, district governorship, and population
office. The regulatory texts stated that the registers would be delivered from the representatives to
the mayors, and from there to the district governorships and population directorates (Yeni Asir, 1934,
p- 8; Milliyet, 1934, p. 6). The legal text also strengthened this chain by granting governors and
district governors the authority to assign auxiliary personnel (Resmi Gazete, 1934). This structure
shows that surname politics was designed not as a central order alone, but as an administrative
operation functioning through a network of local officials. Indeed, the regulation described the stages
of this operation one by one: “Neighbourhood representatives ... shall deliver them to the mayors”;
the mayors, in turn, shall give them “to the district governors and, in provincial centers, to the
population directorates” (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). This chain shows that the reform was materialized
not only from a legislative center, but also through an administrative cadre dispersed across the
provinces. The state-building practice of the Early Republic becomes visible precisely at this point:
central will was not complete without local execution.

Likewise, the reform was carried out within a specific temporal discipline. Newspapers and
regulatory texts announced in detail by which date the surname registers were to be completed and
by which date they were to be delivered (Milliyet, 1934, p. 6; Vakit, 1934, p. 11; Yeni Asir, 1934, p.
8). The law and parliamentary justifications also explained the postponement of the date of entry into
force and the granting of a specific period for notification (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245—
259). The reform was therefore not merely a norm-setting text, but a state campaign expected to be
completed within a definite timetable. The language of the regulation clearly reveals this
mobilizational character: “Both headmen and municipalities are obliged to complete these registers
by 2-7-936 and to deliver them ... by 15-7-936” (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). This temporal pressure shows
that the surname issue was understood not as an ordinary matter of registration, but as an
administrative move from which results had to be obtained within a specified period. In other words,
the state did not merely seek to define the citizen; it aimed to reorder the citizen within the tempo of
a reform bound to a timetable.

The complementary element of this administrative organization was sanction. It was clearly
regulated that surnames contrary to the law would not be registered, that they would be deleted when
necessary, and that the administration would assign surnames ex officio to those who failed to choose
one within the prescribed period (Resmi Gazete, 1934; Vakit, 1934, p. 11). In addition, fines or salary
deductions were envisaged for negligent officials and for headmen and functionaries who failed to
fulfil their duties (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259; Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). Here, although
the choice of surname appeared to be left to the family, the final authority of decision and sanction
rested with the administration. The clearest indication of this situation was the authority of ex officio
assignment envisaged for those who did not choose a surname within the prescribed time: “For those
who cannot choose a surname for themselves, a surname shall be selected by governors and district
governors ... and entered into the register” (Vakit, 1934, p. 11). Thus, freedom of choice ultimately
remained under the shadow of administrative intervention. From the standpoint of the Early
Republic, the primary priority was not individual preference but the complete and uninterrupted
finalization of the population order.

All these arrangements ultimately produced recognizability and legibility by the state. In
parliamentary debates, the aim was expressed as determining everyone’s identity in an unchanging
manner and making population records more reliable (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259).
Early draft texts also proposed establishing a tighter connection among lineage, population, and state
records (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934a, pp. 191-202). Thus, the surname became more than a marker
distinguishing the individual; it became an instrument strengthening the state’s capacity to classify
and monitor society. This legibility was standardized not only in the population register, but also in
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the identity-document regime. The provision that surnames could not be written on identity
certificates in the old script and that such certificates had to be replaced with ones in the new script
shows that the reform was directly connected to bureaucratic legibility after the alphabet reform
(Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). Similarly, newspapers repeatedly stated the principle that “the given name
comes first and the surname last,” demonstrated which forms could be used in signatures, and the
legal text formalized this order (Kurun, 1934a, p. 10; Vakit, 1934, p. 11; Resmi Gazete, 1934). The
state thereby determined not only which names could be adopted, but also how these names were to
be written.

The same standardization was also operated in direct connection with the alphabet reform:
“Surnames cannot be written on identity certificates written in the old script. Such certificates must
be replaced with ones in the new letters” (Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). This provision shows that surname
politics was not merely an order of naming, but an integrated whole linking together the Early
Republic’s new script, new registration system, and new identity regime. In short, the modernization
of the name was not conceived separately from the modernization of writing.

The Normative and Cultural Rewriting of Citizenship

This theme shows that surname politics was not merely a technical field of registration; it
also redefined the distribution of authority within the family, the domains of prohibition, the language
of national unity, and the idea of genealogical continuity. The first area indicated by the findings is
the reorganization of family and personal status. The law and the regulation attached the right to
choose a surname primarily to the headship of the household. The texts stated that the husband, as
the head of the marital union, possessed primary authority, and that the duty of choosing the surname
of relatives living in the same household and having it entered into the population register belonged
to the head of the household (Resmi Gazete, 1934; Vakit, 1934, p. 11). This arrangement shows that
surname politics viewed the family not as an aggregate of individuals, but as a unit whose
representative authority was concentrated in a single person. Indeed, the implementation text
formulated this point in highly explicit terms: “The duty of having the surname entered for natural,
step, and in-law relatives living in the same household belongs to the head of the family” (Son Posta,
1934, p. 9). Here, the family was not constructed as a horizontal community composed of equal
individuals, but as a vertical unit whose administrative addressee was concentrated in one person. At
this point, the Early Republic’s move toward citizen-making operated not according to an
individualist logic, but within a household-centered logic of representation.

The same hierarchical logic can also be traced in the position of women, children, adopted
children, and persons under guardianship. The regulatory texts stipulated that children would bear
the father’s surname, that a woman would take her husband’s surname upon marriage, and that an
adopted child would be attached to the surname of the adoptive parent (Kurun, 1934b, p. 9; Vakit,
1934, p. 11). The law also provided that the surname of persons under guardianship would be
determined by the father, mother, or guardian (Resmi Gazete, 1934). Thus, the surname became an
instrument that made visible the hierarchies embedded in family law. This hierarchy can be read
directly in the provisions of the regulation: “Children of legitimate descent shall bear their father’s
surname” and “When a woman marries, she leaves her father’s surname and takes her husband’s
surname” (Vakit, 1934, p. 11). These statements show that the Republic constructed the line of intra-
family belonging around the male line of descent. Surname politics, therefore, while producing the
modern citizen, simultaneously reinforced the patriarchal order within the family through the new
legal language.

Furthermore, the surname was grounded in common descent and in the continuity of the
family line. It was regulated that families descending from the same lineage could use a common
surname, whereas those not descending from the same lineage could not take the same name; where
more than one claim was made to the same name, priority would be given to the first applicant, and,
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if necessary, a distinguishing adjective would be added (Kurun, 1934b, p. 9; Son Posta, 1934, p. 9;
Vakit, 1934, p. 11). In parliamentary texts, the surname was also defined as a sign that made family
connection visible through material evidence and was transmitted across generations (1934b, pp.
245-259). Here, the surname became a symbol that fixed family origin and was distinguished under
the arbitration of the state. In particular, the provision that “those who are not of the same lineage
cannot use the same surname at the same time” and that in such a case the name would be “accepted
for the first applicant and that of the others changed” (Vakit, 1934, p. 11) shows that the surname
functioned as a kind of genealogical monopoly distributed and protected by the state. The addition,
where necessary, of distinguishing adjectives such as “Elder” and “Younger” also reveals how
detailed this arbitration was. Thus, descent was defined not in the free domain of social memory, but
under the control of administrative classification.

The normative intervention of the policy becomes even more apparent in the question of
which names were prohibited and which names were placed under special protection. With the law
concerning the abolition of titles and nicknames, titles such as “agha,” “haji,” “bey,” and “pasha”
were removed from official usage (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259). The explanatory
text in Kurun also emphasized that names of rank and office could not be used as surnames (Kurun,
1934a, p. 10). In parliamentary debates, the justification for this was that names of office functioning
as surnames would create a new field of inequality (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259).
Thus, older markers of status were excluded from the new surname politics. This exclusion was not
merely technical, but an explicitly regime-constituting choice. The provision that “nicknames and
titles such as agha, haji, hafiz, hodja, mullah, efendi, bey, pasha ... have been abolished” (TBMM
Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259) directly intervened in the hierarchical modes of address of the
old society. Here, surname politics did not merely provide new names; by invalidating older signs of
public superiority, it also constructed the Republic’s claim to equality at the level of language.

Similarly, the regulation prohibited suffixes such as “-vich,” “-is,” and “-zade,” as well as
surnames indicating other nations (Kurun, 1934a, p. 10; Vakit, 1934, p. 11). In parliamentary debates,
such names were argued to be contrary to the idea of “national unity” (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b,
pp- 245-259). The aim here was not merely linguistic simplification, but the standardization of public
naming in accordance with the idea of national unity and administrative integrity. The regulation was
highly explicit on this point: “Suffixes such as Of, Ef, Vig, I¢, Is, Dis, zade, mahdum, and bin, which
indicate nationality, ... may not be used in surnames” (Vakit, 1934, p. 11). This arrangement not only
Turkified the field of naming; it also strengthened the Early Republic’s framework of common
citizenship by simplifying in public language the dispersed traces of affiliation and title inherited
from the late Ottoman period. In this respect, surname politics appears as an attempt to withdraw
signs that provoked difference and to attach public visibility to a more uniform, more legible, and
more integrated national framework.

The law’s prohibition of “disgusting and ridiculous” names, its regulation that names
associated with historically renowned figures could not be used freely, and the explanation in
parliament that this was justified both by the protection of public decorum and by the preservation
of the names of great historical figures show that the field of naming was controlled within moral
and historical boundaries (Resmi Gazete, 1934; TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259). The
statement voiced in parliament that “No one has the right to become ridiculous and disgusting within
the Turkish community, especially by reason of a name” clearly shows the moral character of this
intervention (TBMM Zabat Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259). Thus, the surname was regarded not only
as a matter of identity, but also as a matter of public dignity. In this respect, the reform not only
registered the citizen, but also taught the citizen within which symbolic boundaries he or she was to
appear.
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Surname politics was also a rewriting of the field of national/civilized citizenship and
language. The fact that the law began directly with the expression “every Turk” shows that surname
politics defined citizenship within an ethno-political language (Resmi Gazete, 1934). Parliamentary
debates and early draft texts also defended the removal of associations with foreign nationality and
tribe on the grounds of national unity and assimilation/integration (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934a,
pp. 191-202; TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259). The surname thus became not merely a
descriptive instrument, but a nationalizing one.

This nationalizing dimension becomes even more apparent in the field of language. The
provision that “newly adopted names shall be taken from the Turkish language” (Vakit, 1934, p. 11)
removed surname selection from the domain of cultural preference and attached it directly to national
language policy. For this reason, the surname question was not merely a matter of correcting the
population register, but also part of the Early Republic’s attempt to reconstruct everyday life through
Turkish in accordance with the conception of national identity that gained strength around the
Turkish History Thesis. Even in this phase, before the Sun-Language Theory had fully taken shape,
it is clear that language was regarded as the principal bearer of the nation’s historical continuity and
cultural unity. In other words, the Republic sought to consolidate the citizen not only legally, but also
in terms of common national memory and linguistic unity.

This discourse was supported by the language of civilization and reform. Parliamentary
debates defined tribal life as an older social form and argued that the law would strengthen social
order (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 245-259). Within this framework, the reform was presented
not only as administrative, but also as part of a civilizational project. The statement in parliament
that “tribal life is a form of social organization belonging to the Middle Ages and expresses
separation,” followed by the conclusion that “abolishing this is required by the foundations of
national unity” (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 255-259), clearly reflects the founding logic of
the Early Republic. Here, tribal forms of belonging were evaluated not merely as administratively
problematic structures, but as older forms of social organization incompatible with the goals of
central statehood, common citizenship, and national unity after the National Struggle.

Within this framework, surname politics appears as one of the legitimate and necessary
instruments through which the will of the Republican reforms to remove society from local and
fragmented attachments and unite it within a common national body was reflected in everyday life.
Finally, the language policy requiring new surnames to be taken from Turkish and the debates in
newspapers over a repertoire of pure Turkish names show that surname politics was an extension of
the language reform into everyday life (Haber, 1934, p. 4; Kurun, 1934a, p. 10; Vakit, 1934, p. 11).

The Circulation and Representation of Surname Politics

This theme shows that the reform was not merely enacted into law; it was also put into
circulation through the press, the party organization, and external observation. First, the press
assumed a central role in the public pedagogical circulation of this politics. Yeni Asir, Vakit, and
Milliyet published the regulatory text in sections, thereby opening surname politics to public
circulation (Milliyet, 1934, p. 6; Vakit, 1934, p. 11; Yeni Asir, 1934, p. 8). The press thus became
not only an institution that reported news, but also an intermediary institution that carried the legal
text to the public.

This function was further deepened through explanatory guidance. Son Posta and Kurun
presented the regulation in an explanatory language and assumed the role of a guide that would
“resolve the difficulty” of the reader (Kurun, 1934a, p. 10; Kurun, 1934b, p. 9; Son Posta, 1934, p.
9). In addition, the publication of sample surname lists and the provision of models for readers in
creating names transformed the public’s free choice in practice into a guided field of selection (Haber,
1934, p. 4; Son Posta, 1934, p. 9). Thus, the reform operated not merely as a legal regulation, but as
a process of public education taught and exemplified through the press.

