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THE BELAGAT-I ‘OSMANIYE OF AHMED
CEVDET PASA AND ITS CRITICS

Christopher Ferrard

For the educated Ottoman, the Tanzimat was a period of insta-
bility and transformation which witnessed change in almost every
aspect of life, not least of all in language, literature and even literary.
criticism. It is by examining in some detail the Belagat-i “‘Osmaniye,
a work of literary rhetoric, that we may obtain some insight into
one of the most influential minds of the Tanzimat, that of Ahmed
Cevdet Pasa. This article will attempt to evaluate not only the Bela-
gat-i ‘Osmaniye but also examine the immediate reaction it evoked
in some of its readers. For, at the same time as some authors, such
as Reca'izide Mahmid Ekrem, had chosen to look to the west in
order to find inspiration for a rhetoric of the Ottoman language,
Cevdet Paga chose to remain conservative in his approach. Curiously
the strongest reaction to his rhetoric is not from the western-looking
reformers but from traditionalists who were not altogether happy
with the direction that was being taken by an essentially conser-
vative man like Cevdet Pasa’.

The Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye

Cevdet Pasa (1822-1895), the author of the Belagat-i ‘Osmanlye,
was one of that small group commonly known as the Men of the
Tanzimat. While Mustafa Resid Paga (1800-1858), ‘Ali Paga (1815-

1 BSee C. Ferrad, «Reci'izaide Mahmid Ekrem's TeTlim-i Edebiyat and its
contributions to Ottoman Literary criticism: Part I», Tirk Dili ve Edebiyai
Dergisi, XXIV-XXV (iIstanbul, 1986), pp. 215-233, and Part II published in
Osmanlh Aragturmalari, VI (Istanbul, 1986) pp. 139-161.
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1871) and Fu'ad Pasa (1815-1869) all rose to the highest positions
in the government, Cevdet Pasga’s role was less that of a statesman
and more a civil servant responsible for the actual task of drawing
up legislation, and consequently he failed to attain the supreme offi-
ces of state.

The three great statesmen of the Tanzimat all had similar
careers; having acquired experience in foreign affairs, they all
occupied at sometime the post of Minister of External Affairs, the
Grand Vizierate and, with the exception of Resid Pasa, the presi-
dency of the Council of Tanzimat. Cevdet Pasa, on the other hand,
occupied many important ministerial positions concerned with the
direction and implementation of the Tanzimat reforms, but for a
variety of reasons, at no time did he acquire a premier position in
formulating the overall policy of the State. He was considerably
more educated than his colleagues, and being somewhat younger
than them it was natural that his best chances of advancement lay
in attaching himself to their retinue. Receiving his first official
appointment at the age of 26, he was within two years promoted
to the Meclis-i Ma'arif and shortly afterwards to the directorship of
the Dari’l-Mu‘allimin. There after followed numerous directorships
and ministerial posts, mainly in the field of education and law,
areas in which Cevdet Paga’s education in the “flmiye gave him an
advantage over his colleagues. This classical background and his
deep grounding in the traditional curriculum probably rendered
him psychologically unsuited for the highest positions in the Tan-
zimat governments, where an uncritical belief in reform for its own
sake was necessary rather than the conversancy with the traditional
Islamic sciences which Cevdet Pasa could offer.

His ministerial duties and official commitments were allowed
to occupy only part of his time, and much of his energy was devoted
to drafting legislation, as well as to providing text-books for the
educational institutions for which he was responsible. While his
colleagues were enthusiastically engaged in propagating wide-swee-
ping reforms,it was to Cevdet Paga that they delegated the task
of actually implementing them.

2 The sources for the biography of Cevdet Paga can be found in A. Olmez-
oglu's article on him in Isldm Ansiklopedisi.
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In all things a moderate, he saw only too clearly that the refor-
ming zeal of his colleagues arose from a shallow appreciation of
the foundations of Ottoman culture, and he feared that their admi-
ration for things European might lead them to question many of the
established values, the preservation of which was for him the prin-
cipal inducement to the reform of the state institutions. The classical
conception of the Ottoman State was that of an organic unit centered
around the person of the ruler, whose duty it was to protect, main-
tain and foster Islam and all thereto pertaining. As the basis of
Islam was the Arabic Koran so, too, should Ottoman culture reflect
the dominant position of those traditional sciences which found
their origins in the study of the Holy Book. European pressure for
the establishment of a secular constitutional state, thereby reducing
the dominant position of the §eri‘at, would not only endanger the
executive power of the Caliph but bring into question many of the
cultural values which were held sacrosanct by Cevdet Pasa and most
of his countrymen. He was not, however, a reactionary, for he rea-
lised that without institutional reform the State could not survive;
and he consequently channelled his immense energies into recon-
ciling the classical institutions with prevailing conditions. Yet, as
earnest as was his zeal for reform, no less was he wholeheartedly
committed to the preservation of Ottoman culture as he conceived
it.

