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THE DEVELOPMENT OF AN OTTOMAN RHETORIC UP TO 1882
. .. PART'I

THE MEDRESE TRADITION®
- Christopher Ferrard -

Since the development of the medrese curriculum, the “Imi
’l-beldage, the Arabic science of literary rhetoric, has played an im-
portant role in the education of Muslims. In particular one book,
the Miftahii *I-Uliam of Sekkaki (d. 626/1229)2 was to dominate the
study of belaga, being read. principally in; its epitome, the Telpisgii
‘l-Miftah of Kazvini (d. 739/1338)® and its subsequent commentary,
the -Mutavvel of Teftazani (d. 792/1390)% Since then the student of
rhetoric has had an ever increasing proliferation:of commentaries
and super-commentaries from which to choose; of these the Hasiye
‘ale ’I-Mutavvel of Seyyid Serif Ciireani (d. 816-1413) seems to have
been the most popular. These books were to-form the core of texts
which became prescribed reading for medrese students throuighout
the Ottoman period. The conservative. nature of the medrese sylla-

1 'This article is based on research carried out while.holding: a. scholarship
from the Carnegie Trust for the Universities of Scotland. @
T .2 Ebi Yakib Yisif b. Bbi Bekr Muhammed b. ‘Alf es-Sekkaki, Miftahii
*1+Ulitm. (Cairo, 1356/1937). . e L A
3 Celdleddin Muhammed b. ‘Abdiirrahman, Hatib el-Kazvini, Bt-Telpis fi
‘Ulami ’l-Belaga (Cairo, 1932). ) . ; 'y .
4 Sa‘deddin Mesad b. ‘Omer et-Teftazani, Mutavvel ‘ale ’t-Telis (Istan-
bul, 1330/1911). N o
' 5. Seyyid Ciircini, Hasiyetii ’s-Seyyid ‘ale ’I-Muavvel (Istanbul, 1271/1854).



166

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 syllabus which was es-
tablished in the Fourteenth Century was to survive into the Nine-
teenth Century so that the Telhis was almost to become synonymous
with belaga. The study of rhetoric' saw its justification in its role
as an ancillary Koranic science, for it was argued that a knowledge
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 its role as handmaiden to-the religious sciences. Ne-
vertheless it embodied the most systematic formulation of literary
criticism in Arabic and it was to the Telyis 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 syllabus for rhetoric would
seem to suggest that it had proved satisfactory and had found ge-
neral acceptance among the ‘ulema and students. This, however, was
far from true; indeed from the outset, there was a continual strugg-
le to render the Telhis intelligible to students. Kazvini, the author
of the Telpis, produced its first commentary, a work which he entit-
led the Jzah. Inthe same century Teftazani wrote the Mutavvel which
he himself later abridged in the Muptasar. Thereafter there was a
steady and continual stream of commentaries, super-commentaries,
versifications and translations. Their very number alone argues the
case that the Ottoman ‘ulema found the Telpis and its commentaries
difficult to teach. In this continuing struggle we may observe the
groundwork for the development of the Ottoman rhetorie, 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 Ottorglan language, up to 1882,

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 were to
overshadow all previous attempts to reconcile the traditional carions
of literary criticism with the needs of the day. While the Belagat-i
‘Osmaniye = of Ahmed Cevdet Pasa 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‘ltm-i Ede-
biyat of Recd'izade Mahmid Ekrem was no less than a complete re-
volution in hterary analysm6 While Cevdet Paga had clung to fa-
miliar precepts of the Tellis, 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 revolt agaust
the classical modes of literary analysis.

These works represented two separate traditions of rhetoriecal
study, both ultimately based on the Teljis; but while the Belagat-i
‘Osmaniye followed the traditional approach favoured by the med-
rese and was entirely Arabic in spirit, the Taflim-i Edebiyal 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 Belagat-
‘Osmantye, while Part II will trace the development of an alterna-
tive approach to rhetoric which paved the Way for the TaTim-i E’de-
biyat.

The Development of an Ambw I/ztemry Rhetomc up to the 15th
Century

Islamic rhetoric, that is the ‘zlmu ’l-belaga, evolved from earlier
works in criticism. Belaga is the Arabic theory of style. Etymolo-
gically it is derived from «belaga» meaning to reach, and is interpre-
ted by Eba Hilal el-‘Askeri (d. 396/1005) as s1gn1fymg the art of
reaching the listener in attempting to convey one’s 1deas to him,
or the art of reaching the utmost perféction in the style and con-
tent of a composition. In the classical period it is indiscriminately
applied to poetry, ornate prose and oratory. However, it must be
emphasised that unlike European classical rhetbrié, beldga does not

6 The first editions of both these works Were pubhshed 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. Belaga when applied to oratory, usually in reference to
the ¥riday mosque, was used to embellish speech, it didnot 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 critical analysis that the Word was being
applied. ,

The earliest critics confined themselves to subjective judge-
ments on the qualities of a particular beyt:or poet, no reason or
evidence being offered in support.of their arguments. However, these -
critical 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 of a poet’s work. Later Ibmr.Sellami ’1-Ciimahi (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 critic
must also have made_ a study of the poets. In his Tabakatii *s-Su‘ara
he classifies the poets according to their period and place of origin.
He failed however to support his judgement by analysing the work