Turkish Studies, 21(3)



Surname Politics in the Early Republic (1934-36)... 4743

The second axis of this circulation was the party organization. The General Secretariat of the
Republican People’s Party described surname work in the circular of 1 March 1936 as a “deep and
advanced reform task” and in its letter of 11 June 1936 as a “deep and advanced reform movement”;
in both documents, it stressed the approaching deadline and urged the party organization to act in
coordination with administrative authorities (BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18; BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.45).
The Trabzon correspondence likewise presented this issue within the framework of “our great cause
of Revolution” (BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3). Here, the reform was operated less through a strictly legal
language than through the language of political mobilization.

In addition, party correspondence requested that printed copies of the law be distributed, read
to the public, surname lists be prepared, and assistance be provided in completing declaration forms
(BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18; BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3). The center’s demand for results from the
provinces, and the written responses and tables sent by provincial and district organizations to the
circulars, also show that this process was not only encouraged, but also reported and monitored
(BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.45; BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3; BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18). For this reason,
surname politics also acquired the character of a party activity that was monitored and attached to a
logic of performance.

Indeed, the center did not merely issue a call to the provinces; it also demanded the
documentation of implementation. The statement that “there are many surname declaration forms in
the provincial governorships” shows that the center expected local organizations to assist in the
distribution and completion of these forms (BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18). The tables and written replies
sent by provincial organizations, especially from Trabzon, Samsun, and Kayseri, further show that
the process was monitored and reported at the local level (BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3).. In this respect,
surname politics became one of the Early Republic’s interventions through which the party
organization both educated and measured society.

Finally, external observation added a separate layer to the representation of the reform. The
reports from The New York Times, the Baltimore Evening Sun, and the New York Herald Tribune
transmitted by the Washington Embassy show that the surname reform was followed with interest in
the foreign press. The New York Times report framed the reform through the question of “French
names for Turks” and drew attention to the case of Tevfik Riistii Aras. The Baltimore Evening Sun
report emphasized the prohibition of Greek and Armenian suffixes such as “-is” and “-yan” and
interpreted this as a measure intended to secure assimilation. The New York Herald Tribune report,
by contrast, situated surname selection within a broader comparative framework of family names,
European naming practices, and the symbolic protection of the name “Atatiirk.” The 1929 dispatch
of the Belgrade Legation further shows that the obligation to use personal and family names was
followed in a comparative regional context. Thus, Turkish surname politics was read not only as an
internal reform, but also within a broader administrative and international order of naming.

Semantic Shift and Diplomatic Representation of Surname Politics Along the Policy
Chain

The findings related to the second sub-question show that surname politics did not operate
as a single-layered legal regulation. On the contrary, it was transformed into a state practice whose
meaning expanded across the stages of legislation, parliamentary justification, administrative
implementation, public instruction, and external representation. The issue, which appeared at the first
stage to be technical and administrative in character, acquired new functions in later stages under the
headings of national unity, civilization, family order, and international representation. For this
reason, it became clear that the same conceptual cluster did not remain fixed across different textual
genres, but was reinterpreted within each context of production.
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At the level of law and regulation, the discourse was constructed above all around the logic
of obligation, registration, and standardization. The provision that “every Turk is obliged to bear a
surname in addition to his or her given name” clearly established the obligation; the statement that
“in speech, writing, and signature, the given name is used first and the surname last” determined the
form of public usage; and finally, the phrase “newly adopted names shall be taken from the Turkish
language” attached the field of naming to language policy (Vakit, 1934, p. 11). What is striking here
is that the legal text did not merely establish an order of registration; it also determined how identity
was to be written, how it was to be pronounced, and within which linguistic sphere it would be
considered legitimate. At this stage, the surname was arranged not as a matter of individual
preference, but as an instrument through which the state rendered society legible.

In the parliamentary debates, the same regulation acquired a more explicit political and
ideological content. Indeed, it was stated that “tribal life is a form of social organization belonging
to the Middle Ages and expresses separation”; immediately thereafter, the conclusion was reached
that “abolishing this is required by the foundations of national unity” (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b,
pp. 255-259). These statements show that surname politics was used not only to eliminate
administrative confusion, but also to establish a new conception of political community by
liquidating older forms of belonging. Within the same framework, the statement “We want every
Turk to bear a family name. This is not a matter of disposition, but directly a matter of determination”
reveals that the state regarded naming not as a sphere of free choice, but directly as a field of public
determination (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, pp. 255-259).

The second notable point at this stage is that linguistic and moral control were treated within
the same logical whole as the emphasis on national unity. The surname was not seen merely as a
distinguishing marker; rather, it was turned into a field in which social differences and symbolic
privileges were reclassified. Thus, the technical standardization in the legal text was connected on
the parliamentary floor to a broader historical program of national unity, civilization, and the
liquidation of remnants of older hierarchies. This constitutes one of the central findings of the second
sub-question: although the legal framework of surname politics remained stable, in parliamentary
discourse it was explicitly transformed into a project of political education.

A similar intensification of meaning was also identified in terms of family and gender status.
At the level of the regulation, the provisions that “children of legitimate descent shall bear their
father’s surname” and “when a woman marries, she leaves her father’s surname and takes her
husband’s surname” were explicitly included (Vakit, 1934, p. 11; Kurun, 1934b, p. 9). Likewise, by
stating that “the duty of having the surname entered for natural, step, and in-law relatives living in
the same household belongs to the head of the family,” the authority of selection and registration was
concentrated around the head of the family (Son Posta, 1934, p. 9). These provisions show that,
despite the outward appearance of modernization associated with the reform, the internal legal order
and the logic of implementation preserved a male-centered family order. In other words, the modern
technique of registration and the traditional line of authority did not conflict with one another; on the
contrary, they operated together within the same regulation.

At the stage of implementation, the direction of the discourse shifted once again. In party
correspondence, the issue was now treated less in terms of legal technique than within the logic of
timetable, mobilization, and obtaining results. In the letter of the General Secretariat of the
Republican People’s Party dated 11 June 1936, it was stated that “since the date set by the law for
choosing a surname and having it registered in the population register is 2 July 1936, very little time
remains”; in the same text, this undertaking was described as “a deep and advanced reform movement
in terms of the civil and social superiority of Turkish society” (BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.45). These
expressions show that, at the stage of implementation, the surname issue was not regarded merely as
an administrative procedure; rather, it was perceived as a reform performance that had to be entered
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into the Republic’s record of achievement. Thus, legal obligation, administrative mobilization, and
political legitimacy were fused within the same language.

In press texts, by contrast, the discourse acquired a more instructional and normalizing
character. The expression “Surname Regulation: Read the following lines; you will resolve your
difficulties” served the purpose of explaining the language of the law to citizens and making it
applicable (Son Posta, 1934, p. 9). At this stage, the newspaper did not function merely as an
instrument that repeated the state norm; it operated as a pedagogical intermediary that simplified it,
translated it into everyday life, and facilitated its implementation. Thus, the obligation contained in
the law was transformed in the public sphere into practical knowledge of “how to do it”; the
administrative text acquired the form of a pedagogical narrative.

At the stage of external representation, however, a different discourse was constructed. In
the dispatch sent by the Washington Embassy to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, it was stated that
“in the New York Times dated 16 December, an article appeared under the title ‘French Names for
Turks’”; the dispatch then reported that the implementation had been interpreted as one whose
“effects have not been entirely national,” and transmitted the statement that “Foreign Minister Dr.
Tevfik Riistii Bey, by taking the name of a French city, became Tevfik Riistli Arras” (BCA,
3322/2133). Similarly, in the report concerning the Baltimore Evening Sun, it was noted that the use
of'the letters “is” and “yan,” which formed the endings of Greek and Armenian names, was prohibited
and that this aimed “to ensure assimilation” (BCA, 134/64). Here, it became clear that the emphases
on morality, discipline, and registration found in domestic texts receded, while in externally oriented
narratives the reform was read and discussed as a nationalizing and centralizing policy. Thus, the
reform, which produced discipline and standardization internally, became externally an object of
diplomatic representation defining Turkey’s new regime.

When these findings are evaluated together, it becomes apparent that surname politics carried
a core meaning that persisted along the policy chain, but that this core was reproduced at each stage
with different emphases. Registration and obligation came to the fore at the legislative stage; national
unity and civilization in the parliamentary stage; family and status order in the regulatory stage;
administrative mobilization in party correspondence, pedagogical translation in the press; and
external representation and regime image in diplomatic reports. Therefore, the judgment to be
reached in response to the second sub-question is as follows: the core expressions of surname politics
did not carry a fixed meaning along the policy chain; rather, the same expressions acquired new
political, administrative, and diplomatic functions in different contexts of production. This situation
shows that the Early Republic used naming politics not merely as a population technique, but also as
an instrument of social engineering and international representation.

Discussion and Conclusion

The research demonstrates that the Surname Reform went beyond being a narrow legal
intervention regulating naming practice in the Early Republican period; rather, it operated as a state
practice that redefined citizenship status, family hierarchy, markers of belonging, and standards of
public respectability. In this process, the name functioned not only as a sign identifying the
individual, but also as an instrument through which the state embedded its conception of an
acceptable social order into everyday life. Citizenship, lineage, family ties, language preference,
moral standards, and public visibility were thereby redefined.
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The reconstruction indicated by this first result shows that the historical effect of surname
politics emerged not only in the norms established, but also in the variable meanings that these norms
acquired in different contexts. Indeed, the same reform functioned in domestic politics as an
instrument of national unity and social discipline, at the administrative level as a technique of
registration and control, in the public sphere as a guide to implementation, and in external
representation as an indicator of the centralized character of the new state. This picture reveals that
the Early Republican reforms acquired historical permanence not only through legislation, but also
through a chain of justification, dissemination, instruction, and representation. Indeed, the
replacement of the Tiirk Ocaklar1 by the People’s Houses in the early 1930s, the university reform,
and the transformation of the new language-history theses into official cultural policy show that the
reforms were embedded in society not only through legal means, but also through institutional and
pedagogical instruments (Ziircher, 2024, p. 316). Surname politics, therefore, became a field of
transformation in which the state not only governed society, but also placed it within a specific
framework of citizenship.

The principal conclusion of the article is that surname politics constituted a founding politics
of naming that normatively defined citizenship in the Early Republic. Through this politics, the state
did not merely render society legible and controllable; it also determined who would participate in
public life through which symbols, within what kind of family order, and within which legal-
administrative boundaries. In this respect, the Surname Reform meant not simply a process of
changing names, but the reordering of citizenship status, household order, and public personhood. In
this sense, surname politics should be evaluated not merely as an administrative move toward
standardization in the Early Republic, but as one of the components of a broader program of “creating
the Turkish citizen” that penetrated everyday life (Ziircher, 2024, pp. 37-38). The transformative
power of the Early Republic becomes visible precisely at this point: the state reconstructed society
not only through new institutions, but also by determining the names through which people would
appear to one another and to the state.

At this point, the issue is not merely to restate the results reached; what is more important is
to determine the place of these results within the existing literature on the Early Republic. When the
literature on the Surname Law is considered as a whole, this study can be seen to bring together the
axes of the modern state, nation-building, language, law, family, and public visibility within a single
historical line.

With regard to the first result, the existing literature on surnames strongly emphasizes the
relationship of the law with the aims of modernization, national identity, linguistic simplification,
and administrative order. Oz & Erdogan (2024, pp. 153—156) state that the Surname Law functioned
as a notable instrument in the construction of national identity by the new state. Aykanat (2025, pp.
1723, 1739—-1740) shows that the law should be considered together with the family name, civil law,
and inheritance order; Yakt1 (2025, pp. 1374-1376), drawing on local press data, evaluates the
implementation as a complementary link in the construction of national identity and as an extension
of the language reform. While confirming this literature, the present study expands the discussion in
relation to the Early Republic’s politics of citizenship, family order, and mechanisms of public
visibility. This expansion is also consistent with the broader Early Republican framework showing
that the concentration of political power after 1925 enabled the regime, in its own terms, to conduct
“social and cultural reform” in a more coordinated manner (Ziircher, 2024, p. 310). Accordingly, the
surname was not merely a technique through which the state produced identity cards; it was a state
intervention that simultaneously redefined the family, linguistic legitimacy, and public respectability.
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With regard to the second result, the clearest point of intersection with the literature appears
in studies showing that the law did not operate as a single legal text. Ozdag (2025, pp. 371-391)
shows that the national press played a fundamental role in the adoption and implementation of the
law; Yakt1 (2025, pp. 1373—-1376, 1388) demonstrates that the local press explained the law and
regulation and accompanied citizens in the process of selection; Aykanat (2025, p. 1739) notes that
officials were expected to take the lead during the implementation phase. By examining the press
and implementation line together with parliamentary justification, administrative monitoring, public
instruction, and diplomatic representation, this study shows that the same reform was attached to
different regimes of meaning. In this context, the dimensions of populism and the nation-state
indicated by Avsar & Kaya (2013, pp. 77-83) and Oz & Erdogan (2024, pp. 156, 168) are read here
together with the dimensions of family order and administrative visibility.

The abolition of nicknames and titles aimed to erase older distinctions of privilege, while the
preference for Turkish surnames and the restrictions imposed on foreign racial and national names
showed that national identity was consolidated through public naming. At the same time, as Aykanat
(2025, pp. 1745-1746), Gezder & Holmlund (2021, pp. 233-234), and Kilicoglu Yilmaz (2014, p.
583) have shown, surname politics also reinforced patriarchal authority within the family. When
these results are considered together, it becomes clear that surname politics was a field of redefinition
that was egalitarian and nationalizing in the public sphere, but hierarchical within the family.