To Cevdet Paga was delegated the task of codifying the whole
of Ottoman law, a monumental project which resulted in the pub-
lication of a twelve volumed codex entitled the Mecelle-i Ahkam-
‘Adlye, a work which was instrumental in preserving the fundamen-
tal position of the Serfat in the legal system®. Cevdet Paga’s mo-
tives for introducing the Mecelle are clear, he feared lest the theory
and practice of Ottoman law be replaced by a Western model which
was seen to operate well for its own society. He appreciated that
unless he could provide the Empire with a comprehensive and mo-
dern legal system, forces, both within and without’ the country,
would impose a legal framework which' would be alien to the Ot-
toman spirit.

3 See R. Giir, Mecefle, 2nd Ed (Istanbul, 1977), 25-28; Cevdet Pasa,
Tezdkir, ed. Cavid Baysun (Ankara, 1960-67), vol. I, 62-63 and vol. IV, 95-96.
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In matters of education too, he exhibited a marked reluctance
to throw out the content of the classical curriculum. In the early
years of his public life he began to prepare text-books for the new
schools which had been established by the reforms. There being no
question of replacing the old medrese system of higher education,
the reformers contented themselves with establishing a parallel
system of schooling in which new subjects would be taught. Common
to both systems, however, was a need for instruction in grammar
and composition, the ignorance of which was so painfully apparent
in many of the employees of the government. In the medrese it
was Arabic alone that figured in the syllabus, and consequently the
new schools had to provide a similar education in the Turkish langu-
age, including the formal study of literature. Cevdet Pasa assumed
the responsibility for writing all the necessary text-books for the
study of the vernacular.

In a preface to the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, Cevdet Pasa outlined
his programme for the study of the Ottoman language. Acknow-
ledging that it was greatly indebted to Arabic which he saw as
the principle source of Ottoman, he felt it necessary to discuss the
Arabic linguistic sciences as applied to the Ottoman language (pp.
3-5) *. The ‘Ulim~i Edebiye, as formulated by Cevdet Pasa, are eight,
with four «branch» sciences:

‘Usiil-i semaniye: lugat, sarf, istikak, nahv,
me‘ani, beyan, ‘aruz ve kifiye fennleridiir.
Fiira‘1 erba‘a: insa, karz-1 si‘r, muhazarat
ve hatt, ya‘ni imla, fennleri (p. 6)

The basic sciences can, therefore, be notionally translated as:
lexicography, morphology, etymology, syntax, semantics, exposition,
prosody and rhyme. The four branch sciences are prose composition,
poetic composition, the art of the anecdote and calligraphy®. Within
this framework he produced a series of works whick would serve

4 References to the text are to the first edition (Istanbul, 1298/1881).

5 In the Beyanii ’i-“Uavan (Istanbul, 1273/1857), Cevdet Pasa gives a
summary of the linguistic sciences (pp. 34-85) in which he defines the four
«branch sciences» thus :
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as text-books for some of these literary sciences. The first was
the Kava‘id-i ‘Osmaniye, a work produced in cooperation with Fu'ad
Paga, while residing in Bursa in 1849°. This was the first Ottoman
grammar to be written in Turkish and was intended to serve the
needs of the pupils at the newly established riigdiye schools. Cevdet
Pasa combined within this work the “ilm-i nghv and the “ilm-i sarf,
having decided that the former science was too insubstantial to stand
on its own when applied to the Ottoman language. In 1865 a shor-
tened version of the work, entitled the Medhei-i Keva'id, was pub-
lished in order that the students at the primany schools might study
it in preparation for the Kava‘id-i ‘Osmaniye. The work was further
simplified and published in an edition of 15,000 copies as the
Kava‘id-i Tiirkiye (1875)". :
«Fiird olarak dalpi diger dirt fenn vardr :

fenn-i hatt ve fenn-i karz-1 si't ve fenn-i

ingd ve fenn-i muhazaratdir. Zira bahs, eger s
nukig-1 kitdbete da'ir olursz, fenn-i hatt; ve

eger kelim-1 mangiima mafsis olursa, fenn-i

karz-1 si‘r; ve eger kelim-1 mansiira mabsis

olursa, fenn-i ingd; ve eger manzim ve

mensiirdan birine mabsis olmiyarak ikisine

dabi samil olursa fenn-i muhizarit tesmiye

olunur.» (pp. 36-37).