_of the poets. El-Cahiz (d. 255/868) made an analysis of speech and
then proceeded to postulate various theories on its correct use: one
of his works, the Beyan wve- ’t-Tebyin, is divided into four sections,
each of which deals with some aspect of speech: the first is con-

cerned with correct pronunciation; the second with the correct use
of .the word, and the avoidance of dissonance between words placed
in construet; the third with syntax and the relationship between
words and their meanings; and the fourth deals with poses and ges-
tures which should be adopted by the speaker. In these observations

critical analysis is explicit, he does not however define the qualities
of a good poem, nor does he develop a theory of criticism. These
early faltering steps towards the development of a rhetoric of Ara-
bic were followed by writers whose contribution to the field is un-
deniable. Ibn Mu‘tezz (d. 296/908), wrote a treatise entitled Kitabii
’l-Bedi‘, which successfully proved that certain figures of speech
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 also to be found
in the Koran. To these figures (isti‘are, tecnis, mu,tdbalca, reddi-
‘I<“acz, and mezhedb kelami) he added twelve more.

Kudame b. Ca‘fer (d. after 320/932) in a work entitled the
Kitdab Nakdi “s-Si‘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 Ibn Mu‘tezz and Kudame 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:
technical term, definition and examples. :

Before proceeding to ‘Abdiilkahir el-Ciircani (d. 471/1071) men-
tion must be made of two other critics: the first, Ebi Hilal el-‘As-
keri (d. 395/1005), defined the relationship between fesahat and
belagat, and among his other achievements raised the number of
figures of bedi* to thirty-five. El-Bakillani (d. 403/1013)’in a trea-
tise on the I‘caz of the Koran, applied critical theories to the Koran
and to his contemporary poets, thereby demonstrating that the work
of mortals fell short of the sublime style of the Holy Book.

- Rhetoric became firmly established as a discipline with two
works . by ‘Abdiilkahir el-Ciircani, the Esrarii ’l-Beldga and the
Del@'ilii ’I-I‘caz. El-Ciircani criticises the superficial nature of the
existing works on rhetoric (no doubt referring to Ibn Mu‘tezz and
Kudama 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 Esrarii ’l-Belaga. The Del@ilii ’1-I‘caz, the
earlier'of the two works, is not only an analysis of the style of the
Koran which he proves to be inimitable, but also contains a discus-
sion of syntax in its relationship to style. These two works marked
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the greatest contribution to the developraent of Islamic rhetoric.
Henceforth, 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 rhetoric 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-Ciircani
were abridged by Es-Sakkaki (d. 626/1229) who stripped away the
profound analysis which rendered El-Ciircant’s contribution so uni-
que, and what remained of the contents of.the Dela’ilii *I-I‘caz was
termed the ‘“ilmii “I-me‘ani, while the Hsrarii ’l-Belaga became the
“ilmii ’l-beyan, each a separate chapter in the compendium of the
~ literary sciences which he called the Miftahii °I-Ulim. To these two
chapters are added a section entitled the “Imii ’I-bedi’ which con-
tains those thirty-five figures of speech identified by El-‘Askeri.
These three sciences were further epitomised by El-Kazvini (d. 789/
1338) in a work entitled the Telpisii ’I-Miftah, the very name of

which has become synonymous with belaga up to the present cen-
tury. ' :

The Teljis 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 reason to recommend
it: in places it is virtvally incomprehensible, so that one could say
with some justification that although it was memorised by genera-
tions of medrese students, it was probably fully understood by few
of them. To understand the work, the student went to the commen-
taries of which there are many. El-Kazvini himself wrote a ccm-
panion volume, the Izah, which is still taught today. Soon after the
death of El-Kazvini the two most popular commentaries were writ-
ten by Et-Teftazani (d. 732/1390) : the Mutavvel and the Muhtasar,
the latter being an abridgement not of the Telpis, but of the Mutav-
vel.

It is possible. to trace a contiﬁﬁbus development of r@eﬂér_ical
theory from the earliest period of Islam up to the Tenth Century,
when El-Ciircani raised the discipline to the summit of its develop-
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ment, whence it has since declined due to the scholastic approach
favoured by his successors. However, as soon as the science was
formulated in the Telhis 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
“iImii ’I-belaga may, therefore, be defined, within this context, as the
science of Islamic rhetoric as formulated in the Teljis and expoun-
ded in its commentaries.

The core of the classical medrese syllabus for rhetoric took its
final form with the addition of Seyyid Curcant’s Hasiye ‘ale ’I-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 Celebi (d. 1067/1656) noted that in
his day the Telhis had already attracted :

a) A commentary by its own author entitled the Izah

b) 14 other commentaries besides the Mutavvel

¢) 4 versifications

d) 5 abridgements

e) 1 translation
and that the Muravvel had a.ttracted 14 ha§7,yes besides the hasiye
of Seyyid Ciircani, which in its turn attracted 3 further hasiyes;
there was also an abridgement of the Mutavvel by its author, en-
titled the Muptasar, which itself hdd 10 hasiyes.

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 Telhis by Mehmed b. Mehmed
Alt1 Parmak (d. 1033/1623), who also translated various other
works into Turkish. In addition to his version of the Telfis, entitled
the Kasifii ’I-“Ulam ve-Fatihii ’1-Findn, he is, also credited with a
translation of the Mutcwvel” The latter, however, has not been lo-

T ‘Osmanh Miiellifleri, I, 212-3, which is based on Atai, 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
Telpis was hased on a selective use of this commentary.

