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Abstract

This study seeks to render visible the prevailing problems within Turkish educational
historiography and to establish a critical ground for historiographical rethinking around
these issues. It attempts to analyse the multilayered structural relationships among the
field’s institutional positioning, methodological orientations, modes of conceptual
framework-building, and the formation of its disciplinary boundaries. Positioning the
history of education as a field of inquiry concerned with the historical construction of
knowledge, power, and pedagogical imagination, the text opens up for discussion the
problems of legitimacy, intellectual production, and institutionalisation that have arisen
from the field’s long-standing status in Tlrkiye as a subsidiary interdisciplinary domain.
Within this framework, the study draws attention to certain limitations of document-
centred and progressivist narratives, to deficiencies in the conceptual foundations of
the field, and to the need to interrogate the relationship established with the archive. It
further points to the possibilities of approaching the history of education through
broader local, transnational, and cultural perspectives. Rather than advancing definitive
or closed conclusions, the study takes the form of a reflective reckoning, inviting a
collective reconsideration of the field’s methods, concepts, and research boundaries.
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Fundamental problems in Turkish educational historiography

Introduction

The history of education is not a sub-discipline that merely presents a chronological
inventory of past events; rather, it is a critical field of inquiry that interrogates the processes through
which education has been shaped within broader social, political and cultural constructions.
Educational institutions, curricula, actors, professional identities and pedagogical discourses are
historically constituted formations. For this reason, the historiography of education holds the
potential to render visible the long-term (la longue durée) transformations in mentalities, power
relations and regimes of knowledge that lie behind problems which may, on the surface, appear
merely technical or pedagogical. As Emile Durkheim emphasised, the history of education is the
only discipline capable of penetrating beneath the surface of existing educational systems in order
to reveal the elements of which they are composed, the conditions upon which they depend, and
the ways in which their interrelations have been established through extended chains of cause and
effect.” The history of education thus contains the capacity to illuminate not only the essence of past
educational systems but also the continuities that constitute the very fabric of education today.
Nevertheless, in Turkiye, despite this critical and profound potential, the historiography of education
has long been positioned as a secondary field within both the discipline of history and the field of
educational sciences, confronting a range of structural challenges at the institutional,
methodological and epistemological levels.

A significant proportion of these problems pertains to the disciplinary positioning of the field
itself. The history of education has frequently been regarded by historians as an ancillary branch,
while educational scientists have often relegated it to a secondary status on the grounds that it does
not generate direct contributions to contemporary school practice. Consequently, the historian of
education has found themselves in an interstitial position between two disciplines, compelled
continually to justify the legitimacy of the field. Yet to evaluate the history of education solely
according to its capacity to produce immediate practical outcomes is to curtail its critical horizon
and diminish its analytical scope.

With the emergence of modern historiography in the nineteenth century in close association
with the rise of the nation-state, progressive and teleological narratives came to shape the field
profoundly, and the history of education was no exception. Educational history was frequently
presented as evidence of the linear advancement of civilisation, reason and modernisation, with the
past interpreted in the light of the normative standards of the present. Such an approach encoded
modern education as the necessary and ultimate stage of historical development, while positioning
pre-modern forms of education as either deficient or backward. From the second half of the
twentieth century onwards, however, transformations in the philosophy of history and in
historiographical practice led to a critical reassessment of this myth of linear progress. It became
increasingly visible within historiography that educational institutions, pedagogical discourses and
social expectations are constructed within specific configurations of power and knowledge, and that
ruptures and alternative possibilities, no less than continuities, must be taken into consideration. Yet
the historiographical developments that began to influence the writing of educational history in the
West from the 1960s onwards were for a long time not reflected in Turkish educational
historiography. Research largely continued along document-centred, descriptive and chronological
lines. At the root of this condition, however, lies a series of structural problems of an institutional,
methodological and epistemological character.

This study addresses the problems confronting Turkish educational historiography across
four principal dimensions: structural issues arising from the field’s institutional and disciplinary
positioning; conceptual and methodological limitations; problems relating to the scope and
boundaries of the discipline; and questions concerning institutionalisation and scholarly
infrastructure.

The study aims to render visible the existing problems of Turkish educational historiography
and to establish a critical historiographical framework within which these problems may be
reconsidered. Accordingly, rather than advancing definitive judgements concerning the writing of

1 Emile Durkheim, Education and Sociology (New York: Free Press, 1956), 153.
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Turkish educational history, the text is conceived as a proposed framework intended to deepen over
time and to mature through collective scholarly contributions. In this respect, it constitutes an open-
ended reckoning and a call for historiographical rethinking.

Institutional Problems of Educational Historiography and Their Reflections on
the Writing of Educational History

One of the principal problems faced by historians of Turkish education is that, from the
perspectives of both historians and educational scientists, there remains an insufficient
understanding of what the history of education is and why it should be regarded as an important and
necessary field of inquiry. Within the institutions in which they work, historians of education often
find themselves, so to speak, bereft, striving to secure legitimacy for their field. While historians
frequently treat the history of education as an ancillary branch of history, educational scientists may
regard research in the history of education as secondary or even superfluous on the grounds that it
does not make a direct contribution to school practice. Yet the history of education is neither a
merely descriptive field that offers a chronological inventory of past educational institutions nor an
instrumental discipline expected to produce immediate prescriptions for pedagogical practice. On
the contrary, by revealing that existing educational systems are not natural, inevitable or ahistorical
structures, but rather arrangements that have emerged, transformed and been reconstituted within
specific historical contexts, it reaches the very essence of education and provides the intellectual
ground for thinking critically about the present.

However, the failure to grasp this potential has profoundly shaped the trajectory of
educational historiography in Turkiye. As the discipline has been compelled to provide a persuasive
justification for the academic framework within which it ought to be situated, it has gradually lost the
sustained interest of both historians and educational scientists and has been unable to cultivate a
stable body of students committed to the field. Despite the discernible revitalisation of educational
historiography over the past two decades, the persistence of this interest at a marginal level has
reinforced the perception of the field as a small offshoot feeding into history rather than as a central
and autonomous domain of scholarly inquiry.

At this juncture, the institutional and disciplinary tensions inherent in educational
historiography become clearly visible. Institutional location, professional objectives and personal
inclinations frequently impose conflicting obligations upon the historian of education. Historians of
education formulate their questions from within the tradition of historical writing and assume that
they are contributing to this body of knowledge. Yet their engagement with educational researchers
and practitioners compels them to interpret the past in contemporary terms, to identify historical
questions that resonate with present-day concerns, and to render their answers meaningful to
professional colleagues. To incline towards one end of this spectrum risks indifference or rejection
from the other. Thus, in the words of Donato and Lazerson, they may at times be labelled as
antiquarians indifferent to current educational issues, and at other times as presentists who neglect
the distinctiveness of the past.?

On the other hand, the expectation within the research agendas of educational scientists
that scholarship should generate measurable, concrete outcomes capable of influencing school
practice in the short term has often resulted in historical research in education being pushed down
the hierarchy of scientific priorities on the grounds that its benefits are not immediately visible. The
treatment of educational policies and practices in isolation from their historical contexts further
reinforces the misconception that contemporary problems can be resolved solely through technical
solutions. Yet the forms that educational problems assume today are the products of long historical
processes. Institutionalisation, pedagogical discourses, professional identities and social
expectations are all historically constituted domains. For this reason, the assumption that the
history of education does not produce instant benefit overlooks both the discipline’s critical capacity
and its potential to make indirect yet substantial contributions to practice. The historical continuities
and ruptures that the history of education can illuminate may provide significant cautions and
orientations in the design of current educational policies. However, an urgent and utilitarian

2 Rubén Donato and Marvin Lazerson, “New Directions in American Educational History: Problems and Prospects,”
Educational Researcher 29, no. 8 (Nov. 2000): 4.
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approach to science, grounded in demands for immediate usefulness, leads students who might
otherwise be inclined towards the field to be channelled into other branches. This, in turn, results in
the limited body of scholarship presently available in the history of education.

This utilitarian approach becomes even more visible in classrooms where courses on the
history of education are delivered. Many historians of education teach prospective teachers.
Particularly within departments of mathematics and science education, the historian of education is
compelled to strike a balance between the obligation to address the past with conceptual and
analytical depth and the students’ contemporary concerns. Yet it is exceedingly difficult to meet
expectations of immediacy without compromising theoretical coherence.

Within teacher education programmes, the place accorded to the history of education today
appears considerably more limited than it did in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
when it was regarded as one of the constitutive components of professional knowledge. The
background to this decline lies in the scientification of education as an academic field and, in
particular, in its increasingly close collaboration with psychology, measurement and evaluation, and,
in recent years, neuroscience-based explanatory frameworks.® In such an environment, a historical
perspective within teacher education is often perceived as making only an indirect contribution, and
fields that do not produce short-term practical outputs can readily be relegated to a secondary
position in curriculum design.

Indeed, this transformation has also been reflected in curriculum reforms in Turkiye. With
the removal of the course on Turkish educational history from undergraduate programmes in
Faculties of Education in 1997, the institutional visibility of the field was significantly weakened. The
restructuring introduced in 2016, however, marked an important return for the discipline. While the
course on Turkish educational history was reinstated as a compulsory component within teacher
education programmes, the broader course on the history of education was positioned among the
elective professional knowledge courses.* At undergraduate level, the presence of these courses
enables prospective teachers to reflect not only in terms of technical competence but also with
reference to the historical memory of the profession and its ethical and political responsibilities. It
contributes to the construction of professional identity and belonging, to an understanding of the
institutional transformations of teaching, and to the evaluation of contemporary debates within lines
of historical continuity and rupture. Moreover, the growth of publications and teaching materials in
the field facilitates undergraduate students’ engagement with the discipline, thereby creating a
foundation upon which new researchers trained within faculties of education may progress to
postgraduate study and through which the student base of the field may be expanded.

Nevertheless, the reinstatement of history of education courses within undergraduate
programmes does not in itself resolve the structural and institutional problems confronting the field.
The inclusion of a course within the curriculum does not necessarily signify that the history of
education has secured a strong and sustainable institutional foundation as an academic discipline.
There exists a qualitative distinction between curricular visibility and the capacity of a field to
generate a research culture, specialised chairs, methodological continuity and a coherent sense of
disciplinary belonging. If the history of education is not supported by independent research units,
specialised postgraduate programmes and regular channels of scholarly production, its presence at
undergraduate level may remain little more than a symbolic achievement. Thus, while the return of
the course is undoubtedly significant, this development can evolve into a lasting transformation only
insofar as it is sustained by a robust institutional infrastructure and a dynamic intellectual network.

Nevertheless, although courses in the history of education are included within
undergraduate programmes, the field has, in many universities, failed to acquire an institutional
structure of its own and has not succeeded in establishing independent chairs. This situation
compels postgraduate students wishing to specialise in the history of education to conduct their
research within different departments and disciplinary frameworks. Consequently, prospective
historians of education are often required to pursue their theses and research under the supervision
of academics who may be highly accomplished in their respective fields -such as history, social
studies or educational sciences- yet who may not possess sufficient familiarity with the specialised

3 Filiz Megeci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda Egitim Tarihi: Dernekler, Konferanslar ve Dergiler,” 7. Uluslararasi
Tarih Egitimi Sempozyumu Bildiri Tam Metinleri, 17-19 Eylil 2021, Tokat, Turkiye (2021): 3.
4 Ibid., 3.
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literature, conceptual framework and methodological requirements specific to the history of
education. This circumstance gives rise to theses in which the methodological and theoretical depth
of the field is not fully grasped, and in which research frequently remains confined to a
chronological, event-centred and relatively superficial mode of analysis. For example, an academic
with considerable expertise in the history of the Republic of Turkiye may competently outline the
broader historical context of transformations in educational institutions. However, in the absence of
a detailed command of the specific sources, methodologies, institutional structures and
pedagogical debates that constitute the history of education as a distinct field, such a supervisor
may be unable adequately to direct a student towards the relevant literature and archival materials.
As a result, research in the history of education may fall short of the expected standards in terms of
originality and scholarly contribution. This structural problem constrains the production of high-
quality theses and research and, at the same time, weakens the legitimacy of the history of
education as an academic discipline. The limited number of specialised scholars in the field, the
absence of regular postgraduate courses and the failure to establish a coherent institutional
framework collectively impede the development of an autonomous research culture, thereby
systematically restricting the advancement of educational historiography.

Moreover, entrenched and resistant institutional practices in many departments, rigid and
unquestioned regulations, and approaches that are problematic in terms of professional ethics
seriously constrain the development of the field. Postgraduate students are frequently assigned
supervisors either arbitrarily or in accordance with hierarchical considerations, without due regard
for their intellectual interests and orientations. In such circumstances, the practical possibility of
working within one’s chosen area of specialisation is effectively curtailed. Similarly, the admission of
only those students who have graduated from within the same department to postgraduate
programmes leads to the systematic exclusion of applicants from other disciplines, such as
sociology, psychology or law. This situation inhibits methodological diversity within the writing of
educational history and fosters a tendency for the field to proceed along a single, unvaried trajectory.
Yet interdisciplinary engagement offers significant possibilities for educational historiography. With
appropriate academic guidance and training, for instance, a researcher trained in law might bring
forward previously neglected questions concerning the history of Turkish educational law and make
original contributions to the field. Accordingly, the development of educational historiography
requires, where necessary, a departure from an inward-looking disciplinary orientation and the
establishment of an open and flexible institutional structure capable of welcoming researchers from
different academic backgrounds.

A similar pattern becomes evident even after the completion of postgraduate training. In
Tlrkiye, as in other academic fields, a habitus -in the sense conceptualised by Pierre Bourdieu- has
gradually taken shape within the field of the history of education. Some established academics
whose most recent work on educational history dates back ten or fifteen years continue to occupy
decisive positions in thesis examination committees and in the peer-review processes of academic
journals, despite not closely following the theoretical and methodological transformations the field
has undergone, the new historiographical approaches that have emerged, or the current debates
within national and international scholarship. This situation weakens the field’s engagement with
contemporary academic production and renders the circulation of innovative approaches within
educational historiography more difficult.

Problems Relating to the Conceptual Framework and Methodology in
Educational Historiography

For a more rigorous and sophisticated educational historiography to emerge in Turkiye,
experienced historians of education bear a significant responsibility towards emerging researchers:
namely, to acknowledge the limitations of their own methodological and conceptual/theoretical
foundations and to open these to critical discussion. A survey of the development of Turkish
educational historiography® from its inception indicates that sustained engagement with diverse
methodological, theoretical and conceptual approaches only began to become pronounced in the
2000s. Given the difficulty of disrupting an entrenched disciplinary habitus, it is hardly surprising that

5 See, Mustafa Giindiiz, EGitim, Tarih ve Modern Paradigma: Tiirkiye’de Egitim Tarihi Yazicihdr (Ankara: ideal Kiltiir Yayincilik,
2025).
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historians of education continued for many years to reproduce the conventions of classical
historiographical traditions.