Cevdet Paga's use of the term smubdigrat in this classification is rather
idiosyncratic, and one cannot be quite sure what exactly it is that he means.
The definition provided by Ahmed Tagkoprizade in the Miftahii ‘s-Sa‘ade (vol. I
[Hyderabad, 1899], p. 182) would hardly make it appropriate to what seems
to be the general intention of Cevdet Pasa in this analysis. The definition
runs : «This is the subject from the study of which is derived the ability to
quote the works of others in respect of the &p_propriateness of their general
sensé and their particular relevance». He goes on Lo distinguish muhdiaral and
ane‘ani specifying the first as having particular’ relevance to the topic under
discussion while muhbaiarat is «the use of the words of eloquent men in the
course oi conversation, introduced as anecdote appropriate to the situations».

6 This was first published in 1281/1864. It was reprinted seventeen times,
three times under the title: Kawva‘id-i ‘Osmani. See Tezdkir, IV, 45; Belagul-i
‘Ogmaniye, 3.

7 This was first published in 1252/1875, and thereafter reprinted six
times. See Tezdkir, IV, 126. Ziya Gbkalp in Tiirkgiuliigiin Esasiar: argues that
Cevdet Pasa failed to recognise the status of Turkish by calling his grammar
the Kava‘id-i ‘Ogmaniye in contrast to Siileyman Pasa who preferred Sarf-1
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At the end of the Kava‘id-i ‘Osmaniye, Cevdet Paga committed
himself to compiling a work on Ottoman rhetorie, for he felt that
although his gramman provided the student with the means of giving
correct expression to his intended meaning in the Ottoman language,
he would nevertheless be unable to express it eloquently without a
knowledge of rhetoric. During one of his terms as Minister of Edu-
cation, he had formed a committee to organise the curricula of the
public and specialist schools, and he was himself later commissioned
by this committee to write a work on rhetoric. However, the pres-
sure of the work entailed in fulfilling his numerous commitments
prevented him from turning his attention to this immediately. In
1879 he was reappointed Minister of Justice and opened the first
modern school of law, the curriculum of which was to include the
teaching of belaga. In 1881 the second year students of the Mek-
teb-i Hukik began their studies and Cevdet Pasa took it upon himself
personally to teach the students beldga once a week. His lecture notes
became the basis for the Belagai-i ‘Osmaniye which was finished
during a vacation in §a‘ban of 1299 (June 1882). Shortly afterwards
the work was published and subsequently ran into six editions bet-
ween the years 1881 and 1908¢.

The syllabus of the Mekteb-i Hukitk included both traditional
subjects as well as new courses which were to be taught for the
first time. In the curriculum were the following subjects: Fikh, Me-
cellesi Ahkam-i ‘Adliye, Usialw Fikh, General Survey of Law
Systems, Law and Institutions of the Ottoman Empire, Roman Law,
Commercial Law, Court Procedure, Criminal Law and Interrogation
Procedure, Maritime Law, International Law, Treaties, and finally
Political Economy. Rhetoric was taught in addition to these basic
courses, probably on the recommendation of Cevdet Pasa, who per-
sonally taught the class despite the pressure of work entailed in the
post of Minister of Justice which he filled at this period. The rele-
vancy of rhetoric to the study of law was accepted by traditional

Tiirkl, overlooking the fact that Cevdet compiled the Kava‘id-i Tiirkiye. Prin-
ciples of Turcism, trans R. Devereux (Leiden, 1968), 4.

8 See Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, 4-5; Tezdkir IV, 196 ff. and 214-215; also
O. Ergin, Tiirkiye Maarif Tarihi (Istanbul, 1941), 890 ff. The title page of the
1st edition gives the year 1298, which could possibly refer to the financial year.



315

scholars who, realising that law was transmitted through the medium
of language, taught the linguistic sciences in the medrese. Cevdet
Pasa certainly realised that the students of the Mekteb-i Hukik
would become the first generation of Ottoman jurists and as such
would be required either to draft or to interpret new laws; the study
of Turkish composition would therefore complement their legal
studies®.

The Belagat< ‘Osmaniye is, as its title implies, the classical
Arabic theory of rhetoric rendered applicable to Ottoman, little more
in fact than the Telpis in Turkish, Its arrangement, consisting of a
mukaddime and three chapters devoted to me‘ani, beyan and bedr,
mirrors that of its Arabic model, with little effort at the adaptation
of the theory to a different language, a different educational system
and the demands of a different society. To the introduction, Cevdet
Pasa appends a brief discussion of language, taken from the science
of logic, the chapters on me‘ani and beyan, however, remaining more
or less the same. The bedi‘ section presents a selection of the nume-
rous figures found in the Teljis, to which is added a fasl on chrono-
grams.