The place of the main conclusion within the literature becomes especially clear in relation to
the question of why surname politics should be evaluated as one of the founding regulations of the
Early Republic. The literature on the Surname Law explains the law along the axes of modernization,
administration, language, and nation-building. This explanation is valid; however, the present study
brings these axes together within a single policy chain. The Surname Reform determined how the
family bond would be named, which signs would be considered legitimate in public life, and which
inherited elements of status would be liquidated. The examples of Malatya examined by Aydin
(2019, pp. 1391-1392) and Adana examined by Yakt1 (2025, pp. 1388—1389) show that this process
was carried out together with the local press and provincial implementation. For this reason, surname
politics cannot be seen either merely as a legal article or simply as a propaganda success. More
accurately, it should be evaluated as a founding historical threshold through which the Early Republic
reconstructed the ways in which society was named, registered, and rendered visible in the public
sphere. Moreover, within the intellectual framework provided by the language reform and the
Turkish History Thesis, this founding threshold also made it possible to redefine the citizen not only
in the population register, but also within a common national belonging established among history,
language, and homeland (Ziircher, 2018, pp. 224-225).

The principal limitation of this study is that its sources consist of documents selected
purposively and according to defined criteria. For this reason, the study does not constitute a full
census of all written production of the period. The findings should therefore be evaluated especially
within the framework of the core period and the selected types of sources. Within this scope, the
following suggestions are offered for future research:

v" From the perspective of Republican history studies, the provincial implementation of
surname politics may be examined comparatively at the levels of province and district. In
this way, the differentiations between the central norm and local practice can be shown more
clearly.

v From the perspective of Early Republican studies, the effect of the Surname Reform on the
relationship between household structure and citizenship status may be investigated in
greater detail through family records, population registers, and the local press.

v" Surname politics may be examined together with other Early Republican regulations in order
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to determine whether practices of naming, address, title, and identity formed a common
program of statization and citizen-making.

v Within the framework of comparative historical studies, surname politics in Turkey may be
investigated together with similar naming regulations in the Balkans and Europe.
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Erken Cumhuriyet’te Soyad Siyaseti (1934-36): Yurttaghgin Tanimlanmasi, idari Tatbikat
ve Dis Temsil

Giris

Erken Cumhuriyet déoneminde soyadi diizenlemesi, yalnizca idari bir kayit inkilab1 olarak
degil, yeni devletin toplumu tanimlama, siiflandirma ve kamusal alanda goriiniir kilma yollarindan
biri olarak da degerlendirilebilir. Kisi adinin aile, aidiyet, dil ve statii ile kurdugu iligki dikkate
alindiginda, 1934 tarihli Soyadi Kanunu hukuki bir diizenlemeyi agsan daha genis bir tarihsel ¢erceve
icinde ele aliabilir. Bu bakimdan soyadi meselesi, Cumhuriyet’in yurttagligi tanimlama, toplumu
adlandirma ve kamusal goriiniirliigii idari denetime baglama siiregleriyle baglantili bir doniisiim alani
olarak okunmaktadir.

Soyadi meselesine iligkin literatiir, konunun farkli yonlerini aydinlatan 6nemli bir birikim
iiretmistir. Bununla birlikte soyadi diizenlemesi yalnizca ad verme usulil ya da niifus kaydi teknigi
olarak ele alindiginda, Erken Cumbhuriyet’in toplumu hangi hukuki, idari ve siyasi araglarla yeniden
kurmaya yoneldigi tam olarak goriilememektedir. Cilinkii kisi adi, aile bagi, aidiyet, dil, statii ve
kamusal goriiniirliik arasinda kurulan iliski, devlet miidahalesinin toplumsal diizen kurucu boyutunu
da goriiniir kilmaktadir. Bu nedenle soyadi meselesi, hukuki diizenleme ile idari yeniden yapilanma,
kamusal goriiniirliik ile yurttaglik statiisii ve aile diizeni ile devlet miidahalesi arasindaki iliskiyi
birlikte diisiinmeye elverisli bir esik olarak goriilmelidir.

Ilgili literatiir baskin yonelimleri bakimindan dért ana kiime altinda toplanmaktadir. Tk
kiime, soyadmin hukuki dogusu ve normatif yapisina odaklanan calismalardir (Atasoy, 2015;
Aykanat, 2025; Ergene, 2011; Gezder & Holmlund, 2021; Kiligcoglu Yilmaz, 2014). Ikinci kiime,
kanunu Cumhuriyet ideolojisi, halk¢ilik ve karsilagtirmali uluslasma baglaminda ele almaktadir
(Avsar & Kaya, 2013; Oz & Erdogan, 2024). Ugiincii kiime, uygulama, tasra ve basin hattin1 dne
cikarmaktadir (Aydn, 2019; Ozdag, 2025; Yakti, 2025). Dérdiincii kiime ise secilmis soyadlarmin
etimolojisi, simgeselligi ve siyasal hafiza boyutuna yonelmektedir (Alan & Polatoglu, 2025;
Biiyiikkaradogan, 2024). Buna ragmen, soyadi siyasetinin normatif tasarimi, uygulama aglar1 ve
temsil boyutunu aymi tarihsel diizlemde birlestiren ¢aligmalarin eksik kaldigi goriilmektedir. Bu
baglamda calismanin amaci, 1934-1936 yillarinda soyadi siyasetinin Erken Cumbhuriyet’te
yurttaglhigt hangi normatif sinirlar i¢inde tamimladigini ve bu sinirlarin idare, parti, basin ve
diplomatik raporlama aglarinda nasil dolagima sokuldugunu agiklamaktir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda
calismada iki soruya yanit aranmigtir. i1k olarak, 19331937 bandindaki kaynaklardaki almtilardan
tiiretilen tarihsel kategori ve temalar metin tiirlerine gore nasil ayrismakta, yillar ilerledik¢e hangi
temalar giiclenmekte ya da zayiflamaktadir? Ikinci olarak, tasaridan kanuna, kanundan uygulamaya,
uygulamadan kamusal anlatima ve uluslararasi temsile uzanan siirecte ayni ana ifadeler farkl
kaynaklarda hangi anlam kaymalarimi ge¢irmekte ve bu kaymalar donem semantigi korunarak hangi
st ¢erceve doniigiimlerini tiretmektedir? Bu nedenle soyadi diizenlemesi, yalnizca bir kanun tarihi
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meselesi degil, Erken Cumbhuriyet’in yurttaslik, idare ve toplumsal diizen kurma pratiklerini
agiklayan tarihsel bir esik olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Erken Cumhuriyet’te Soyad Siyaseti: Devlet Insas1, Yurttashk ve Kamusal Diizen

Soyadi, hukuk ve tarih literatiiriinde cogu kez kisiyi baska ailelerden ayiran ve nesilden
nesile intikal eden aile adi1 olarak tanimlanmistir. Bu tanim, soyadinin yalnizca teknik bir kayit isareti
degil, ayn1 zamanda aile iiyeligini, kamusal taninmay1 ve hukuki aidiyeti birlikte tasiyan bir
adlandirma bi¢imi olarak anlasilmasina imkan vermektedir (Aykanat, 2025, s. 1723-1724; Gezder
& Holmlund, 2021, s. 233-234). Ancak Erken Cumbhuriyet baglaminda mesele, yalnizca adlarin
kayda gegirilmesiyle sinirh goriillmemelidir. Soyadi Kanunu, Milli Miicadele sonrasinda kurulan yeni
devletin toplumu yeniden tanimlama, yurttasi tekil ve belirlenebilir bir hukuki kimlik iginde
sabitleme ve kamusal alan1 merkez1 bir adlandirma diliyle diizenleme y6niindeki daha genis siyasal
yonelisinin parcasi olarak degerlendirilmelidir (Ahmad, 1993, s. 52-54; Lewis, 1961, s. 234-241).
Bu bakimdan soyadi, Erken Cumhuriyet i¢in yalnizca bir niifus teknigi degil, devletin yurttasi gérme,
tanima ve siniflandirma bigimlerinden biri haline gelmistir.

Bu siyasetin tarihsel arka plani, dogrudan 1934 yiliyla baglamamaktadir. Ge¢ Osmanl
doneminde merkezilesme, ortak vatandaslik, idari yeknesaklik ve devletin topluma niifuz etmesi
yoniindeki girisimler, Cumhuriyet doneminde daha keskin ve daha kapsayici bir bicimde yeniden ele
almmustir. Nitekim Tanzimat’tan itibaren merkezilesme ve ortak vatandaglik fikri, farkli topluluklart
daha biitiinlesmis bir siyasal ¢erceve iginde toplama amaci tagimis; buna ragmen eski dini, etnik ve
yerel aidiyetler kolayca ¢ozlilmemistir (Karpat, 2001, s. 320). 1877-1878 Osmanli-Rus Harbi
sonrasinda ise merkezilesme, ortak siyasal aidiyet ve “millet” fikri daha goriiniir hale gelmis; devletin
korunmasi ile toplulugun yeni bir siyasal birlik i¢inde yeniden tarif edilmesi ayni siirecin pargalari
olmustur (Karpat, 2001, s. 126). Bu nedenle Soyadi Kanunu, ge¢cmisten biitiiniiyle kopuk miinferit
bir diizenleme degil; ge¢ Osmanli’dan Cumhuriyet’e uzanan merkezi devlet insasinin Erken
Cumbhuriyet sathasindaki 6zgiil araclarindan biri olarak okunmalidir.

Bununla birlikte Cumhuriyet kadrolari, bu mirasi devralmakla yetinmemis, onu yeni rejimin
ihtiyaclarina gore doniistiirmiistiir. Milli Miicadele’nin ardindan asil mesele yalnizca yeni sinirlarin
giivence altina alinmasi degil, egemenligin kaynaginin yeniden tanimlanmasi ve yeni devletin hangi
esaslar {izerinde teskil edileceginin belirlenmesi olmustur. Isgal yillarinin ardindan Ankara’da yeni
bir siyasi merkezin kurulmasi, saltanat ve hilafet eksenli mesruiyet bicimlerinin tasfiyesi ve
cumhuriyetin ilani, eski siyasal diizen ile yeni rejim arasinda agik bir kopus tiretmistir (Ahmad, 1993,
s. 52-54; Lewis, 1961, s. 234-241). Bu kopus, yalnizca anayasal diizeyde kalmamig; kamusal
gOrlinlirliigiin, resmi aidiyetin ve yurttasin hukuk Onilindeki tanimlanisinin da yeni bastan
diizenlenmesini gerekli kilmistir. Soyad1 siyaseti, iste bu agamada, yeni devletin toplumu kendi
hukuk dili i¢inde yeniden tertip etmesinin gilindelik hayata uzanan araclarindan biri olarak ortaya
c¢ikmistir. Bu nedenle soyadi siyaseti kavrami, yalnizca bir kanun metnine isaret eden dar bir
tanimlamadan daha agiklayicidir. Cilinkii burada s6z konusu olan, tek basina adlarin diizenlenmesi
degil; devletin hukuk, idare ve kamusal telkin alanlarm birlikte isleterek toplumu daha sade, daha
okunabilir ve daha denetlenebilir bir gerceveye yerlestirmesidir. Medeni Kanun, dil inkilab1 ve
kamusal alanda eski statii isaretlerinin tasfiyesiyle birlikte diisiiniildiigiinde, soyadlarinin
Tiirkcelestirilmesi, lakap ve unvanlarin kaldirilmasi, asiret ve yabanci millet adlarinin diglanmasi,
Erken Cumbhuriyet’in yeni yurttasi tanimlama ¢abasinin parcalari olarak goriinmektedir (Aydin,
2019, s. 1379-1381; Oz & Erdogan, 2024, s. 167-168; Yakti, 2025, s. 1374—1376). Basinin halka
soyadi ornekleri sunmasi ve Tiirk¢e adlari tesvik etmesi de bu siyasetin yalnizca kanun metninde
birakilmadigini, giindelik hayatin i¢ine yonlendirici ve Ogretici bir miidahale olarak tagindigim
gostermektedir (Avsar & Kaya, 2013, s. 80-83; Ozdag, 2025, s. 390-391).