Given that academic formation is largely constructed within a mentor-apprentice
relationship, it is only natural that young scholars currently writing in the field of the history of
education initially gravitate towards the works of their supervisors and take them as models.
However, considering that a significant proportion of these studies bear the traces of Whig
historiography® dominant in both the Ottoman and Republican periods, and are characterised by
teleological and document-centred approaches, it becomes evident that methodological diversity
has remained limited. As a result, rather than pursuing alternative lines of inquiry, students tend to
reproduce the prevailing method and reiterate the approaches of their mentors. This situation affects
not only narrative form but also research design. Hypotheses are almost entirely absent from many
studies, and researchers rarely assess their work within a defined theoretical framework.” In such a
context, research is often reduced to the question, What does the document say?, while analytical
questions such as Which assumptions, which conceptual distinctions and which power relations
does this document render visible or conceal? remain in the background. The absence of hypothesis
and theory encourages the consolidation of a descriptive style that privileges the sequential
recounting of events rather than analysing the historical construction of educational institutions and
pedagogical discourses. This, in turn, weakens the critical capacity of educational historiography.
Developing new perspectives in the history of education therefore requires directing students
towards alternative concepts and conceptual frameworks, critical approaches and diverse
methodological orientations. Such an opening would strengthen the intellectual contributions of
educational historiography and establish a renewed foundation capable of reinforcing the field’s
institutional legitimacy.

However, grounding research in a coherent conceptual framework within Turkish
historiography remains a considerable challenge. Scholars quite rightly aim to publish in
international academic journals, which equally rightly require that a study be situated within a
clearly articulated conceptual framework. Yet since the development of the historical discipline in
Turkiye has largely been shaped by the epistemological foundations and conceptual repertoire of
Western historiography, the production of indigenous concepts capable of adequately capturing the
local context has remained limited. Accordingly, recourse to Foucault, Weber or other theoretical
references often appears unavoidable. This is not, in itself, necessarily problematic. Nevertheless,
such reliance may result in the neglect of conceptualisations specific to the Turkish context and in
the uncritical importation of concepts into educational historiography without their substantive
reformulation. In this manner, concepts risk functioning not as genuine analytical instruments in the
hands of the researcher but rather as obligatory and functionally limited ornaments within the text.

Moreover, when concepts originating in Western scholarship are detached from their
historical contexts and applied directly to the Turkish case, the dissonance between the theoretical
weight carried by the concept and the historical reality under examination may undermine the
coherence of the research. For this reason, the construction of a conceptual framework requires
more than the selective borrowing of the terminology of eminent theorists; it also demands critical
reflection upon the historical, social and pedagogical contexts within which these concepts
originally emerged.

One of the principal problems confronting Turkish educational historiography becomes
visible precisely at this juncture: many academics conducting research in the field do not
incorporate conceptual frameworks into their studies, while those who do often lack the theoretical
grounding necessary to adapt such concepts adequately to the historical context, thereby failing to
make full use of their analytical power. Yet a conceptual framework does more than confer an
academic appearance upon a text; it renders historical data intelligible, sharpens the research
question and functions as a tool of thought that discloses the social context of educational
phenomena. What is required in Turkish educational historiography, therefore, is not the wholesale
abandonment of the sources from which concepts are imported, but rather an effort to re-
functionalise them within the local context, to adapt them in accordance with the historical material
and, where necessary, to generate new concepts. Only in this way can Turkish educational history
attain a distinctive conceptual grounding and secure an original position within the international

6 Herbert Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History (London: G. Bell, 1931).
7 Meseci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda,” 9.
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academic sphere. Although such an endeavour is undoubtedly demanding, it is not impossible.
Indeed, Selim Deringil’s formulation of the egzotik kus sendromu?® (the exotic bird syndrome)
demonstrates how attempts at context-specific conceptualisation within Turkish historiography can
yield striking and intellectually illuminating results.

For this to be realised, it is necessary to view the field from a higher vantage point. It should
be recalled that the word theory derives from the Ancient Greek thedria (Bewpia), signifying
contemplation, reflection, observation in its broader sense.® Such an approach is possible only
through extensive and wide-ranging reading and the construction of a multilayered intellectual
perspective. Yet within Turkish educational historiography -and, more broadly, within Turkish
academia- there exists a notable deficiency in this regard. Researchers often lack intellectual
flexibility. This corresponds to what Gunduz has particularly emphasised as a significant
shortcoming in Turkish educational historiography: the relative absence of scholars capable of
moving both vertically and horizontally across time and space. By horizontal movement is meant the
ability to identify parallels between one’s research topic and analogous phenomena, that is, to
possess an awareness of contemporaneous developments beyond the sphere of education and to
discern patterns and similarities among them. Vertical movement, by contrast, refers to the dynamic
continuity of the research subject across past and future, the changing configurations it acquires
over time. This may also be described as an attentiveness to temporality or a sensitivity to -and
comprehension of- the spirit of the age.” The most significant error committed in this respect is
anachronism. Indeed, to disregard temporal distance and to interpret the past through the
conceptual framework of the present obscures the historical context and undermines the scholarly
reliability of the research.

To become familiar with the spirit of an age -or to grasp it in a meaningful way- is possible
only through a profound understanding of the social, religious, economic and cultural texture of the
period in question. This constitutes perhaps the most demanding aspect of educational
historiography. For the researcher cannot be content merely with recounting past events in
chronological sequence. It is necessary to analyse the context in which those events emerged, the
mental world that shaped them and the network of social relations within which they were
embedded. Accordingly, the historian of education must command a broad intellectual repertoire,
encompassing religion, mythology, economics, politics, sociology and philosophy, and, where
relevant, even architecture, the natural sciences, mathematics and public health. Otherwise, the
researcher perceives only a fragment of the picture and fails to grasp the whole; the study becomes
confined within the narrow limits of a single vantage point. As the well-known analogy suggests, if all
one possesses is a hammer, everything begins to resemble a nail.

This epistemological limitation significantly weakens both the interpretative capacity of the
historian of education and the ability to establish the complex relationships that exist among
historical phenomena. For this reason, it is imperative that the historian broaden their perspective
and develop a multidimensional analytical framework nourished by insights from different
disciplines. Such competence is, of course, closely related in the first instance to individual effort
and intellectual curiosity. Yet the researcher’s formative process must also be supported by
institutional structures. In this regard, increasing the diversity of courses within postgraduate
programmes, placing greater emphasis on methodology- and theory-oriented instruction, and
conducting supervisory processes within a framework that actively encourages interdisciplinary
engagement are of considerable importance for strengthening the analytical capacity and scholarly
proficiency of young researchers seeking to write in the field of educational history.

Turkish educational historiography has long remained confined to the same theoretical and
methodological trajectory. One of the most significant problems of the field has been the very limited
impact of new schools and approaches -such as the Annales School, which began to influence
historical writing from the 1960s onwards- upon the writing of educational history, at least in any
substantive sense. Yet one of the greatest advantages of educational historiography lies in its rich
diversity of sources -although these may at times be difficult to access- and in the fact that this
diversity has steadily expanded. The history of education draws upon a wide spectrum of materials,

8 See, Selim Deringil, Simgeden Millete: Il. Abdiilhamid’den Mustafa Kemal’e Devlet ve Millet (istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari,
2013).

9 Giiler Celgin, Eski Yunanca- Tiirkge S6zliik (istanbul: Kabalci Yayinevi, 2011), 319.

10 Gunduz, Egitim, Tarih ve Modern, 63.
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each of which may be as valuable as an archival document. At times, a single photograph may
illuminate a multitude of issues; at others, the worldview of a historical actor whose name appears
in a newspaper may have exercised a decisive influence upon the course of events.

Nevertheless, when one examines the trajectory of Turkish educational historiography, it
becomes evident that scholarship has largely relied upon document-centred history, often
contenting itself with the descriptive and sequential presentation of archival materials. While this
approach stems from a deep-seated confidence in archival sources, it can render invisible the
multilayered character of historical phenomena and the complex relationships they establish with
their broader social contexts. Moreover, the presumed reliability and neutrality of archival materials
have long since been called into question within historiography. It is worth recalling that the term
archive (archeion/apxeiov) originally signified the place where things begin and from which authority
derives. The word is derived from the Greek arché (&pxn), which denotes beginning, principle, rule,
power and authority."" Even this etymological origin alone serves as a reminder that the archive is
not a neutral space that merely stores all documents of the past; rather, it presupposes a form of
power that determines what will be recorded, classified and remembered. Documents preserved
within the archive may at times have been subjected to processes of selection, exclusion and
arrangement. In this way, certain individuals and events are rendered visible, while others are
systematically obscured. An archivist may once have deemed a document insignificant and
discarded it or may have altered a record in some manner. For this reason, the archive should not be
conceived as the sole and ultimate repository of historical truth, but as a site that bears the material
traces of specific power relations and administrative rationalities. Indeed, the frequently cited
example of the Chinese emperor Qin Shi Huang, who is said to have ordered the destruction of
numerous documents he considered inappropriate or a threat to the state during the process of
imperial consolidation, is invoked in the literature precisely as a classical illustration of the critique
of archival positivism. Such practices, needless to say, can be observed in the histories of many
countries.

The dominance of document-centred historiography has become such a persistent object of
critique in the writing of educational history that Thomas Popkewitz, one of the most prominent
historians of education in the United States, characterises historians’ traditional reliance on archival
sources in American educational historiography as dust bowl empiricism. In place of this approach,
he advocates a shift towards problematising the representations of historical phenomena and the
relationship of the subject to time and space, directing attention to styles of reason. Such an
orientation, he argues, requires the production of research that interrogates philosophical, historical
and theoretical foundations in a rigorous and sustained manner.'? Without adopting a position as
severe as Popkewitz’s -and while acknowledging that such work demands considerable time, labour
and dedication, and is by ho means devoid of value- it is nevertheless necessary to underline that
this approach has become insufficient within contemporary historiography. Indeed, as in many other
countries, this tradition has contributed to the relative impoverishment of educational historiography
in Turkiye over a prolonged period.

Gunduz classifies the sources of educational history into six categories: institutions,
concepts, individuals, programmes, works and educational tools and materials.’ The diversity of
these source types -and their steadily expanding range- directs historians of education towards new
theories, new methods, new questions and new modes of analysis, almost compelling a rewriting of
the discipline itself. Yet within Turkish educational historiography there exists virtually no systematic
scholarship devoted to methodology and sources. Addressing this deficiency constitutes an urgent
necessity for the advancement of the field.

11 Celgin, Eski Yunanca- Tiirkge, 101.

12 Thomas S. Popkewitz, “Preface,” in Rethinking the History of Education: Transnational Perspectives on Its Questions,
Methods, and Knowledge, ed. Thomas S. Popkewitz (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), xiv.

13 GUndugz, Egitim, Tarih ve Modern, 16.
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Problems Relating to the Content and Boundaries of Turkish Educational
Historiography

Historical research on education, much like the discipline of history more broadly, has since
its emergence in the nineteenth century been shaped by an understanding that places the nation at
its centre and serves a legitimising function. In this context, it is hardly coincidental that the earliest
examples of writing on the history of education were produced largely under state auspices. Modern
historical scholarship emerged above all as a form of knowledge designed to establish the
legitimacy of nation-states and to secure their continuity. Nourished by Enlightenment thought this
approach rests epistemologically upon a positivist foundation and assumes a progressive character
in terms of historical imagination. From this perspective, history is conceived as the uninterrupted
progression of civilisation and reason. In other words, it is represented as a linear process of
development through which humanity advances towards an ever more free, rational and modern
social order.

However, this approach, which has long dominated the writing of educational history,
contains serious shortcomings. On the one hand, as Katz has observed, it is no longer possible for
any scholar reflecting on the writing of educational history to sustain simple and linear narratives
grounded in the inevitable triumph of benevolence and democracy." Indeed, the belief that
modernity has led humanity inexorably towards improvement and progress has long since been
abandoned. For societies at large, the devastations of two world wars demonstrated the fragility of
the Enlightenment motto of reason, natural law, progress; within academia, this conviction was
further unsettled by the linguistic turn of the 1960s and the emergence of new historiographical
schools. At the same time, awareness has steadily grown that modern education and education as
such are not historically identical concepts. Modern education constitutes a historical construction,
largely specific to the nineteenth century, encompassing particular aims, institutional structures,
bureaucratic regulations, standardised curricula and practices of mass schooling. By contrast,
educational practices prior to this period neither pursued the same objectives nor possessed
comparable forms of organisation. Consequently, the methodological and theoretical frameworks
appropriate to research on modern and pre-modern periods must inevitably diverge. It should also
be noted that, for the historian of education working on the pre-modern era, the research process is
markedly more demanding. A modern individual formed within the structures of modern education
does not easily penetrate the spirit of that earlier age, its modes of thought, its value systems and its
pedagogical imagination.

The progressive historical narrative specific to the modern era sacralises modernity and, in
doing so, obscures reality. By evaluating every institutional and intellectual manifestation of
modernity as a necessary and inherently positive element of progress, this approach imagines the
historical process as a linear trajectory flowing towards a predetermined end. In this manner, history
ceases to be an open process shaped by its internal contradictions and alternative possibilities.
Instead, it is reduced to a teleological narrative retrospectively legitimised through the normative
standards of the present. History, however, does not advance along a straight line. It is not a river
flowing uninterrupted from its source to the sea, but rather a delta that branches into multiple
channels, changes direction and, at times, runs dry.

One defining characteristic of modern states is their centralising tendency, and historical
narratives have likewise been shaped in accordance with this orientation. In Turkish educational
historiography, a considerable number of studies have focused on major centres such as Istanbul,
Ankara and izmir. Although recent years have witnessed the emergence of research addressing the
history of education in Anatolia,’™ such studies remain relatively limited in number. Yet a
historiography that excludes local perspectives deprives us of the possibility of apprehending the full
picture. This is particularly significant in the case of territories that once formed part of the Ottoman
Empire. Although the Ottoman geography constituted a political entity within which diverse religious,
ethnic and linguistic communities coexisted, it also functioned as a multilayered space of
interaction in which knowledge, ideas, educational practices and norms circulated across
boundaries. It must therefore be approached with this complexity in mind. To think solely within the

14 Michael B. Katz, “The Origins of Public Education: A Reassessment,” History of Education Quarterly 16, no. 4 (1976): 381.
15 See, Ahmet Kisa, Osmanli Modern Egitim Anlayisinin Antalya’ya Yansimalari: ibtidéi Mektepler (ilkokullar) / Riistiyeler
(Ortaokullar) (Ankara: Nobel Yayinlari, 2023).; Danyal Tekdal, Osmanli Dénemi Bitlis’te Egitim (Ankara: idealkent Yayinlari,
2018).
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confines of a singular national history of education may prove hazardous. The Syrian Protestant
College (later known as the American University of Beirut), for instance, cannot be assessed merely
within the framework of American or Beirut’s educational history as a missionary institution. It
generated networks and relationships that transcended the limits of national educational history. Yet
studies devoted to the institution have, at times, been produced without recourse to the Ottoman
Archives, thereby neglecting a crucial dimension of its historical embeddedness.'® Such initiatives,
however, can only be adequately understood when situated within multilayered networks of
relationships. Rather than being confined to a closed and homogeneous national narrative, they
should be examined within the framework of intertwined, multi-centred and transnational historical
processes. This perspective enables the history of education to be analysed within broader
transformations of culture and mentality, thereby revealing the complex dynamics that shape
educational change across time and space.