It must, however, be recognised as utterly failing in its avowed
purpose of providing a rhetorical system for Turkish, and its inade-
quacy can he attributed to the confused conceptions held by its
author concerning the nature and scope of the subject itself. Cevdet
Paga seems to have regarded rhetoric as an absolute science of

9 The relationship between the linguistic sciences and the study of law
is succinctly formulated by Ibn Haldin in his Mukaddime, a work with which
Cevdet Pasa was very familiar, having transjated it into Ottoman: «The pillars
of the Arabic language are four, lexicography, grammar, syntax and style
(bayan), and literature. Knowledge of them all is necessary for religious
scholars, since the source of all religious laws is the Qu'ran and the Sunnah,
which are in Arabic» (Trans: F. Rosenthal: Ibn Khaldiin, An Introduction to
History: the Mugaddimah, Abridged ed. [London, 1967], p. 433.

10 Cavid Baysun, in the index to vol. IV of Tezdkir, suggests that
Cevdet Pasa adopted the Multasar as his model. While it can he established
that he relied on one of the commentaries it is virtually impossible to determine
which of Teftazani's two serhs, the Mutavvel or the Mulitasar, he used (p. 286,
entry «Beldgat-i Osméniyye»). The Telhis is properly known as the Telfis fi
‘Ulimi ‘lI-Belaga written by Celaleddin Muhammed b. Abdiirrahman, Hatib el-
Kazvini. The edition referred to is Cairo, 1932.
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universal application, much as mathematics or physies, the laws of
which governed all languages; consequently, he could confidently
assume that those Arabic texts with which he was familiar could
serve the demands of Turkish by merely modifying a few details.
Whereas the proper approach would have been to dsduce law and
principle from his own literature, he was content to scek in it only
those examples which illusrated the foreign system.

While it is true that most literary modes in Ottoman Turkish
were borrowed, usually from either Persian or Arabic, and under-
went a development which can he identified as stages of translation,
adaptation, imitation and, finally, imitation with some original fea-
tures, they then developed into established forms within the body of
Turkish literature. In this sense the Belagai-i ‘Osmaniye can be
regarded as a work that goes bevond mere servile translation but
yet cannot be acknowledged as having adapted itself to its Turkish
context. The greater pait of the work is no more than translation
and rearrangement of familiar materials with lip service to the
fact that it was intended as a rhetoric of the Turkish language.
Although the very title of the work declares the intention of the
author to write a rhetoric of the Turkish language, the fact that
throughout the text very few definitions apply particularly to Tur-
kish, would suggest that the author did not feel that the Turkish
language required a distinct rhetoric of its own but could manage
well with the rhetorical system of the Arabs provided that it was
translated into Turkish and with illustrations in that language.

Cevdet Pasa is undoubtedly justified in regarding the rhetorical
features of beyan as of equal validity to either Turkish or Arabic,
simile, metaphor and metonomy being common to all languages. He
is not justified, however, in expecting a translation, albeit adapted,
of the Arabic text of the Telhis to convey much more meaning than
the original Arabic. Indeed, one can only suppose that the Arabic
definitions were somewhat obscure both in their original form and
in their subsequent translation, and that their authors relied on the
illustrations to convey the actual force of the argument.

Cevdet Paga adopted in extenso the classical Islamic expository
style employed in the Telfis: definition, explanation, illustration and
elucidation of the illustration. The first, step definition, is intended
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to be succinet, often to the point of unintelligibility, necessitating
the second -step, explanation. The illustration was by far the most
important step, for it is the means by which the reader can recog-
nise the feature under discussion in a concrete form. The illustration
was often of two types: the first, a statement coined by the author
which contains the feature under discussion in its simplest form:
as in «Zeyd is like a lions to illustrate the simile; the second, which
in the Telpis is invariably culled from poetry, gives validity to the
rhetorical feature by attesting to its existence in poetry - and hence
in literature. The first type of illustration should not be thought of
as in any way being an example of the feature in prose, but rather
as a non-poetical statement in which the feature is illustrated in
isolation, reduced to its barest essential. The final optional step is
the elucidation of the illustration which is provided, not always
because the beyt or misra’ in question contains some inherent diffi-
culty, but often because the author is at a loss to find a categorical
illustration which will exemplify the feature in question and that
only. The elucidation can therefore be thought of as an attempt
to reconcile the illustration to the definition. In fact, in this form of
presentation the classical system reverses the order in which the
science of rhetoric developed, for it is generally obvious that the
definition proceeds from the example rather than the reverse. Those
striking features of expression in a literary work which would detain
the reader are inspirational in origin, and it was the attempt of the
scholastic mentality to reduce these to formal definition that gave
birth to rhetoric and consequently to the ambiguities and inade-
quacies of most of its foundations and defintions. One could react to
the effective literary passage in a variety of ways which, taken
together would constitute what we today call criticism; it was
because the Islamic rhetorician regarded his subject as an appendix
to grammar that he felt required to reduce these features to a
system. ¢ '