Altr Parmak’s Terceme-i Tellis

The Terceme-i Telhis is more than a mere translation, providing,
in fact, a Turkish commentary to this epitome. Although it is ba-
sed on the Mutavvel, it presents only the barest outline of this com-
mentary. One may presume that, in common with many commen-
taries and super-c. mmentaries in the Islamic world, it consists of -
no more than a fa:r copy of the author’s lecture notes for the clas-
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
another will necessarily present almost. insuperable problems unless
a convention allows the translator to borrow 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 today to translate an English work on electronic
engineering without a wholesale transferal of much of the technical
vocabulary, Ottoman scholars, too, were at a loss for corresponding
-Turkish terms in their treatment of the Islamic sciences and were
forced to resort to excessive borrowing from the language bemg
translated, which was usually Arabic. The fact that the Ottomans
preserved the original orthography of Arablc 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 masdar forms, made it only too easy for the trans-
lator to produce an accurate translation without actually having to
understand completely 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 The Ot-

rent in translating works with specialised vocabularies and made rio
great attempt to substitute Turkish words for the Arabic. At the
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same time they recognised that simply to rearrange the words
around a Turkish syntactical structure would be a pointless exer-
cise, except in that it would indicate the grammatical organisation
of the Arabic original, 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 remoulding the vocabulary into
the new shape required by the Turkish syntactical structure was an
unrewarding task which promised little return for the effort expen-
ded on it, and certainly did not merit the description of «transla-
tions. In order to remedy this problem, translators of Arabic works
usually adopted the original Arabic ‘word, for it contained all the
same subtleties and nuances, or the convenient imprecision and va-
gueness, of the original, and supplemented it with a synonym, so
that a single word in the original would be transformed into a
couplet retaining the original word as its first member and a
synonym as. 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-hasil»
or some similar phrase. However the only solution to the problem
of translating the technical language of Arabic rhetorical theory
into Turkish lies in following a middle road between strict literal
translation and the recension of yet another gloss in Turkish, in
order to give meaning to the translatlon of a Work which is obscure
in its original language.

The text of an entire fasl from the Teljis is given below and is
followed by Alt: Parmak’s translation. This fasl 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 : :

«Ve-kad yutlaku ’l-mecazii ‘ala kelimetin
tagayyere hilkmii i‘rabi-ha bi-hazfi lafzin
ev giyadeti lafnn, ke-kavli-hi — te‘ala — :
Ve-c@e rabbii-ke, ve-es’eli ’l-karyete,
ve-kavli-hi —te‘ala— leyse ke-misli-hi - -
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sey’iin, ey emrii rabbi-ke, ve-ehle ’l-karyeti,
ve-leyse misle-hii sey’iin.> (Telhis, p. 336.)

This succincet summary is elaborated as follows in the Terceme-i
Telphis®:

Fasl :

Bilgil ki kelime ma‘na-y1 asliyesinden nakl olinmak ile mevsﬁf oldig:
gibi, i‘rab aslden ahara nakl olinmak ile mevsaf olur. Miftah® ‘ibare-
tinde fehm olinan oldi ki meecazlik ile mevsif olan i‘rabdur. Musan-
nifte — rakima “Uah selefe-h — iktida idiib didi : '

Ve-kad yutlaku *l-mecazu ‘ala kelimetin tagayyere hiikmii i‘rabi-ha.

Kimi de mecaz kelimeye itlak olnur ki i‘rabinufi hitkmi tagayyir
olinur hitkmiifi i‘raba iZafeti beyaniyediir — ya‘ni, ol hitkm ki nefs-i
i‘rabdur. ‘ '

Bi-hazfi lafzin ev ziyadeti lafzin.

Lafz, hazfla yahod hir lafz ziyadesi-yle;

evvelki :

ke-kavli-hi — te‘ala — : «ve-ci¥’e rabbii-kes.

Seniifi rabbiii emri geldi: «emrii rabbi-ke» [dé] «emr» hazf olindi,
harfi ref‘ine tebdil [oldi.

Ikineisi :
Kavli-hi — te‘ala — : <€Es’¢li ’l—l,cargjete».“

«Karyeden su’al eyle» dimek]* oldi
1

8 MS is in Siileymaniye Library, Fatih, 4534 (f. 183b).
9 Miftahu *I-“Ulim, Es-Sekaki, p. 185.

10 El-Kazvini, Telpis, pp. 336-T.

11 K. 89/22.

12 K. 12/82.

13 This section has been added in the margin,
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Ucineisi :
I_(avli-hi —tefala— : <<Leyse Icé-migli-h*i sey’lins
Allzh — te‘ala— nufi misli bir sey yo;_caur.