It cannot yet be said that studies enabling the history of education to be examined within
broader cultural and mental transformations -of the kind defined by Fernand Braudel as la longue
durée (long-term historical processes)- have secured a distinct and established place within Turkish
educational historiography.”” At the same time, studies such as microhistorical narratives,
biographies and institutional histories fulfil an important function insofar as they render visible the
constituent parts of the historical whole. Rather than addressing education solely at the level of
abstract and central policies, such works possess the potential to reveal the diversity of historical
experience by examining concrete actors, local contexts and everyday practices. Yet the very
potential of institutional histories and biographical studies also brings with it serious methodological
and source-based challenges. To begin with, archival practice in Turkiye has not yet attained a fully
professional standard. Institutional records, instead of being transferred to central archives, often
deteriorate in school storerooms or are lost during periods of demolition and relocation. Moreover,
arbitrary administrative decisions can further impede the writing of institutional history. In principle,
the historical documents currently held in schools across the country could be collected within a
central repository and made accessible to researchers.

Similar difficulties arise in the writing of biography. Even where access to the family or close
circle of the individual concerned is possible, the classification of personal information as private,
together with concerns about misinterpretation or reputational harm, significantly restricts access
to letters, notebooks, photographs and official correspondence that constitute the primary sources
of biographical research. Moreover, one of the recent challenges confronting historians has been the
closure of archives containing biographical data under the provisions of the Law on the Protection of
Personal Data. The Pension Fund Archive (Emekli Sandig| Arsivi), for some time now, has prevented
historians from conducting research in its collections, citing the relevant legislation as justification.

Beyond these archival and legal obstacles, another major difficulty in writing institutional
and biographical history lies in the limited academic and public interest such studies tend to attract.
As the subject matter narrows within educational historiography, the audience to which the work
appeals likewise diminishes. Publishers are therefore often reluctant to undertake such books;
those that do appear rarely sell well, remain confined to a single print run and, after a short time,
survive only in the catalogues of a handful of libraries. For this reason, younger researchers
frequently gravitate towards topics that rely on more easily accessible sources and promise greater
academic and public visibility. Yet, although institutional histories and biographical studies may
appear to address a limited readership, they remain indispensable for a fuller and more nuanced
understanding of the history of education.

Another issue concerns the presence of academics who, situated within the established
habitus of Turkish educational historiography, persist in confining education to particular materials
and narrowly defined thematic categories. Reducing the history of education to the history of
institutions, legislation and regulations prevents the field from engaging with a wide range of
subjects, including the body, health, everyday life, emotions, disciplinary practices and pedagogical
experiences. Yet the relationship between health policies and education, or the pedagogical
functions of a youth association operating outside the formal school system, may equally be

16 For instance, Betty S. Anderson, The American University of Beirut: Arab Nationalism & Liberal Education (Austin:
University of Texas Press, 2012).

17 See, Fernand Braudel, “History and the Social Sciences: The Longue Durée,” trans. Immanuel Wallerstein, Review 32, no. 2
(2009): 171-203.
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regarded as legitimate objects of inquiry within the history of education. Such approaches, however,
are frequently dismissed within the dominant historiographical paradigm as insignificant or
extraneous topics and are consequently excluded from the recognised boundaries of legitimate
research in educational history.

Problems of Institutionalisation and Infrastructure among Turkish Educational
Historians

One of the principal problems confronting Turkish historians of education since the
inception of the field has been the limited degree of institutionalisation. Although in recent years a
number of initiatives have been undertaken under the heading of the history of education’® -largely
sustained by the voluntary efforts of academics within the field- the absence of durable and
systematic institutional support renders it difficult for the discipline to acquire a stable and
sustainable academic structure. Indeed, in Turkiye there has never emerged a powerful and
continuous mechanism of support comparable to the Ford Foundation, which played a decisive role
in the institutionalisation of educational historiography in the United States during the 1940s.

Nevertheless, the Turk Maarif Ansiklopedisi (Encyclopaedia of Turkish Education), realised
through the collaboration of TUBA and the Tiirkiye Maarif Foundation, occupies a distinctive place as
the most comprehensive and collective undertaking to date in the field of Turkish educational
historiography. Considering that the first encyclopaedias devoted to the history of education
appeared in the nineteenth century,’ this initiative may be regarded as belated. Even so, the Tirk
Maarif Ansiklopedisi constitutes a highly significant milestone insofar as it creates an important
threshold for reconsidering educational history as an autonomous field of scholarly inquiry. It is
therefore essential to acknowledge and commend the efforts of the academics who, despite limited
resources, have contributed both to the realisation of this encyclopaedia and to broader initiatives
aimed at granting new direction to the study and writing of educational history in Turkiye.

One of the most visible dimensions of the institutionalisation problem -and one that poses
considerable difficulty for historians of education- is the archival question. In Turkiye, a significant
portion of the documents relating to the history of education is dispersed across archives that are
disorganised and often difficult to access. Records belonging to schools, local administrations or
defunct institutions are frequently either inadequately preserved or withheld from researchers. The
fire that broke out at the Ministry of National Education in 1947 resulted in the irreversible loss of a
substantial portion of the already limited sources for Turkish educational history. This event further
underscores the importance of preserving educational documents and materials in a systematic
manner and of consolidating them within a centralised structure. Yet it remains impossible to speak
of a specialised, central archive dedicated specifically to the history of education in Turkiye. This
deficiency confines research to particular institutions, cities and periods, and renders certain forms
of scholarship -such as institutional histories- especially difficult. The collection and preservation of
documents, photographs, books and periodicals relating to educational history within a single
centre, made accessible to researchers, would not only expand the field’s source base but also
facilitate more comparative, long-term (la longue durée) and holistic studies. The absence of such
an institutional archive may therefore be regarded as one of the fundamental structural constraints
upon the development of educational historiography.

18 Examples include History of Education Workshop | (Il. Maarif Council and Moral Education), held at Ibn Haldun University
on 5-6 June 2024; History of Education Workshop Il (Foreign Influences on Turkish National Education), convened at
Marmara University on 26—27 February 2025; and History of Education Workshop Il (Educational Historiography in Turkiye),
organised at Yildiz Technical University on 13 February 2026. For the final reports of the first two workshops, see, Mustafa
Giindiiz, Filiz Meseci Giorgetti, Vehbi Baysan, Ayse Aksu, and Eyiup Clictk, “Tirk Egitim Tarihi Calistaylari I: 2. Maarif S(rasi ve
Ahlak Egitimi [Calistay Sonug Raporu],” Alanyazin 5, no. 2 (2024): 235-244.; Mustafa Gilindiiz, Filiz Meseci Giorgetti, Vehbi
Baysan, Ayse Aksu, and Eylp Clcuk, “Turk Egitim Tarihi Calistaylari 1l: Turk Milli Egitimine Dis Etkiler [Calistay Sonug
Raporu],” Alanyazin, 6, no. 1 (2025): 69-77.

19 See, Ferdinand Edouard Buisson, Dictionnaire de Pédagogie et d’Instruction Primaire (Paris: Hachette, 1887-1888).; Karl
Gottlob Hergang, Pddagogische Real-Encyklopdidie (Grimma: Verlag des Verlags-Comptoirs, 1843—-1847).; Henry Kiddle and
Alexander Jacob Schem, The Cyclopadia of Education: A Dictionary of Information for the Use of Teachers, School Officers,
Parents, and Others (New York: E. Steiger, 1877).
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Infrastructure problems are not confined to archives alone. The number and quality of
academic journals capable of ensuring the institutional visibility and continuity of the field are
likewise limited. Since its inception, no periodical devoted exclusively to Turkish educational history
has been published. Although studies in the history of education have appeared in journals such as
Muallimler Mecmuasi and Pedagoji Dergisi and have in recent years found a place in TUHED, these
journals have never been dedicated solely to educational history. Consequently, the field has often
occupied an ancillary position within general history or educational sciences journals. The special
issue on Turkish Educational History published by Tiirkiye Arastirmalar Literatiir Dergisi (TALID) in
2008 remains the only concentrated body of scholarship on the subject within periodical literature.?®
This situation hinders the deepening of intra-disciplinary debate, the visibility of methodological and
theoretical accumulation, and the healthy transmission of knowledge across academic generations.
In this regard, the Egitim Tarihi Calismalari Dergisi (ETCD- Journal of the History of Education
Studies), scheduled to commence publication in 2026 under the auspices of the Faculty of
Education at Amasya University, and Turkish History of Education Research (TURKHER), to be
published in 2026 by the Egitim Tarihi Dernegi (ETAD- Turkish Association for the History of
Education), founded on 12 June 2025, should be regarded as highly significant and promising
developments. As the first periodicals directly dedicated to the field of Turkish educational
historiography, they mark an important step towards institutional consolidation.

For a numerically limited community dispersed across different universities to develop the
capacity simultaneously to train researchers and to produce high-quality scholarship, the field
requires regular platforms for encounter and intellectual exchange through which it can articulate
and sustain its own agenda. In this respect, congresses and symposia devoted to the history of
education function not merely as venues for the presentation of papers, but as productive socio-
intellectual environments in which shared problem areas are defined, methodological debates are
rendered visible and intergenerational transmission becomes possible. Particularly in contexts such
as Turkiye, where specialists in the field are institutionally dispersed, such gatherings facilitate
scholars’ awareness of one another’s work, the development of a shared conceptual repertoire and
the collective formulation of solutions to common archival and source-related challenges.

Similarly, the existence of journals situated within universities, associations or professional
bodies that possess continuity and place the field at their centre constitutes an integral component
of researcher training. A specialised journal does not merely produce publication outputs; it also
provides a formative environment in which standards of writing, methodological expectations and
ethical boundaries are made explicit and internalised. In the absence of editors specialising in the
history of education and reviewers familiar with the field, publication is of course still possible.
However, as Meseci-Giorgetti has emphasised, such conditions make it considerably more difficult
for methodological, technical and ethical shortcomings -particularly those committed by early-
career researchers- to be identified and corrected at an early stage.?’ As a result, problematic
citation practices, errors in the use of sources, anachronistic modes of reading or writing patterns in
which the distinction between description and analysis remains blurred may gradually become
normalised and solidify into entrenched habits within the field. The existence of specialised journals
should therefore be regarded not merely as a matter of visibility, but as a critical threshold directly
shaping academic quality, methodological renewal and the intellectual formation of researchers in
educational historiography.

In a manner analogous to periodical publications, it cannot be said that a regular tradition of
congresses and academic meetings -capable of demonstrating the level of institutionalisation of
educational historiography in Turkiye- has yet acquired an established and continuous structure.
Although the first ISHE (International Symposium on History Education), held in Erzurum in 2010,
took an important step towards enhancing the visibility of the field by opening a dedicated panel on
the history of education, this initiative does not signify the emergence of an autonomous and
sustained congress culture shaped by the internal dynamics of educational historiography itself. At
the same time, the presence of a history of education programme committee within the Educational
Research Association and the inclusion of educational history under a distinct programme heading
from the first International Congress of Educational Research onwards indicate that the field has
secured representation on certain academic platforms. Nevertheless, such initiatives cannot be

20 Tiirkiye Arastirmalari Literatiir Dergisi 6, no. 12 (2008).
21 Meseci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda,” 3.
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interpreted as the establishment of an independent congress tradition directly devoted to the history
of education, one that places methodological and theoretical debates at its centre and is
maintained at regular intervals.

The absence in Turkiye of congresses specifically devoted to the history of education -held at
regular intervals and providing a platform for methodological and theoretical debate- significantly
constrains intra-disciplinary interaction and collective reflection among the already limited number
of historians of education. This, in turn, adversely affects the development and quality of educational
historiography.

Problems of institutionalisation and infrastructure are closely intertwined with questions of
intra-disciplinary communication and academic circulation. The insufficient development of
scholarly networks capable of facilitating regular exchange of knowledge, collaborative research
projects and sustained critical debate among historians of education has resulted in research
progressing in a fragmented and disconnected manner. This situation not only restricts the broader
impact of individual studies but also limits the extent to which Turkish educational historiography
engages with international historiographical debates, thereby constraining the future trajectory of
the field.

The construction of academic networks is not merely a technical matter that enhances
institutional visibility; it constitutes a fundamental condition for the intellectual continuity of the
discipline. Establishing associations and professional societies in the field of the history of
education, organising regular symposia and congresses, and actively participating in such
gatherings not only strengthen bonds among scholars but also contribute to the formation of a
collective disciplinary consciousness. These structures function not solely as platforms that bring
together existing researchers, but also as institutional thresholds that guide and encourage new
generations of academics. For research practice is not solely an individual intellectual endeavour; it
matures through processes of critical feedback, encounter, debate and methodological negotiation.
The existence of a free and open environment of dialogue is indispensable for the development of
critical thought within educational historiography. Such environments make it possible to question
research problems, to scrutinise methods and to test conceptual frameworks. In an academic
atmosphere devoid of critical debate, methodological narrowing, repetition and the unreflective
perpetuation of established patterns become virtually inevitable. Disciplines, however, can advance
only insofar as they are able to discuss their own methods and assumptions openly and reflexively.
Academic associations, professional societies and regular scholarly gatherings should therefore be
understood not merely as organisational structures, but as intellectual laboratories in which
research ethics, methodological rigour and theoretical renewal are actively produced and sustained.

In this context, as Meseci-Giorgetti has emphasised, it is of particular importance that
academics in the early stages of their careers be encouraged to publish in internationally reputable
journals within the field of the history of education.?? International peer-reviewed journals do more
than merely provide visibility; they require the clarification of the research question, the careful
construction of a conceptual framework and the explicit justification of methodological choices.
This process enables early-career scholars to question established habits and to engage with global
historiographical debates within the field. At the same time, academic circulation that extends
beyond the confines of the local literature can help to break the inward-looking trajectory of Turkish
educational historiography, strengthening its capacity both to generate original conceptualisations
and to develop comparative perspectives. The wider adoption of international publishing practices
may thus function as an important lever, fostering the critical character of the field and accelerating
methodological renewal.

Conclusion and Recommendations

The issues addressed in this study demonstrate that the problems of Turkish educational
historiography should not be conceived as isolated themes, but rather as components of a
structural knot that is mutually reinforcing and often operates simultaneously on multiple levels. The

22 Meseci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda,” 4.
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lack of institutional visibility, methodological narrowing, conceptual fragility and the restricted scope
of subject matter represent different facets of the same underlying condition. In Turkiye, educational
historiography does not yet function as a fully institutionalised discipline; instead, it frequently
remains an intermediary field striving to legitimise its position between the expectations of historical
scholarship and those of the educational sciences. This situation shapes not only the volume of
scholarly production, but also the quality and circulation of knowledge, as well as the boundaries
that determine which questions are considered legitimate within the field.

It should first be emphasised that the tendency to regard the history of education as
secondary -on the part of both historians and educational scientists- is not merely a matter of
perception. Rather, it constitutes a mechanism that directly shapes the institutional functioning of
the field. The fact that historians of education often occupy positions in which they teach
prospective teachers places the research agenda under the pressure of expectations for immediate
practical benefit. This pressure weakens the critical function of educational historiography by
foregrounding the criterion that the past must yield direct contributions to the present. Yet the
contribution of the history of education lies less in producing short-term and measurable outputs
than in making visible the historical construction of educational institutions, pedagogical norms and
social functions, thereby cultivating the capacity to problematise the present.