Cevdet Paga’s major contribution to the understanding of beyan
lies in the illustrations taken from the corpus of Ottoman poetry,
which he provides generously, for as has already been suggested it
was the illustrations that made the definition intelligible. The Tur-
kish illustrations also serve to attest to the existence of the rhe-
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rheorical feature and hence to give it validity. It is to Cevdet Paga’s
credit that he departed from the narrow concept of rhetoric as a
function of poetry to the extent of providing a true illustration of a
form of tesbih as attested in a passage of prose. He often omits illus-
trative beyts, providing only the essential examplary statement to
serve as the example. This economy of style would be entirely lau-
datory were it not for the suspicion that Cevdet Pasa was at a loss
for a beyt to illustrate exactly the point in question, a suspicion
reinforced by the fact that the section on simile - a relatively easy
rhetorical feature to understand - is abundantly illustrated whereas
the section on the mecaz-: miirsel has but one beyt.

That the definitions in the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye depart little
from the Arabic originals would suggest that Cevdet Paga expended
no great effort in attempting to turn the language of the Telhis,
which in itself is often difficult, into intelligible Turkish. His atti-
tude would seem to have been that a work with which he himself
was so familiar merely required transposition into a Tdrkish syn-
tactical framework, with the minimum change in vocabulary to
meet the needs of the students for whom the book was intended.
The difficulty of the original is not so much a matter of Arabic
syntax, but lies in the econimeal use of language which renders comp-
lex concepts even more obscure by stripping all statements down to
their barest essentials. Because Turkish syntactical structure differs
essentialy from that of Arabic in its deveopment of the idea, these
definitions in the Belagat-i ‘Osymaniye become often even more
obscure than their counterpart in the Teljis.

The inadequacy of Cevdet's definitions and his servile reliance
on his Arabic model can be observed in the following passage, where
he attempts to explain the nature of the mecaz- ‘akli. He begins
as usual with the definition:

Mecaz-1 ‘akli, bir fi‘li ma hiive lehine,
ya‘ni, ‘inde ’l-miitekellim hakki olan
miilabesine isnad itmeyiib de ma hiive lehin
gayri olan miilabesine isnad itmekdir. (p. 125)

based on the following passage from the Teljis:
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... ve-hiive isnadii-hii [fi‘l] ila
miilabesin le-hii gayri ma hiive le-hii
bi-'te’evviilin. (p. 45)

Cevdet Paga fails to tell his reader that this «Turkish» defi-
nition is borrowed not from the beyan section of the Teljis, but from
the section on me‘ani. As this discussion belongs properly to the
latter than the former, the reader can be forgiven for wondering
what the terms isnad and f#’l, which are particular to me‘ani, are
doing in a discussion which has been transposed to the section on
beyan. Furthermore he uses the word miilabes with neither an indi-
cation of its vowelling, nor an explanation of its meaning which
would normally be ascertained from its context, which in this case,
of course, does not exist.

The determined student would understand the definition to
mean: «Intellectual Trope oceurs when the verb is not attributed to
what is intrinsie to it, that is to say, when it is not attributed to
something intimately connected wih it, in the opinion of the speaker,
but rather to something which is not intimately connected with it.»
It is quite clear that this definition needs expansion, so Cevdet Pasa
proceeds to explain it:

Fi‘le, fa‘ili miilabes oldig1 gibi, zaman
ve mekin ve sebebi dahi miilabes olur. Ve
bunlarii fi‘le miilabesede fa‘il ile istirakleri
mecaz-1 ‘aklinifi ‘alakasidir; fakat bunda dabi
karine-i mani‘e bulunmak sartdir. (p. 126)

Again he follows closely the original Arabic:

Ve-le-hii miilabesatu sitta, yiilabisi
'I-fa‘ile ve mef‘ile bi-hi, ve-magdare
ve-'z-zamane ve-'l-mekane ve-'s-sebebe. (p. 46)

He adds a condition to the original, thus relating the discussion
for the first time to beyan. The above passage can be understood as
meaning: «Just as the subject of the verb is intimately connected
to it, so too are its time, place and cause. Their sharing together



320

with the subject, a common intimate connection with the verb, is
the adjunct of the intellectual trope, with the proviso that there also
exists therein restrictive adjunct.» This statement does little to cla-
rify the definition, indeed it adds to the exising confusion by intro-
ducing additional factors which themselves need explanation.

