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THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN OTTOMAN RHETORIC UP TO ;1882 

PART· I 

THE MEDRESE TRADITION ı 

Chr-istopher F'errard · 

Since the development of the medrese C1U'riculum, the 'ilmü 
>z .. belağa> the Arabic science of literary rhetoric, has played an im
portant role in t4e education of Muslims. In . particular one book, 
the Miftiil_ıü >l-'Ulüm of Sekkaki (d. 626/1229)2, was to dominate the 
study of belliğa> being read principally in: i ts epitome, the Tellfi§Ü 
>Z-Miftaf:ı of :f$:azvini (d. 739/1338)3 and ~ts subsequent commentary, 
the ·Mutavvel of Teftazani (d. 792/1390) 4

• Since then the ştudent of 
rhetoric has had an ever increasing proliferation ·of co:ıİımentaries 
and super-commentaries from which :to choos.e; of tlıese the ljli§iye 
'ale >l-Mutavvel of Seyyid Şerif Cürcani (d. 816-1413) seems· to have 
been the most popular5

• These boo.ks 'were to ·form the· core of tens 
which became preseribed reading f.or medrese students throughout 
the Otton;ıan period. The cons.ervative nature of the medrese sylla~ 

1 This article is based on research carried out wJ:ıile .. holding. a. scholarshi.p 
from the Carnegie Trust for the Universities of Scotland. 

·· ·2 Ebü Ya'l):üb Yüsüf b. Ebi Bekr Mutammed b. 'Alr es-Sekkiiki:, Miftii{ıii 
·ı~'Uliim. (Cairo, 1356/1937). 

3 CeHileddin Mutammed b. 'Aqdürra)J.man, :t!atib el-J}.azvini, ·. Et-Telljiş fi 
'Uliimi 'l-Belaga (Cairo, 1932). 

4 Sa'deddin Mes'üd b. 'Ömer et-Teftazanı, Mutcivvel 'are 't~Telbiş (Istan
bul, 1330/1911). 

5 SeyYid Cürcani, ljiişiyetü 's-Seyyid 'ale 'l-Muıavvel (Istanbul, 1271/1854). 
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bus, from which it was virtually impossible to dislodge a work which 
had at some time found its way into it, ensured that this central 
core remained intact. Thus it was that a syHabus which was es
tablished in the Fourteenth Century was to survive into the Nine
teenth Century so that the Telbzş was almost to become synonymous 
with belliga .. The study of rhetoric saw its justification in its role 
as an,_ ancillary Korani c science, for it ·was argued that a knQwledge 
of rhetoric was necessary for the understanding of Arabic, which, 
in turn, is required for the proper understanding of the Sunna and 
the Koran. The literary purpose in the study of rhetoric was sub
sumed within i ts role as handınaiden to the religious sciences. N e
vertheless it embodied the most ·systematic formulation of literary 
criticism in Arabic and it was to the Telbzş that Nineteenth Century 
scholars first looked when searching for a basis on which to build a 
rhetoric of Ottoman. 

The stable nature of the medrese syHabus for rhetoric would 
seem to suggest that it had proved satisfactory and had found ge
neral acceptance among the <u,Zemli and students. This, however, was 
far from true; indeed from the outset, there was a continual strugg
le to render the Telbzş intelligible to students. J}:azvini, the author 
of the TeZbzşJ produced its first commentary, a work which he entit
led the lzaJ;. In ·the same century Teftazani wrote the MutavveZ which 
he himself later abridged in the Mubtaşar. Thereafter there was 3: 
steady and continual stream of commentaries, super-commentaries, 
versifications and translations. Their very number alone argues the 
case that the Ottoman <ulemli found the 'relbzş and its commentaries 
difficult to teach. In this continuing struggle we may observe the 
groundwork for the development of the Ottoman rhetoric, and it is 
the purpose of this article to trace some of the more noteworthy 
milestones on the road to the compilation of a literary rhetoric of 
the Ottoman language, up to 1882. 

1 

In 1299/1881-2, there appeared two works of major importance 
in the history of Ottoman literary criticism, each differing remar
kably one from the other and both so influential that they 'Yere to 
overshadow all previous attempts to reconcile the traditioriar' caıions 
of literary criticism with the needs of the day. While the Beliiiat-i 
<Qşmlinzye. of .A.Q._med Cevdet Paşa represented a conservative 
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approach to the problem of establishing a rhetoric for the Ottoman 
language, being little more than the translation of the classical 
theory of Arabic rhetoric to an Ottoman context, the Ta~fm-i Ede
biyat of Reca'Izi:i.de M~üd Ekrem was no less than a complete re
volution in literary analysis6• While Cevdet Paşa had clung to fa
miliar precepts of the Telbiş) Ekrem had chosen to embrace Euro
pean ideas with such enthusiasm that his work was heralded as re
volutionary, rather than the culmination of a growing revalt against 
the classical modes of literary analysis. . 

These works represented two separate traditions of rhetorical 
study, both ultimately based on the Telbfş; but while the Belligat-i 
<Qş_maniye followed the traditional approach favoured by the med
rese and was entirely Arabic in spirit, the Ta(lim-i Edebiyat repre
sented an alternative approach which" sought to incorporate the 
work of schools flourishing outside the medrese system, the insipra
tion being mainly Persian up to· the period of the Tanzimat, and 
thereafter French. Part I of this article will trace the development 
of a tradition of rhetoric which preceded and inspired the Belligat-i 
(Oş_mlinfye) while Part II will trace the development of an alterna
tive approach to rhetoric which paved the way for the Ta~ım-i Ede
biyat. 

The Development of an Arabic Lit~rary Rhetoric up to the ı5th 
Century · 

. . 
Islamic rhetoric, that is the <ilrryü 'l-belliğa) evolved from earlier 

works in criticism. Beliiğa. is the Arabic theory of style. Etymolo
gically it is derived from «belaga» riıeaningto reach, and is interpre-:
ted by Ebü Hilal el-'Askeri (d. 396/1005) as signifying the art of 
reaching the listener in attempting to convey one's. ide~s to him, 
or the art of reaching the utmost perfection in the style and con
tent of a composition. In the classical period it is indiscriminately 
applied to poetry, ornate prose and oratpry. However, it irıust _be 
emphasised that unlike European classical rhetoric, belağa does not 

6 The first editions of both these works were published in Istanbul, 
1299/1881-2. 
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have its origins in oratory. Since the time of the 'Abbasids until 
the present century there has been no forum for persuasive oratory 
in Islam. Beliiga when applied to oratory, usually in reference to 
the Friday mosque, was used to embellish speech, it did··not provide 
the elements of persuasion. Before the Tenth Century A.D. (the 
Fifth Century A.H.), no definition of belaga was offered. It is, ho
wever, clear that it was to critica! analysis that the word was being 
applied. · 