Ey c@e emril rabbi-ke takdiri ve-cZe emrii rabbi-kediir, zira Allzh
— te‘ald — meci’den miinezzehdiir. Ve-ehle I- karye takdiri ve-es’el

_ehle ’l-karyediir, zira su’al ehl-i karyedendiir. Lakin miimkindiir
itibar iciin karye-i harabeden su’al eyledi ki ehli nice oldu

«Ve-leyse misle-hil» idi: «[ke-]misl»de kaf hazf olind, mecrar iken,
merfd’ oldi, zira maksid mislini nefydiir. Ahsen oldi ki kaf hazf-1
za'id olmaya, kinaye babmda ola, iki vechle: biri oldur ki sey nefy
idesin, lazimin leff itmek ile, ya‘nl Allah — te‘ala — nuf migli ol-
makligi nefy itdiigi murad, ki migliniiii nefyidiir, zira eger misli ol-
sun, anufl misli olmak lazim olur, zira mukadder old1 [186h] ki mev-
ciid oldi. Ikineisi: sa},nbu ’I-Kessaf didigidiir: misliii «la yebhal» kis-
mindendiir'®, Murad, mubatibdan «li yebhal»> nefyidiir, mislinden'de-
giil bu za'id olmak ile olmamagufi ma‘nasi b1r olur, za’'id olacak ‘ala
vechi ’l-kinaye olurs,

- Tt 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 Istanbul'’, from which we may infer that the
Terceme-i Telpis 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 Zemalsgeri, p. 1307.

16 Compare also El-Clircani, Hsrarii ’l-Belaga, 383; Teftazani, Muuwvel
405; Seyyid Ciircani, Hasiye, 221.

17 The MS from which the above passage was transcribed was the only
copy in all the collections now housed in the Siileymaniye Library.
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the Teljis, 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 Telpis 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 achieved no great cur-
rency among the students. Its usefulness lies perhaps in the fact
that it forced the students to resort to the Arabic Mutavvel in order
to understand the prineciples of rhetoric®. :

 ‘Abdiinnafi‘’s Translation of the Mutavvel

For two hundred and fifty years the Terceme-i Telhis remained
the only translation of the standard Arabic text-book on rhetoric.
In the third quarter of the Nineteenth Century the Mutavvel was
translated by ‘Abdiinnafi’ ‘Iffet Ef. (d. 1308/1890), under the title
Nef<i Mu‘avvel: Terceme-i Telpis-ii-Mutavvel, the manuscript of
which was completed in 1278/1861, and an edition printed in two
volumes in 1289/1872 and 1290/1873. This work is actually an.abrid-
ged translation of the entire Mutavvel. Below is given a transla-
tion of the Mutavvel's commentary on the same fasl as above.
‘Abdiinnafi’ translates only three-quarters of the passage, omitting
the last section which begins: «Kale sahibii *I-Miftah...»*

Fasl

[276/22] Ma‘lim ola ki kelime Ma' na—yl ashsmden diger ma‘naya
nakl olindigindan iclin mecaz tesm1ye olindig1 g1b1, [277] ke-zalik
i‘rab-1 ‘aslisinden diger i ‘raba nakl- ohndlgmdan iciin dahi mecaz ile
tavsif olinur, Ve zahir-i kelam-1 Sekakiden miisteban olan bu nev‘:
mecaz ile mevsuf olan-i‘radbdur. Ve mevstf i‘rab olmasi suret-l hazfda
zahirdiir: «ve- 8’ eli ’Z-karyete» kavl-i serlfmde olan nasb-l «karye»,
«ve-c@’e rabbii-key kavl-i ser1fmde olan ref‘-1 «rabbii-ke» g1b1 Zira,
bunlardan her birisi mahalleri olan muzafdan nakl olinmigdur. Ya‘ni

18 The Miftahii 'lI-Belaga alludes to the dlfflculty of the Tellus for Turklsh
students, and was written to meet precisely this need.: :

19 As the printed edition is rare; the above example has been transcmbed
from the MS in the Istanbul University. Library, T.Y. 6534.
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asli «ve’s’el ehle °l-karyeti» olub, «ehl» hazf ohnmasi-yla i‘rab «kar-
yerye intikal eylemisdiir. Ke-zalik, «ve-c@’e rabbii-ke», «ve-ca’e emrii ..
rabbi-kes takdlrmde olub, «emr» hazf olnarak 1rab «rabb» lafzina
intikal eylemlgdur

Ve-emma ziyade-i lafz tariki-yle olan mecazda bu mtlkal tahak-
kuk itmez. Hal bu ki Sekkaki «‘Leyse ke-misli-hi’ kavl-i serifinde olan
cerr mecazdury diyii tasrih eylemigdiir. Ve. fenn-i beyanda makstd

. olan ma‘na-y1 evvel ile olan ~—ya‘ni, kelimeyi bir ma‘nadan mami-y1
ahara nakl ma‘nasinda olan mecaz olub; lakin, musannif— rahime-hi
’Ilah —mana-y1 sani ile—-piirei Pieu BIede 1-qex] UBPARLT 19 ‘0,24
vle olan mecaz iizre dahi tenbihe muhavele eylemigdiir. Ve bu mu-
haveleden makstid selefe iktida, kelimeniifi isbu ma‘na-y1 sani i‘tibari-
yle olan mecaz ile ittisaf1 “indinde zab‘-u—bazu-yl sami‘i zelkden icti-
zab-u-imsakdur. Zira isbu nev‘-i mecdz ma‘lim olmayub da, bu
ma‘nica mecaz olmakla bir kelime mevsif oldigi gibi, talib ma na-y1
evvele haml ile hatada vaki‘ olur.