The third step, the illustration, makes the above statements
much clearer, by offering for the first time a statement which may
be understood in its absolute form, without requiring the reader to
refer to context in order for it to convey a meaning. The concrete
image presented in the following illustration is the pivotal point of
the whole discussion:

Mesela, bir miitedeyyin kimse «mevsim-i bahar
otlar1 inbat eyledi» didiikde, mecaz-1 ‘akli

olur, zira anufi ‘indinde otlar: inbat iden

Bari Te‘ala Hazretleridir, fakat vakt: bahar
olmagla sanki otlar: ol mevsim inbat idiyor
gibi tahayyiil iderek «inbat» fi'lini zamanina
isnad eyler. Emma bu s6zi bir Dehri s6ylemig
olsa mecaz olmayub hakikat olur. (p. 121)

Even in the example he follows closely the Arabic :

Siimme 'l-isnadié min-h# hakikatiin ‘akliyetiin
.. ke-kavli ’I-mii’'mini: «enbeta ’llahii
'I-bakle» ve-kavli ’l-cahili: «Enbete 'r-rebi‘u
"I-bakle» ve-min-hii mecaziin ‘akliyiin. ..
ve-kavlu-na bi-'t-te’evviili yuhricii ma merre
min kavli 'l-cahili. (pp. 44-45)

Cevdet Paga’s simple illustration entirely elucidates the preceding
definition and explanation. In fact, his argument, as presented at
this stage, could well stand on its own, little expansion being neces-
sary to make this statement completely explanatory and the previ-
ous statements redundant.

Cevdet, having defined mecaz- ‘akli, at least to his own satis-

faction, now proceeds to exhaust all the possibilities which this
trope encompasses :
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Mecaz-1 ‘akliiifi ya iki tarafi, hakikat, veya
ikisi de mecaz-1 lugavi; ya-hod biri hakikat,
digeri mecaz-1 lugavi olur, [1] Nitekim

misal-i mezkiarda iki tarafi dabi hakikatdir.

[2] Ve «nev-civanligi yeri ihya eyledi»
didigimizde iki tarafi dabi mecaz olur, ciinki
nev-civanhk insamii hararet-i gariziyesi

ziyade ve kavi olmakdan ‘ibaret oldig halde,
burada mecazen: «kuvve-i namiyeniifi izdiyadi»
ma‘nasinda miista‘'meldir. Hakikaten: «ihya»
dabi <hayat vermek» ma‘nasina olub, hiss
-i-hareket-i iradiyeyi muktazi, ve beden-ii
-riha. muhtac olur, lakin burada mecazen
«kuvve-i namiyeyi bi-'t-tehyic enva‘-1

nebatat ile yere hiisn-ii-revnak vermek»
ma‘nasinda miista‘meldir. [3] Ve «mevsim-i
bahar yere ihya itdi» didigimizde miisnediin
ileyh tarafi, hakikat, miisned tarafi mecaz olur.
[4] Ve «zamaniii nev-civainhg otlar1 inbat
eyledi» didigimizde miisnediin ileyh mecaz, miisned
hakikat olur. (pp. 126-127)

The above passage is based on:

Ve-aksamii-hii erba‘atiin: Li-enne tarafey-hi
[1] imma hakikatani nahve: «enbete 'r-rebi‘ii
'I-bakle ev mecazini nahve» ahye ’l-arz sibabii
’z-zamini; ev muhtelifani nahve [3] «enbete
'I-bakle sibabii 'z-zaman, ve [4] ahye ’'l-arza
'r-rebi‘ii. (pp. 48-49) :

The bare statement of the Telfis is considered to be insuff__ieient and
Cevdet Paga here has recourse to the Mutavvel** to elucidate the
figurative nature of «sibabii *z-zaman» and «ahye ’l-ari»:

11 Properly known as the Mujavvel ‘ale *t-Telliis by Sa'deddin Mes'id
b. ‘Omer et-Teftdzini. The edition used is Istanbul, 1271/1854.
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Fe-inne ’'l-murade. bi-ihya'i ’l-arzi,
tehyicti 'l-kuve ’n-namiyeti fi-ha ve-ihdasii
nazareti-hia bi-enva‘i 'n-nebati; ve iyhya'nw
fi ’l-hakikati 1ta‘u ’l-hayati ve hiye
sifatiin taktazi ’l-hisse ve-l-harekete
'I-iradiyete ve teftekirii ile ’l-bedeni
ve-'r-rithi. ve ke-ze ’l-murddu bi-gibabi
‘z-zamani, izdiyadi# kuva-he 'n-namiyeti ve
hiive fi ’I-hakikati ‘ibaretiin ‘an kevni
"l-hayvani fi zamanin, tekini harareti-hii
'1-gariziyetii mesbiibeten, ey kaviyelen
mugta‘aleten. (p. 62)