The earliest critics confined · tlıemselves to subjective judge
ments on the qualities of a particnlar beyt. or poet, no reason or 
eviden ce being offered in support. of their arguments. However, these · 
critica! evaluations were merely the by-products of philological dis
cussion, and even as early as· the First Century of the Hijra we 
have philologists attempting to evaluate not merely a line or two 
but'the whole bf a poet's work. Later İbn;:Sellami '1-Cümal;ü (d. 231/ 
845) put criticism on a firmer footing by his insistance that per
sonal taste was. not enough for an evaluation of poetry, it was also 
necessary to be well-versed in the practice of poetry and the eritic 
must also have made_a study of the poets. In his Taba~atü J§-Şu(arif 
he classifies the poets according to their period and place of origin. 
He failed however to support his judgement by analysing the wo.rk 

_of the poets. El-C~iı (d. 255/868) made an analysis of speech and 
then proceeded to postula te ,various theories on i ts correct use: one 
of his works, the Beylin ·ve- Jt-TebyinJ is divided into four sections, 
each of which deals with some aspect of speech: the first is con
cerned with coz:rect pronunciation; the second with the correct use 
of.the word, and the ayöidance of ilissonance between words placed 
in constrrict; the thir-d with syntax and· the relationship between 
words ·and their meanings; and the fourth deals with poses and ges
tures wliich should be adopted by the speaker. In these observations 
critica! analysis is explicit, he does not Iiöwever define the qualities 
of a good poem; nor dqes ıie develo:P a theory of criticism. These 
early faltering steps towards the development of a rhetoric of Ara
bic were föllowed by writers · whose contribution to the field is un
dehiable. İbn Mu'tezz (d. 296/908), wrote a treatise entitled Kitabil 
Jl-Bed"(, which succe~sfully proved. that ce:r:tain figures of spee~h, 
claimed to have been invented by early Abbasid poets, were in fact 
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not only used by the ancient Bedouin poets but were alsa to be found 
in the Koran. To these figures (isti'are) tecnis) mutfibalj;a) reddü 
)l-'acz) and nıe:r}ıeb keliimz) he added twelve more. 

J).udame b. Ca'fer (d. after 320/932) in a work entitled the 
Kitab Nalf;di )ş-Şi'r set out to ennumerate the good qualities of 
poetry which when combined together in a poem would make it sub
lime, and the bad qualities which would reduce the poem to the 
lowest level. These qualities do not depend on the moral values they 
express, but rather on the poet's skill in the use of the four consti
tuent elements of poetry which he defines as word, meaning, meter 
and rhyme, the discussion consisting in the main of permutation of 
these four elements. Fortunately, .this scholastic approach was not 
adopted by others, but the terminology he uses was to influence 
later Islamic rhetoricians. Both İbn Mu'tezz and J).udame b. Ca'fer 
contributed to the formulation of the style of exposition which was 
to be followed by most rhetoricians: each chapter was devoted to a 
separate part of speech which. was dealt with in the same order: 
teclınical. term, definition · and examples. 

Before proceeding to 'Abd~iilıir el-Cürcaıii (d. 471/1071) men
tion must be. made of two other critics: the first, Ebü ijilal el-'As
keri. (d. 39.5/1005), defined the relationship between feşiif.ıat and 
beliigat) and among his other achievements raised the number of 
figures of bedt to thirty-five. El-Bakillani ( q. 403/1013) 'in a trea
tise on the l'cliz of the Koran, applied critica! theories to the Koran 
and to his contemporary poets, thereby demonstrating that the wor~ 
of martals fell short of the sublime style of the Holy Book. 

Rhetoric became firmly established as a discipline with two 
works . by 'Abdlm:iilıir el-Cürcani, the Esrarü )l-Beliiğa and the 
Delailü )l-l'caz. El-Cürcani criticises the superficial nature of the 
existing works. on rhetoric (no doubt referring to İbn Mu'tezz and 
J).udama b. Ca'fer). Unsatisfied with the poor quality of these works, 
he builds his own theory .of metaphor, simile and analogy based on 
an analysis of the psychological effects of metaphor which he 
explains at length in the Esriirü )l-Beliiga. The Delailü )Z-J<caz) the 
earlier of the two works, is not only an anafysis of the style of the 
Koran which he proves to be inimitable, but alsa contains a discus
sion Of syntax in its relationship to style. These two works marked 
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the greatest contribution to the development of Islamic rhetoric. 
Hencsforth, it ceased to be the object of investigation and analysis 
and became an established science, confined to the medrese, whence 
it was to emerge once again in the Nineteenth Century. 

The final stage in the development of rhetöric came with the 
establishment of a text-book which 'would dominate the field to the 
exclusion of all other original works. Both works of El-Cürcani 
were abridged by Es-Sakkaki (d. 626/1229) who stripped away the 
profound analysis which rendered El~Cürcani's contribution so uni
que, and what remained of the contents of. the Dela'ilü 'l-İ'caz was 
termed the 'ilmü 'l-me'anı, while the Esrarü 'l-Belağa became the 
'ilmü 'l-beyan, each a separate chapter in the compendium of the 
literary sciences which he called the Miftalıü 'l-'Ulii.m. To these two 
chapters are added a seetion entitled- the .,ilmü 'l-bedt which con
tains those thirty-five figures of speech identified by El-'Askeri. 
Tlıese three sciences were further epitomised by El~I}:azvini (d. 739/ 
1338) in a work entitled the Tel[ılşil 'l-Mifttif:ı, the very name of 
which has become synonymous witlı belağa up to the present cen
tury. 

The Tel[ılş was quickly accepted into the curriculum of the 
medreses, whence it has not yet been removed. One can only assu
me that its concise nature made it an attractive text-book, for it 
could be easily memorised. There is no other reasoıi to recommend 
it: in places it is virtually incomprehensible, so that one could say 
with some justification that although it was memorised by genera
tions of medrese studerits, it was probably fully understood by few 
of them. To unıi~rstand the work, the student went to the commen
taries of which there are many. El-I}:azvini himself wrote a com
panion volume, the iz~ı, which is stili taught taday. Soon after the 
death of El-I}:azvini the two most popular commentaries were writ
ten by Et-ireftazani (d. 732/1390): the Mutavvel and the Mu[ıtaşar, 
the latter being an abridgement not of the Tel[ılş, but of the Mutav
vel. 

It is possible to trace a continuous development of rl!_etorical 
theory from the earliest period of Islam up to the Tenth Century, 
when El-Cürcani raised the discipline to the summit of its develop-
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ment, when ce it· has since declined due to the scholastic approach 
favoured by his successors. However, as soon as the science was 
formulated in the Telbiş and established in the curriculum of the 
medrese) Islamic rhetoric became fossilised. There then followed a 
proliferation of super-commentaries . and glosses, their number 
bearing witness to the inadequacy of the standard text-book. 

From the beginning of the Fifteenth Century the study of rhe
toric acquired a uniformity within much of the Islamic World. The 
'ilmü )l-beliiga may, therefore, be defined, within this context, as the 
science of Islamic rhetoric as formulated in the Telbiş and expoun
ded in its commentaries. 