Kale —rahime-hii “llah— :

Ve-kad yutlaku ’Z-mecazu ‘ala kelzmetm tagayyere hitkmi, i‘rabi-
ha bi-hazfi lofzin ev zzyadetz lafzin, ke-kawli-hi —te‘ala— : «ve-c@’e
rabbii-ke», «we-’s’eli "l-karyetes, ve mislii kavli-hi —te‘ala—: «Leyse
ke-misli-hi sey’iin; ey c@e emrii mbbz Iee, 'ue-ehle ’l-karyetz ve-[leyse]
misle-hil sey’iin. . .

[278] Ve ba‘zen mecaz b1r lafzun hazfi- ve yahod z1yade51-y1e
hilkm-i i‘rab1 tagayyiir iden kelime, iizre 1tlak olnur.  Zahir olan
«tagayyere hiikmii i‘rabi-ha> kavlmde hukmun i‘raba 1zafes1 beyan
iciin olub, lafz—l Miftah dahi bun1 is‘ar ider. Ya‘ ni, bir kehmeye 1tlak
olinur ki i‘rab1 bir nev‘den nev-i dlgere tagayyiir ide.

Imdi bir lafzufi hazfi-yle ola,n tagayyiir-i i‘rab «ve-c@’e rabbii-ke»
ve «ve-s’¢li ’l-karye» kavl-i serifleri gibidiir. Ve lafzufi ziyadesi-yle
olan tagayyiir «leyse ke-misli-hi sey’iin» kavl-i serifi gibidiir. Zira,
nazm-1 evvel, medlil-i zahirisi olan meci-yi rabb miistahil olmasi-yle,
«ve ca’e emrii rabbi-ke» takdirinde olub; i‘rab-r «rabbs nev'-i cerr
oldizi halde, muzaf olan lafz-1 «emr»iiii hazfi-yle makam- fa‘ilde
ka'im olarak, i‘rabi nev'-i refe tagayyliir itmisdiir.

Forma ;12
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Ve nazm-1 sani, «ve-’s’el ehle ’l-karye» takdirindediir; zira, ce-
nib-1 Bari intak-1 cilidran tizre kadir ise de, maksid ehl-i karyeden
su’al oldigi makti‘-u-meczimdur — ya‘ni, makam hazfa karinediir.
Seyh ‘Abdiilkahir dimigdiir ki, bu makamda hazf ile hilkm, garaz-
miitekellime raci’ olan bir emrden iciin olub; hattd eger kelam-1
mezkir bu makamufi gayrida [!] vaki‘ olsa, hazf ile cezm olmmamaz.
Zira bir reciiliii kelim: olmak ca 1zdur ki, harab olub ahalisi [ba'id]-
ii-helak olan bir karyeye miirar ile, sahibine va‘iz-ii-miizekkir, ve
yahod nefsi-ciin miitte‘iz-ii-mu‘tebir olarak «es’eli ’I-karyete ‘an ehli-
ha ve-kul le-ha ma sana‘a» dimis olsun. Mefhim: «karyeye ahalisin-
den ve anlar ne isleyiib ve ne olduklarindan su’al eyle» dimekdiir.
Ve bundan murad itti‘az ve ahz-i cibretdiir. Nitekim, «seli ’I-arz men
sakka enhari-ke ve-garasa escari-ke ve-cena esmara-ke» diniliir.

El-hasil: «Rabbii-k» ve «karye» iciin hilkm-i asli cerr olub, [279]
hazf-1 muzaf sebebi-yle evvelde ref‘e ve sanide nasba tagayyiir itmis-
diir. :

Ve nazm-1 silis, «leyse misle-hil sey’iin» olub; lafz-1 «misly iciin
hitkm-i asli haber-i «leyse» oldig cihetle nashdur. Hal bu ki, ziyade-i
kaf sebebi-yle cerre tagayyiir itmisdiir. Ve kaf ziyade ‘add olinmasi:
zird, maksid Vacib —ite‘ala— hazretleriniii misli bir sey olmaklig
nefy olub yohsa migliniifi misli bir sey olmaklizn nefy degiildiir. Ve
ahsen olan, kaf za'ide olmamasidur.

Kale —rahime-hii "llah— «Ve yekanil min babz I-kinayeti, ve
f1-hi vechanis dahi «leyse ke-misli-hi sey’iin» kavl- gerifi bab-1 kina-
yeden dahi olur ve bunda iki vech vardur. Vech-i evvel budur ki
kavl-i mezkir bir sey’i nefy-i lazimi-yle nefydiir. Zira, lazimi nefy
nefy-i melziimi miistelzim olur: «leyse li-ahi Zeydin ah» gibi. Zirj,
«Zeydiifi ahi» melzam ve «ah» lazimdiir. S6yle ki Zeydiifi ahi i¢iin bir
ahdan lazimdiir ki o ah Zeyddiir. El-hasil: Zeydiii karindagi ‘Amr
oldigr gibi, elbette “Amrufi karindag: dahi Zeyd olmak lazim geliir.
Imdi, «Zeyse li-api Zeydin ah» kavliiide bu lazimi nefy idiib, nefy-i
melziimn murad idersin; ya‘ni «leyse li-Zeydin ah» dimek olur. Zir3,
eger Zeyd iciin ah olsaydi bi'zarire anufi-iin de ah olmak lazim ge-
liirdi, ki o ah Zeyddiir. Huldsa, «Zeydiifi karindasinufi karindas1 yok-
dur» dimek ¢@’iz olamaz ki, «Zeyd karindaginufi karindas1 olur.» -
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Iste, bu misalde oldig1 gibi, nazm<1 megzkiirda dahi «mislii “llahis
iclin misl almaklig nefy ile misl-i Allahi nefy muraddur. Zirg, cenab-1
Bar iciin migl olsa, nefy olinan misli olub, nefy-i sahih olmazdi, zira,
mefrizumuz migl-i Allah meveid olmasidur. Bu cihetle misl-i migliifi
nefyi-yle bi-tariki ’lI-kinaye misliifi nefyi murad olinmigdur.