Erken Cumbhuriyet’in bu adlandirma siyaseti, tek parti doneminin devlet-toplum tasavvuru
icinde daha acik bigimde anlam kazanmaktadir. Cumhuriyet halk¢iligi, halki ¢ogul ve kendi iginde
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catismali toplumsal kiimeler toplam1 olarak degil, tiirdes, birlesik ve uyumlu bir siyasal biitiin olarak
tahayyiil etmistir. Bu ¢er¢evede devlet, parti, millet ve lider arasinda dogrudan bir 6rtiisme kurulmus;
halk egemenligi fikri, cogulcu bir siyasal katilim zemini i¢inde degil, yekpare bir milli birlik séylemi
icinde ifade edilmistir (Celik, 2009, s. 75—78). Boyle bir zihni ¢ercevede soyadi siyaseti, toplumsal
cesitligi gorlinlir kilan eski aidiyet isaretlerini kamusal alandan geri ¢ekip bireyi devletin
taniyabilecegi ortak bir adlandirma sistemine baglamistir. Bu yilizden Soyadi Kanunu, yalnizca idari
bir kolaylastirma tedbiri degil, tek parti doneminin yurttas: tiirdeslestirici ve kamusal alani
yeknesaklastirict siyasal mantiginin bir uzantisi olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Ayni siireg, merkez ile gevre arasindaki iligkinin Erken Cumhuriyet’te aldig1 yeni bigimle de
yakindan baglantilidir. Mardin’in (1973, s. 183) isaret ettigi iizere Cumhuriyet’in kuruculari 6nceligi
devleti giiclendirmeye vermis; toplumsal doniisiim biiyiik 6l¢lide merkezden ¢evreye dogru isleyen
diizenleyici araglarla yiiriitiilmiistiir. Bu tercih, bir yandan yeni devletin ayakta kalmasin saglamas,
Ote yandan toplumsal farkliliklarin yukaridan asagiya isleyen kanun ve diizenlemeler yoluyla
donistiiriilmesine dayali bir siyasal tarz iretmistir. Erken Cumhuriyet’in tagra ve ¢evre karsisinda
duydugu giivensizlik, yeni merkezin kurulmasi sirasinda yasanan boliinme ve dagilma korkulartyla
birlesmis; bu nedenle merkezi diizenleme, yalmiz idari degil, aym1 zamanda siyasi bir giivenlik
mantig1 da tasimistir (Mardin, 1973, s. 177, 182—183). Soyad siyaseti de bu baglamda okunmalidir.
Amag, yalniz kisiyi kayit altina almak degil; onu merkezin diliyle tanimlanabilir, denetlenebilir ve
hukuki olarak sabitlenebilir bir yurttag birimine doniistiirmektir.

Bu ¢ercevede Soyadi Kanunu’nun tek basina okunmasi da yeterli gériinmemektedir. Medeni
Kanun, dil inkilab1 ve Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi’nin (CHP) toplum tasavvuru ile diisiiniildiiglinde, bu
diizenlemenin daha genis bir yeni yurttaglik kurma programi iginde yer aldig1 soylenebilir (Ahmad,
1993, s. 67-68; Celik, 2009, s. 75-78). Soyadinin Tiirk¢ge olmasi, lakap ve unvanlarin kaldirilmasi
ve kayit diizeninin sadelestirilmesi, ayn1 anda hukuki esitlik, idarl standardizasyon ve kamusal
goriiniirliik alanlarina temas etmistir (Aydin, 2019, s. 1379-1381; Oz & Erdogan, 2024, s. 167-168;
Yakti, 2025, s. 1374-1376). Halkgilik ilkesiyle bagdastirilmayan lakap, unvan, asiret ve yabanci
millet adlariin tasfiyesi de vatandaslarin daha esit, daha okunabilir ve daha denetlenebilir bir
cerceveye yerlestirilmek istendigini diisiindiirmektedir. Bu nedenle soyadi siyaseti, kamusal alanda
hukuki esitlik iddias1 ile merkezi devletin toplumu siniflandirici miidahalesini bir araya getiren bir
diizenleme olarak degerlendirilebilir. Bununla birlikte bu standardizasyonun biitiin toplumsal
aktorler icin ayni sekilde islemedigi de goriilmektedir. Kadinin evlenince kocasinin soyadini almak
zorunda olmasi, aile birliginin erkek soyad:i etrafinda kurulmasi ve ¢ocugun soyadinin da aym
hiyerarsi i¢inde tanimlanmasi, inkilabin esitlestirici dili ile aile igindeki ataerkil tertip arasinda bir
gerilim bulundugunu diisiindiirmektedir. Hukuk literatiiriinde soyadinin bir yandan kisilik hakki, 6te
yandan kadin bakimindan zorunlu bir baglilik bi¢imi olarak tartisilmast da bu noktada anlam
kazanmaktadir (Atasoy, 2015, s. 146—167; Ergene, 2011, s. 140; Kilicoglu Yilmaz, 2014, s. 581-
583, 590). Bu cercevede soyadi siyaseti hem esitlestirici hem de hiyerarsik sonuglar {ireten ¢ift yonlii
bir yurttaslik mekanizmasi olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Sonug olarak Soyadi Kanunu, Erken Cumhuriyet’in yalniz idari kayit diizenini sadelestiren
bir kanunu degildir. Bu kanun, Milli Miicadele sonrasinda kurulan yeni egemenlik anlayisinin, geg
Osmanli’dan devralinan merkezilesme ve ortak vatandaglik arayislarinin, tek parti doneminin tiirdes
toplum tasavvuru ve merkezi devletin kamusal alani yeniden kurma iradesinin birlestigi bir noktada
anlam kazanmaktadir (Karpat, 2001, s. 126, 320; Lewis, 1961, s. 234-241; Mardin, 1973, s. 183).
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Yontem
Arastirmanin Usulii

Bu ¢alisma, tarihsel metinlerin yakin okumasina dayanan ve belge grubu lizerinden ilerleyen
tiimevarimsal bir ¢éziimleme ile yliriitiilmiistiir. Calismanin usulii, iki hatt1 bir araya getirmektedir:
ilki, belgelerin secimi, karsilastirilmast ve baglami i¢inde degerlendirilmesidir; ikincisi ise bu
belgelerde tekrar eden anlam c¢ekirdeklerinin tarihsel kod, kategori ve tema diizeyinde
diizenlenmesidir (Bowen, 2009, s. 27-29; Elo & Kyngis, 2008, s. 107, 110-111; Thomas, 2006, s.
237-238). Bu ikili tercih, arastirma sorularinin dogasindan kaynaklanmaktadir. Calisma yalnizca
hangi ifadelerin gegtigini gdstermeyi degil, ayni ifadelerin farkli metin tiirlerinde ve farkli sathalarda
nasil anlam degistirdigini de agiklamay1 amaglamaktadir. Bu nedenle belge ¢coziimlemesi ile tarihsel
kaynak elestirisinin birlikte kullanilmas1 gerekli goriilmiistiir (Thomas, 2006, s. 241-244; Heller,
2023, s. 988-989).

Arastirmanin ana inceleme donemi 1934—1936 olarak belirlenmigtir. Bununla birlikte, 1933
yili hazirlik ve meclis tartismalar1 evresini, 1937 yili ise art¢1 uygulama ve tamamlama evresini
gostermesi nedeniyle baglamsal olarak incelemeye dahil edilmigtir. 1929 tarihli tek diplomatik belge
ise ana donem verisini temsil eden ¢ekirdek kaynak olarak degil, devlet eliyle adlandirma ve kayit
siyasetinin yakin bolgesel baglamimi gostermek amaciyla istisnai karsilastirmali belge olarak
kullanilmustir.

Kaynaklar

Calismada degerlendirilen belge grubu toplam 270 alinti biriminden olusmaktadir. Bu
birimler bes kaynak tiirlinden derlenmistir: kanun metinleri, meclis tutanaklari, gazete yazilari, parti
yazigsmalar1 ve diplomatik raporlar. Kaynak se¢imi, arastirma konusu ile dogrudan ilgili ve agiklayici
degeri yiiksek metin pargalarina yonelen o6l¢iit temelli bir tercih ile yapilmigtir (Palinkas vd., 2015,
s. 533-544).

Bir metin pargasinin incelemeye alinabilmesi i¢in su kosullari tasimast aranmugtir:
(1) soyad siyaseti veya unvan/lakap tasfiyesi ile dogrudan iligkili olmasi,

(2) norm, siire¢, gerekee ya da temsil hakkinda analitik bir iddia tagimasi,

(3) tek bir temel iddiay1 igermesi,

(4) baglamdan koparildiginda anlami bozuluyorsa asgari baglamla birlikte alinmasi,
(5) donem semantigi icinde okunabilir olmasidir.

Bu olgiitler, belge coziimlemesindeki se¢me, degerlendirme ve yorumlama ilkeleriyle
uyumludur (Bowen, 2009, s. 30—34; Ahmed, 2010, s. 2—4).
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Tablo 1. Veri Kaynaklarinin Tiir, Kapsam ve Analitik Islev Bakimindan Dagilinn

Kaynak tiirii Alint1 Farkh kaynak | Yil arali@1 | Analitik islev
sayis1 bashgi

Kanun metni 35 3 1934 Normatif ¢ekirdegin, hukuki tanimlarin
ve resmi sinirlamalarin belirlenmesi

Meclis tutanagi | 55 3 1933-1934 | Kanunun gerek¢elendirilmesi, normatif
tartisma ve siyasi mesrulastirma

Gazete yazisi 124 8 1934, 1937 | Kamusal Ogretim, ornekleme,
sadelestirme ve toplumsal dolagim

Parti yazismas: | 30 6 1935-1936 | Seferberlik dili, uygulama takvimi, idari
izleme ve sonug talebi

Diplomatik 26 4 1929, Di1s temsil, yabanct gozlem ve inkilabin

rapor 1934-1935 | uluslararasi yankist

Toplam 270 24 1929-1937 | Cok katmanli tarihsel kaynaklar

Tablo 1’deki dagilim, calismanin tek bir belge tiiriine dayanmadigini; norm iiretimi,
uygulama, dolasim ve dig temsil halkalarim birlikte kapsayan tabakali bir kaynak grubuna
yaslandigini gostermektedir. Boylece yalnizca kanun metni degil, kanunun nasil gerek¢elendirildigi,
nasil 6gretildigi, nasil uygulandig1 ve disariya nasil yansitildigi da birlikte incelenebilmistir.

Okuma ve Coziimleme Usulii
Coziimleme iki agamada yiiritiilmiistir.

[k asamada, belgeler arastirma sorularryla iliskileri bakimindan taranmis; incelemeye alinan
parcalar alinti birimlerine donistiiriilmiistir (Bowen, 2009, s. 27-31). Ardindan ac¢ik kodlama
yapilmistir. Bu asamada Once yakin anlamli ¢ekirdekler belirlenmis, sonra kodlar tiiretilmistir.
Kodlamada, dénemin dilini miimkiin oldugu kadar korumak amaciyla dogrudan alint1 (in vivo)
kodlamasi tercih edilmistir. Boylece “tescil”, “milll vahdet”, “asiret”, “edep”, “Tiirk dili” ve “aile
reisi” gibi ifadeler dogrudan metin dilinden alinarak korunmustur (Miles vd., 2014, s. 79-80). 11k
dongiiden sonra kodlar islev benzerliklerine goére gruplanmis, kategoriler olusturulmus ve ikinci
dongiide bu kategoriler daha genis tarihsel temalar altinda toplanmistir. Bu siire¢, metin pargalarinin
tanimlanmasi, anlam kiimelerinin ayristirilmasi ve bunlarin daha iist agiklayici gerceveler altinda
diizenlenmesi bigiminde ilerlemistir (Thomas, 2006, s. 241-244). Calismada nihai yap1 21 kod, 7
kategori ve 3 tema olarak sabitlenmistir. Kodlama tamamlandiktan sonra her alint1 yili ve belge tiirii
icinde yeniden okunmus; bdylece kategori ve temalarin hangi yillarda ve hangi metin tiirlerinde
yogunlastig1 gosterilmistir. Burada amag nicel frekans liretmek degil, vurgu yogunlagsmalarini ve yer
degistirme egilimlerini tespit etmektir (Bowen, 2009, s. 28-29).

Ikinci asamada ise tema yapisi sabitlendikten sonra tarihsel karsilastirmali okuma
yapilmistir. Bu agamada yalnizca icerik benzerligi degil, her belgenin iiretildigi baglam, amaci ve
tarihsel islevi de dikkate alinmistir. Tarihsel kaynak elestirisi, metnin ne soyledigi kadar, hangi
baglamda ve hangi islevle konustugunu da degerlendirmeyi gerektirir (Heller, 2023, s. 988-989). Bu
ikinci asama dort kontrol {izerinden yiirtitiilmiistiir:

i.  Kronolojik tabakalastirma: Kod ve tema yapis1 sabitlendikten sonra alintilar yillara gore
kiimelenmis, hangi kategori ve tema bloklarmin hangi tarihsel kesitlerde yogunlastig
karsilastirilmistir. Bu siralama O6nemlidir; ¢linkii soyutlama tamamlanmadan yapilan
karsilagtirmalar analitik dagimiklik iiretebilir (Elo & Kyngds, 2008, s. 110-111).
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ii.  Uretim baglami kontrolii: Kanun metni, meclis tutanagi, gazete yazisi, parti yazismasi ve
diplomatik rapor ayni hadisenin farkli s6ylem alanlar1 olarak ele alinmistir. Boylece yalnizca
aynm ifadenin gecip ge¢medigine degil, aym ifadenin farkli baglamlarda hangi isleve
baglandigina bakilmistir (Heller, 2023, s. 999).

iii.  Metinlerarasilik ve politika zinciri ¢oziimlemesi: Ayni anlam cekirdeginin tasari, kanun,
meclis, uygulama, basin ve dis temsil halkalar1 boyunca nasil doniistiigli izlenmistir. Bu
islem, ikinci alt sorunun merkezindeki anlam kaymasini goriiniir kilmak i¢in kullanilmigtir
(Bowen, 2009, s. 27-31).

iv.  Anakronizm freni: “Irk”, “edep”, “asiret”, “imtiyaz” ve “medeniyet” gibi kavramlar bugiiniin
anlamlariyla degil, donemin idari ve siyasi semantigi i¢inde yorumlanmistir. Béylece tarihsel
yorum, yalnizca kod ve tema eslestirmesine degil, kavramlarin kendi donemlerindeki isleve
dayandirilmistir (Ahmed, 2010, s. 3—4; Heller, 2023, s. 988-989).