Secondly, the dominance of document-centred research and chronological narrative at the
methodological level is not merely the result of individual scholarly preference, but also of
insufficient institutional incentives and formative structures. Researchers are, to a large extent,
trained and guided within this framework. Archival material is, of course, indispensable. However,
when the document is accepted as self-evident truth, the analysis of the historical construction of
educational institutions and pedagogical discourses risks giving way to the sequential narration of
events. The issue, therefore, is not the use of documents as such, but the writing of history without
interrogating the power relations within which the document was produced, its silences and
exclusions, and the logic of representation it embodies. When the archive’s character as a field of
power operating through processes of selection and omission is overlooked, educational
historiography is drawn into an epistemological comfort zone, and the need for methodological
innovation is consequently deferred.

Thirdly, it must be underlined that the question of the conceptual framework constitutes a
critical threshold in determining the quality of the relationship between Turkish educational
historiography and the international literature. In Turkiye, some studies remain at a descriptive level
because they refrain from establishing a conceptual grounding, while in others theory risks
becoming an academic embellishment appended to the text, unable to operate meaningfully upon
the historical data. This dual tendency generates the risk either of rejecting theoretical references
altogether or of importing them in a decontextualised manner. What is required, however, is a form of
analytical labour capable of re-functionalising concepts in accordance with the specificity of local
historical material. Theory should not be regarded as a burden weighing down the text, but as a tool
of thought that sharpens the research question, renders the data intelligible and makes visible what
would otherwise remain unseen. For this reason, the conceptual framework should cease to be
treated as a compulsory formal section and instead be recognised as one of the constitutive
elements of the research process itself.

Fourthly, questions relating to content and boundaries help to explain why educational
historiography has long remained confined within centralised, national and progressive narratives.
The dispersion of local archives, the loss of institutional records, the ethical and legal constraints
that complicate biographical research and the limited interest of the publishing market in narrowly
defined subjects all incline researchers towards themes that are more readily accessible and
resonate more broadly. As a consequence, the history of education has not sufficiently opened itself
to multilayered fields of inquiry such as the body, health, everyday life, emotions, disciplinary
practices and extra-school pedagogical experiences. Yet educational history is not merely the
history of legislation or institutions; it is also the history of the constitution of the subject, the
circulation of norms and the formation of social imaginaries. Expanding these boundaries would not
only enhance the analytical depth of the field but also move it away from the status of an ancillary
domain and closer to the centre of broader historiographical debates.

Finally, deficiencies in institutionalisation and infrastructure constitute the nodal point at
which all these problems converge. The absence of specialised archives, the insufficiency of
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periodicals dedicated to the history of education and the weakness of a regular congress tradition
interrupt the continuity of intra-disciplinary critical debate, while impeding intergenerational
transmission and methodological renewal. For this reason, the challenges facing Turkish
educational historiography cannot be overcome merely by increasing the volume of research.
Rather, they require a reconsideration of the ecosystem within which scholarship is produced- that
is, the institutional infrastructure and the channels of intellectual circulation that sustain and shape
the field.

Within this framework, the present study contends that what is required in Turkish
educational historiography is neither a singular methodological prescription nor a limited thematic
expansion. Rather, it calls for a collective and simultaneous reconsideration of the fundamental
conditions that constitute and sustain the field itself. For historians of education today are more than
ever engaged in defining their distinctive aims, methods and intellectual commitments.

The proposals advanced here should be regarded not as definitive and closed judgements,
but as a critical reckoning with the present state of the field and as a shared call for reflection. The
aim is not to impose prescriptive solutions, but rather to reopen for debate the limits, possibilities
and impasses of educational historiography itself. Such a collective reckoning and intellectual
interrogation would both strengthen the academic legitimacy of the discipline and contribute to the
formation of a deeper, more multilayered and critically informed framework for understanding
education in Turkiye.
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Turk egitim tarihi yaziciliginda temel sorunlar

Giris

Egitim tarihi, gegcmise iliskin olgularin kronolojik bir d6kimuinu sunan bir alt disiplin degil,
egitimin nasil bir toplumsal, siyasal ve kulturel insa sureci icinde bicimlendigini sorgulayan
elestirel bir diisinme alanidir. Egitimin kurumlari, mifredatlari, aktorleri, mesleki kimlikleri ve
pedagojik soylemleri tarihsel olarak sekillenmis yapilardir. Bu nedenle egitim tarihgiligi,
gorunuste teknik ya da pedagojik olan sorunlarin ardindaki uzun erimli (la longue durée) zihniyet
dénisimlerini, iktidar iliskilerini ve bilgi rejimlerini gériiniir kilma potansiyeline sahiptir. Emile
Durkheim’in altini gizdigi Uzere, egitim tarihi mevcut egitim sistemlerinin ylzeyinin altina nufuz
ederek sistemin hangi unsurlardan olustugunu, bunlarin hangi kosullara bagli oldugunu ve
aralarindaki iligkilerin uzun neden-sonug zincirleri iginde nasil kuruldugunu agiga gikarabilecek
tek disiplindir.” Egitim tarihi, sadece gegmis egitim sistemlerinin 6zunu degil, bugliniin egitiminin
dokusunu olusturan sureklilikleri de aciga c¢ikarabilme imkani barindirir. Ne var ki Turkiye’'de
egitim tarihgiligi, bu elestirel ve derin kapasitesine ragmen, uzun yillar boyunca hem tarih
disiplini hem de egitim bilimleri iginde ikincil bir alan olarak konumlandirilmig, kurumsal,
metodolojik ve epistemolojik bakimdan cesitli yapisal sorunlarla karsi karsiya kalmistir.

Bu sorunlarin 6énemli bir kismi, alanin disipliner konumlanisina iligkindir. Egitim tarihi,
tarihgiler tarafindan gogu zaman tali bir kol olarak degerlendirilirken, egitim bilimciler tarafindan
guncel okul pratigine dogrudan katki uretmedigi gerekgesiyle ikincil plana atilmistir. Boylece
egitim tarihgisi, iki disiplin arasinda sikismis bir pozisyonda, alaninin mesruiyetini surekli ispat
etmek zorunda kalmistir. Oysa egitim tarihini yalnizca uygulamaya dolaysiz katki Gretme o6lgutu
uzerinden degerlendirmek, onun elestirel ufkunu daraltmak anlamina gelir.

Modern tarihyaziminin ulus devletlerle iliskili olarak 19. ylzyildaki ortaya ¢ikigiyla birlikte
sekillenen ilerlemeci ve teleolojik anlatilar, egitim tarihgiligini de derinden etkilemistir. Egitim
tarihi cogu zaman medeniyetin, aklin ve modernlesmenin dogrusal ilerleyisinin bir gostergesi
olarak sunulmus ve gecmis, buglinun normatif olgutleri 1si8inda anlamlandirilmistir. Bu
yaklasim, modern egitimi tarihin zorunlu ve nihai agsamasi olarak kodlamis, modern 6ncesi
egitim bicimlerini ise ya eksik ya da geri kalmis olarak konumlandirmistir. Ancak 20. ylzyilin
ikinci yarisindan itibaren tarih felsefesi ve tarihyazimi alanindaki dontsimler, bu dogrusal
ilerleme mitinin sorgulanmasina yol agmigtir. Egitim kurumlarinin, pedagojik sdylemlerin ve
toplumsal beklentilerin belirli iktidar ve bilgi iliskileri iginde insa edildigi, sureklilikler kadar
kirilmalarin ve alternatif imkénlarin da dikkate alinmasi gerektigi tarihyaziminda giderek daha
gorindr hale gelmigtir. Bat’da 1960’lardan itibaren egitim tarihi yaziciigina yansiyan
tarihyazimindaki gelismeler Turk egitim tarihi yazimina uzun sure yansimamis, arastirmalar
belge merkezli, betimleyici ve kronolojik bir ¢izgide seyretmistir. Ancak bu durumun temelinde
kurumsal, metodolojik ve epistemolojik nitelikte bir dizi yapisal problem bulunmaktadir.

Bu calisma, Turk egitim tarihi yaziciiginin karsi karsiya oldugu bu problemleri dort ana
duzlemde ele almaktadir: alanin kurumsal ve disipliner konumlanigsindan kaynaklanan yapisal
problemler, kavramsal ve metodolojik sinirliliklar, disiplinin igerik ve sinirlarina dair sorunlar,
kurumsallagma ve altyapiya iliskin meseleler.

Calisma, Turk egitim tarihgiliginin mevcut sorunlarini géruanur kilmayi ve bu sorunlar
etrafinda elestirel bir historiografik yeniden disinme zemini olusturmayr amacglamaktadir.

1 Emile Durkheim, Education and Sociology (New York: Free Press, 1956), 153.
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Dolayisiyla metin, Turk egitim tarihi yazimina dair kesin yargilar ortaya koymaktan ziyade, zaman
icerisinde derinlesmesi ve kolektif katkilarla olgunlasmasi beklenen bir cerceve onerisi olarak
tasarlanmigstir. Bu yonuyle de agik uclu bir muhasebe ve yeniden diisinme ¢agrisidir.

Egitim Tarihgiliginin Kurumsal Sorunlari ve Bunun Egitim Tarihi Yazimina
Yansimalari

Tark egitim tarihgilerinin karsilastigl temel sorunlardan biri hem tarihgiler hem de egitim
bilimciler acisindan egitimin tarihinin ne oldugunun ve neden dnemli/gerekli bir arastirma alani
olarak ele alinmasi gerektiginin hala yeterince kavranamamasidir. Egitim tarihgileri galistiklari
kurumlarda tabiri caizse kimsesiz kalmakta, alanlarina mesruiyet kazandirmak igin
cabalamaktadirlar. Tarihgiler egitim tarihini ¢ogu zaman tarihin tali bir alt kolu olarak
degerlendirirken, egitim bilimciler alanin okul pratigine dogrudan katkisi olmadig gerekgesiyle
egitim tarihi arastirmalarini ikincil yahut gereksiz gorebilmektedir. Halbuki egitim tarihi, ne
yalnizca gecmisteki egitim kurumlarinin kronolojik bir dokimuna sunan betimleyici bir alan ne
de pedagojik uygulamalara dolaysiz receteler Uretmesi beklenen aragsal bir disiplindir. Aksine,
mevcut egitim sistemlerinin dogal, kaginilmaz ve tarih disi yapilar olmadigini, belirli tarihsel
baglamlarda ortaya cikmig, dontismus ve yeniden kurulmus duzenekler oldugunu gorunur
kilarak onlarin 6zune ulasan ve bugunl elestirel bicimde disunme imkani sunan temel bir
arastirma alanidir.

Ancak alanin bu potansiyelinin kavranamamasi/anlasilamamasi Turkiye’de egitim tarihi
yaziminin gelisim seyrini derinden etkilemektedir. Disiplin, hangi akademik cati altinda
konumlanmasi gerektigine iliskin ikna edici bir gerekge sunmaya zorlandikga hem tarihgilerin
hem egitim bilimcilerinin ilgisini kaybetmis ve bu alana bagli bir 6grenci kitlesi olusamamuistir.
Son yirmi yilda egitim tarihi yaziminda belirginlesen canlanmaya ragmen bu ilginin marjinal
dlzeyde kalmasi, alanin tarihi besleyen kii¢guk bir yan kol olarak yorumlanmasini pekistirmistir.

Bu noktada egitim tarihciliginin tasidigi kurumsal ve disipliner gerilimler gorinur hale
gelmektedir. Kurumsal konum, mesleki hedefler ve kigisel egilimler, egitim tarihgisi icin ¢cogu
zaman cgeliskili yakimlalikler dogurur. Egitim tarihgileri sorularini tarih yazimi geleneginin
icinden kurar ve bu bilgi birikimine katkida bulunduklarini varsayarlar. Buna karsin egitim
arastirmacilari ve profesyonellerle kurduklari iliskiler, gegcmisi ¢agdas terimlerle yorumlamaya,
gunimuz ¢alismalarina tarihsel sorular bulmaya ve cevaplari meslektaslari icin anlaml kilmaya
zorlar. Bu yelpazenin bir ucuna yonelmek, diger tarafin ilgisizligi ya da reddiyle karsilasma riskini
dogurur. Boylece Donato ve Lazerson’un ifadeleri ile kimi zaman guncel egitim meselelerine
ilgisiz eski eser meraklilari, kimi zaman da gegmisin 6zginluginu ihmal eden simdiciler olarak
etiketlenebilirler.?

Diger yandan, egitim bilimcilerin arastirma gundemlerinde O6lgulebilir, somut ve kisa
vadede okul pratigine yansiyabilir sonuclar Uretme beklentisine sahip olmasi, egitim tarihi
arastirmalarinin ¢gogu kez faydasi gérinmez gerekgesiyle bilimsel dncelik siralamasinda geriye
itilmesine yol agmaktadir. Egitim politikalarinin ve uygulamalarinin tarihsel baglamdan bagimsiz
ele alinmasi, mevcut sorunlarin yalnizca teknik c¢ozumlerle giderilebilecegi yanilgisini da
pekistirmektedir. Oysa egitim sorunlarinin bugin aldigi bigimler, uzun tarihsel sureglerin
Urinddar. Kurumsallasma, pedagojik soylemler, mesleki kimlikler ve toplumsal beklentiler
tarihsel olarak sekillenmis alanlardir. Bu nedenle, egitim tarihinin anlik fayda Uretmedigi

2 Rubén Donato ve Marvin Lazerson, “New Directions in American Educational History: Problems and Prospects,”
Educational Researcher 29, no. 8 (Nov. 2000): 4.

63



Turk egitim tarihi yaziciliginda temel sorunlar

dudsuncesi, disiplinin elegtirel kapasitesini ve uygulamaya dolayli fakat gucli katki potansiyelini
g0z ardi etmektedir. Egitim tarihinin agiga cikarabilecegi tarihsel sureklilikler ve kirilmalar, gtincel
egitim politikalarinin tasariminda 6nemli uyarilar ve yonelimler saglayabilir. Ancak bilime yonelik
acil ve faydaci bakis acisi, alanda galismaya hevesli 68rencilerin farkli dallara yonlendirilmesine
sebep olmaktadir. Bu da egitim tarihine dair kisitli galismanin ortaya ¢ikmasina yol agmaktadir.

Bu faydac! bakig, egitim tarihi derslerinin verildigi siniflarda daha da goérlinur héle
gelmektedir. Zira ¢ogu egitim tarihgisi, 08retmen adaylarina ders vermektedir. Bilhassa
matematik ve fen egitimi bolimlerinde egitim tarihgisi, gegcmisi kavramsal-analitik derinlik icinde
ele alma yukimlaligua ile 6grencilerin guncel kaygilar arasinda bir denge kurmaya zorlanir.
Ancak gtncellik beklentisini kuramsal tutarliliktan 6din vermeden karsilamak son derece
guctur.

Ogretmen yetistirme programlarinda egitim tarihinin tasidigi agirlk, kuskusuz, on
dokuzuncu yuzyilin sonu ile yirminci yuzyilin basinda meslek bilgisinin kurucu bilesenlerinden
biri olarak goruldiugu doneme kiyasla bugun daha siniri bir gorinim sergilemektedir. Bu
gerilemenin arka planinda, egitimin akademik alan olarak bilimlesmesi ve 6zellikle psikoloji,
olgme-degerlendirme ve son yillarda norobilim temelli agiklamalarla daha siki bir is birligi icine
girmesi bulunmaktadir.® Boyle bir ortamda 6gretmen egitiminde tarihsel bakis ¢ogu zaman
dolayli bir katki olarak algilanmakta ve kisa vadeli uygulama ciktisi Uretmeyen alanlar, program
tasariminda kolaylikla ikinci plana itilebilmektedir.