The core of the classical medrese syllabus for rhetoric took its 
fina! form with the addition of Seyyid Curcaru's Hö.şiye 'ale )l-Mu
tavvel in the first half of the Fifteenth Century. Thereafter rhetoric 
in the medrese developed through a proliferation of commentaries 
and super-commentaries. Katib Çelebi (d. 1067 /1656) noted that in 
his day the Tel!Jiş had already attracted : 

a) A commentary by its own author entitled the lzii/:ı 
b) 14 other commentarit~s besides the Mutavvel 
c) 4 versifications 
d) 5 abridgements 
e) 1 translation 

and that the MutaV'Vel had attracted 14 l:ı_ii§iyes besides the f:ıiişiye 
of Seyyid Cürcani, which in its turn attracted 3 further J:ıö.şiyes; 

there was also an abridgement of the Mutavvel by its author, en
titled the Mubtaşar) which itself had 10 l;.pşiyes. 

The very number of these commentaries attests to the inherent 
difficulty of the medrese text books for rhetoric. The most impor
tant of the above works for the development of an Ottoman rhetoric 
is undoubtedly the translation of the Telbiş by Mel,ımed b. MeJ;ımed 
Altı Parmai.c (d. 1033/1623), who also translated various other 
works into Turkish. In addition to his version of the Telbfş, entitled 
the Kö.şifü )l-'Ulum ve-Fiiti!J:ü )l-Fünun) he is, also credited with a 
translation of the MutavveF. The latter, however, has not been lo-

7 'Oşmanıı Mü'ellifleri, I, 212-3, which is based on Atii'z, 758-9. 
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cated, and it seems probable that this reference most probably ari
ses from the fact that much of the interpretation of the text of the 
Telbzş was based on a selective use of this commentary. 

Altı Parma!Çs Terceme-i Telbiş 

The Terceme-i Telbiş is more than a ·mere translation, providing, 
in fact, a Turkish commentary to this epitome. Although it is ha
sed on the Mutavvel~ it presents only the barest outline of this com
mentary. One may tıresume that, in comman with many commen
taries and super-c~._ m.mentaries in the Islamic world, it consists of 
no more than a fa:ı.r copy of the author's lecture notes for the eTas
ses he was teaching. Although the work is entitled «terceme», the 
term cannot be rendered as «translation» without some qualifica
tion. The translation of any technical work from one language into 
anather will necessarily present almost insuperable problems UI).less 
a convention allows the translator to börrow words from the lan
guage of origin and transfer them, together with all their meanings 
and nuances, to the borrower language. Just as it would be impos
sible for a Turk taday to transiate an _English work on electronic 
engineering without a wholesale transferar of much of the technical 
vocabulary, Ottoman scholars, too, were at a loss for corresponcling 

-Turkish terms in their treatment of the Islami c sciences and were 
forced to resort to excessive borro_wing from the language being 
translated, which was usually Arabic. The fact that the Ottomans 
preserved the original orthography of Arabic and Persian loan 
words, together with the accepted theory that virtually all Arabic 
substantives could be incorporated into the language· in their abso
lute case, and all verbs borrowed simply by converting them into 
their appropriate maşdar forms, made it only too easy for the trans
latar to produce an accurate translation without actually having to 
understand 1Completely what he was translating. In many works of 
translation, the only elements which remain Turkish, to any extent, 
are the word order and the syntax, and .a small percentage of the 
vocabulary, consisting of the more commonly used words. Thı:; · Ot
tomans seemed to have recognised the insuperable problerris:/inhe
rent in translating works with specialised vocabularies and made no 
great attempt to substitute Turkish words for the Arabk At the 
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same time they recognised that sim.ply to rearrange the words 
araund a Turkish syntactical structure would. be a pointless exer
cise, except in that it would indicate the grammatical organisation 
of the Arabic origirial, to which the reader, we may presume, had 
to have recourse in order to understand the purport of the work. 
Clearly it was accepted that merely reİnoulding the vocabulary into 
the new shape required by the Turkish syntactical structure was an 
unrewarding task which promiı'?ed little returnfor the effort expen
ded on it, and certainly did not merit the description of «transla
tion». In order to remedy this problem, translators of Arabic works 
usually adöpted the original Arabic ·word, for it contairied all the 
same subtleties and nuances, or the convenient imprecision and va
gueness, of the original, and supplemented it with a synônym, so 
that a single word in the original would be transformed into a 
couplet retarning the original word as its first member and a 
synonym aş its second, verbs being treated likewise. Phrases are 
usually presented in a form as· close to the original as Ottoman 
usage will allow, and if they are felt to be insufficiently clear -a 
defect which will be inherent not only in the translation but also 
in the original-, the translator will repeat the phrase using 
synonyms, introducing it with the conjunction, «ya<ni» or «el-f.ıiişil» 
or same similar phrase. However the only solution to the problem 
of translating the technical language of Arabic rhetorical theory 
into Turkish lies in fallawing a middle road between strict literal 
translation and the recension of yet anather gloss in Turkish, in 
order to give meaning to the transhıtion of a work which is obscure 
in its original language. 

The text of an en tire faşl from the Teli)Iş is given below and is 
followed by Altı Parma]$:'s translation. This faşl was chosen for its 
brevity, and is thus given in its entirety, the argument being de
veloped within a few lines of the original text : 

«V e-Js;ad yutlalpu ~ı-mecazü <ala kelimetin 
ta.ğayyere f:ıükmü i<rabi-lıa bi-!;ı_azfi lafzin 
ev ziyadeti Zaf:r:ın~ ke-Js;avli-lıi -te< ala- : 
Ve-ca'e rabbü-ke> ve-es>eli >l-Js;aryete> 
ve-Js;avli-lıi -te< aza~ leyse ke-mişli-lıi 
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şe1J'ün, ey emrü rabbi-ke, ve,..ehle 'l-IJ:aryeti, 
ve-leyse m4le-hü şey'ün.» (Tell;lş, p. 336.) 

This succinct summary is elaborated as follows in the Terceme-i 
Tell;Iş8 : 

Faşl: 

Bilgi! ki kelime ma'na-yı aşliyesinden na.l$:1 olınmaJı: ile mevşüf oldıgı 
gibi, i'rab aşlden abara naJ,<:l olınmal.c ile mevşüf olur. Miftiif:ı9 'ibare
tinde fehm olınan oldı ki mec~lıl.c ile mevş'üf olan i'ra,bdur. Muşan
nif10 - ral;ı_ima 'Zlah selefe-h- il.ctida idüb didi : 

Ve-/f;ad yutla/f;u 'l-mecazu 'ala kelimet·in tagayyere Qükm'(l, i'rabi-ha. 

Kimi de mecaz kelimeye itla.Jı: olınur ki i'rabınufi. !,ıükn;ıi tagayyür 
olıİıur ];ıükmüfi. i'raba izafeti beyaniyedür - ya'ni, ol J:ıükm 'ki nefs-i 
i'rabdur. 

Bi-J:ı.azfi laf'[.ın ev ziyadeti laf?.ın. 

Laf~, J;ıa~la yaböd bir laf?: ziyadesi-yle; 

evvelki: 

ke-/f;avli-hi -te' ala- : «Ve-ca' e rabbü-ke».11 

Senilli rabbilii emri geldi: «emrü rabbi-ke» [de] «emr» !J:a~ olındı, 
:Q.arfı ref'ine te b dil [ oldı. 