Ve vech-i gini [280] Kessdfui zikr eyledigidiir ki, biilega «mislii-
ke la yabhals diyiib, misl-i muhitabdan buhli nefy iderler. Hal bu ki,
- garaz zat-1 mubatabdan nefy olub, kasd-1 miibalaga iciin tarik-i kina-
yeye stilik iderler. Zira, muhatabufi miimagilinden ve ahass-1 evsafl
fizre olan kimesneden nefy itdiikleri vaktde, mubatabdan nefy itmig
olurlar. Mesela: fulan «kad eyfa at lidatii-hii. ve-belagat etrabii-hii»
diyiib, fulanuf 1fa‘-1 bulug1n1 murad iderler. Yafi‘ sebabi miitenahi
olub, biiyliyen sabdur; mazisi <<eyfa‘a»’olub «gulamiin yefaun» ve
«yafu-hil»>, «yafitin> dinilerek miafi’iin dinilmez, ve bu nevadirden-
diir. «Lidatiin» dal-i miihmele ile, cem‘-i «lidetiins olub; «fev’em»,
yva'ni «ikiz» ma nasmadur, «etraby», «tirb»iii cem‘i olub, «akrans
ma‘nisinadur.

El-hasil, fulanuf tev’emi sinn-i kibre reside olub, ve akrani sinn-i
biiliga miintehiye olmasi, fulanufi dahi. a‘-u-biiligim miistelzim
olur. »

.- Imdi bu takdirde leyse ke-'llah sey’iin» kavli-yle «leyse ke-misli-
hi sey’iin» beyninde fakat ‘ibaret-i saniyede kinayeniiii i‘td eyledigi
fa'ide-i miibélagadan bagka fark yokdur. Ve bu ‘ibareler, zat-1 Bari-
den nefy-i miimaselet ma‘na-y1 vahidi iizre ta‘akub iden iki ‘ibarediir.
Ve «bel yeda-hu mebsitatams> [K. 5/64] nazm-1 §er1f1 dahi bunun
naziri olub, ma‘nas1 yed, ve yed iciin bast tasavviir olinmaksizin
«huve cevadiin» dimekdiir. Zira bu ‘ibare cevaddan ‘ibare olarak
ak1 a olub, biilega isti‘mallerinde, cevaddan bagka’ bir seyi kasd it-
meyiib; hatta ki kendus1-gun yed olmayan kimesnede isti* mal “ider-
ler. Ve bunui gibi «leyse ke-misli-hi sey’iin» ‘ibaresi dahi kendiisi-
ciin misl olmak miimkin olub, ve olmayan klmesnede isti mal ohnur

The translation is basically sound, most of the difficulties in it
belonging to the original. Although the style of the translation iy
turgid and could possibly give rise to misunderstanding on several
ocecasions, this is in part due to the respect he shows for his text.
He remains as close as possible to the thought and language of the
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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 following phrase: «Ve-ctizaben
bi-zab“ 's-sami’ ‘ani *z-zelk», which presents difficulties in that while
the word «zab‘» could signify «a rushmg headlongs», it is more pro-
bably used to mean« the upper army», the sense being figurative:
«grabbing the arm of the listener lest he slip». ‘Abdiinnafi‘ retains
the Arabic vocabulary, supplementing it with additional words for
greater clarity: «Zab‘u-bazi-y1 simi‘ zelkden 1ctlzab-u~nnsak» Not
all of the translation is so felicitously rendered into Turkish. When
translatlng the discussion of ‘Abdiilkahir's views on this type of
mecar, which is concerned with the nature of the vowelhng of the
. final radical, ‘Abdiinnafi‘ translates «lem yakta‘> as «cezm olmna-
maz», intending «cezm» to_be understood in its 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 chome of another
" more suitable, word.

"This work was the first contribution to the revival of thetorie
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 Alt1 Parmak’s translation may be dismis-
. sed as no more than lecture notes, the publication of the Nef~i
Mu‘avvel was a serious attempt to provide Turkish students with
the definitive exposition of classical rhetoric. Although it employed
another language in a form which presumably avoided as much
poss1ble difficulty to the Turkish student, it nevertheless respects
the integrity of the original by preserving its basic vocabulary. This
work must surely have contributed to an awareness on the part of
the Ottoman scholar that belaga, as based on the Telhis, was to be
studied for its own sake; but that it had no great value as an aid
to understandlng Arabie, or relevance for those mshmg to acqulre
a good Ottoman prose style. Ironically this translation, which in all
probability was an honest attempt to come to terms with belaga by
offering an alternative approach to the servile memorisation of the
Telhis, was the first step on the road to creating a. rhetoric.of

Turkish Whlch if realised, Would render the Telkis completely obh-
solete.
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The Beldagat-i Lisan- ‘Osmani

Four years after the publication of the translation of the Mu-
tavvel (1290/1873), there appeared the Belagat-i Lisan-< ‘Osmani,
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, Ahmed Hamdi Sirvani (d. 1308/1890),
~a teacher at the Mekteb-i Hukuk wrote it at the behest of Cev det
Paga, presumably intending it to be used as a text-book?°.