Kaynaklarin Tenkidi ve Yorumun Denetlenebilirligi

Caligmada tarihsel yorumlarin dayanagini giiclendirmek i¢in kaynak grubu tek bir belge
tiirline birakilmamis; kanun metinleri, meclis tutanaklari, gazete yazilari, parti yazismalar1 ve
diplomatik raporlar birlikte kullanilmigtir. Kaynak seciminde uygunluk, 6zgiinliik, giivenilirlik,
temsil giicli ve anlam agiklig1 dlgiitleri gozetilmistir (Bowen, 2009, s. 32—34; Ahmed, 2010, s. 2—4).

Coziimleme siireci izlenebilir bir karar zinciri iginde yiirtitiilmiigtiir. Alint1 dahil etme agaci,
satir kontrol listesi, kod—kategori—tema eslemeleri ve tarihsel okuma notlar1 ayri ¢calisma sayfalarinda
saklanmigtir. Bu sayede yorumun hangi asamalardan gegerek kuruldugu denetlenebilir hale
getirilmistir (Heller, 2023, s. 988-989). Tema yapisinin asir1 6znel kalmamasi igin iki tarihgi
tarafindan bagimsiz okuma ve tema kontrolii yapilmistir. ilk déngii sonunda temalara iliskin uyusma
orani %90 olarak hesaplanmistir. Hesaplamada Miles & Huberman c¢izgisindeki uyusma / (uyusma
+ uyusmazlik) formiilii esas alinmistir. Uyusulmayan tema ve kategori sinirlar ikinci dongiide
yeniden gozden gecirilmis ve uzlagt saglanmistir (Miles et al., 2014, s. 89). Son olarak dogrudan
altilar korunmus, kod ve temalar miimkiin oldugu kadar belge dilinden tiiretilmis ve tarihsel yorum
her asamada yeniden belge baglamina geri baglanmistir. Boylece arastirma sorulari ile ulasilan
bulgular arasindaki bag agik tutulmustur.

Bulgular ve Yorum
Devletin Adlandirma ve Kayit Siyasetini Kurmasi

Bu tema, soyadi siyasetinin 6nce kayit altyapisi ilizerinden kuruldugunu, ardindan idarf icra
zinciriyle isletildigini ve son asamada devletin kisileri okunabilir kilan bir tanima diizenine
baglandigin1 gdstermektedir. Bulgular, inkilabin 6ncelikle maddi ve biirokratik bir kayit sistemi
olarak tasarlandigini ortaya koymaktadir. Nizamname metinlerini duyuran gazeteler, her koy ve
mahallenin soyadi defterlerinin esas deftere islenecegini ve bu kayitlarin dogum kagitlarina da
gecirilecegini acik bicimde duyurmustur (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8; Milliyet, 1934, s. 6). Ayn1 ¢izgi,
Meclis goriismeleri ve erken teklif metinlerinde de goriilmektedir; amag, mevcut soyadlarinin ve yeni
secilecek adlarin niifus kiitiigiine gecirilerek devlet tarafindan sabitlenmesidir (TBMM Zabit
Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Boylece soyadi, giindelik kullanimdaki bir ad olmaktan ¢ikarilip niifus
siyasetinin zorunlu bir unsuruna doniistiiriilmiistiir. Nitekim bu doniisiim, adin ancak resmi kayit
zinciri iginde gegerlik kazanacagi bir diizen kurmustur. “Soyadi esas defterine islenmedik¢e dogum
kagitlarina yazilmasi memnudur” (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8) hiikmii, soyadini toplumsal dolagimdaki bir
isaretten cikarip devletin tasdik ettigi bir kimlik unsuruna g¢evirmistir. Bu bakimdan Erken
Cumbhuriyet, kisiyi yalniz adlandirmamus; adi, belgesiz var olamayacak bir idari hakikat statiisiine de
baglamustir.
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Bu kayit mantig, yalniz kiitiige yazma ile sinirl degildir; ayn1 zamanda dogrulama ve belge
gecerliligi boyutunu da icermektedir. Basin metinlerinde soyadi kagitlarinin imza veya miihiirle
tasdik edilecegi, parmak izinin kullanilabilecegi ve niifus dairelerinin kayitlar1 ayrica onaylayacagi
belirtilmistir (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Ayni metinlerde soyadinin esas deftere gecmeden dogum
kagidina yazilamayacagi vurgulanmigtir (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Bu nedenle siyaset, yalniz ad verme
stireci degil, adin hukuki gecerlilik kazanmasi i¢in belgelendirilmesi ve resmi olarak dogrulanmasi
stirecidir. Bu husus, uygulama metinlerinde son derece acik bir dille ifade edilmistir: “Bu miinferit
kagitlar ... soyadi sahibi tarafindan imzalanmak veya miihiir veya parmak izi ile tasdik edilmek
mecburidir” (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Burada dikkat ¢ekici olan, Erken Cumhuriyet’in adlandirmay1
yalniz yazili kayitla degil, beden iizerinden alinan tasdik isaretleriyle de sabitlemesidir. Dolayisiyla
soyadi, modern idari devletin hem yazi1 hem de teyit mekanizmasi i¢inde giivence altina alinmistir.
Bunun devaminda kayitlarin numaralandirilmasi, ciltlenmesi, demirbas sayilmasi ve repertuvar
haline getirilerek merkeze gonderilmesi ongoriilmiistiir (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Burada dikkat ¢ekici
olan, soyadinin yalniz bireyi isaret eden bir ad olarak degil, merkezi devlet bilgisinin geri ¢agrilabilir
bir unsuru olarak kurgulanmasidir. Kayit mant181 bdylece yerelden merkeze baglanmstir. Ustelik bu
kayitlar gegici bir islem evraki gibi degil, kalic1 bir devlet hafizas1 gibi tasarlanmistir. “Bu defterler
o niifus dairelerinde demirbas esyadan madut olup ciltlenerek saklanir” ve belediyedeki
karsiliklarinin da “seleflerden haleflere zimmetle devrolunur” (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8) denilmesi,
soyad1 siyasetinin arsiv degeri tasiyan bir idari siireklilik mantigina baglandigin1 gostermektedir.
Boylece ad, yalniz kisiyi degil, devletin onu uzun zaman boyunca geri ¢agirabilme kapasitesini de
temsil etmistir.

Siyasetin isletilmesi de bu biirokratik zemin {izerinde yiikselmistir. Bulgular, soyadi
diizeninin yalniz ilan edilmedigini; muhtar, miimessil, belediye, kaymakamlik ve niifus dairesi zinciri
icinde adim adim uygulamaya sokuldugunu gostermektedir. Nizamname metinlerinde defterlerin
miimessillerden belediye reislerine, oradan kaymakamlik ve niifus midiirliigline ulastirilacagi
belirtilmigtir (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8; Milliyet, 1934, s. 6). Kanun metni de valilere ve kaymakamlara
yardimci personel gorevlendirme yetkisi vererek bu zinciri giiglendirmistir (Resmi Gazete, 1934).
Bu yap1, soyadi siyasetinin merkezi bir emir olarak degil, yerel memur ag1 tizerinden isleyen bir idari
operasyon olarak tasarlandigini gostermektedir. Gergekten de nizamname, bu operasyonun
merhalelerini tek tek tarif etmistir: “Mahalle miimessilleri ... belediye reislerine teslim ederler”;
belediye reisleri ise bunlar1 “kaymakamlara ve vilayet merkezlerinde niifus miidiirliiklerine” verirler
(Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Bu zincir, inkilabin yalniz kanun koyucu bir merkezden degil, tasraya
dagilmis bir memur kadrosu iizerinden maddilestirildigini gostermektedir. Erken Cumbhuriyet’in
devlet kurma pratigi tam da burada belirginlesmektedir: merkezi irade, yerel icra olmadan
tamamlanmamaktadir. Ayni bi¢cimde inkilap, belirli bir zaman disiplini i¢inde yliriitilmistiir.
Gazeteler ve nizamname metinleri, soyadi defterlerinin hangi tarihe kadar tamamlanacagini ve hangi
tarihe kadar teslim edilecegini ayrintili bicimde duyurmustur (Milliyet, 1934, s. 6; Vakit, 1934, s. 11;
Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Kanun ve Meclis gerekgeleri de meriyet tarihinin ertelenmesini ve bildirim
icin belirli bir slirenin taninmasini agiklamaktadir (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259).
Dolayisiyla inkilap, yalnizca norm koyan bir metin degil, belirli bir takvim i¢inde tamamlanmasi
beklenen bir devlet kampanyasidir. Nizamname dili bu seferberlik karakterini agik¢a ortaya
koymaktadir: “Gerek muhtarlar ve gerek belediyeler bu defterleri 2-7-936 tarihine kadar bitirmege
ve 15-7-936 tarihine kadar ... vermege mecburdurlar” (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Bu tarih baskisi, soyadi
iginin siradan bir kayit isi degil, belirli siire icinde sonug¢ alinmasi gereken bir idari hamle olarak
kavrandigim gostermektedir. Bagka bir ifadeyle devlet, yurttasi yalniz tanimlamak istememis; onu
takvime baglanmig bir inkilap temposu i¢inde yeniden tertip etmeye yonelmistir.

www.turkishstudies.net/turkishstudies



4756 Sezgin Elbay

Bu idarf orgiitlenmenin tamamlayici unsuru yaptirimdir. Kanuna aykir1 soyadlarinin kayda
gecirilmeyecegi, gerektiginde silinecegi ve siiresi iginde soyadi segmeyenlere idarenin resen soyadi
verecegi agik bicimde diizenlenmistir (Resmi Gazete, 1934; Vakit, 1934, s. 11). Ayrica ihmali
goriilen memurlar ile gérevini yerine getirmeyen muhtar ve gorevlilere para veya maas kesme cezasi
verilmesi ongoriilmiistiir (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259; Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Burada
soyadi se¢imi, goriiniirde aileye birakilmis olsa da son karar ve yaptinm giicli idarededir. Bu
durumun en agik gostergesi, siiresi i¢inde soyadi segmeyenler icin Ongoriilen resen belirleme
yetkisidir: “Kendilerine soyadi1 secemiyenlere vali ve kaymakamlar ... tarafindan soyad secilip ...
yazdirilir” (Vakit, 1934, s. 11). Boylece se¢im serbestisi, son tahlilde idari miidahalenin golgesi
altinda kalmistir. Erken Cumbhuriyet acisindan asil oncelik, ferdi begeniden c¢ok niifus diizeninin
bosluksuz bi¢imde tamamlanmasidir.

Son tahlilde biitiin bu diizenlemeler devletge taninabilirlik ve okunabilirlik tiretmistir. Meclis
tartismalarinda amag, herkesin kimligini degismeyecek bi¢cimde belirlemek ve niifus kayitlarin1 daha
giivenilir hale getirmek olarak ifade edilmistir (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Erken
teklif metinleri de soy, niifus ve devlet kayitlar1 arasinda daha siki bag kurulmasini 6nermektedir
(TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934a, s. 191-202). Boylece soyadi, bireyi ayirt eden bir isaret olmanin
Otesinde, devletin toplumu siiflandirma ve izleme kapasitesini gii¢clendiren bir arag haline gelmistir.
Bu okunabilirlik yalniz niifus kiitiglinde degil, kimlik belgesi diizeninde de standardize edilmistir.
Eski harfli hiiviyet clizdanlarina soyadi yazilamayacagi ve bunlarin yeni yaziyla degistirilmesinin
zorunlu oldugu hiikmii, inkilabin harf inkilab1 sonrasi biirokratik okunabilirlikle dogrudan
iligkilendirildigini gostermektedir (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Ayn sekilde gazetelerde “6z ad 6nde,
soyadi sonda” ilkesinin tekrarlandigi, imzada hangi bigimlerin kullanilabileceginin gosterildigi ve
kanun metninin bunu resmilestirdigi goriillmektedir (Kurun, 1934a, s. 10; Vakit, 1934, s. 11; Resmi
Gazete, 1934). Devlet bdylece yalniz hangi adlarin alinabilecegini degil, bu adlarin nasil yazilacagini
da belirlemistir. Ayni standardizasyon, yazi inkilabiyla da dogrudan bag kurulacak bigimde
isletilmistir: “Eski yaz1 ile yazilmis olan hiiviyet ciizdanlarina soyadi yazilamaz. Bu gibi ciizdanlarin
yeni harflerle degistirilmesi mecburidir” (Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Bu hiikiim, soyad: siyasetinin tek
basina bir adlandirma diizeni degil, Erken Cumhuriyet’in yeni yazi, yeni kayit ve yeni kimlik rejimini
birbirine eklemleyen bir biitiin oldugunu gdstermektedir. Kisacasi adin modernlesmesi, yazinin
modernlesmesinden ayr1 diistiniilmemistir.