İkincisi: 

~avli-hi -te' ala-: <<Es' eli 'l-/f;aryete».-ı2 

«I):aryeden su'al eyle» dimek)i3 oldı. 
1 

8 MS is in Süleymaniye Library, Fatih, 4534 (f. 183b). 
9 Miftlilzu 'l-'mam, Es-Sekaki:, p. 185. 

10 El-Js:azvini, Telbiş, pp. 336-7. 
11 K. 89/22. 
12 K. 12/82. 
13 This seetion has been added in the margin. 
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Allah- te< aza- nun miııli bir şey yo:tcdur. 
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Ey cii'e emrü rabbi-ke t~diri ve-cii'e eriirü rabbi-lcedür, zira Allah 
-te< aza_:_ meci'den müne.zzehdür. Ve-elıle 1l-fs.arye ta:tcdiri ve-es1el 
elıle Jl_.fs.aryedür, zira su'al ehl-i :tcaryedendür. Lakin · milinkindÜr 
i'tibar içün :tcarye-i ~arabeden su'al -eyledi ki ehli nice oldı. 

« Ve-leyse mi~le-lıü» idi: « [ke-] miııl»de kaf Jta~ o lındı, mecrür iken, 
merfü' oldı, zira m~şüd miıılini nefydür. Al).sen oldı ki kaf p.a~-ı 
za'id olmaya, kinaye babında ola, Üd vechle: biri old ur ki şey nefy 
idesin, lazimin leff itmek ile, ya'ni Allah -te< aza- nun miııli ol
malclıgı nefy itdügi murad, ki miıılinüfi nefyidür, zira eger miııli ol
sun, anun miııli olmalf lazım olur, zira mu:tcadder ol dı [186b] ki mev
cüd o ldı. İkincisi: şijı.ibü Jl-Keşşaf didigidür: miıılüfi «lö. yebbal» :tcıs
mindendür15. Murad, mubatıbdan «lii yebbal» nefyidür, miıılinden de
gül bu za'id olm~ ile olmamagun ma'nası bir olur, za'icl olaca:tc <ala 
veclıi Jl-kinaye olur16. 

It is clear that this passage itself requires study and interpre
tation; the reader with no previous knowledge of rhetoric will be 
disappointed if he expects to understand its principles after a first 
perusal of the material therein. One must, therefore, accept this 
work as an aid to the study of rhetoric to which students could 
have recourse when the syntax of the original Arabic text presents 
an obstacle to its understanding. This translation was not, however, 
widely accepted, a fact attested by the relative scarcity of ma
nuscripts available in Istanbul17

, from which we may infer that the 
Terceme-i Telbzş did not meet the demands of students of·rhetoric. 
This is not to deny that there was · need for another commentary on 

14 K. 42/11. 
15 Zemabşeri, p. 1307. 
16 Compare also El-Cürcani, Esrarü 'l-Beliiğa,· 383; Teftaziini, Mutavvel, 

405; Seyyid Cürciini, I;Iii§iye, 221. 
17 The MS from which the above passage was transeribed was the only 

copy in all the collections now.housed in .the Süleymaniye Library. 
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the Tel/jlş) for none of the existing works were completely satisfac
tory: However, the inability of the students to grasp the purport of 
the argument in the Telbzş may well have been attributed to a lack 
of fluency in reading the language, rather than to the intrinsic 
difficulty of the text. A request for a Turkish translation may have 
been voiced, but once it was made available it achievedno great cur
rency among tıie students. Its usefulness lies perhaps in the fact 
that it forced the students to resort to the Arabic Mutavvel in order 
to understand the principles of rh<?toric18

• 

'Abdünniifi()s Translation. of the Mutavvel 

For two hundred and fifty yea:rs the Terceme-i Telbış remained 
the only translation of the standard Arabic text-book on rhetoric. 
In the third quarter of the Nineteenth Ceıı~ury the M utavvel was 
translated by 'Abdünnafi' 'İffet Ef. (d. 1308/1890), under the title 
Nef'-i Mu'avvel: Terceme-i Telbış-ü-Mutavvel) the manuscript of 
which was completed in 1218/1861, and an edition printed in two 
volumesin 1289/1872 and 1290/1873. This work is actually an abrid
ged translation of the entire Mutavveı. Below is given a transla
tion of the Mutavvel's commentary on the same faşl as above. 
'Abdünnafi' translates only three-quartets of the passage, omitting 
the last seetion whlch begins: «~iile şli(ıibü )l-Miftiil.ı. .. »19 

Faşl 

[276/22] Ma'lfun ola ki .kelime Ma'ria-yı aşilsinden diger ma'naya 
na\cl olmdığından içün mecaz tesİniye. ohndıgı gibi, [277] ke-?;alik 
i'rab-ı 'aşlisinden diger i'raba na:tcl olmdığından içün dabi mecaz ile 
tavşif olınur. Ve zahir~i kelam~i Sekiikiden müsteban olan bu nev'-ı 
mecaz ile mevşur olan.i'rabdur. Ve mevşüf i'rab olması şüret-ı l).a?;fda 
zahirdür: «ve-) s) eli 'l-fr.aryete» :tcavl-i şerifinde olan naşb-ı «:tcarye», 
«Ve-c«e rabbü-ke» :tcavl-i şerifinde olan ref'-ı «rabbü-ke» gibi. zıia., 
bunlardan her birisi mahalleri olan mu.Zafdan nakl olınmışdur. Ya'ni 

L •. . 

18 The Mijtiil)ü 'l-Beliiğa alludes to the difficulty of the Tell;iş for ,Turkish 
students, and was written to meet precisely this need. · ·_./ ·· 

19 As the printed edition is rare; the above example has been transeribed 
from the MS in the Istanbul University Library, T.Y. 6534. 
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aşlı «ve's'el ehle 'l-fsaryeti» olub, «ehl>> Jta~ olınması-yla i'rabı «:tcar
ye»ye iritil<:al eylemişdür. Ke-~alik, «Ve-cli'e rabbü-ke», «Ve-cli'e emrü 
rabbi-ke» ta:tcdirinde olub, «emr» Qa~ alınaraf i'rab «rabb» laf~lna 
inti:tcal eylemişdür. 

Ve-emma ziyade-i laf~ tarU,d-yle olan ıiıecazda bu inti:tcal tal).a:tc
:tcu:tc itmez. I;Ial bu ki Sekkaki «'Leyse ke-mi~li-hi' J.cavl-i şerifinde olan 
cerr mecazdur» diyü taşrJ!ı eylemişdür. Ve fenn-i beyanda ma:t<:şüd 
olanma'na-yı evvel ile olan -ya'ni, kelimeyi bir ma'nadan ma'na-yı 
abara na~ ma'nasında olan mecaz olub; lakin, musannif- raf:ıime-hü 

'llö.h -mana-yı §ani ile~-Pİ!J:-ei Pı-eu -e.ı-eq-e ı-q~.ı;1 u-epq~.ı;1 .ı1q '!u,-eı\ 
yle olan mecaz üzre dabi tenbihe muJ,ıavele eylemişdür. Ve bu mu
l).aveleden ma~şüd selefe il~tida, kelimenüfi işbu ma'na-yı §ani i'tibarı
yle olan mecaz ile ittişafı 'indinde zab'-u-bazü-yı sami'i zeTh.:den icti
~ab-u-imsakdur. ·Zira işbu nev'-i mecaz ma'lüri:ı olmayub da, bu 
ma'naca mecaz olmaJs:Ia bir kelime mevşüf oldigi gibi, talib ma'na-yı 
evvele l).aml ile batada v*i' olur. 