Although the author may be accused of making exaggerated
claims for his work by giving it a title which would imply that it
was a manual of Turkish rhetorical theory, they do in fact have
some substance. Ideally, a rhetoric of the Ottoman language would
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. Ahmed Hamdi, believing that the Telhis had a more uni-
versal application than.that of describing Arabic rhetoric, makes
the assumption that Ottoman lay within the. confines of this uni-
versality, and proceeds to apply it to his own language without
questioning its validity. In most respects this work is a translation
of the Telhis, with the addition of ‘only the minimum explanatory
material from the glosses to allow the text to read fluently. His one
departure from the practice of prévious 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 respeects. By' providing
mainly Turkish illustrations, he implies that the illustrated theory
could have been deduced from Ottoman as well as from Arabic.

In the section on me‘ant and beyan, the treatment of the indivi-
dual fasls proceeds in the same order and fashion as in the Telkis,

20 See the iptar, p. 1. ‘ , )
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while in the fenn-i bedi’ 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 Belagat-i Lisan- ‘Osmani is a 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 of 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 omltted
Wlthout comment

In the following example we can observe how Ahmed Hamd1
deals with tesbih. The text of the Telhzs is as follows :

Et-tesbihii *d-delaletii ‘ala miisareketi
emrin li-emrin fI ma‘na, ve-"l-muradu hé-hiinda
“md lem tekiin ‘clda vechi °l-isti‘areti
’t-tahkikiyeti ve-’l-isti‘areti bi-’l-kinayeti
ve-"t-tecridi, fe-dahale fi-hi nahve kavli-na
«Zeydiin esediins, ve-kavli-hi —te‘ala— :
© «Summiin bitkmiin “‘umyiins. Ve-"n-nazarii ha-hina
fi erkani-hi, ve-hiye toarofa-hii ve-vechii-hii
we-edatii-hii ve-fi ’l-garazn min-hii ve-fi
aksami-hi. (p. 238)

The Oiitoma,ri version reads thus :

Tesbih, bir gey’iifi diger bir gey ile
" bir ma‘nida miisareketine -deldlet itmesine
dirler ki ol delalet isti‘are-i tahkikiye ,
ve isti‘are-i bi-'1-kinaye [sic] ve teerid . = . o
tariki-yle olmiya, mesela: «Zeyd arslandurs '
dinildiikde Zeydiifi arslan ile ma‘ni-y1
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seci‘atde, ve durib-1 emsilden oldig iizere
«kizlarui kulagl sagir ve gézi kor ve ayagi

topal olmaludur» dinildiikde kor ile ma‘na-y1
‘amada ve sagir ile asammiyetde ve topal ile
gezmemek ma‘nilarinda isfirdk makstiddur. Yoksa
hakikatde arslan ve kdr ve topal olmak makstad
degiildiir.

TeSb’ihﬁﬁ dért riikni vardur: biri «miigebbehy,
2 «miigebbehiin bi-h», 3 «edat-1 tegbih», 4 «vech-i
tesbih»... (p. 69)

We can see that the author is offering little more than a transla-
tion, but with some significant modifications. By altering the
example from «Zeyd'wn esediin» to «Zeyd arslandur», Ahmed Hamdi
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 authentic Turkish examples of these
features of rhetorie, which had previously been illustrated in the
Arabic language, is an explicit claim that they are applicable
equally to both languages. What is implicit, 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 what we have in the
Belagat-; Lisan- ‘Osmmu Although he makes no attempt to substi-
tute Turkish technical terms in place of the Arabie, the author
makes a conscious effort to Ottomanlse Arabic constructions, even
to the pomt of molatmg accepted conventions, as in the case of
«isti‘are-i bi-'l-kinaye». The insertion of the hemze over the final
ha of «isti‘agre» forces the reader to pronounce this ferkib as if it
were a Persian izife and not an Arabic construction.

In the section devoted to the fenn-i bed:, Ahmed Hamdi provi-
des convincing illustrations, drawing heavily from the stock of
Turkish proverbs and poetry, supplementing it with his own simple
illustrations and verse compositions. To illustrate pbak ( mutabfzka,
or taZadd) (pp. 95- 96) he offers the followmg examples
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dost u diigmen;. beyaz u siyah;

Bezm-ii-rezmi verd [-ii-] har u ‘afv-ii-hagmi nir-u-nar
Emn-ii-bimi ‘taht-u-dar u mihr-i-kini fahr-u-‘ar

bu meseleyi ‘alim biliir, czhil bilmez;

Allahdan kork, yalan soyleme halkdan korkma,
dogrl soyle,

Dilde safi-y1 “gkufi dide gamufila piir-nem =
Bir evde «ays-u-sadi bir evde ye’s [-ii-] matem

It is clear that Ahmed Hamdi has chosen his illustrations with
- thought and care, so that they require no elucidation and are suc-
cessful in all respects :