Yurttashgin Normatif ve Kiiltiirel Yeniden Yazimm

Bu tema, soyadi siyasetinin yalniz teknik bir kayit alan1 olmadiginz; aile i¢i yetki dagilimin,
yasak alanlarini, milli birlik dilini ve soy devamlilig: fikrini yeniden tanimladigini1 gostermektedir.
Bulgularin ilk isaret ettigi alan, aile ve kisi statiisiniin yeniden diizenlenmesidir. Kanun ve
nizamname, soyadi se¢cme hakkini esas olarak hane reisligine baglamistir. Metinlerde evlilik
birliginin reisi olan kocanin oncelikli yetkili oldugu; bir evde yasayan yakinlarin soyadi se¢ip
niifusa yazdirma goérevinin ev baskanina ait bulundugu belirtilmistir (Resmi Gazete, 1934; Vakit,
1934, s. 11). Bu diizenleme, soyadi siyasetinin aileyi bireyler toplami olarak degil, temsil yetkisi tek
elde toplanmis bir birim olarak goérdiigiinii gdstermektedir. Nitekim uygulama metni bunu son derece
acik bicimde formiillestirmistir: “Bir evde yasayan 0z, iivey ve kayim hisimlar i¢in soyadi yazdirma
vazifesi aile reisine aittir” (Son Posta, 1934, s. 9). Burada aile, esit bireylerden kurulu yatay bir
topluluk gibi degil; idarl muhatabi tek kiside toplanmig dikey bir birim gibi kurgulanmistir. Erken
Cumhuriyet’in yurttaglastirma hamlesi bu noktada bireyci degil, hane merkezli bir temsil mantig
icinde iglemektedir.
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Ayni hiyerarsik mantik, kadinlarin, ¢ocuklarin, evlathigin ve vesayet altindaki kisilerin
konumunda da izlenmektedir. Nizamname metinlerinde ¢ocuklarin babanin soyadini tasimasi,
kadinin evlenince kocasinin soyadini almasi ve evlatligin evlat edinenin soyadina baglanmasi
diizenlenmistir (Kurun, 1934b, s. 9; Vakit, 1934, s. 11). Kanun da vesayet altindaki kisilerin
soyadinin baba, ana veya vasi tarafindan belirlenmesini 6ngérmiistiir (Resmi Gazete, 1934). Boylece
soyad, aile hukukundaki hiyerarsileri goriiniir kilan bir araca doniigmiistiir. Bu hiyerarsi, nizamname
hiikiimlerinde dogrudan okunabilmektedir: “Nesebi sahih olan g¢ocuklar babalarinin soyadinm
tasirlar” ve “Kadin evlenince babasinin soyadini birakip kocasinin soyadini alir” (Vakit, 1934, s. 11).
Bu ifadeler, Cumbhuriyet’in aile i¢i aidiyet ¢izgisini erkek soy hatti etrafinda kurdugunu
gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla soyadi siyaseti, bir yandan modern yurttasi iiretirken, 6te yandan aile
icindeki ataerkil tertibi yeni hukuk dili i¢inde yeniden tahkim etmistir. Dahasi, soyadi ortak soy
bagima ve aile ¢izgisinin devamina dayandirilmistir. Ayni1 soydan gelen ailelerin ortak soyadi
kullanabilecegi, ayn1 soydan olmayanlarin ise aym adi alamayacagi diizenlenmis; bir ad tizerinde
birden fazla talep oldugunda ilk basvuranin istiin tutulacagi ve gerekirse ayirici sifat eklenecegi
aciklanmistir (Kurun, 1934b, s. 9; Son Posta, 1934, s. 9; Vakit, 1934, s. 11). Meclis metinlerinde
soyadi, aile irtibatin1 maddi delille goriiniir kilan ve nesiller arasinda intikal eden bir igaret olarak da
tanimlanmistir (1934b, s. 245-259). Soyad1 burada aile kdkenini sabitleyen ve devletin hakemliginde
ayirt edilen bir simge haline gelmistir. Ozellikle “bir soydan olmayanlar aynmi soyadini birden
kullanamazlar” ve bu durumda adin “ilk miiracaat eden i¢in kabul olunup digerlerininki degistirilir”
(Vakit, 1934, s. 11) hiikmii, soyadinin devletce dagitilan ve korunulan bir soy tekeli gibi isledigini
gostermektedir. Gerekirse “Biiyiik” ve “Kiiclik” gibi ayirict sifatlarin eklenmesi de bu hakemligin ne
kadar ayritili yiiritildiigiinii ortaya koymaktadir. Boylece soy bagi, toplumsal hafizanin serbest
alaninda degil, idari tasnifin denetiminde tanimlanmustir.

Siyasetin normatif miidahalesi, hangi adlarin yasaklandigi ve hangilerinin 6zel koruma altina
alindig1 konusunda daha da belirginlesmektedir. Lakap ve unvanlarin kaldirilmasina dair kanun ile
“aga”, “hac1”, “bey”, “pasa” gibi unvanlar resmi kullanim digina ¢ikarilmigtir (TBMM Zabit
Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Kurun’daki agiklayic1 metin de riitbe ve memuriyet adlarmin soyadi
olarak kullanilamayacagimi vurgulamistir (Kurun, 1934a, s. 10). Meclis tartigmalarinda bunun
gerekcesi, memuriyet adlarimin soyadi yerine gecmesinin yeni bir esitsizlik alam1 yaratmasidir
(TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Boylece eski statii isaretleri, yeni soyadi siyaseti diginda
birakilmistir. Bu diglama, yalniz teknik degil, agik¢a rejim kurucu bir tercih olmustur. “Aga, haci,
hafiz, hoca, molla, efendi, bey, pasa ... gibi lakab ve unvanlar kaldirilmigtir” (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi,
1934b, s. 245-259) hiikmii, eski toplumun hiyerarsik hitap diizenine dogrudan miidahale etmektedir.
Burada soyadi siyaseti, yalniz yeni ad vermemekte; eski kamusal {istiinlilk isaretlerini de
gecersizlestirerek Cumhuriyet’in  esitlik iddiasim1 dil diizeyinde kurmaktadir. Ayni bigimde
nizamname, “-vig”, “-is”, “-zade” gibi ekleri ve baska milletleri isaret eden soyadlarini yasaklamigtir
(Kurun, 1934a, s. 10; Vakit, 1934, s. 11). Meclis goriismelerinde bu tiir adlarin “milli vahdet” fikrine
aykiri oldugu savunulmustur (TBMM Zabait Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Burada amag yalniz dilsel
sadelestirme degil, kamusal adlandirmayr milli birlik ve idari biitiinlik fikrine uygun bigimde
standartlastirmaktir. Nizamname bu noktada son derece nettir: “Soyadlarma Of, Ef, Vig, I, Is, Dis,
zade, mahdum, bin gibi milliyet anlatan ... ekler ... kullanilamaz” (Vakit, 1934, s. 11). Bu diizenleme,
adlandirma alanim yalniz Tirkgelestirmemis; ayni zamanda ge¢ Osmanli’dan devralinan daginik
aidiyet ve unvan izlerini kamusal dilde sadelestirerek Erken Cumbhuriyet’in ortak yurttashk
cercevesini giiclendirmistir. Bu bakimdan soyadi siyaseti, farkliliklan kiskirtan isaretleri geri ¢ekip
kamusal goriiniirliigli daha yeknesak, daha okunabilir ve daha biitiinlesmis bir milli ¢erceveye
baglama tesebbiisii olarak belirmektedir. Kanunun “igreng ve giiliing” adlar1 yasaklamasi, tarihte tin
almis kisilere iligkin adlarin serbest¢e kullanilamayacagini diizenlemesi ve Meclis’te bunun hem
kamusal edebi koruma hem de tarihi biiytiklerin adlarin1 muhafaza etme gerekgesiyle agiklanmasi,
adlandirma alaniin ahlaki ve tarihi sinirlar i¢inde denetlendigini gostermektedir (Resmi Gazete,
1934; TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Meclis’te dile getirilen “Hi¢ kimsenin, Tiirk
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camiasi i¢inde giiliing ve igren¢ olmaga hakk: yoktur, bilhassa isim dolayisile” s6zii, bu miidahalenin
ahlaki karakterini agik bigimde gostermektedir (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259). Demek
ki soyadi, sadece kimlik degil, kamusal vakar meselesi olarak da goriilmiistiir. Bu yoniiyle inkilap,
yurttasi kayda gecirmek kadar ona hangi sembolik sinirlar i¢cinde goriinecegini de gretmistir.

Soyadi siyaseti, ayn1 zamanda milli/medeni yurttaglik ve dil alaninin da yeniden yazimidir.
Kanunun dogrudan “her Tiirk” ifadesiyle baglamasi, soyadi siyasetinin yurttagligi etno-politik bir dil
icinde tanimladigini géstermektedir (Resmi Gazete, 1934). Meclis goriisme ve erken teklif metinleri
de yabanci milliyet ve asiret ¢agrisimlarinin kaldirilmasini milli birlik ve temessiil gerekgesiyle
savunmustur (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934a, s. 191-202; TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 245-259).
Soyadi boylece tanimlayici degil, millilestirici bir ara¢ haline gelmistir. Bu millilestirici yon, dil
sahasinda daha da belirginlesmektedir: “Yeni takilan adlar Tiirk dilinden alinir” (Vakit, 1934, s. 11)
hiikmii, soyadi sec¢imini kiiltiirel tercih alami olmaktan c¢ikarip dogrudan milli dil siyasetine
baglamistir. Bu nedenle soyadi meselesi, yalniz niifus kiitiiglinii diizeltme isi degil, Erken
Cumbhuriyet’in Tiirk Tarih Tezi etrafinda giiclenen milli kimlik telakkisiyle uyumlu olarak giindelik
hayati Tiirk¢e lizerinden yeniden kurma tesebbiisiiniin de bir parcasidir. Heniiz Giines-Dil Teorisi’nin
tam tesekkiil etmedigi bu evrede bile dilin milletin tarihi siirekliligi ve kiiltiirel birligini tagiyan
baslica unsur sayildig: aciktir. Bagka bir deyisle Cumhuriyet, yurttasi yalniz hukuk bakimindan degil,
ortak milli hafiza ve dil birligi bakimindan da tahkim etmek istemistir. Bu sdylem, medeniyet ve
inkilap diliyle desteklenmistir. Meclis tartigsmalari agiret hayatini eski bir toplumsal bigim olarak
tanimlamig; kanunun ise toplumsal intizami gii¢lendirecegi savunulmustur (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi,
1934b, s. 245-259). Bu cergevede inkilap, yalniz idari degil, ayn1 zamanda uygarlik projesinin bir
pargasi olarak sunulmustur. Meclis’te “Asiret hayati orta devire ait igtimai bir tarzi tesekkiildiir ve
bir ayrilik ifade eder” denilmesi, ardindan da “Bunu kaldirmak milli vahdetin esaslar1 icabidir”
(TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 255-259) hiikmiine varilmasi, Erken Cumhuriyet’in kurucu
mantigim acik bigimde yansitmaktadir. Burada asiret tipi aidiyetler, yalniz idari bakimdan sorunlu
yapilar olarak degil, Milli Miicadele sonrasinda merkezi devlet, ortak yurttaslik ve milli birlik
hedefiyle bagdasmayan eski toplumsal drgiitlenme bigimleri olarak degerlendirilmistir. Bu ¢cergevede
soyadi siyaseti, Cumhuriyet inkilaplarinin toplumu mahalli ve parcal1 bagliliklardan ¢ikarip ortak bir
milli biinyede birlestirme iradesinin giindelik hayata yansiyan mesru ve gerekli vasitalarindan biri
olarak belirmektedir. Nihayet, yeni soyadlarinin Tiirkgeden alinmasini zorunlu kilan dil politikasi ve
gazetelerde 6z Tiirkge ad repertuvari {izerine yiiriitiilen tartismalar, soyadi siyasetinin dil inkilabinin
giindelik hayata acilan uzantist oldugunu gostermektedir (Haber, 1934, s. 4; Kurun, 1934a, s. 10;
Vakit, 1934, s. 11).