The Arabic of the Teljis is both precise and clear; it notices that
there are foun possible permutations of the statement consisting of
a subject and predicate, here classified as mecaz- ‘akli. The context
of the Telhis - the chapter is entitled «dhvalu ’l-isnadi ’I-haberiyi»
and definitons are provided for all the terms -indicates that the
tarafan are the miisned (predicate) and the miisned ileyh (subject),
but Cevdet Paga, on the other hand, does not identify these tarafan
until the and of the paragraph. As he has transposed his discussion
from the me‘ani section of the Telhis to the beyan section, any refe-
rence to tarafan will suggest in the mind of the reader the musebbeh
and the musebbehiin bih, or their corresponding elements in isti‘are
or kinaye. The gratuitous expansion of the second permutation of
the trope, where Cevdet Paga has recourse to the Mutavvel, no matter
how useful it may be in itself ,is nevertheless inconsistent with his
terse economic style, and therefore confusing.

Having completed the classification of the mecaz- ‘akli accor-
ding to whether its two elements are figurative or real, Cevdet Paga
introduced three examples to illustrate three further pomts the
exact nature of which will probably elude the reader: ) f

[1] Ke-zilik, «Ser-dar-i ekrem diigmeni miinhezim
etdi» didigimizde tarafeyni hakikat oldig:
halde, mecaz-1 ‘akli olur, clinki hakikat-i
halde diismeni miinhezim iden, ser-darii
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‘askeridir, kendiisi amir-ii-mudebbirdir,
Fakat bu fi‘lde dahl-i ‘azimi oldigindan ol
fi‘l, sebebine isnad kabilinden olarak afia
isnad olur.

[27 x«Mahabbetifiiz beni buraya kadar getiirdi» ve
«Miilakatifiz bafia meserret verdi» ciimleleri
dahi bu kabildendir.

[3] «Fulan adam ‘ayn-i ‘adaletdirs ya-hod «Adalet-i
mucessemedir» ve ya-hod «‘adalet odur» ciimleleri
dahi ke-zalik mecaz-1 ‘akli kabilindendir, ciinki
‘adalet, ol adamn isledigi islere mahmil-u
-miisned olur, zatina haml-ii-isnad olunamaz;
fakat cok ‘adalet eyledigi cihetle, giiya ‘adalet
tecessiim etmig gibi, tahayyiil olunarak afia isnad
olunur.

Egerci bu misllii terkiblerde muzaf mahzafdir,
ya‘ni «ehl-i ‘adalet» ya «sahib-i ‘adalet»

deyii te'vil olunmak dahi kabil ise de, bu
takdirce matlub olan mubalaga fevt olub, ‘adi
86z hiikmine girer. (pp. 127-128)

The first example is based on an illustration from the Telhis:
«Hezeme ’l-emirii ’l-ciinde» (p. 50), which also illustrates mecdiz-1
‘akli. The point made is that the «commander» is made the subject
of the sentence rather than «his army» by attribution of the act of
«destroyings to him rather than his army, which in logic is the true
subject of the action. This is done because the concept of «comman-
ding», on the basis of a causal rela.tmnshlp, is bound closely to the
idea of «destroyings».

The second example comes from the Teljis : «Mahabbetii-ke
ca’et bi iley-ke» (p. 50) ; «serret-ni rid'yetii-ke» (p. 51). In classifying
them as of same type as above [... ciimleleri dahi bu kabﬂdendir],
Cevdet Paga does not specify either «mecaz-1 'a.kh» or «... sebebine
isnad kabili...» as the referent.

Cevdet expands the argument presented in the previous parag-
raph, providing an appendix to the section on Mecaz- ‘akli:
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Ber vech-i bala muzaf hazf olinub da, muzafiin
ileyh anifi makamina ikdme olundugu hilde «meecaz-1
hazfi» denilir. Yerine gore bu dahi bir tarik-i
meslikdur, fakat miitekellimifi garzina ‘a’id bir
meslekdir.