~ale -raf:ı}me-hü 'llö.h- : 

Ve-fsad yutla.Js,u 'l-mecö.zu 'ala k~limetin tago.!!fyere f:ıükmü i'rabi
hö. bi-f:ıazfi laf{:ın ev z·iyö.deti laf:ıın, ke-fsavli-hi -te'iila- : «Ve-cö.'e 
mbbü-ke», «v'e-'s'eli 'l-fs.aryete», ve mi,xlü fsavU-hi -te'iilii-: «Leyse 
ke-mi~li-hi şey'ün; ey cli'e emrü rabbi-ke, ve-ehle 'l-]saryeti, ve-[leyse] 
mi~le-hü §ey'ün. 

[278] Ve ba'zen mecaz bir laf~fi :t,ı.a~ı ve _yiiböd z~y~desi-yle 
l).ükm-i i'rabı tagayyür iden kelime, üzre ıtlii:tc olınur .. Zahir olim 
«tagayyere t~ükmü i'riibi-hö.» ~avlinde, ltükmüfi i'raba izafesi beyan 
içün olub, laf~-ı Miftiif:ı. dabi bum iş'ar ider. Ya'ni, bir kelimeye ıtlii:tc 
olınur ki i'rabı bir nev'den nev-i digere tagayyür ide. 

imdi bir laf~ ~ı;ı.~i-yle olan .tagayyür-i i'rab «ve:.cli'e rabbü-ke» 
ve «ve-'s'eli 'l-!Jarye» }5:avl-i şerifleri gibidür. Ve laf~ ziyadesi-yle 
olan tagayYür «leyse ke.:.mi,xli-hi :ıey'ün» :tcavl-i şerıfi gibidür. Zira, 
na~m-ı evV-el, medlül-i ~ahirisi olan meci-yi rabb niüsta:t,ı.n b4nası-yle, 
«ve eli' e emrü rabbi-ke» takdirip.de olub; i'rab-ı «rabb» nev'-i cerr 
oldıgı ~alde, mui:af. olan laf~-ı «emr»üfi ha~ı;.yle ma:tcam-ı fa'ilde 
:tca'im olara~, i'rabı nev'-i ref'e tagayyür itmişdür. 

Forma: 12 
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Ve na?m-ı şanT, «Ve-JsJel ehle Jl-fsarye» taJs:dirindedür; zira, ce
nab-ı Bari int1Q<-ı cüdran üzre Js:adir ise de, mak.:şüd ehl-i ~aryeden 
su'al oldıgı m~tü'-u-meczümdur- ya'ni, ma].<:am J;ıa~a ].<:arinedür. 
Şeyb 'Abdül].<:ahir ilimişdür ki, bu ma].<:amda J;ı~ ile J;ıükm, ğaraz-ı 
mütekellime raci' olan bir emrden içün olub; batta eger kelam-ı 
me~kür bu m~amufi gayrıda [!] v1Q<i' olsa, J;ıa~ ile cezm alınamaz. 
Zira bir recülüii kelamı olma].<: ca'izdür -ki, ba~ab olu b alıiliisi [ba'id]
ü-helak olan bir ].<:aryeye mÜrür ile, şa!J:ibine va'i~-ü-mü~ekkir, ve 
yaböd nefsi-çün mütte'i~-ü-mu'tebir olar~ «esJeli Jl-fsaryete 'an ehli
lıii ve-Iful le-ha mli şana'ü» dimiş olsun. Mefhümı: «J.<:aryeye ahalisin
den ve anlar ne işleyüb ve ne oldu].<:larından su'al ~yle» · dimekdür. 
Ve bundan murad itti'~ ve a~-i cibretdür. Nitekim, «seli Jl-arzı men 
şafsfsa enhliri-ke ve-ğarasa e§cliri-ke ve-cena eş_mara-ke» dinilür. 

El-J;ıaşıl: «Rabbü-k» ve «fsarye» içün J;ıükm-i aşli cerr olub, [279] 
J;ıa~-ı muzaf sebebi-yle evvelde ref'e ve şanide naşba tagayyür itmiş
dür. 

Ve na?m-ı şaliı:ı, «leyse miŞ,le-hü §ey'ün» olub; laf~-ı «miŞ,l» içün 
J;ıükm-i aşli baber-i «leyse» oldıgı cihetle naşbdur. }:Ial bu ki, ziyade-i 
kiif sebebi-yle cerre tagayyür itmişdür. Ve rviif ziyade 'add alınması: 
zira, maJs:şüd Vacib ,-te<alii- J;ıairetlerinüii miı:ıli bir şey olma].<:lıgı 

nefy olub, yobsa miı:ılinüii miı:ıli bir şey olma].<:lıgı nefy degüldür. Ve 
aJ;ısen olan, kiif za'ide olmamasidur. -

f5,iile -ra!J.ime-hü Jlliilı-- «V e yekünü min babi Jl-kinayetiJ ve 
f'i-lıi vechani» dabi «leyse ke-miş_li-hi §ey'Ün» favl-ı şerifi bab-ı kina
yeden dabi olur ve bund?- iki vech vardur. Veeh-i evvel budur ki 
].<:avi-i me~kür bir şey'i nefy-i lazimi-yle nefydür. Zira, lazimi nefy 
nefy-i melzümi ·müstelzim olur: «leyse li-abi Zeydin ab» gibi. Zira, 
«Zeydüii abi» melzüm ve «ab» lazimdür. Şöyle ki Zeydüii al)i içün bir 
abdan lazimdür ki o ab Zeyddür. El-J;ıaşıl: Zeydüii ].<:arındaşı 'Amr 
oldıgı gibi, elbette 'Amrufi ].<:arındaşı dal)i Zeyd olma].<: lazim gelür. ' . . - -
İmdi, «leyse li-abi Zeydin ab» ~avlüiide bu lazimi nefy idüb, nefy-i 
melzümı murad idersin; ya'ni «leyse li-Zeydin ab» dimek olur. Zira, 
eger Zeyd içün al) olsaydı bi'zarüre anun-ün de al) olm~ lazim ge
lürdi, ki o al) Zeyddür. tı:ulaşa, «Zeydüfi ~arındaşınufi ].<:arınc"!a§ı yoJ.c
dur» dimek ca'iz olamaz ki, «Zeyd Js:arındaşınufi ls:arındaşı olur.» 
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İşte, bu mi~alde oldıgı gibi, na?Jll.~ı me~kürda dahi «miş}ü >llahi» 
içün mi~l alm~lıgı nefy ile mi~l-i Allahı nefy muraddur. Zira, cenab-ı 
Barı içün mi~l olsa, nefy olman mişli olub, nefy-i şaJ;iil;ı olmazdı, zıra, 
mefrüZurrıuz mi~l-i Allah mevcüd olmasıdur. Bu cihetle mi~l-i mi~lüfı 
nefyi-yle bi-tar"i~i '1-kinaye mi~lüfı nefyi murad olınmışdur. 