Siyasetin Dolasima Sokulmasi ve Temsili

Bu tema, inkilabin yalnmiz kanunlagsmadigini; basin, parti orgiitii ve dis gozlem yoluyla
dolasima sokuldugunu gostermektedir. Oncelikle basin, bu siyasetin kamusal pedagojik dolasiminda
merkezi bir rol iistlenmistir. Yeni Asir, Vakit ve Milliyet, nizamname metnini par¢a parca
yayimlayarak soyadi siyasetini kamusal dolasima agmistir (Milliyet, 1934, s. 6; Vakit, 1934, s. 11;
Yeni Asir, 1934, s. 8). Basin boylece yalniz haber veren degil, hukuki metni kamuya tasiyan araci
bir kurum haline gelmistir. Bu islev, agiklayici rehberlik boyutuyla daha da derinlesmistir. Son Posta
ve Kurun, nizamnameyi agiklayici bir dille sunmus; okuyucunun “miiskiiliinii halledecek” bir rehber
islevi tstlenmigtir (Kurun, 1934a, s. 10; Kurun, 1934b, s. 9; Son Posta, 1934, s. 9). Ayrica 6rnek
soyad listelerinin yayimlanmasi ve ad yaratma konusunda okura model sunulmasi, halkin serbest
sec¢imini fiilen yonlendirilmis bir se¢im alanina doniistiirmiistiir (Haber, 1934, s. 4; Son Posta, 1934,
s. 9). Boylece inkilap, yalniz hukuki bir diizenleme degil, basin eliyle 6gretilen ve drneklendirilen
bir kamusal egitim siireci olarak islemigtir.
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Bu dolagimin ikinci ekseni parti orgiitiidiir. CHP Genel Sekreterligi, 1 Mart 1936 tarihli
genelgede soyadi isini “derin ve ileri bir inkilap isi”, 11 Haziran 1936 tarihli yazida ise “derin ve ileri
bir inkilap hareketi” olarak tanimlamis; her iki yazida da siirenin dolmakta olduguna dikkat ¢ekerek
parti Orgiitiiniin idare amirleriyle birlikte harekete gecmesini istemistir (BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18;
BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.45). Trabzon yazismasi da bu igi “biiylik Devrim davamiz” gergevesinde
sunmustur (BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3). Inkilap burada hukuki olmaktan ¢ok siyasi seferberlik diliyle
igletilmistir. Bunun yaninda parti yazigmalari, basili kanun Orneklerinin dagitilmasini, halka
okunmasini, soyadi listeleri hazirlanmasini ve beyanname doldurmada yardim edilmesini istemistir
(BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18; BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3). Merkezin tasradan sonug istemesi ve il ile ilge
orgiitlerinin genelgelere yazili cevaplar ve cizelgeler gondermesi de bu siirecin yalniz tesvik
edilmedigini, ayn1 zamanda raporlandigini  ve denetlendigini gostermektedir (BCA,
490.01.0.0/3.12.45; BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3; BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.18). Bu nedenle soyadi
siyaseti, izlenen ve performans mantigina baglanan bir parti faaliyeti niteligi de kazanmistir. Nitekim
merkez, tasraya yalniz ¢agri yapmamis; uygulamanin belgelenmesini de istemistir. “Soyadi alma
beyannamesinden ilbayliklarda ¢ok vardir” ifadesi, merkezin yerel orgiitlerden bu beyannamelerin
dagitilmast ve doldurulmasi konusunda yardim bekledigini gostermektedir (BCA,
490.01.0.0/3.12.18). Trabzon, Samsun ve Kayseri’den gonderilen yazili cevaplar ile cizelgeler ise
stirecin yerel diizeyde izlendigi ve raporlandigini ortaya koymaktadir (BCA, 490.01.0.0/18.92.3). Bu
yoniiyle soyadi siyaseti, Erken Cumhuriyet’in parti orgiitii eliyle toplumu hem egiten hem de 6lgen
miidahalelerinden biri olmustur.

Son olarak dis gozlem, inkilabin temsiline ayri bir katman eklemistir. Vagington
Biiytikel¢iligi tarafindan aktarilan The New York Times, Baltimore Evening Sun ve New York
Herald Tribune haberleri, soyadi inkilabinin yabanci basinda ilgiyle takip edildigini gostermektedir.
The New York Times haberi, inkilabi “Tirkler i¢in Fransiz isimleri” meselesi iizerinden
cercevelemis ve Tevfik Riistii Aras 6rnegine dikkat ¢ekmistir. Baltimore Evening Sun haberi, Rum
ve Ermeni isimlerinde goriilen “-is” ve “-yan” gibi eklerin yasaklanmasimi vurgulamis ve bunu
temessiilii saglamaya yonelik bir tedbir olarak yorumlamistir. Buna karsilik New York Herald
Tribune haberi, soyadi se¢imini aile adlari, Avrupa’daki adlandirma pratikleri ve “Atatiirk” adinin
sembolik korunmasi baglaminda daha genis karsilastirmali bir ¢er¢eveye yerlestirmistir. Belgrad
Elciligi’nin 1929 tarihli yazis1 ise sahsi ad ve aile adi kullanma zorunlulugunun karsilastirmali
bolgesel bir baglamda izlendigini ayrica gostermektedir. Boylece Tiirk soyad: siyaseti, yalnizca bir
i¢ inkilap olarak anlasilmamis; daha genis bir idari ve uluslararasi adlandirma diizeni i¢inde de
okunmustur.

Soyad Siyasetinin Politika Zinciri Boyunca Anlam Kaymasi ve Diplomatik Temsili

Ikinci alt soruya iliskin bulgular, soyad: siyasetinin tek katmanli bir hukuk diizenlemesi
olarak islemedigini; tersine, kanun koyma, mecliste gerek¢elendirme, idari tatbikat, kamusal 6gretim
ve dis temsile agilma safhalarinda anlami genisleyen bir devlet pratigine doniistliriildiigiini
gostermistir. Ik sathada teknik-idari mahiyette goriinen mesele, sonraki safhalarda milli birlik,
medeniyet, aile nizam1 ve uluslararasi temsil basliklar1 altinda yeni islevler kazanmistir. Bu sebeple,
ayni kavram kiimesinin farkli metin tiirlerinde sabit kalmadigi; her iiretim baglaminda yeniden
yorumlandig1 anlagilmistir.

Kanun ve nizamname diizeyinde sdylem, her seyden Once mecburiyet, kayit ve
standardizasyon mantig1 {izerine kurulmustur. “Her Tiirk 6z adindan baska soyadini da tasimaga
mecburdur” hiikmii ile yiikiimliiliikk acik¢a vazedilmis; “Sdyleyiste, yazista, imzada 6z ad onde,
soyadi sonda kullanilir” denilerek kamusal kullanimin bigimi tayin edilmis; nihayet “Yeni takilan
adlar Tiirk dilinden alinir” ibaresiyle adlandirma alani dil siyasetine baglanmistir (Vakit, 1934, s.
11). Burada dikkat ¢ekici olan husus, hukuk metninin sadece kayit diizeni kurmakla yetinmemesi,
ayn1 zamanda kimligin nasil yazilacagini, nasil telaffuz edilecegini ve hangi dil dairesi i¢ginde mesru
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sayilacagini da belirlemesidir. Bu safhada soyadi, ferdi tercihten ziyade, devletin toplumu okunabilir
kilma vasitasi olarak tertip edilmistir.

Meclis miizakerelerinde ise ayni diizenlemenin daha belirgin bir siyasi ve ideolojik muhteva
kazandig1 goriilmiistiir. Nitekim “Asiret hayat1 orta devire ait ictimai bir tarz1 tesekkiildiir ve bir
ayrilik ifade eder” denilmis; hemen ardindan “Bunu kaldirmak milli vahdetin esaslari icabidir”
hiikmiine varilmistir (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 255-259). Bu ifadeler, soyadi siyasetinin
yalnizca idari karisikligi gidermek icin degil, eski aidiyet bigcimlerini tasfiye ederek yeni bir siyasi
cemaat tasavvuru kurmak icin de kullanildigin1 gdstermektedir. Ayni ¢cergevede “Biz her Tiirkiin bir
aile ismi tagimasini istiyoruz. Bu; bir tasarruf mevzuu degil, dogrudan dogruya tesbit mevzuudur”
denilmesi, devletin adlandirma meselesini bir serbest tercih alani olarak degil, dogrudan dogruya
kamusal tesbit sahasi olarak gordiigiinii ortaya koymustur (TBMM Zabit Ceridesi, 1934b, s. 255—
259).

Bu sathada dikkat ¢eken ikinci husus, dil ve ahlak denetiminin milli birlik vurgusuyla ayni
mantiksal biitiin i¢inde ele alinmis olmasidir. Soyadi sadece bir ayirma isareti gibi goériilmemis;
toplumsal farklarm ve sembolik imtiyazlarin yeniden tasnif edildigi bir alan haline getirilmistir.
Dolayisiyla kanun metnindeki teknik standardizasyon, meclis zemininde milli vahdet, medenilesme
ve eski hiyerarsi kalintilarinin tasfiyesi seklinde daha genis bir tarihsel programa baglanmistir. Bu
da ikinci alt sorunun merkezi bulgularindan birini teskil etmektedir: soyadi siyaseti, hukuki ¢ercevesi
sabit kalmakla beraber, meclis sdyleminde agikca bir siyasal-terbiye projesine doniistiiriilmiistiir.

Aile ve cinsiyet statiisii bakimindan da benzer bir anlam yogunlagmasi tespit edilmistir.
Nizamname diizeyinde “Nesebi sahih olan c¢ocuklar babalarinin soyadimi tasirlar” ve “Kadin
evlenince babasmin soyadimi birakip kocasinin soyadmi alir” hiikiimleri agik¢a yer almistir (Vakit,
1934, s. 11; Kurun, 1934b, s. 9). Keza “Bir evde yasayan 6z, livey ve kaym hisimlar igin soyadi
yazdirma vazifesi aile reisine aittir” denilerek segme ve tescil salahiyeti aile reisi merkezinde
toplanmistir (Son Posta, 1934, s. 9). Bu hiikiimler, inkilabin disariya donilk modernlesme
gorlinlimiine ragmen, i¢ hukukta ve uygulama mantiginda erkek-merkezli aile nizamin1 muhafaza
ettigini gostermektedir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, modern kayit teknigi ile geleneksel otorite ¢izgisi
birbiriyle catismamis; aksine ayni diizenleme iginde birlikte isletilmistir.

Uygulama safhasinda sdylemin yonii yeniden degismistir. Parti yazismalarinda mesele artik
kanun tekniginden ziyade takvim, seferberlik ve sonu¢ alma mantif1 icinde ele alinmistir.
Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi Genel Sekreterligi’nin 11 Haziran 1936 tarihli yazisinda, “Soyadi se¢mek
ve kiitiige tescil ettirmek i¢in kanunun tayin ettigi tarih 2 Temmuz 1936 olduguna gore zaman pek
az kalmig demektir” denilmis; ayn1 metinde bu is “Tiirk sosyetesinin medeni ve i¢timai listiinligi
bakimindan ... derin ve ileri bir inkilap hareketi” olarak tavsif edilmistir (BCA, 490.01.0.0/3.12.45).
Bu ifadeler, uygulama sathasinda soyadi meselesinin salt idari bir islem olarak goriilmedigini; bilakis
Cumhuriyet’in bagar1 hanesine yazilmasi gereken bir inkildp performansi olarak algilandigini
gostermektedir. Boylece hukuki zorunluluk, idari seferberlik ve siyasi mesruiyet ayni dil iginde
kaynastirilmistir.

Basin metinlerinde ise sdylem daha Ggretici ve normallestirici bir hilviyet kazanmistir.
“Soyadi Nizamnamesi: Asagidaki satirlar1 okuyunuz, miiskiillerinizi halledeceksiniz” ifadesi, kanun
dilinin vatandas i¢in agiklanmasi ve uygulanabilir héle getirilmesi gayesine hizmet etmistir (Son
Posta, 1934, s. 9). Bu sathada gazete, devlet normunu sadece tekrar eden bir vasita olmamis; onu
sadelestiren, giindelik hayata terciime eden ve uygulamay1 kolaylastiran bir pedagojik araci gibi
islemistir. Boylece kanundaki mecburiyet, kamusal alanda “nasil yapilir” bilgisine doniismiis; idari
metin, pedagojik anlati formu kazanmistir.

Dis temsil sathasinda ise daha farkli bir séylem kurulmustur. Vasington Biiyiikelgiligi’nin
Hariciye Vekaletine gonderdigi yazida, “16 Birincikdnun tarihli New York Times gazetesinde
‘Tiirkler icin Fransiz Isimleri’ bashg altinda soyle bir yazi ¢ikmustir” denilmis; devaminda,
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uygulamanin “tesirleri biisbiitiin milll olmamistir” seklinde yorumlandig1 ve “Hariciye Vekili Dr.
Tevfik Riistii Bey bir Fransiz sehrinin ismini almak suretiyle Tevfik Riistii Arras olmustur” ifadesinin
aktarildig1 goriilmiistiir (BCA, 3322/2133). Benzer bicimde Baltimore Evening Sun’a dair raporda,
“Rum ve Ermeni isimlerinin sonunu teskil eden (is) ve (yan) harflerinin kullanilmasinin memnu
oldugu” ve bunun “temessiilii temin etmek” maksadi tagidigi bildirilmistir (BCA, 134/64). Burada i¢
metinlerdeki ahlék, disiplin ve kayit vurgusunun geri ¢ekildigi; disariya doniik anlatida ise inkilabin
millilestirici ve merkezilestirici bir siyaset olarak okunup tartisildig1 anlasilmistir. Béylece iceride
disiplin ve standardizasyon flireten inkilap, disarida Tirkiye’nin yeni rejimini tanimlayan bir
diplomatik temsil nesnesine doniismustiir.

Bu bulgular birlikte degerlendirildiginde, soyadi siyasetinin politika zinciri boyunca
anlamimi koruyan bir ¢ekirdek tasidigi; fakat bu cekirdegin her sathada farkli agirliklarla yeniden
uretildigi goriilmektedir. Kanun sathasinda kayit ve mecburiyet; meclis sathasinda milli vahdet ve
medeniyet, nizamname safhasinda aile ve statii diizeni, parti yazigmalarinda idari seferberlik, basinda
pedagojik terciime, diplomatik raporlarda ise dis temsil ve rejim imaji 6ne ¢ikmistir. Bu sebeple
ikinci alt soruya verilecek hiikiim sudur: soyadi siyasetinin ana ifadeleri, politika zinciri boyunca
sabit bir anlam tagimamis; ayn ifadeler farkli iiretim baglamlarinda yeni siyasi, idari ve diplomatik
islevler kazanmistir. Bu durum, Erken Cumhuriyet’in adlandirma siyasetini yalnizca niifus teknigi
degil, aym1 zamanda toplum miihendisligi ve uluslararasi temsil vasitasi olarak kullandigini
gostermektedir.