Nitekim bu donusum, Turkiye’de mufredat duzenlemelerine de yansimistir. 1997’de
Egitim Faklltelerinin lisans programlarinda Turk egitim tarihi dersinin program disina
cikarilmasiyla dersin kurumsal gorantrligu zayiflamistir. 2016°daki yeniden yapilandirma ise bu
alan acisindan o6nemli bir geri donus yaratmis, Turk egitim tarihi dersi 6gretmenlik
programlarinda zorunlu bir ders olarak konumlanirken, egitim tarihi dersi segmeli meslek bilgisi
dersleri arasinda yer bulmustur.® Lisans dlzeyinde bu derslerin varligl, 6gretmen adaylarinin
yalnizca teknik vyeterlikler dizleminde degil, meslegin tarihsel hafizasi ve etik-siyasal
sorumluluklanyla birlikte dasunmesini mumkin kilar, mesleki kimlik ve aidiyet insasina,
O0gretmenligin  kurumsal donusumlerini  kavramaya ve buglnkid tartismalarn tarihsel
sureklilik/kirilma hatlar icinde degerlendirmeye katki sunar. Dahasi, alana iliskin yayinlarin ve
ders materyallerinin artmasi, lisans 0Ogrencilerinin bu alana yonelmesini kolaylastirmakta,
boylece egitim fakiltesi temelli yeni arastirmacilarin lisanslistli programlara tasinabilmesi ve
alanin 6grenci kitlesinin genisletilebilmesi igin de bir zemin olusturmaktadir.

Ne var ki egitim tarihi derslerinin lisans programlarina yeniden dahil edilmis olmasi,
alanin karsi karsiya bulundugu yapisal ve kurumsal sorunlari kendili§inden ¢ozmemektedir.
Dersin programda yer almasi, egitim tarihinin akademik bir disiplin olarak gui¢lu ve surdurulebilir
bir kurumsal zemine kavustugu anlamina gelmemektedir. Zira bir alanin mufredatta goérunur
olmasi ile arastirma kualtard, uzmanlasmis karsuler, metodolojik sureklilik ve disipliner aidiyet
Uretmesi arasinda niteliksel bir fark bulunmaktadir. Eger egitim tarihi, bagimsiz arastirma
birimleri, uzmanlasmis lisansustu programlar ve duzenli akademik Uretim kanallariyla
desteklenmezse, lisans duzeyindeki varligl sembolik bir kazanim olmaktan dteye gegemeyebilir.
Dolayisiyla dersin geri donusu dnemli olmakla birlikte, bu gelisme ancak gug¢lu bir kurumsal
altyapi ve entelektuel dolasim agiyla desteklendigi dl¢tde kalici bir dontustime dénusebilir.

3 Filiz Megeci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda Egitim Tarihi: Dernekler, Konferanslar ve Dergiler,” 7. Uluslararasi
Tarih Egitimi Sempozyumu Bildiri Tam Metinleri, 17-19 Eylil 2021, Tokat, Turkiye (2021): 3.
4 Ibid., 3.
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Bununla birlikte, egitim tarihi dersi lisans programlarinda yer alsa da egitim tarihi pek ¢cok
Universitede kurumsal bir yapi kazanamamis ve bagimsiz kirsulere sahip ol(a)mamistir. Bu
durum, egitim tarihi calismak isteyen lisansustl 6grencilerinin galismalarini farkli bolim ve
anabilim dallarinda ylritmek zorunda kalmalarina yol agmaktadir. Boylece bu egitim tarihgisi
adaylari tarih, sosyal bilgiler veya egitim bilimleri gibi kendi uzmanlk alanlarinda son derece
yetkin olan ancak egitim tarihine 6zgu literatiriine, onun kavramsal gergevesine ve yontemsel
gerekliliklerine yeterince hakim olmayan akademisyenlerin danismanliginda tez ve arastirmalar
surdirmek zorunda kalmaktadirlar. Bu durum, alanin metodolojik ve kuramsal derinliginin
yeterince kavranamadigi tezlerin ortaya gikmasina, arastirmalarin gogunlukla kronolojik, olay
merkezli ve yiizeysel bir gizgide kalmasina neden olmaktadir. Ornegin, Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti Tarihi
alaninda son derece yetkin bir akademisyen, egitim kurumlarinin dénuisimune dair tarihsel
baglami genel hatlariyla acgiklayabilse de egitim tarihinin 6zgul kaynaklari, metodolojisi,
kurumsal yapilar ve pedagojik tartismalari hakkinda derinlikli bilgiye sahip olmadigi takdirde tez
Ogrencisini gerekli literatlre ve kaynaklara yonlendiremeyebilir. Boylece, egitim tarihine iligkin
calismalar hem 6zgunluk hem de bilimsel katki bakimindan beklenen dizeye ulagsamayabilir. Bu
yapisal sorun nitelikli tez ve arastirma Gretimini sinirlandirmakta ayrica egitim tarihinin akademik
bir disiplin olarak mesruiyetini de zayiflatmaktadir. Egitim tarihciligi alaninda uzman
akademisyenlerin sayisinin azligl, duzenli lisansustl derslerin agilmamasi ve alanin kurumsal bir
gerceveye oturtulamamasi, disiplinin kendine ait bir arastirma kdltura gelistirmesini
guclestirmekte, egitim tarihi yaziminin gelisimini sistematik bicimde sinirlamaktadir.

Ayrica pek ¢ok bolumde yerlesik ve dontsturilmesi gic kurumsal pratikler, kati ve
sorgulanmayan kurallar ile meslek etigi agisindan sorunlu yaklasimlar alanin gelisimini ciddi
bicimde sinirlandirmaktadir. Lisansustu 0Ogrencilerinin ¢ogu, ilgi ve yonelimleri dikkate
alinmaksizin rastlantisal bicimde vya da hiyerarsik konumlara gobére danigmanlara
yonlendirilmekte, boylece 68rencilerin kendi tercih ettikleri uzmanlik alanlarinda galisma imkani
fiillen ortadan kalkmaktadir. Benzer bicimde, yalnizca bolum iginden mezun olan 6grencilerin
lisansustu programlara kabul edilmesi, sosyoloji, psikoloji, hukuk gibi farkli disiplinlerden
gelecek arastirmacilarin bagvurularinin sistematik olarak dislanmasina yol agmaktadir. Bu
durum, egitim tarihi yaziminin metodolojik cesitliligini engellemekte ve alanin ayni cizgide
seyretmesine zemin hazirlamaktadir. Oysa disiplinler arasi etkilesim, egitim tarihgiligi agisindan
onemli bir imkan sunmaktadir. Uygun bir akademik yonlendirme ve formasyonla, 6rnegin hukuk
alanindan gelen bir arastirmaci Turk egitim hukukunun tarihine iliskin simdiye dek ihmal edilmis
sorulari giindeme getirebilir ve 6zgiin katkilar saglayabilir. Dolayisiyla egitim tarihi yaziminin
gelisimi gerektiginde disiplin igine kapanmis g¢izgiden ayrilarak farkl alanlardan gelen
arastirmacilara acgik ve esnek bir kurumsal yapi sunabilmelidir.

Benzer tablo lisansistu egitim sureglerinden sonra da karsimiza ¢gikmaktadir. Tlrkiye’de,
diger akademik alanlarda oldugu gibi egitim tarihi alaninda da zamanla belirginlesen -
Bourdieu’nun kavramsallastirdigr anlamiyla- bir habitus olusmustur. Egitim tarihine iliskin son
¢alismasini 10-15 yil 6nce gerceklestirmis olan bazi yetismis akademisyenler, alanin gegirdigi
kuramsal ve metodolojik dénusumleri, yeni tarihyazimi yaklasimlarini ve ulusal-uluslararasi
literaturdeki guncel tartismalarn yakindan takip etmemelerine ragmen, tez juriliklerinde veya
akademik dergilerin hakemlik sureclerinde belirleyici konumlarini sirdirmektedir. Bu durum,
alanin guncel akademik Uretimle temasini zayiflatmakta ve egitim tarihi yaziminda yenilikgi
yaklasimlarin dolagima girmesini guclestirmektedir.
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Egitim Tarihi Yaziciliginda Kavramsal Cerceveye ve Metodolojiye Dair
Sorunlar

Tarkiye’de daha nitelikli bir egitim tarihi yaziminin ortaya gikabilmesi igin alanda deneyim
sahibi egitim tarihgilerinin, yetismekte olan arastirmacilara karsi 6nemli bir sorumlulugu vardir:
kendi metodolojik ve kavramsal/teorik zeminlerinin siniriiklarini kabul etmek ve bunlan
tartismaya agmak. Tark egitim tarihi yaziciiginin baslangicindan itibaren gelisim surecine
bakildiginda®, farkli metodolojik, teorik ve kavramsal yaklasim arayislarinin ancak 2000’li yillarda
belirginlesmeye basladigi gorulmektedir. Bir disiplin icerisinde yerlesik habitusun kirilmasinin
glcligu goz onune alindiginda, egitim tarihgilerinin uzun yillar boyunca klasik tarihyazimi
gelenegini surdurmelerinin sasirtici olmadigi da agiktir.

Akademik formasyonun cogunlukla hoca-talebe/usta-cirak iliskisi icinde insa edildigi
dusunuldiglinde, gunimuzde egitim tarihi alaninda yazan geng arastirmacilarin ilk egilimlerinin
kendi hocalarinin eserlerine yonelmek ve onlari model almak olmasi dogaldir. Ancak bu
calismalarin 6nemli bir kisminin Osmanl’da ve Cumhuriyet Donemi’nde hakim olan Whig
tarihgiliginin® izlerini tasidigl, teleolojik ve belge tarihgiligi niteliginde olmalar dikkate
alindiginda, metodolojik gesitliligin sinirli kaldigl gorilmektedir. Sonug olarak 6grenciler farkl
arayislara yonelmek yerine mevcut yontemi yeniden Uretmekte, hocalarinin yaklasimlarini
tekrarlamaktadir. Bu durum yalnizca anlati bigimini degil, arastirma tasarimini da dogrudan
etkilemekte, yapilan calismalarda hipotez neredeyse hi¢ yer almamakta, arastirmacilar
calismalarini belirli bir teori gergevesinde degerlendirmemektedir.” Boyle bir tabloda arastirma,
cogu kez belge ne séyliiyor sorusuna indirgenmekte, bu belge hangi varsayimlari, hangi
kavramsal ayrimlari ve hangi iktidar iliskilerini gbéruntr/6rtik kiliyor? gibi analitik sorular geri
planda kalmaktadir. Hipotez ve teori eksikligi, egitim kurumlarinin ve pedagojik sdylemlerin
tarihsel insasini ¢ézimlemek yerine olaylarin ardisik aktarimini tesvik eden betimleyici bir
Uslubun yerlesmesine yol acgar. Bu da egitim tarihgiliginin elestirel kapasitesini zayiflatir.
Dolayisiyla egitim tarihinde yeni bakis acilari gelistirmek, 6g8rencileri alternatif kavramlara ve
kavramsal zeminlere, elestirel yaklasimlara ve farkli yontemsel cercevelere yonlendirmekten
gecmektedir. Bu tur bir agilim, egitim tarihi yazimina katkilar gl¢lendirecek ve alanin kurumsal
mesruiyetini pekistirecek yeni bir entelektliel zemin olusturacaktir.

Fakat Turk tarihyaziciiginda kavramsal bir zemine yaslanmak oldukga glgtdr.
Arastirmacilar, hakli olarak, uluslararasi bilimsel dergilerde yayin yapmay! hedeflemekte ve bu
dergiler, yine hakl olarak, calismanin belirli bir kavramsal cerceveye oturtulmasini talep
etmektedir. Ancak Turkiye’de tarih disiplininin gelisimi buylk olgide Bati tarihgiliginin
epistemolojik temelleri ve kavram repertuvari Gzerinden sekillendigi igin, yerli baglami karsilayan
o0zgun kavramlarin Uretilmesi mumkun olmamistir. Dolayisiyla gerektiginde Foucault’dan,
Weber’den ya da baska kuramsal referanslardan yararlanmak kag¢inilmaz gérinmektedir. Elbette
bu, her durumda yanls da degildir. Ancak bu durum, Tilrkiye baglamina 6zgu
kavramsallastirmalarin ihmal edilmesine yol agmakta, egitim tarihgiliginde kavramlarin yalnizca
ithal edilip yeniden dUretilmeden kullanilmasina sebep olmaktadir. Boylece kavramlar,
arastirmacinin analitik araglarn héline gelmekten ziyade, metin iginde yer alan zorunlu ve islevi
sinirli birer stis unsuru olarak kalmaktadir.

Bunun yani sira, Bati menseli kavramlarin tarihsel baglamlarindan koparilarak Turkiye
ornegine uygulandigl durumlarda, kavramin tasidig teorik yuk ile tarihsel gergeklik arasindaki

5 Bkz, Mustafa Giindiiz, Egitim, Tarih ve Modern Paradigma: Tiirkiye’de Egitim Tarihi Yaziciigi (Ankara: ideal Kiiltiir Yayincilik,
2025).

6 Herbert Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History (London: G. Bell, 1931).

7 Meseci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda,” 9.
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uyumsuzluk arastirmanin buatdnligunu zedeleyebilmektedir. Bu nedenle kavramsal cgergeve
kurarken yalnizca secgkin kuramcilarin terminolojisini 6dtng¢ almak degil, bu kavramlarin hangi
tarihsel, toplumsal ve pedagojik baglamlarda ortaya ¢iktigini da sorgulamak gereklidir.

Tark egitim tarihi yaziminin 6nundeki temel sorunlardan biri tam da burada gortnur hale
gelmektedir: Egitim tarihi alaninda arastirma yapan pek cok akademisyen kavramsal ¢cergeveleri
arastirmalarina dahil etmemekte, edenler ise tarihsel baglama uyarlamayr mimkin kilacak
teorik donanimdaki eksiklik nedeniyle kavramlarin analitik guclinden tam anlamiyla
yararlanamamaktadir. Oysaki kavramsal cergeve, sadece metne akademik bir gorinum
kazandirmaz, tarihsel veriyi anlamlandirir, arastirma sorusunu keskinlestirir ve egitim olgusunun
toplumsal baglamini aciga ¢ikaran bir duisiinme araci iglevi gorur. Bu noktada Turk egitim tarihi
yaziciliginda yapilmasi gereken, kavramlarin ithal edildigi kaynaklari buttinuyle terk etmek degil,
belki de bunlar yerli baglam icinde yeniden islevsellestirmeye galismak, onlar tarihsel veriye
uygun bigcimde uyarlamak ve gerektiginde yeni kavramlar tGretmektir. Ancak bu yolla Turk egitim
tarihinin kendine 6zgu bir kavramsal zemine kavusmasi ve uluslararasi akademik alanda 6zgun
bir yer edinebilmesi mumkun olacaktir. Bu ¢aba gok gu¢ olmakla birlikte imkansiz degildir.
Nitekim Selim Deringil’in ortaya koydugu egzotik kus sendromu® Turk tarihgiligine 06zgu
kavramsallastirma girisimlerinin ne denli parlak ve c¢arpici ornekler ortaya koyabilecegini
gostermektedir.