Ve veeh-i ~anı [280] Keşşafufı ~ikr eyledigidür ki, billega «mişlü
ke la yab[ıal» diyüb, mi~l-i mubatabdan bubli nefy iderler. ljial bu ki, 
garaz ~at-ı mubatabdan nefy olub, )faşd-ı mübalaga içün tarll$:-i kina
yeye sillük iderler. Zira, mubatabufı müm~ilinden ve ahaşş-ı eyşafı 
üzre olan kirnesneden nefy itdükleri va:tctde, muhatabdan nefy itmiş 
olurlar. Me~ela: fulan «~ad eyfa'at lidiitü-hü. ve-belağat etrabü-hii» 
diyüb, fulanufı lfa'-ı billügını murad iderler. Yafi' şebabı mütenahı 
olub, büyüyen şabdur; mazisi «eyfa'a» olub «ğuliimün yefa<ıın» ve 
«yaf'u-hü»> «Yiifi'ün» dinilerek müfi>ün dinilmez, ve bu nevadirden
dür. «Lidatün» dal-i mühmele ile, cem'-i «lidetün» olub; «tev>em»> 
ya'ni «ikiz» ma'nasınadur, «etrab», «tirb»üfı cem'i olub, «a;Js:ran» 
ma'nasınadur. 

El-.l;ıaşıl, fulanufı tev'emi sinn-ikibre reslde olub, ve al,cranı sinn-i 
billüga müntehiye olması, fulanufi dahi. Ifa'-u-billügını müstelzim 
olur. 

İmdi bu ta:tcdırde «leyse ke->lliih şey'ün» :tcavli-yle «leyse ke-mişZi
hi .şey'ün» beyninde fa:tcat 'ibaret-i ~aniyede kinayenüfı i'ta eyledigi 
fa'ide-i mübalagadan ba§~a far;t< yo;t<dur. Ve bu 'ibareler, ~at-ı Barı
den nefy-i müm~elet ma'na-yı vahid~ üzre ta'a:tcub iden iki 'ibaredür. 
Ve «bel yedii-hu mebsütatiinı» [K. 5/64] na?ID--ı şerıfi dahi bunun 
na?:Iri olub, ma'nası yed, ve yed içün bast ta;:ıaVvür olınma]pıızın 

«hüve cevadün» dimekdür. Zıra bu 'ibare cevaddan 'ibare olara:tc 
va:tcı'a olub, billega isti'maı;ıerinde, cevaddan başfa· bir şeyi :tcaşd it
meyüb; :t;ıatta ki kendüsi-çün yed olmayan kirnesnede isti'mal- ider
ler. Ve bunun gibi «leyse ke-mi§li..,hi .şey'ün» 'ibaresi dahi kendüsi
çün mi~l olm~ mümkin olub, ve olmayan kirnesnede isti'mal olınur. 

The translation is basically sound, most of the difficulties in it 
belonging to the original. Although the style of the translation i~ 
turgid and could possibly give rise to misunderstanding on several 
occasions, this is in part due . to the respect he shows for his text. 
He remains as close as possÜ:ıle to the thought and language of t)ıe 
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Mutavvel) and when the latter is obscure or otherwise difficult his 
translation strives to be faithful, while at the same time showing 
awareness of the needs of the reader by interpreting obscurities. 
The text, for example, contains the fallawing phrase: «Ve-Jctizaben 
bi-tab'ı )s-sami' 'ani Jz-zel/f-»J whi<~h presents difficulties in that while 
the word «tab'» could signify «a rushing headlong», it is more pro
bably used to mean« the {rpper a~~», the sense being figurative: 
«grabbing tlie arın of the listener lest he slip». 'Abdünnafi' retains 
the Arabic vocabulary, supplementing it with additional words for 
greater clarity: «Zab'-u-bazü-yı sami'i zelfden icti~ab-u-imsak». Not 
all of the translation is so felicitously rendered into Turkish. \Vhen 
translating the discussion of 'Abd~ahir's views . on this type of 
r,ıecaz) which is concerned with the İıature of the vowelling of the 
final radical, 'Abdünnafi' translates «lem ya/f;ta'» as «Cezm alına
maz», intending «cezm» to. be understo~d in i1;s non-technical sense. 
This would have caused the reader no more than a moment's con
fusion, but could have easily been avoided by the ch~ice ·of anotber, 

· İnore suitable, word. 
This work was the first contribution to the revival of rhetoric 

in the Nineteenth Century, and may be viewed as the final attempt 
at making classical rhetorical theory relevant to the educational 
needs of society. Whereas Altı Parma:tc's translation may be ilismis
sed as no more than lecture iıotes, the pubİication of the Nef'-i 
Mu'avvel was a serious attempt to provide Turkish students with 
the definitive exposition of classical rhetoric. Although it employed 
anather _language in a form which presumably avoided as much 
possible difficulty to the Turkish student, it nevertheless respects 
tıie integrity of the. original by preserving its basic vocabulary. This 
work must surely have coiıtribute~ to an awareness on the ·part of 
the Ottoman scholar that beliiga) as based on the ']}el/jz.ş) was to be 
studied for i ts own sake; but that it had no great value as an ai d 
to underst~ding Arabic, .or relevance for those wishlng to acquire 
a good ott'oman prose ~tyie. Ironically this translation, which iı:i all 
probability was aii honest attempt to come to terms with belağa by 
offering an alternative ı;tpprdach to the servile memorisation of the 
Tel/fiş, wasthe first step on the road to creating a rhe~oric . of 
Turkish which, if realised, would render the Telifiş completely ob
solete. 
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The Belligat-i Lisan.:rı 'Owıani 

Four years after the publication of the translation of the Mu
tavvel (1290/1873), there appeared the Belligat-i Listin-ı 'Oş_manı, 

a work which implicitly claimed to be no less than a rhetoric of 
Ottoman, rather than. merely another Turkish translation of Arabic 
rhetorical theory. Its author, A!,ımed I:Iamdı Şirvanı (d. 1308/1890), 
a teacher at tlıe Mekteb-i I:Iulcü~. wrote it at the behest of Cevdet 
Paşa, presumably intending it to be used as a text-book20

• 

Although the author may be accused of making exaggerated 
claims for his work by giving it a title which would itnply that. it 
was a manual of Turkish rhetorical theory, they do in fact have 
some substance. Ideally, a rhetoric of the Ottoman language wouid 
be deduced from native literary practice and analysed accordingly, 
compiled by a process which would subject it to analysis exhibiting 
certain characteristic features, and elaborating a· theory thereupon. 
The preponderance of Arabic and Persian elements in Ottoman prose 
and poetry, however, would tend to discourage efforts in this direc
tion, especially as there already existed an accepted body of rheto
rical teaching which could with ease be adapted to be made seem 
applicable. Apmed I:Iamdı, believing that the Telblş had a more uni
versal application than. that of describing Arabic rhetoric, makes 
the assumption that ·ottoman lay within the co~fines of this uni
versality, and proceeds to apply it to his own · language, without 
questioning its validity. In most resp'ects this work is a translation 
of the Telblş, with the addition of ·çinıy the minimum explanatory 
material from the glosses to allow th~ text to read fluently. His one 
departure from the practice of previous translators is in the provi
sion of Turkish illustrations, not as mere translations of the Arabic 
examples, but as instances of a paradigm which the reader- is urged 
to accept as applicable to Turkish in all respects. By providing 
mainly Turkish illustrations, he implies that the illustrated theory 
could have been deduced from Ottoman as well as from Arabic. 