Tartisma ve Sonuc¢

Arastirma, Soyadi Inkilabi’nin Erken Cumhuriyet déneminde ad verme usuliinii diizenleyen
dar bir hukuk miidahalesi olmanin Gtesine gegtigini; yurttaglik statiislinii, aile hiyerarsisini, aidiyet
isaretlerini ve kamusal sayginlik 6lgiilerini yeniden tanimlayan bir devlet pratigi olarak isledigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Bu siirecte ad, yalnizca kisiyi gosteren bir igaret olarak degil, devletin makbul
toplumsal diizen tasavvurunu giindelik hayata yerlestiren bir ara¢ olarak islemigtir. Boylece
yurttaslik, soy, aile bagi, dil tercihi, ahlak 6lgiisii ve kamusal goriiniirliik yeniden tanimlanmigtir. Bu
ilk sonucun isaret ettigi yeniden kurulus, soyadi siyasetinin tarihsel etkisinin yalnizca konulan
normlarda degil, bu normlarin farkli baglamlarda kazandig1 degisken anlamlarda da ortaya ¢iktigin
gostermektedir. Nitekim ayni inkilap, i¢ siyasette milli birlik ve toplumsal terbiye araci, idari
diizlemde kayit ve denetim teknigi, kamusal alanda uygulama rehberi, dis temsilde ise yeni devletin
merkezi karakterinin gostergesi olarak islev gérmiistiir. Bu tablo, Erken Cumhuriyet inkilaplarmin
yalnizca kanun yoluyla degil, gerekg¢elendirme, yayma, 6gretme ve temsil etme zinciri i¢inde tarihsel
kalicilik kazandigini ortaya koymaktadir. Nitekim 1930’larin basinda Tirk Ocaklar’’nin yerini
Halkevleri’nin almasi, Dariilfiinun inkilab1 ve yeni dil-tarih tezlerinin resmi kiiltiir politikasi haline
gelmesi, inkilaplarin yalniz hukuki degil, ayn1 zamanda kurumsal ve pedagojik araclarla da topluma
yerlestirildigini gostermektedir (Ziircher, 2024, s. 316). Dolayisiyla soyadi siyaseti, devletin toplumu
yalnizca yonettigi degil, ayn1 zamanda onu belirli bir yurttaslik cergevesine yerlestirdigi bir doniisiim
alan1 olmustur.

Aragtirmada varilan temel sonug, soyadi siyasetinin Erken Cumhuriyet’te yurttashgi
normatif olarak tanimlayan kurucu bir adlandirma siyaseti oldugudur. Bu siyasetle birlikte devlet,
toplumu yalnizca okunabilir ve denetlenebilir kilmakla yetinmemis; ayn1 zamanda kimlerin hangi
sembollerle, hangi aile diizeni i¢inde ve hangi hukuki-idari sinirlar dahilinde kamusal hayata
katilacagini da belirlemistir. Bu bakimdan Soyadi Inkilab, yalnizca bir ad degistirme siireci degil,
yurttaglk statiistiniin, hane diizeninin ve kamusal kisiligin yeniden tertibi anlamina gelmistir. Bu
yoniiyle soyadi siyaseti, Erken Cumhuriyet’in yalniz idari bir standardizasyon hamlesi degil, daha
genis bir “Tlrk yurttasi yaratma” programinin giindelik hayata niifuz eden pargalarindan biri olarak
degerlendirilmelidir (Ziircher, 2024, s. 37-38). Erken Cumhuriyet’in doniistiiriicii kudreti de tam
burada goriiniir hale gelmistir: devlet, toplumu yalnizca yeni kurumlarla degil, insanlarin birbirine
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ve devlete hangi adlarla goriinecegini belirleyerek de yeniden kurmustur. Bu noktada mesele yalnizca
ulagilan sonuglart yinelemek degildir; asil 6nemli olan, bu sonug¢larin mevcut Erken Cumhuriyet
literatiirii icindeki yerini tayin etmektir. Soyadi Kanunu literatiirii birlikte degerlendirildiginde, bu
calismanin modern devlet, uluslasma, dil, hukuk, aile ve kamusal goriiniirliik eksenlerini tek bir
tarihsel hatta birlestirdigi goriilmektedir.

Birinci sonug¢ bakimindan mevcut soyadi literatiirii, kanunun modernlesme, milli kimlik,
dilde sadelesme ve idari diizen hedefleriyle iliskisini giiclii bicimde vurgulamaktadir. Oz & Erdogan
(2024, s. 153-156), Soyad1 Kanunu’nun yeni devletin milli kimlik insasinda dikkat ¢ekici bir arag
olarak isledigini belirtmigtir. Aykanat (2025, s. 1723, 1739-1740), kanunun aile adi, medeni hukuk
ve miras diizeniyle birlikte ele alinmasi gerektigini gostermis; Yakti (2025, s. 1374-1376), yerel
basin verilerinden hareketle uygulamayr milli kimlik insasinin tamamlayici bir halkas1 ve dil
inkildbinin uzantis1 olarak degerlendirmistir. Bu c¢alisma, s6z konusu literatiirii dogrulamakla
birlikte, tartismay1r Erken Cumhuriyet’in yurttaglik siyaseti, aile diizeni ve kamusal goriiniirliik
mekanizmalar1 baglaminda genisletmektedir. Ayni1 zamanda bu genisleme, 1925 sonrasinda siyasal
iktidarin yogunlagmasinin rejimin kendi ifadesiyle “toplumsal ve kiiltiirel inkilab1” daha esgiidiimlii
bigimde yiiriitmesine imkan verdigini gosteren daha genis Erken Cumbhuriyet gercevesiyle de
uyumludur (Ziircher, 2024, s. 310). Buna gore soyadi, yalnizca devletin kimlik kart1 iiretme teknigi
degil; aileyi, dilsel mesruiyeti ve kamusal sayginligi ayni anda yeniden tanimlayan bir devlet
miidahalesidir.

Ikinci sonu¢ bakimindan literatiirle en agik kesisme, kanunun tek bir hukuk metni gibi
islemedigini gosteren ¢aligmalarda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Ozdag (2025, s. 371-391), ulusal basmin
kanunun benimsenmesi ve uygulanmasinda asli rol tistlendigini; Yakt1 (2025, s. 1373—-1376, 1388),
yerel basmin kanun ve nizamnameyi aciklayan ve vatandasin se¢im siirecine eslik eden bir islev
gordiigiinii; Aykanat (2025, s. 1739) ise uygulama sathasinda memurlarin 6nciilik yapmasinin
istendigini belirtmektedir. Bu calisma, basin ve uygulama hattin1 meclis gerekgesi, idari takip,
kamusal 6gretim ve diplomatik temsil agamalariyla birlikte ele alarak ayni inkilabin farkli anlam
rejimlerine baglandigini gdstermektedir. Bu baglamda Avsar & Kaya (2013, s. 77-83) ile Oz &
Erdogan’in (2024, s. 156, 168) isaret ettigi halkeilik ve ulus-devlet boyutlari, burada aile diizeni ve
idari goriiniirliik boyutlariyla birlikte okunmaktadir. Lakap ve unvanlarin kaldirilmasi eski imtiyaz
farklarin1 silmeye yoOnelmis, Tiirkce soyadi tercihi ile yabanci itk ve millet adlarina getirilen
sinirlamalar ise millf kimligin kamusal adlandirma {izerinden tahkim edildigini gostermistir. Bununla
birlikte Aykanat (2025, s. 1745-1746), Gezder & Holmlund (2021, s. 233-234) ve Kiligoglu
Yilmaz’in (2014, s. 583) ortaya koydugu iizere, soyadi siyaseti aile i¢inde ataerkil yetkiyi de tahkim
etmistir. Bu sonugclar birlikte degerlendirildiginde, soyadi siyasetinin kamusal alanda esitleyici ve
millilestirici, aile iginde ise hiyerarsik bir yeniden tanimlama alani oldugu anlasilmaktadir.

Ana sonucun literatiirdeki yeri, soyadi siyasetinin neden Erken Cumhuriyet’in kurucu
diizenlemelerinden biri olarak degerlendirilmesi gerektigi sorusunda belirginlesmektedir. Soyadi
Kanunu literatiirii, kanunu modernlesme, idare, dil ve uluslasma eksenlerinde agiklamaktadir; bu
aciklama yerindedir, ancak bu g¢alisma s6z konusu eksenleri tek bir politika zinciri i¢inde
birlestirmektedir. Soyad: inkilabi, aile baginin nasil adlandirilacagimi, kamusal hayatta hangi
isaretlerin mesru sayilacagini ve geg¢misten gelen hangi statii unsurlarimin tasfiye edilecegini
belirlemistir. Aydin’in (2019, s. 1391-1392) Malatya ve Yaktr’'nin (2025, s. 1388-1389) Adana
ornekleri, bu siirecin yerel basin ve tagra uygulamalariyla birlikte yiiriitiildiigiinii gostermektedir. Bu
nedenle soyadi siyaseti ne yalnizca bir hukuk maddesi ne de sadece bir propaganda basarisi1 olarak
goriilebilir; daha dogru bicimde, Erken Cumhuriyet’in toplumu adlandirma, kaydetme ve kamusal
alanda goriiniir kilma yollarin1 yeniden kurdugu kurucu bir tarihsel esik olarak degerlendirilmelidir.
Ustelik bu kurucu esik, dil inkilab ile Tiirk Tarih Tezi’nin sagladig1 zihni cerceve icinde, yurttasi
yalmz niifus kiitigiinde degil, tarih, dil ve vatan arasinda kurulan ortak bir milli aidiyet ig¢inde
yeniden tanimlama imkan1 da vermistir (Ziircher, 2018, s. 224-225).
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Bu calismanin baglica simirligi, kaynaklarin amaghh ve Olgiit temelli olarak secilmis
belgelerden olusmasidir. Bu nedenle ¢alisma, dénemin biitiin yazili {iretimini kapsayan tam sayim
niteligi tasimamaktadir. Dolayisiyla bulgular, 6zellikle ¢ekirdek donem ve segilen kaynak tiirleri
cercevesinde degerlendirilmelidir. Bu kapsamda gelecekte yapilacak arastirmalara iliskin getirilen
oOneriler sunlardir:

v" Cumbhuriyet tarihi aragtirmalar1 agisindan, soyadi siyasetinin tagra uygulamalar1 vilayet ve
kaza 6lgeginde karsilagtirmali olarak incelenebilir. Boylece merkezl norm ile yerel tatbikat
arasindaki farklilasmalar daha agik bicimde gosterilebilir.

v Erken Cumbhuriyet aragtirmalari agisindan, soyadi inkilabimin aile kayitlari, niifus defterleri
ve yerel basin lizerinden hane yapisi ile yurttaglik statiisii arasindaki iligskiye etkisi daha
ayrintili olarak aragtirilabilir.

v" Soyadi siyaseti, diger Erken Cumbhuriyet diizenlemeleriyle birlikte ele alinarak ad, hitap,
unvan ve kimlik pratiklerinin ortak bir devletlestirme ve yurttaslastirma programi olusturup
olusturmadigi incelenebilir.

v' Karsilagtirmali tarih ¢alismalari kapsaminda, Tiirkiye’deki soyadi siyaseti Balkanlar ve
Avrupa’daki benzer adlandirma diizenlemeleriyle birlikte aragtirilabilir.
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ETiK BEYANLAR
Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi

Bu makalenin 6zgiin bir ¢alisma oldugunu ve bilimsel arastirma ve yayin etigi ilkelerine
uygun olarak hazirlandigin1 beyan ederim. Makale daha o6nce herhangi bir yerde
yayimlanmamig olup bagka bir dergide degerlendirme siirecinde degildir.

Caligmada kullanilan tiim kaynaklar akademik kurallara uygun bigimde atiflanmistir.
Calismanin intihal, veri uydurma, veri tahrifi veya manipiilasyon icermedigini; arastirma
bulgularin bilimsel diiriistliik ilkelerine uygun sekilde sunuldugunu beyan ederim.

Yazar Katkisi

Calismanin tasarlanmasi, yiiriitiilmesi, analizi ve makalenin raporlama agamasini tek basina
ylriitmiistiir. Makalenin son halini okuyup onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettim.

Cikar Catismasi

Bu makalenin yayimmlanmasina iligkin herhangi bir ¢ikar ¢atigmasi bulunmadigini beyan
ederim.

Finansal Destek

Bu aragtirma herhangi bir kamu kurumu, ticari kurulus veya kar amaci giitmeyen kurulus
tarafindan finansal olarak desteklenmemistir.

Yapay Zeka Kullamim Beyani

Makalenin hazirlanmas: siirecinde yapay zeka araglarindan yalnmizca dil diizenleme, ceviri
destegi ve anlatim iyilestirmesi amactyla sinirlt 6l¢iide yararlanilmistir. Yapay zeka araclari
tarafindan yapilan ¢eviri ve dil diizenlemeleri tarafimdan dikkatle kontrol edilmistir. Yapay
zeka araglart calismanin bilimsel igeriginin, aragtirma tasariminin, analizlerinin veya
akademik sonuglarinin olusturulmasinda kullanilmamigtir. Makalenin igerigine iligkin tim
akademik sorumluluk bana aittir.

Telif Haklar1 ve izinler

Telif hakki gerektiren materyaller kullanilmigsa gerekli izinlerin alindigmi ve galigmanin
herhangi bir fikri miilkiyet hakkini ihlal etmedigini beyan ederim.

Yazar Onay1

Makalenin son halini okudum, onayladim ve yayimlanmasini kabul ettigimi beyan ederim.
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