Bunun gerceklesebilmesi icin alana yuksek bir pencereden bakmak gerekmektedir.
Nitekim hatirlanmalidir ki teori kelimesi Eski Yunanca theoria (Bewpia) sdzcugiunden gelir ve
seyretme, dlsinme, gbzlem gibi genis anlamlara isaret eder.® Bu yaklasim ancak genis,
kapsamli okumalar ve ¢ok katmanl zihinsel bir perspektifin inga edilmesiyle mimkuindur. Ancak
Tark egitim tarihgiliginde -hatta genel olarak Turk akademisinde- bu konuda bir eksiklik
mevcuttur. Arastirmacilar zihinsel esneklikten yoksundur. Bu durum, Gunduz’dn o6zellikle
vurguladig ve Turk egitim tarihi yaziminda 6nemli bir eksiklik olarak tanimladigi, arastirmacilarin
zaman ve mekénda dikey ve yatay hareket kabiliyetine uzak olmalarina tekabul eder. Burada
yatay hareketten kasit, arastirma konusuyla benzer konularin nasil bir benzerlik gosterdiginin
belirlenmesidir. Diger bir ifade ile donemin egitim disindaki diger olaylarinin da bilinmesi ve bu
olaylar arasindaki benzerligin yakalanabilmesidir. Dikey hareket ise, arastirma konusunun
gecmis ve gelecek arasinda kazandig1 gorinim ve dinamik devamuliktir. Buna zamansallik ya da
zamanin ruhuna asina olmak, zamanin ruhunu kavramak da denilebilir.’® Bu hususta distlen en
buyuk hata anakronizmdir. Nitekim zamansal mesafeyi goz ardi ederek gecmisi bugunun
kavramsal cergevesiyle okumak, tarihsel baglami siliklestirir ve arastirmanin bilimsel
guvenilirligini zedeler.

Zamanin ruhuna asina olmak ya da o ruhu kavramak ancak donemin toplumsal, dini,
ekonomik ve kulturel dokusunu derinlemesine anlamakla muamkindir. Bu ise egitim
tarihgiliginin belki de en gug¢ yanini teskil eder. CunkU arastirmaci, yalnizca ge¢gmiste olup biteni
kronolojik bir dizilis igerisinde aktarmakla yetinemez. S6z konusu olaylarin ortaya c¢iktiklar
baglami, onlar sekillendiren zihniyet dinyasini ve toplumsal iligkiler agini ¢ozumlemek
zorundadir. Dolayisiyla genis bir din, mitoloji, ekonomi, siyaset, sosyoloji, felsefe gerektigi yerde
mimarlik, fen, matematik, saglik bilgisine de sahip olmalidir. Aksi halde arastirmaci fotografin
yalnizca bir pargasini gorar, butinu kavrayamaz, arastirma ise tek pencereli bir bakigin sinirlari
icine sikisir. Meshur benzetmede oldugu gibi, arastirmacinin elinde sadece bir ¢eki¢ varsa her
sey ona bir ¢ivi gibi gérunar.

8 Bkz, Selim Deringil, Simgeden Millete: Il. Abdiilhamid’den Mustafa Kemal’e Devlet ve Millet (istanbul: iletisim Yayinlari,
2013).

9 Giiler Celgin, Eski Yunanca- Tiirkge S6zliik (istanbul: Kabalci Yayinevi, 2011), 319.

10 Gunduz, Egitim, Tarih ve Modern, 63.
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Bu epistemolojik sinirilk egitim tarihgisinin hem yorumlama kapasitesini hem de
tarinsel olgular arasindaki karmasik iliskileri kurabilme yetisini ciddi bicimde zayiflatir. Bu
nedenle egitim tarihgisinin bakis agisini genisletmesi, farkli disiplinlerden beslenen ¢ok boyutlu
bir analiz gcercevesi gelistirmesi zorunludur. Bdylesi bir yetkinlik elbette dncelikle bireysel gayret
ve hevesle iligkilidir. Ancak arastirmacinin yetisme surecinin kurumsal yapilar tarafindan da
desteklenmesi gerekir. Bu baglamda lisansiustu egitim programlarinda ders cesitliliginin
artinlmasi, metodoloji ve teori odakli yonlendirmelere agirlik verilmesi, danismanlik streglerinin
disiplinler arasi bakisi tesvik eden bir zeminde yurutilmesi egitim tarihi yazmaya calisan geng
arastirmacilarin analitik kapasitesi ve yetkinliginin guclendirilmesi agisindan blyuk 6nem tasir.

Tark egitim tarihi yazimi uzun sire ayni teorik ve metodolojik cizgide kalmistir.
1960’lardan itibaren egitim tarihi yazimina giren Annales Ekolu gibi yeni ekol ve yaklagsimlarin en
azindan egitim tarihi vyaziciigina etkilerinin ¢ok sinirti kalmasi, alanin en buyuk
problemlerindendir. Egitim tarihi yaziminin en buylUk avantajlarindan biri ise -ulasilmasi zaman
zaman zor olmakla beraber- kaynak cesitliligine sahip olmasi hatta bu kaynak cesitliliginin
giderek artmasidir. Egitim tarihi gok farkli bir kaynak yelpazesine sahiptir ve her biri bir argiv
belgesi kadar kiymetlidir. Bazen bir fotograf karesi pek ¢ok seyi aciklayabilir ya da gazetede
ismine rastladigimiz tarihi bir aktorun dunya goértsu olaylari degistirmis olabilir.

Buna ragmen Turk egitim tarihgiliginin gelisim seyrine bakildiginda, galismalarin blyik
Olgude belge tarihgiligine yaslandigl, belgelerin betimleyici bir bigcimde ardisik siralanmasiyla
yetinildigi gorulmektedir. Bu yaklasim, arsiv malzemesine duyulan guvenin bir sonucu olmakla
birlikte, tarihsel olgularin ¢ok katmanli yapisini ve toplumsal baglamla kurdugu iliskileri
gorinmez kilabilmektedir. Bununla birlikte, arsiv malzemesinin kesin sekilde givenilir oldugu
tarih yaziciiginda coktan tartismaya acilmistir. Oncelikle arsiv (archeion/Gpxeiov) sézcuginiin,
seylerin basladigi ve glictin kaynaklandigi yer anlamini tasidigini belirtmek gerekir. Bu terim,
Yunanca arché (Gpxn) kelimesinden tiretilmistir. Arché ise baslangig, ilke, yénetim, iktidar ve
otorite anlamlarina gelmektedir."” Sadece bu etimolojik koken bile arsivin yalnizca gegmisin tim
belgelerini depolayan tarafsiz bir mekan olmadigini, neyin kaydedilecegine, siniflandirilacagina
ve hatirlanacagina karar veren bir iktidarin/gticin oldugunu hatirlatir. Arsivde yer alan belgeler
zaman zaman secme, diglama ve dlzenleme sureclerinden gecirilebilir. Boylelikle belirli kisi ve
olaylari gorunur kilarken, digerlerini sistematik bigimde siliklestirebilir. Ya da bir arsiv memuru
vakti zamaninda bir belgeyi 6nemsiz gorlip atmis, herhangi bir belgede degisiklik yapmis olabilir.
Bu nedenle arsiv, kendiliginden tarihsel hakikatin tek gercek deposu olarak degil, belirli iktidar
iliskilerinin ve yonetimsel rasyonalitenin maddi izlerini barindiran bir alan olarak kavranmalidir.
Nitekim meshur Cin imparatoru Qin Shi Huang’in birlik kurma slrecinde uygunsuz veya devlete
tehdit olarak gordigu pek cok belgeyi toplatip yaktirdigi arsiv belgeciligi elestirisinin klasik
orneklerinden biri olarak literatlrde sikga anilmasinin nedeni de tam olarak budur. Bu durum
kuskusuz pek ¢ok Ulkenin tarihinde mevcuttur.

Belge tarihgiligi egitim tarihi yaziminda o kadar elestiri konusudur ki ABD’nin en dnemli
tarihgilerinden Thomas Popkewitz Amerikan egitim tarihi yaziminda tarihgilerin arsiv
kaynaklarina olan geleneksel bagimllgini toz ¢anagi ampirizmi (dust bowl empiricism) olarak
nitelendirir. Bunun yerine, tarihsel olgularin temsillerini ve 6znenin zaman ve mekénla iligkisini
sorunsallastirarak akil yturitme bicimlerine (styles of reason) odaklanilmasi, felsefi, tarihsel ve
kuramsal temelleri derinlemesine irdeleyen arastirmalar (Uretilmesi gerektigini soyler.”
Popkewitz kadar sert olmamak ve bu ¢ok mesai, emek, ugras gerektiren isin de kiymetli
oldugunu belirtmekle birlikte artik tarihyaziminda yetersiz oldugunun altini ¢izmek gerekir.

11 Celgin, Eski Yunanca- Tiirkge, 101.
12 Thomas S. Popkewitz, “Preface,” iginde Rethinking the History of Education: Transnational Perspectives on Its Questions,
Methods, and Knowledge, ed. Thomas S. Popkewitz (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2013), xiv.
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Nitekim bu gelenek, baska pek ¢ok tlkede oldugu gibi, Turkiye’de de egitim tarihi yaziminin uzun
sure gorece yoksul kalmasina neden olmustur.

Gunduz, egitim tarihinin kaynaklarini alti kategoride toplar. Bunlar, kurumlar, kavramlar,
kisiler, programlar, eserler ve egitim arag-geregleridir.’”®* Bu kaynak tirlerinin gesitliligi ve bu
cesitliligin giderek artmasi, egitim tarihcgilerini yeni kuramlara, yeni yontemlere, yeni sorulara ve
yeni analizlere yoneltmekte adeta disiplinin yeniden yazilmasina sebep olmaktadir. Ancak Turk
egitim tarihinde metodoloji ve kaynak Uzerine neredeyse hi¢ calisma yoktur. Bu eksikligin
tamamlanmasi gerekmektedir.

Tirk Egitim Tarihi Yaziminin igerigi ve Sinirlarina Dair Sorunlar

Egitim Uzerine tarihsel arastirma, tipki genel tarih bilimi gibi, 19. yuzyildaki ortaya
¢ikisindan bu yana, ulusun kendi tarihini merkezine alan ve mesrulastirma amaci tasiyan bir
anlayis olarak sekillenmistir. Bu baglamda egitim tarihi yazimina iligkin ilk 6rneklerin blyik
olcude devlet eliyle uretilmis olmasi rastlantisal degildir. Modern tarih arastirmalari, her seyden
once ulus-devletlerin mesruiyetini tesis etmek ve surekliligini glivence altina almak amaciyla
kurgulanmis bilgi tasarimlari olarak ortaya ¢ikmigtir. Aydinlanma dusuncesinden beslenen bu
yaklasim, epistemolojik dlizeyde pozitivist bir zemine dayanirken, tarihsel tahayyul bakimindan
ilerlemeci bir karakter tasir. Bu perspektife gore tarih, medeniyetin ve aklin kesintisiz ilerleyigi
olarak kavranir. Bagka bir ifadeyle, insanligin giderek daha 6zgur, daha rasyonel ve daha modern
bir toplumsal diizene dogru yoneldigi dogrusal bir gelisim sureci seklinde temsil edilir.

Ancak egitim tarihi yaziciigina hakim olan bu yaklasim ciddi sorunlar barindirmaktadir.
Bir yandan, Katz’in da ifade ettigi Uzere, egitim tarihinin yazimi Uzerine dislinen herhangi bir
arastirmacinin artik iyilikseverligin ve demokrasinin kacinilmaz zaferine dayanan basit ve
dogrusal anlatilar strdiirmesi mumkin degildir." Nitekim modernizmin insanligl iyiye ve ileriye
goturdugu dusuncesi gcoktan terk edilmis, aydinlanmanin akil, doga yasasi, ilerleme mottosunun
gercekci olmadig toplumlar igin iki dliinya savasinda, akademi icin ise 1960’lardaki dilsel donus
ve yeni ekollerin ortaya gikmasiyla ispatlanmistir. Diger yandan, modern egitim ile egitimin
tarihsel olarak 6zdes kavramlar olmadigl yonindeki farkindalik giderek giglenmistir. Modern
egitim, belirli amacglarn, kurumsal yapilari, burokratik dizenlemeleri, standartlastirilmis
mufredatlari ve kitlesel okullasma pratiklerini iceren, buyuk 6l¢tide on dokuzuncu yuzyila 6zgu
tarihsel bir insadir. Buna karsilik, bu tarihten 6nceki egitim pratikleri ne ayni amaclara ne de ayni
orgutlenme bicimlerine sahiptir. Dolayisiyla modern ve modern oncesi donemlere iliskin
arastirmalarin yontemsel ve kuramsal ¢ercevelerinin farklilagsmasi kacginilmazdir. Yeri gelmigken,
modern 6ncesi donemin egitim tarihgisi i¢in arastirma surecinin belirgin bigcimde daha zorlayici
oldugunu da belirtmek gerekir. Nitekim modern egitim sistemi igerisinde yetismis bir modern
dénem insaninin o zamanin ruhuna, disinme bigimlerine, deger dunyasina ve pedagojik
tahayyulune nufuz etmesi kolay degildir.

Modern doneme 06zgu ilerlemeci tarih anlatisi modernizmi kutsar. Dolayisiyla gercegi
perdeler. Modernligin her kurumsal ve dusunsel tezahurunu ilerlemenin zorunlu ve olumlu bir
unsuru olarak degerlendiren bu yaklagim, tarihsel sureci bastan belirlenmis bir sona dogru akan
dogrusal bir cizgi seklinde tahayyul eder. Boylelikle tarih, kendi i¢ celigkileri ve alternatif
imkéanlariyla birlikte ele alinan agik bir stre¢ olmaktan gikar. Tam aksi, buginin normatif
Olcutleri Uzerinden anlamlandirilan ve geriye ddnuk olarak mesrulastirilan teleolojik bir anlatiya

13 GUnduz, Egitim, Tarih ve Modern, 16.
14 Michael B. Katz, “The Origins of Public Education: A Reassessment,” History of Education Quarterly 16, no. 4 (1976): 381.
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indirgenir. Halbuki tarih diz bir gizgide ilerlemez. Tarih, kaynagindan denize dogru kesintisiz akan
bir nehir degil, kollarina ayrilan, yon degistiren ve zaman zaman kuruyan bir delta gibidir.

Modern devletlerin bir 6zelligi de merkeziyet¢i olmasidir. Tarih anlatisi da bu yonde
sekillenmistir. Turk egitim tarihi yaziciiginda pek cok calisma istanbul-Ankara-izmir gibi
merkezlere dair yapilmistir. Son yillarda Anadolu’daki egitim tarihine dair calismalar da ¢ikmakla
birlikte®® bu galismalar az sayidadir. Halbuki yerelciligi dislayan bir tarih yaziciigl fotografin
butuninlu gérme sansimizi elimizden alir. Bu 6zellikle Osmanli Devleti’nden kopan topraklar igin
onemlidir. Nitekim Osmanli cografyasi, farkli dini, etnik ve dilsel topluluklarin ayni siyasal yapi
altinda bir arada bulundugu bir alan olmakla beraber, bilginin, distincenin, egitimsel pratiklerin
ve normlarin sinirlari asarak dolasima girdigi, cok katmanl bir etkilesim zemini/topragl olmustur.
Dolayisiyla bu yonu ile ele alinmalidir. Tekil bir ulusal egitim tarihinin sinirlar icinde dusinmek
tehlikeli olabilir. Ornegin Beyrut Amerikan Koleji, bir misyoner okulu olarak sadece Amerikan ya
da Beyrut’un egitim tarihi icinde degerlendirilemez. Bu okul ulusal egitim tarihinin sinirlarini asan
iliskiler Uretmistir. Hakkinda yapilan calismalar ise Osmanli Arsivi gorilmeden yazilmigtir.'®
Halbuki bu ve benzeri girisimler ancak ¢ok katmanl iligkiler igerisinde degerlendirilmelidir.
Kapali ve yekpare bir ulusal anlatidan ziyade, i¢ ice gecmis, cok merkezli ve ulusotesi tarihsel
surecgler cercevesinde ele alinmalidir. Bu bakis acisi egitim tarihini kultirel ve zihniyet
dontsumleriigerisinde degerlendirmeyi saglar.