In the seetion on me'anı and beyan, the treatment of the indivi
dual faşls proceeds in the same order and fashion as in the Teli)Iş, 

20 See ~he i[Jtar, p. ı. 
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while in the fenn-i bedt he omits nine of the thirty~eight tropes, 
altering their order slightly and adding four more. Although it may 
appear superficially conservative in its approach, and otherwise 
completely derivative, the Belligat-i Listin-ı <Qş_mani isa revolutionary 
work, in that it implicitly suggests that Arabic rhetorical theory 
should be studied neither for its own sake, nor as an aid to the 
study of Arabic literature, but as a tool for the mastery o~ Otto
man prose and poetry, and as a basis for its literary criticism. On 
this tacit assumption the author feels freed .of the necessity of 
quoting and explaining Arabic illustrations. He treats most exam
ples, be they Persian, Turkish or Arabic, as an integral part of his 
own argument, offering elucidation when necessary, but no transla
tion. Sections which cannot be dealt with satisfactorily within a 
Turkish context, such as the «trope by inflection» are omitted 
without comment. 

In the following example we can observe how Apmed :Ş:amdi 
deals with teşbıh. T~e text of the Tell;lş is as follows : 

Et-teşbihii Jd-deliiletü <ala müşareketi 
emrin li-emrin /I ma<na) ve- )l-murriidu ha-hünii 
ma lem tekün <ala vechi )l-isti<areti 
)t-taMI~Iyeti ve- )l-isti<areti bi- )l-kiniiyeti 
ve-)t-tecrfdi) fe-da!;ıale fi-hi na{ıve fsavli-nii · 
«Zeydün esedün») ve-[savli-hi -te<alii-: 
«Şummün bükmün <umyün». Ve-)n-na,ı:arü hii-hüna 
/f erkiini-hi) ve-hiye tarafii-hü ve-vechü-hü 
ve-ediitü-hü ve-fi )l-garatı min-hü ve-fi 
a[Isami-hi. (p. 238) 

The Ottoman version reads thus : 
\ 

Teşbih, bir şey'ilii diger bir şey ile 
bir ma'nada müşareketine delalet itmesine 
dirler ki ol delalet isti'are-i ta.l;ıJs:IJs:Iye 

ve isti'are~i bi-'1-kinaye [sic] ve tecrid 
tariJs:i-yle olmıya, me§ela: «Zeyd arslandur» 
dinildükde Zeydilli arslan ile ma'na-yı 



seca'atde, ve çlurüb-ı eiD§iilden oldıgı üzere 
«,lazlarufi Jpılagı şagır ve gözi kör ve ayagı 
topa! olm.aludur» dinildükde kör ile ma'na-yı 
'amada ve sagır ile aşammiyetde ve topa! ile 
gezmemek ma'nalarında iştirak ma4,cşüddur. Yo\csa 
l;ıal{i~atde arslan ve kör ve topa! olma.J.ç ma\csüd 
degüldür. 

TeŞbihüii dört rükni vardur: biri «müşebbeh», 
2 «müşebbehün bi-h», 3 «edat-ı teşbih», 4 «vech-i 
teşbih».,. (p. 69) 
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W e can see that the author isoffering little more than a transla
tion, but with some significant modifications. By altering the 
example from «Zeydün esedün» to «Zeyd arslandur», Al;ımed I;Iamdi 
is not merely translating, but in fact is accepting the Turkish ver
sion as the real illustration. The Koranic verse on the other hand 
is abandoned in favour of a proverb which not only illustrates the 
same point, but is very close to the original in form and content. 
The fact that one can find anthentic Turkish examples of these 
features of rhetoric, which had previously been illustrated in the 
Arabic language, is an explicit claim that they are applicable 
equally to both languages. What is impliGit, however, is the notion 
that if one were to write a rhetoric of Turkish, based on analysis 
of the language, it would differ little from ·w hat we have in the 
Belagat-~ Listin-ı <Qş_mlinz. Although he makes no attempt to substi
tute Turkish technical terms in place of the Arabic, the author 
makes a conscious effort to_ Ottomanise Arabic constructions, even 
to the point of violating _. accepted conventions, as in the case of 
«isti'are-i bi-'1-kinaye». The insertion of the hemze over the fina! 
ha of «isti 'are» forces the reader to pronounce this terkzb · as . if it 
were a Persian iziife and not an Arabic construction. 

In the seetion devoted to the fenn-i bedl'J Al;ımed I:Iamdi provi
des convincing illustrations, drawing heavily from the stock of 
Turkish proverbs and poetry, supplementing it with his own simple 
illuştrations and verse compositions. To illustrate tıbiifs (mutiibıfr.a 

or tazadd) (pp. 95-96) he offers the following examples : 
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döst u düşmen;. beyaz u siyah; 

Bezm-ü-rezmi verd [ -ü-] ]Jar u 'afv-ü-]Jaşmi nür-u-nar 
Emn-ü-büni tal;ı.t-u-dar u milır-ü-kini fal;ı.r-u-'ar 

bu meseleyi 'alim bil ür, cahil bilmez; 

Allahdan tcork., yalan söyleme; ]Jaltcdan k.ortcma, 
dogrı söyle; 

Dilde şafa-yı 'ışkufi dide gamuiila pür-nem 
Bir evde «ayş-u-şadi bir evde ye's [ -ü-] matem 

It is clear that A{ımed I:Iamdi has chosen his illustrations with 
thought and care, sö that they require no elucidation· and are suc
cessful in all respects. 

·The Zübdetü ~ı-Beyan 

The fallawing year (1294/1877) saw the publication of a work 
entitled the Zübdetü ~ı-Beyö:rı, by Mibalici I:Iacci Muştafa Ef., a 

, teacher at the l)iirü· ~ş-Şafafs;a in Istanbul. This text~books is restric~ 
ted to beyan, and the subject is studied in very much greater detail 
than in the Belligat-i Lisiin-1. <Qş_mlinl~ which comprises all three 
branches of the science of rhetoric. Being neither wholly a transla
tion nar a Turkish commentary on the Tel/;lş~ it may be best deseri
bed as a rationalised rearrangement of the material in the latter, 
discarding what js impenetrable, elucidating and commenting on the 
obscure, and translating the obvious. Thus, for example, while he 
has omitted large portions of the material on teşblh~ he has enlar
ged the secti

1
on on mecaz-ı mürsel from the few lines in the Tel[ılş 

to thirty pages in the Zubdetü ~ı-Beyan. Although he always looks 
to Teftazani's c~mmentaries for·. elucidation and will occasionally 
use extracts therefrom, the additional material is mainly his. own 
contribution .. The work exhibits throughout the painstakil!g care 
with which he has sifte9- through the material of the Tel/;lş, choosing 
only that which can be understood without presupposing existing 
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knowledge of the subject, and reorg'anising it İJJ.to a more logical 
framework. 