‘The Zubdetu ’Z-Beyan

The follovvlng year (1294/1877) saw the pubhcatlon of a Work
entitled the Ziibdetii ’I-Beyan, by Mihalici Hacel Mustafa Ef.,
. teacher at the Ddarii-°s-Safaka in Istanbul. This text-books is restrics
ted to beyan, and the subject is studied in very much greater detail
than 'in the Belagat-i Lisan- ‘Osmani, which comprises all three
branches of the science of rhetoric. Being neither wholly a transla-
tion nor a Turkish commentary on the Telhis, it may be best descri-
bed as a rationalised rearrangement of the material in the latter,
discarding what is impenetrable, elucidating and commenting on the
obscure, and translating the obvious. Thus, for example, while he
has omitted large portions of the material on fesbih, he has enlar-
ged the section on mecaz- miirsel from the few lines in the Telhis
to thirty pages in the Zubdetii ’Z-Beyan Although he always looks
to Teftazant's commentarles for elucidation and will occasionally
use. extracts therefrom, the addltlonal material is mainly his own
contnbutmn ‘The work exhibits throughout . the pamstakmg care
with which he has sifted through the material of the Telkis, choosing
only that which can be understood without presupposing existing
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knowledge of the subject, and reorganising it into 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 Telkhis, if they are suitable; when
they are not, they are either taken from the Mutavvel, or coined by
_ the author himself. When dealing with mecaz- miirsel, he lists all
twelve types of adjunct (“alake) identified in the Telhis and Mutav-
vel, 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 iflak, in mecaz- miirsel,
he offers the following example: «‘Kursun atdim’ diyiib, ‘tiifenk ile
kursun atdim’ dimegi murad itmek gibis (p. 21); and to illustrate
lazimiyet as an adjunct: «bu Ciim‘a Aya Sofya Cami‘ine gitdims
(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 obseurity in which it remained,
overshadowed by the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye of Cevdet Pasa, 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 some of the virtues of this work :

3 Mecaz bi ’z-Ziyade

Li-ecli ’l-miibzlaga bir lafz1 ziyade iderek
sOylenen terkiblerden «Senifi karindagii yokdur»
diyecek yerde «Karindagifiifi karindagi yokdurs»
denilir ki yine ma‘nd karindagiii yokdur dimek
olub, biri za’id olur. Ve «Hakk — subhane-hu
ve-te'dla — nifi migli yokdur» diyecek yerde
«Hakk — subhane-hu ve-te‘ald — nifi miglinifi
nush yokdurs denildigi gibi.
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4 Mecaz bi-’n-Noksan

Asl-i terkibden ba‘z lafzlarf hazfi-yle

tekelliim olunan terkiblerden «Cami‘ifi kapus:
acildi»> diyecek iken muzafi hazf iderek «Cami*
agildi» dimek, ve «Sirbistan ehalisi «asi oldi»
diyecek iken «Sirbistan ‘asi oldiy dimek gibi
bu misilliilerifi mecaz-1 miirsel oldiklar1 dahi
beyan olunmusg idi. «Sopa geliyor ush otur ve
deynek geliyor derse calig» diyib bunlar elinde
olan adam gehyor dimegi murad itmek dahi
boyledir. (p. 78-79)

This passage is based on the Mutavvel, 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 prevmusly there had existed only
the cryptic summary of the Telhis 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 own experience. Although the text is full of 111ustrat10ns 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.

Conclusion

These foyr works, the Terceme-i Telhis, the Nef'-i Mu‘avvel :
Terceme-i Tellis-ii-Mutavvel, the Belagat-i Lisan-r ‘Osmani and the
Ziibdetii ’l-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 from the
servile dependence on the authorities, whose works had become the
core of the educational system of the Empire. Even those of them
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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 “ulemda, 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 expression of the sense of inade-~
quacy felt by Ottoman scholars in the materials they were obliged
to study and teach®.

The translation and subsequent publication of the Muravvel
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 Mutavvel, ‘Abdiinnafi’ had virtually translated
most of the curriculum’s required reading for rhetoric, the remaining
works being merely commentaries, glosses and versifications based
on the Telyis. Although it was far from his intention, by translating
this pivotal work on classieal rhetoric, he demonstrated most effec-
tively the total inadequacy of the traditional approach. The study
of Arabic rhetoric was abandoned with seemingly little regret, and
henceforth the Telhis was to be exploited as a framework for the
creation of an Ottoman rhetoric. The transition from the Teljis to
the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye of Cevdet Paga as the basic work of rheto-
rical theory in the Empire was not sudden; it proceeded through
four stages: (1) the translation of the Teljis, (2) the translation of

21 1In A. Ugur's study of the Ottoman ‘ulema, The Ottoman ‘Ulema in the
mid-17th Century: an Analysis of the Vaka’i ‘i °l-Fuiala of Mehmed Seyhi Ef.
(Ph. D. Thesis: Edinburgh'University, 1973) we have several references to
‘alims preparing commentaries and glosses on rhetoric (see I, 50, 279; II, 410,
692) and in particular a translation of the Telhis, by ‘Arizi Mehmed Ef. (d. 1084/
1673), II, 614. ' .
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the Muravvel, (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 Belagat-i
‘Osmaniye 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, annota-
tions, and explanations. of many of the “wulemad.
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