Egitim tarihini kaltlrel ve zihniyet dontusumleri igerisinde ele almayi saglayacak, Fernand
Braudel’in la longue durée (uzun erimli tarihsel slregler) olarak tanimladigi calismalarin™ henliz
Tark egitim tarihi yaziminda belirgin bir yer edindigi sdylenemez. Bununla birlikte, mikro tarih
anlatilari, biyografiler ve kurum tarihleri gibi calismalar tarihsel batinun pargalarini gérunar
kilmalari bakimindan énemli bir islev Ustlenmektedir. Bu tur calismalar, egitimi soyut ve merkezi
politikalar dizeyinde ele almak yerine, somut aktorler, yerel baglamlar ve gindelik pratikler
Uzerinden inceleyerek tarihsel deneyimin gesitliligini ortaya koyma potansiyeline sahiptir. Ne var
ki kurum tarihi ve biyografi calismalarinin bu potansiyeli, beraberinde ciddi metodolojik ve
kaynak temelli giigliikler de getirmektedir. Oncelikle Tiirkiye’de arsivcilik heniiz profesyonel bir
seviyeye gelememigstir. Kurumlarin belgeleri, merkezi bir argive alinmak yerine okul depolarinda
curiumekte ya da okullarin yikim ve tasinma donemlerinde kaybolmaktadir. Ayrica idarecilerin
keyfi kararlar kurum tarihinin yazilmasini zorlastirmaktadir. Halbuki Ulkedeki tium okullarda
mevcut olan tarihi belgeler bir merkezde toplanip arastirmacilara acilabilir.

Biyografi yazimi icin de benzer sorunlar s6z konusudur. Yazilacak kisinin ailesine ya da
yakin cevresine ulagilabilse dahi, kisisel bilgilerin 6zel kabul edilmesi, yanlis anlasilma ya da
itibar kaygilar, biyografi galismalarinin en temel kaynaklarini olusturan mektuplar, defterler,
fotograflar ve resmi yazismalarin erisimini ciddi olcide sinirlamaktadir. Bununla birlikte son
yillarda tarihgileri zorlayan meselelerden biri Kisisel Verilerin Korunmasi Kanunu ¢ergevesinde
biyografik bilgilerin temin edilebilecegi arsivlerin arastirmacilari kapilarini kapatmasidir. Emekli
Sandigr Arsivi bir suredir ilgili kanunu mazeret gostererek tarihgilerin bu arsivde galismasini
Onlemektedir.

Kurum tarihi ve biyografi tarihi yazmanin bu zorluklar diginda bir diger zorlugu bu
calismalarin yeterli akademik ve kamusal ilgi gormemesidir. Egitim tarihi yaziciiginda konu

15 Bkz, Ahmet Kisa, Osmanli Modern Egitim Anlayisinin Antalya’ya Yansimalari: ibtidéi Mektepler (ilkokullar) / Riistiyeler
(Ortaokullar) (Ankara: Nobel Yayinlari, 2023).; Danyal Tekdal, Osmanli Dénemi Bitlis’te Egitim (Ankara: idealkent Yayinlari,
2018).

16 Ornegin, Betty S. Anderson, The American University of Beirut: Arab Nationalism & Liberal Education (Austin: University of
Texas Press, 2012).

17 Bkz. Fernand Braudel, “History and the Social Sciences: The Longue Durée,” trans. Immanuel Wallerstein, Review 32, no. 2
(2009): 171-203.
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daraldikga, calismanin hitap ettigi cevre de daralmaktadir. Dolayisiyla yayinevleri eseri basmak
istemez, basilan eserler satilmaz, tek baskida kalir ve bir slre sonra sadece belli basli
katiphanelerin kataloglarinda yer alir. Bu nedenle geng¢ arastirmacilar, hem daha kolay
erisilebilir kaynaklara dayanan hem de akademik ve kamusal gorunurligu daha yuksek olan
calismalara yonelmektedir. Halbuki kurum tarihleri ve biyografi calismalari, sinirli bir okuyucu
kitlesine hitap ediyor gibi gorlinseler de egitim tarihinin anlasilmasi bakimindan vazgecilmez bir
oneme sahiptir.

Bir baska mesele, egitimi belirli materyaller ve sinirli konu basliklari icine hapseden ve
Tark egitim tarihi habitusu iginde yer alan akademisyenlerin varligi ve bu yaklasimda israr
etmeleridir. Egitim tarihini kurumlarin, mevzuatlarin ve yonetmeliklerin tarihine indirgemek,
alanin beden, saglik, gindelik hayat, duygular, disiplin pratikleri ve pedagojik deneyimler gibi pek
cok farkli konuya agilmasini engellemektedir. Oysa pekala saglik politikalarinin egitimle kurdugu
iliski ya da okul disindaki bir genglik cemiyetinin pedagojik islevleri de egitim tarihinin inceleme
alani icinde degerlendirilmelidir. Ancak bu tur yaklasimlar, hakim tarih yazimi anlayisi icinde
¢ogu zaman 6nemsiz/liizumsuz ya da alan digi konular olarak gorilmekte ve egitim tarihinin
mesru arastirma sinirlari disinda birakilmaktadir.

Turk Egitim Tarihgilerinin Kurumsallasma ve Altyapi Sorunlari

Tark egitim tarihgilerinin baslangictan itibaren karsi karsiya oldugu temel sorunlardan
biri, alanin kurumsallasma duzeyinin sinirli kalmis olmasidir. Her ne kadar son yillarda egitim
tarihi baslig altinda yurutulen ve buyik olglide alandaki akademisyenlerin gonulli ¢abalarina
dayanan cesitli girisimler dikkat cekse de s6z konusu faaliyetlerin kalici ve sistemli bir
kurumsal destekten yoksun olmasi, alanin sdrdurulebilir bir akademik yapi kazanmasini
glglestirmektedir.  Nitekim  Turkiye’de, 1940’lar Amerika’sinda egitim tarihgiliginin
kurumsallagmasinda belirleyici rol oynayan Ford Vakfi benzeri guglu ve sureklilik arz eden bir
destek mekanizmasi hicbir zaman olusmamistir.

Bununla birlikte, TUBA ile Turkiye Maarif Vakfi’nin is birligiyle hayata gecirilen Tiirk Maarif
Ansiklopedisi, Turk egitim tarihciligi acisindan bugune dek gerceklestirilen en kapsaml ve
kolektif girisim olarak 6zel bir 5nem tasimaktadir. Dinyada ilk egitim tarihi ansiklopedilerinin 19.
yuzyilda ciktigl dustnilirse™ bu geg bir girisimdir. Yine de Tiirk Maarif Ansiklopedisi egitim
tarihini mustakil bir arastirma sahasi olarak yeniden distinmeye imkan taniyan énemli bir esik
olusturmasi agisindan cok kiymetlidir. Dolayisiyla gerek bu ansiklopedinin ortaya cikmasinda
gerekse Turkiye’de egitim tarihine ve egitim tarihi yazimina yeni bir yon verme amaci tasiyan
girisimlerin yapilmasinda emegi gecen akademisyenlerin, sinirli imkanlara ragmen sergiledikleri
bu ¢abanin ozellikle vurgulanmasi ve takdir edilmesi gerekmektedir.

Kurumsallasma sorununun en gorunudr ve egitim tarihgilerini en g¢ok zorlayan
boyutlarindan biri arsiv meselesidir. Turkiye’de egitim tarihine iligkin belgelerin dnemli bir kismi
daginik, duzensiz ve erisimi glc arsivlerde bulunmaktadir. Okullara, yerel idarelere ya da
kapatilmis kurumlara ait belgeler cogu zaman ya korun(a)mamakta ya da arastirmacilarin

18 5.6 Haziran 2024 tarihinde ibn Haldun Universitesi’nde diizenlenen I. Egitim Tarihi Calistay! (Il. Maarif Srasi ve Ahlak
Egitimi), 26-27 Subat 2025 tarihinde Marmara Universitesi’nde diizenlenen Il. Egitim Tarihi Calistayi (Tiirk Milli Egitimine Dis
Etkiler) ve 13 Subat 2026 tarihinde Yildiz Teknik Universitesi’nde diizenlenen IIl. Egitim Tarihi Calistay! (Turkiye’de Egitim
Tarihi Yazicihg1) gibi. ilk iki calistayin sonug raporlari igin bkz. Mustafa Giindiiz, Filiz Meseci Giorgetti, Vehbi Baysan, Ayse Aksu
ve Eyup Cuclk, “Turk Egitim Tarihi Calistaylari I: 2. Maarif SGrasi ve Ahlak Egitimi [Calistay Sonug Raporul,” Alanyazin 5, no. 2
(2024): 235-244.; Mustafa Gundiz, Filiz Meseci Giorgetti, Vehbi Baysan, Ayse Aksu ve Eylp Clcik, “Turk Egitim Tarihi
Calistaylari II: Ttrk Millt Egitimine Dis Etkiler [Calistay Sonug Raporu],” Alanyazin, 6, no. 1 (2025): 69-77.

19 Bkz. Ferdinand Edouard Buisson, Dictionnaire de Pédagogie et d’Instruction Primaire (Paris: Hachette, 1887-1888).; Karl
Gottlob Hergang, Pddagogische Real-Encyklopddie (Grimma: Verlag des Verlags-Comptoirs, 1843-1847).; Henry Kiddle ve
Alexander Jacob Schem, The Cyclopadia of Education: A Dictionary of Information for the Use of Teachers, School Officers,
Parents, and Others (New York: E. Steiger, 1877).
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erisimine kapall tutulmaktadir. 1947 yilinda Milli Egitim Bakanli§i’'nda meydana gelen yangin
sonucunda, zaten sinirli olan Turk egitim tarihi kaynaklarinin 6nemli bir bolimu geri donulmez
bicimde kaybedilmistir. Bu durum, egitim tarihine iliskin belge ve materyallerin sistemli bicimde
korunmasinin ve merkezi bir yapida toplanmasinin 6nemini daha da artirmaktadir. Buna ragmen,
buglin Turkiye’de egitim tarihine 6zgu, merkezi ve uzmanlasmis bir egitim tarihi arsivinin
varligindan s6z etmek mumkun degildir. Bu eksiklik, arastirmalarin belirli kurumlar, sehirler ve
ddénemlerle sinirli kalmasina yol agmakta, mesela kurum tarihi gibi ¢alismalari ciddi bigimde
zorlastirmaktadir. Egitim tarihine dair belgelerin, fotograflarin, kitaplarin ve sireli yayinlarin tek
bir merkezde toplanarak korunmasi ve arastirmacilarin erisimine agilmasi, alanin hem kaynak
tabanini genigletecek hem de daha karsilastirmali, uzun erimli (la longue durée) ve butuncul
arastirmalarin yapilmasina imkan taniyacaktir. Boyle bir kurumsal arsivin yoklugu, egitim
tarihgiliginin gelisimini sinirlayan temel yapisal sorunlardan biri olarak degerlendirilebilir.

Altyap! sorunlar yalnizca arsivlerle sinirli degildir. Alanin kurumsal gorunarligunu ve
surekliligini saglayacak akademik dergilerin sayisi ve niteligi de sinirlidir. Baslangigtan itibaren
Tark egitim tarihine dair bir sureli yayin cikmamigtir. Egitim tarihine dair calismalar Muallimler
Mecmuasi, Pedagoji Dergisi gibi sureli yayinlarda ¢iksa ve son yillarda TUHED’de kendine bir yer
edinmis olsa da bu dergiler hicbir zaman tam olarak egitim tarihine ait olmamis, dolayisiyla
egitim tarihi, cogu zaman ya genel tarih ya da egitim bilimleri dergilerinin icinde tali bir alan
olarak yer bulmustur. Tirkiye Arastirmalari Literatir Dergisi’nin 2008’de yayimladigi Turk Egitim
Tarihi 6zel sayisi®® sureli yayinlarda yer alan tek egitim tarihi birikimidir. Bu durum, alan igi
tartismalarin derinlesmesini, yontemsel ve kuramsal birikimin gorunur héle gelmesini ve
kusaklar arasi akademik aktarimin saglikli bicimde gerceklesmesini zorlastirmaktadir. 2026
yiinda Amasya Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi biinyesinde yayin hayatina baslayacak olan Egitim
Tarihi Calismalari Dergisi (ETCD) ile 12 Haziran 2025 tarihinde kurulan Egitim Tarihi Dernegi
(ETAD) tarafindan yine 2026 yilinda yayimlanacak olan Turkish History of Education Research
(TURKHER), Turk egitim tarihgiligi agisindan dogrudan bu alana tahsis edilmis ilk streli yayinlar
olmalari bakimindan son derece 6nemli ve umut verici gelismeler olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Farkli Gniversitelere dagilmis, sayica sinirli bir toplulugun ayni anda hem arastirmaci
yetistirme hem de nitelikli yayin Gretme kapasitesi gelistirebilmesi i¢in, alanin kendi gindemini
tasiyan duzenli bulusma ve dolasim kanallarina ihtiya¢ vardir. Bu bakimdan egitim tarihine
odaklanan kongre ve sempozyumlar, yalnizca bildiri sunulan etkinlikler degil, ortak problem
alanlarinin tanimlandigi, ydntem tartismalarinin gérinur hale geldigi ve kusaklar arasi aktarimin
mimkin oldugu verimli sosyal-entelektiiel ortamlar islevi goriir. Ozellikle Tiirkiye gibi alan
uzmanlarinin kurumsal olarak daginik oldugu baglamlarda bu toplantilar, arastirmacilarin
birbirinden haberdar olmasini, ortak kavram repertuvari gelistirmesini ve benzer arsiv/kaynak
sorunlarina iligskin kolektif cozimler Gretebilmesini kolaylastirir.