His examples, having been chosen for their appropriateness, 
are for the greater part extremely helpful, and rarely require more 
than the minimum explanation. In the first instance, they are ge
nerally translations of those in the Telbişı if they are suitable; when 
they are not, they are either taken from the Muta'VVelı or coined by 
the anthor himself. When dealing with mecaz-ı mürselı he lists ·all 
twelve types of adjunct ('alafs.a) identified in the Telbzş and Mutav
velı providing them with Turkish versions of the same illustrations, 
to which he adds a further twenty-one types, but with his own 
illustrations. As an example of the adjunct ifliilsı in mecaz-ı mürselı 
he offers the fallawing example: «'I}:urşun atdım' diyüb, 'tüfenk ile 
:ı,curşun atdım' dimegi murad itmek gibi» (p. 21) ; and to illustrate 
lazimzyet as an adjunct: «bu Cüm'a Aya Şofya Cami'ine gitdim» 
(p. 26). 

It is regrettable that this work did not find greater currency 
among the students at the new colleges which were being founded 
at this time. The fact that it was never reprinted and the relative 
scarcity of its copies indicate the obscurity in which it remained, 
overshadowed by the Belligat-i 'OŞ.mlinzye of Cevdet Paşa, in which 
the treatment of beyan is in many respects inferior. The following 
passage, which once again explains the concept of «trope by inflec
tion», will serve to illustrate same ~f the virtues of this work : 

3 Mecaz bi ız-Ziyade 

Li-ecli '1-müba.laga bir laf:p ziyade iderek 
söylenen terkibierden «Seniii :ı,carındaşın yo:ı,cdur» 
diyece,k yerde «I}:arındaşıfun :ı,carındaşı yo:ı,cdur» 
denilir -ki yine ma'na :ı,carındaşın yo:ı,cdur dimek 
olu b, biri za'id olur. V e «Hakk - subhline-hü . . .. . .. 
ve-te'ala -:- nın mi_şli yo:ı,cdur» diyecek yerde 
«Hakk - subhline-hü ve-te' ala - nın mislinin ... •. . ' -
mi_şli yo\cdur» denildigi gibi. 
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4 Mecaz bi-~n-No/sşlin 

Aşl-i terkibden ba'zı laf~larıfi l)a~i-yle 
tekellüm olunan terkibierden «Cami'ifi Js:apusı 
açıldı» diyecek iken mui:afı l;ıa~ iderek «Cami' 
açıldı» dimek, ve «Şırbist~ ehalisi <<iişi oldı» 

diyecek iken «Şırbistan 'aşi oldı» dimek gibi 
bu miııillülerifi mecaz-ı mürsel 6ldıJs:ları da:Ui 
beyan olunmuş idi. «Şopa geliyor uşlı otur ve 
deynek geliyor derse çalış» diyüb bunlar elinde 
olan adam geliyor dimeg( murad itmek dab.i 
böyledir. (p. 78-79) 

This passage is based on the Mutawel~ from which he selects 
only those illustrative points which help to develop the argument, 
successfully resisting the temptation to overstate it and, thereby, 
obfuscate its main point. He seems to have extracted the essentials 
of this rambling exegesis, subjected them to logical analysis and 
produced something clear, where previously there had existed only 
the cryptic summary of the Telbzş and its verbose and impenetrable 
commentaries. For the first time the Turkish student had a text
book which explained Arabic rhetorical theory in a manner that 

- was not only easy to assimilate, but was to some extent relevant 
to his ovvn experience. Although the text is full of illustrations which 
employ the archetypal Zeyd,. most, in fact, refer to objects or ideas 
within the experience of the Ottoman student. References to Serbia, 
Aya Sofya and modern armaments are most persuasive means of 
helping students to realise that the theory is applicable. 

Gonclusion 

These fo1Jl' works, the Terceme-i Telbtş~ the Nef'-i Mu<awel: 
Terceme-i Telbiş-ü-Mutawel~ the Belligat-i Lisiin-'t <Qş_mlinz and the 
ZübdeW ~ı-Beyan, each, in their turn, played a significant role in 
the development of an Ottoman rhetoric. The first two, both transla
tions, are attempts on the part of the Ottomans to escape froiıı the 
servile dependence on the authorities, whose works had become the 
core of the educational system of the Empire. Even those of tlıem 
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who are most abject in their respect; for the sources, in some way 
betray a realisation that the system was not entirely adequate .for 
the purposes of an Ottoman Turkish rhetoric. The very fact of 
translation must be taken as indicative of this, and as these trans
lations gradually seek the expansion and clarification of the ma
terial that tradition compelled them to rely on, it is not too much 
to assert that they were in this way protesting at the constricting 
conditions of the educational system. The works herein treated are 
merely the best -known of many similar efforts of this kind attes
ted in the biographies of the <uZemii, and should not be regarded as 
isolated instances. While it might be too much to claim that there 
was a conscious effort to liberate this aspect of education from the 
consecrated precedents, they nevertheless, each in its own way, and 
in its own time, represent a tacit expressian of the sense of inade
quacy felt by Ottoman scholars in the materials they were obliged 
to study and teach21

• 

The translation and subsequent publication of the MııtavveZ 

marks the end of a period in which the Ottoman <ulema tried to come 
to terms with Arabic rhetorical theory. By offering a Turkish ver
sion of the entire Mııtavvel) 'Abdünnafi' had virtually translated 
most of the curriculum's required reading for rhetoric, the remaining 
works being merely commentaries, glosses and versifications based 
on the Tell)z.ş. Although it was far from his intention, by translating 
this pivotal work on classical rhetoric, he demonstrated most effec
tively the total inadequacy of the traditional approach. The study 
of Arabic rhetoric was abandoned with seemingiy little regret, and 
henceforth the Tell)l.ş was to be exploited as a framework for the 
creation of an Ottoman rhetoric. The transition from the Telbz.ş to 
the Belligat-i <Q~mö.nzye of Cevdet Paşa as the basic work of rheto
rical theory in the Empire was not sudden; it proceeded through 
four stages: (1) the translation of the Telbl.ş) (2) the translation of 

21 In A. Uğur's study of the Ottoman <ulemii, The Ottoman <mema in the 
mid-1"/tlı Century: an A.nalysis of the Vakii'i <il 'l-Fuialii of Mel}med t;ieyl)I Ef. 
(Ph. D. Thesis: Edinburgh University, 1973) we have several references to 
<aZims preparing commentaries and glosses on rhetoric (see I, 50, 279; II, 410, 
692) and in particular a translation of the Telbzş, by 'AriiZI }J:el;med Ef. (d. 1084/ 
1673), II, 614. 
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the Mutavvel) (3) the translation of its theory from Arabic into 
Turkish, with examples cited only from the latter language, and ( 4) 
the adaptation of its material to the needs of Ottoman, omitting the 
tedious, and expanding the relevant. The arrival of the Belligat-i 
'Oş_miinzye should not be regarded as revolutionary as might first 
appear, for, indeed, this achievement was being prepared for over 
three centuries by the implicit sense of protest against an alien im
portation to be detected in the commentaries, translations, aimota
tions, and explanatioİıs. of many of the. 'ulemii. 
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