Benzer bicimde, Universite, dernek ya da mesleki birlikler binyesinde surekliligi olan ve
dogrudan alani merkeze alan dergilerin varligl, arastirmaci yetistirme sureglerinin ayrilmaz bir
parcasidir. Cunklu bir alan dergisi, sadece yayin ciktisi Uretmez. Ayni zamanda yazim
standartlarini, yontemsel beklentileri ve etik sinirlari goruntr kilan bir 68renme zemini saglar.
Egitim tarihi alaninda uzman editorlerin ve alani taniyan hakemlerin bulunmadigl durumlarda
elbette yayin uretimi mumkunddr. Ancak Meseci-Giorgetti’nin altini ¢izdigi Uzere bu kosullar,
Ozellikle kariyerinin basindaki arastirmacilarin yontem, teknik ve etik duzlemlerde yaptiklari
hatalarin erken asamada fark edilip duzeltilmesini zorlastinr.2’ Boylece problemli alintilama
pratikleri, kaynak kullanimi hatalari, anakronik okuma bi¢gimleri ya da betimleme-analiz
ayriminin kurulamadigl yazim kaliplari zamanla normallesebilir ve alanda yerlesik bir aliskanliga
donusebilir. Dolayisiyla alanin uzmanlagmis dergilerinin var olmasi, yalnizca bir gorunurliuk
meselesi degil, egitim tarih¢iliginde akademik niteligi, yontemsel yenilenmeyi ve arastirmaci
formasyonunu dogrudan belirleyen dnemli bir esik olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

20 Tiirkiye Arastirmalari Literatiir Dergisi 6, no. 12 (2008).
21 Meseci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda,” 3.
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Sureli yayinlarla benzer bicimde, Turkiye’de egitim tarihgiliginin kurumsallasma duzeyini
gosterebilecek duzenli kongre ve akademik toplanti geleneginin de yerlesik bir yapi kazandigi
soylenemez. 2010 yilinda Erzurum’da ilki gercgeklestirilen ISHE (Uluslararasi Tarih Egitimi
Sempozyumu), egitim tarihine 6zel bir oturum agarak alana gorunurlik kazandirma yonutnde
onemli bir adim atmis olsa da bu girisim, egitim tarihinin kendi i¢ dinamikleriyle sekillenen,
sureklilik tasiyan mustakil bir kongre kultiriinun olustugu anlamina gelmemektedir. Bununla
birlikte Egitim Arastirmalari Birligi blinyesinde bir egitim tarihi program kurulunun bulunmasi ve
Birligin duzenledigi Uluslararasi Egitim Arastirmalari Kongresi’nde egitim tarihine ilk kongreden
itibaren ayr bir program baslig altinda yer verilmis olmasi, alanin belirli akademik platformlarda
temsil edildigini gostermektedir. Ancak s6z konusu girisimler, dogrudan egitim tarihine tahsis
edilmig, metodolojik ve kuramsal tartismalari merkeze alan ve duzenli araliklarla strdurulen
bagimsiz bir kongre geleneginin tesis edildigi seklinde yorumlanamaz.

Tarkiye’de egitim tarihine 6zgl, belirli araliklarla duzenlenen, yontemsel ve kuramsal
tartismalara zemin hazirlayan kongrelerin yoklugu, zaten az sayida olan egitim tarihcilerinin alan
ici etkilesimini ve kolektif diusinme imkanlarini ciddi 6lgude sinirlamakta bu da egitim tarihi
yaziciligini olumsuz etkilemektedir.

Kurumsallasma ve altyapi sorunlari alan igi iletisim ve akademik dolasim meselesiyle
yakindan iligkilidir. Egitim tarihcileri arasinda duzenli bilgi paylasimini, ortak proje uretimini ve
elestirel tartismayr mumkun kilacak akademik aglarin yeterince gelismemis olmasi, calismalarin
parcali ve birbirinden kopuk ilerlemesine neden olmaktadir. Bu durum vyalnizca bireysel
arastirmalarin etki alanini daraltmakla kalmamakta, ayni zamanda Turk egitim tarihgiliginin
uluslararasi historiografik tartismalarla kurdugu iliskiyi ve alanin gelecegini de sinirlamaktadir.

Akademik aglarin insasi, yalnizca kurumsal gérunarligu artiran teknik bir mesele degil,
disiplinin entelektuel sirekliligini belirleyen temel bir kosuldur. Egitim tarihi alaninda birlikler ve
dernekler kurmak, duzenli sempozyum ve kongreler tertiplemek ve bu toplantilara aktif katilim
gostermek, alan mensuplar arasindaki baglan guglendirdigi gibi kolektif bir disipliner biling
olusmasina da katki saglar. Bu tur yapilar, yalnizca mevcut arastirmacilari bir araya getiren
platformlar degil, ayni zamanda yeni kusak akademisyenler igin yon gosterici ve tesvik edici iglev
goren kurumsal esiklerdir. Zira arastirma pratigi yalnizca bireysel bir entelektlel ¢caba degildir;
elestirel geri bildirim, karsilagsma, tartisma ve metodolojik muzakere surecleri icinde olgunlasir.
Ozgiir ve acik bir diyalog ortaminin varlig), egitim tarihgiliginde elestirel diisiincenin gelismesi
acisindan vazgecilmezdir. Bu tUr ortamlar, arastirma sorularinin sorgulanmasina, yontemlerin
tartisilmasina ve kavramsal ¢ergevelerin sinanmasina imkan tanir. Elestirel tartismanin olmadigi
bir akademik atmosferde ise metodolojik daralma, tekrar ve yerlesik kaliplarin sorgulanmadan
surdurulmesi kacinilmaz hale gelir. Oysa disiplinler, ancak kendi yontemlerini ve varsayimlarini
acik bicimde tartisabildikleri olctide gelisebilirler. Bu nedenle akademik birlikler, dernekler ve
dizenli bilimsel toplantilar, yalnizca organizasyonel yapilar degil; arastirma etiginin, yontemsel
titizligin ve kuramsal yenilenmenin uretildigi diistinsel laboratuvarlar olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Bu baglamda Meseci-Giorgetti’nin altini ¢izdigi Uzere o6zellikle kariyerinin erken
evresindeki akademisyenlerin, egitim tarihi alaninda uluslararasi sayginligi bulunan dergilerde
yayin yapmaya tesvik edilmesi blylk bir 6nem tasimaktadir.?? Uluslararasi hakemli dergiler
yalnizca gorunurlik saglamakla kalmaz, arastirma sorusunun berraklastirilmasini, kavramsal
cercevenin titizlikle kurulmasini ve yontemsel tercihlerinin acik bicimde gerekgelendirilmesini
zorunlu kilar. Bu slreg, geng¢ arastirmacilarin yerlesik aliskanliklari sorgulamalarina ve alanin
kiresel historiografik tartismalariyla temas kurmalarina imkan tanir. Ayni zamanda, yerel
literaturin disina tasan bir akademik dolagim, Turk egitim tarihi yaziminin kendi igine kapanmis
¢izgisini kirarak hem 0zgun kavramsallagtirma Uretme hem de karsilastirmali perspektif
gelistirme kapasitesini guglendirebilir. Uluslararasi yayin pratiginin yayginlasmasi, alanin
elestirel niteligini besleyen ve metodolojik yenilenmeyi hizlandiran 6nemli bir kaldirag iglevi
gorebilir.

22 Meseci Giorgetti, “Ulusal ve Uluslararasi Baglamda,” 4.



Turk egitim tarihi yaziciliginda temel sorunlar

Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu calismada ele alinan meseleler, Turk egitim tarihi yazimindaki sorunlarin birbirinden
kopuk basliklar halinde degil, aksine birbirini besleyen ve gogu zaman ayni anda isleyen yapisal
bir dugum olarak kavranmasi gerektigini gostermektedir. Kurumsal gorunurluk eksikligi,
metodolojik daralma, kavramsal zayiflik ve igerik sinirlarinin darligl, ayni problemin farkl
yuzleridir. Egitim tarihgiligi Turkiye’de hala tam anlamiyla kurulmus bir disiplin gibi islememekte,
¢ogu zaman tarih disiplini ile egitim bilimleri arasindaki beklentiler arasinda konumunu
mesrulastirmaya calisan bir ara alan olarak kalmaktadir. Bu durum, alanin yalnizca Uretim
hacmini degil, Uretilen bilginin niteligini, dolasimini ve hangi sorularin mesru sayildigini da
belirlemektedir.

Oncelikle egitim tarihinin hem tarihgiler hem de egitim bilimciler tarafindan ikincil
gorulmesinin basit bir algi sorunu olmadiginin alti gizilmelidir. Bu sorun dogrudan dogruya alanin
kurumsal isleyisine yansiyan bir mekanizmadir. Egitim tarihgisinin ¢ogu zaman 6gretmen
adaylarina ders veren bir pozisyonda bulunmasi, arastirma gundemini de glncel fayda
beklentisinin baskisi altina sokmaktadir. Bu baski, egitim tarihinin elestirel islevini zayiflatarak,
gecmisin buglne dolaysiz katki Gretmesi olgutinud merkeze yerlestirmektedir. Oysa egitim
tarihinin katkisi gogu zaman kisa vadeli ve olgulebilir giktilar Uretmekten ziyade, egitimin
kurumsal yapilarinin, pedagojik normlarinin ve toplumsal islevlerinin tarihsel ingasini gorinar
kilarak simdiyi sorunsallastirma kapasitesinde yatar.

ikinci olarak, metodolojik diizlemde goriillen belge merkezcilik ve kronolojik anlati
hakimiyeti, yalnizca arastirmaci tercihlerinin degil ayni zamanda kurumsal tegvik ve formasyon
mekanizmalarinin yetersizliginin sonucudur. Zira arastirmacilar buyuk ol¢clide bu gerceve icinde
yetistirilmekte ve yonlendirilmektedir. Bununla birlikte arsiv malzemesi kuskusuz vazgecilmezdir.
Ancak belgenin kendiliginden bir hakikat olarak kabul edilmesi, egitim kurumlarinin ve pedagojik
soylemlerin tarihsel insasini ¢ozumlemek vyerine, olaylarin ardisik aktarimini 0One
cikarabilmektedir. Bu noktada sorun, belgeden hareket etmek degil, belgenin Uretildigi iktidar
iliskilerini, sessizliklerini, dislamalarini ve temsil mantigini sorgulamadan tarih yazmaktir. Arsivin
secme ve dislama surecgleriyle isleyen bir guc alani olusu dikkate alinmadiginda, egitim tarihi
yazimi kacinilmaz bicimde epistemolojik bir konfor alanina g¢ekilmekte, bdylece metodolojik
yenilik ihtiyaci ertelenmektedir.

Ugiincii olarak, kavramsal gergeve meselesinin, Tirk egitim tarihi yaziminin uluslararasi
literaturle kurdugu iliskinin niteligini belirleyen kritik bir esik oldugunun alti ¢izilmelidir.
Tarkiye’de kimi calismalar kavramsal zemin kurmaktan kagindigl icin betimleyici duzeyde
kalmakta, kimilerinde ise kuram, tarihsel veriyle calistirllamayan, metne eklemlenmis bir
akademik sise donusebilmektedir. Bu ikilik, kuramsal referanslari ya toptan reddetme ya da
baglamdan kopuk bigimde ithal etme riskini Uretir. Oysa ihtiya¢ duyulan sey, kavramlari yerel
tarihsel verinin 6zgulliguyle yeniden islevsellestirecek bir analitik emektir. Kuram, metni
agirlastiran bir yuk degil, soruyu keskinlestiren, veriyi anlamlandiran ve gorinmeyeni gorundr
kilan bir dusinme aracidir. Bu nedenle kavramsal cgerceve, egitim tarihgiliginde zorunlu bir
bolum olmaktan ¢ikarilip arastirma surecinin kurucu unsurlarindan biri haline getirilmelidir.
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Dordincu olarak, igerik ve sinir sorunlari, egitim tarihi yaziminin neden uzun sure
merkezi, ulusal ve ilerlemeci anlatilar icinde kaldigini agiklamaktadir. Yerel arsivlerin daginikligi,
kurum belgelerinin kaybi, biyografi ¢calismalarini gugclestiren etik/hukuki sinirliiklar ve yayin
piyasasinin dar konulara ilgisizligi gibi meseleler arastirmacilar daha kolay erisilebilir ve daha
genis yanki bulan temalara yoneltmektedir. Bunun sonucu olarak egitim tarihi, beden, saglik,
gundelik hayat, duygular, disiplin pratikleri, okul digi pedagojik deneyimler gibi ¢ok katmanl
inceleme sahalarina yeterince agilamamaktadir. Oysa egitim tarihi, yalnizca mevzuatin ya da
kurumlarin tarihi degil, 6znenin kurulusunun, normlarin dolasiminin ve toplumsal tahayyulln
tarihidir. Bu sinirlarin genisletilmesi, egitim tarihinin hem analitik derinligini artiracak hem de onu
tali bir alan olmaktan ¢ikararak tarihyazimi tartismalarinin merkezine yaklastiracaktir.

Son olarak, kurumsallasma ve altyapi eksikleri, tim bu sorunlarin digum noktasini
olusturmaktadir. Uzmanlasmigs arsivlerin yoklugu, egitim tarihine tahsis edilmis sureli yayinlarin
yetersizligi ve duzenli kongre geleneginin zayifligl, alan igi elestirel tartismanin surekliligini
kesintiye ugratmakta, kusaklar arasi aktarimi ve metodolojik yenilenmeyi glclestirmektedir. Bu
nedenle Turk egitim tarihi yaziminin sorunlari, yalnizca daha ¢ok galisma yapilmasi ile degil,
calismalarin Uretildigi ekosistemin, yani kurumsal altyapinin ve entelektiiel dolasim kanallarinin
yeniden dusunulmesiyle asilabilir.

Bu cergevede bu galisma, Turk egitim tarihi yaziminda ihtiya¢ duyulan seyin tekil bir
yontem oOnerisi ya da sinirli bir konu genislemesi olmadigini, aksine alani var eden temel
kosullarin egitim tarihgileri tarafindan birlikte ve eszamanli bicimde yeniden dusunulmesi
gerektigini ileri sirmektedir. Zira su an egitim tarihgileri her zamankinden daha fazla kendi 6zgul
amaclarini, ydontemlerini ve degerlerini tanimlamakla mesguldurler.

Burada sunulan oneriler, nihai ve kapali hukimler olarak degil, alanin mevcut durumuna
iliskin elestirel bir muhasebe ve ortak bir disiinme ¢agrisi olarak degerlendirilmelidir. Amag,
kesin c¢ozumler dayatmaktan ziyade, egitim tarihgiliginin kendi sinirlarini, imkanlarini ve
acmazlarini yeniden tartismaya agmaktir. Boyle bir kolektif muhasebe ve entelektliel sorgulama
hem disiplinin akademik mesruiyetini gliglendirecek hem de Tirkiye’de egitimi anlamaya yonelik
daha derinlikli, cok katmanli ve elestirel bir distince zemininin olusmasina katki saglayacaktir.

Etik Beyani: Bu calisma etik kurul onayi gerektirmemektedir.

Cikar catigsmasi Beyani: Yazar ¢ikar gatigmasi olmadigini beyan eder.

Destek ve Tesekkiir Beyani: Bu arastirmayi desteklemek igin dis fon kullanilmamistir.

Yapay Zeké Beyani: Herhangi bir yapay zeké araci kullaniimamistir.

Yazarin Biyografisi: Sena Cosgun Kandal, Erzincan Binali Yildinm Universitesi Egitim Fakultesi'nde doktor
6gretim Uyesi olarak gérev yapmaktadir. Temel arastirma alanlar sosyal bilgiler egitimi, tarih égretimi ve
toplumsal cinsiyet ¢alismalari Gzerine yogunlagsmaktadir. Ayrica, egitim sureglerinde dezavantajli gruplar ve
tarihsel perspektif konularinda ulusal ve uluslararasi literatirde yayimlanmis gesitli makaleleri ve kitap
boélumleri bulunmaktadir.
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