Nitekim bir geyi 6grenmek iciin «ehl-i karyeden
sor» denilecek yerde «karyeden sor» denilse,
mecaz-1 hazfi olur. Emma bir kimse harib, ve
ehilisi na-yab olan bir karyenii oniinden gegen
iken nugh-u-ikaz yolunda refikine, ya-hod
‘ibret-ii-ikaz yolunda kendii kendiiye: «su
karyeye sor ki ehilisi ne oldu» dese mecaz-1
hazfiyyey haml olunamaz.

Kezilik ber vech-i bald «fulan adam «adiletdiir»
denilse mubalaga. husiili iciin, mecaz-1 ‘akliye
haml olunmak munasib olmaz. (p. 128)

This is based on the following passage from the Telpis:

Ve-kad yutlaku ’l-mecazii ‘ala kelimetin
tagayyere hitkmii i‘rabi-ha bi-hazfi lafzin
... ke-kavli-hi Te‘ala: ve-cd'e rebbe-ke
ve-'s’eli 'l-karyete. .. ey emrii rebbi-ke,
ve ehlii ’l-karyeti ... (p. 336)2

. The Belagat- ‘Osmaniye remains in many ways a very unsatis-
factory work. Retaining the format of a rhetorical system which
had already proven itself inadequate to the needs of society, it was
a defiant rebuttal of the arguments for change advanced by the mo-
dernists under the influence of Western literary standards. Although
completely inadequate as a Turkish rhetorie, it did, however, have
the positive merit of providing an exposition of classical Islamic
rhetorieal theory. Despite its numerous obscurities, it at least rende-
red the Arabic examples into Turkish, or even produced original Tur-
kish examples, with the aid of which even the least proficient of

12 Compare Cevdet Pasa's treatment writh the commentary on this pas-
sage in the Mufavvel (p. 405).
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Arabic scholars could have access to Islamic rhetoric through the
medium of Turkish. It need hardly be pointed out, however, that such
attainment was hardly what was required by students of modern law
in the changing society of late Nineteenth Century Turkey.

The quality of the scholarship is uneven: on the one hand, it
manifests flashes of genius such as Cevdet Paga’s rendition of la
ilale illa *Uah into Turkish as «yokdur tapacak calabdir ancak» (pp.
8-9), while on the other hand it is marred by basic errors when, for
instance, he attributes examples to the wrong poets'® However, its
chief fault lies in his failure to significantly improve and build upon
the contributions of two of his predecessors, Ahmed Hamdi's Bela-
gat-i Lisan+ ‘Osmant and Mibalici Mustafa Efendi’s Ziibdetii ’l-Be-
yan'*, The Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye mirrors to a large degree the treat-
ment in the Belagat-i Lisan-y ‘Osmant, a work published at the behest
of Cevdet Pasa. That, however, is not to accuse him of plagiarism,
for both works follow the argument of the Telpis so closely that
most similarities may be attributed to their common source. Nevert-
heless certain coincidences cannot be ascribed to this, as for example,
the fact that both works illustrate garabet with the Turkish word
«calab»'s, It is Cevdet Pasa, however, who is credited with the aut-

13 One instance of this is Hayali’'s magrd’ : «O mahiler ki derya igrediir
deryiyl bilmezler» wrongly attributed to Fuzili (p. 41).

14 For descriptions of these works see C. Ferrard, «The Development
of an Ottoman Rhetoric: Part I», Osmanh Aragtirmalar:, TI1 (1882), 181-186.

15 The text of the Belagat-i Lisan-: ‘Osmani reads thus :

«Garabet istimili gayri me’nis ve vahsi olan
elfazdir. Meseld eski Tiirkcede Alldh - te‘dld-
hazretlerine calab... deailir diye tekkelliim ve
ingida kullamimek mahv-1 fesihatdir.» (p. 6)

The text of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye :

«Garibet. Kelimeniii vahsi olmasi, ya'ni me’niisii
'l-isti‘mil ve zdhirii 'l-ma‘nd olmamasidir...

La ilahe illa ’llah ‘ibare-i serifesinii asl

Tiirkeesi Yokdur fapacak ¢alabdir encalk ‘ibdresidir.
Ve Tiirkce calab lafza-1 celdleniii tercemesidir,
likin gimdi lisinimizda miista‘mel degildir.»

(pp. 8-9).
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horship of the first Ottoman owrk of rhetoric'*. While there is no
doubt that the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye is an improvement over the
Belagat-i Lisan- ‘Osmani, its superiority to the Ziibdetii’'l-Beyan can-
not be argued so strongly. In method and approach as traditional as
the rhetorics of Cevdet Paga and Ahmed Hamdi, this latter work
does however restrict itself to beyan and consequently offers a
treatment which is defensible. This second section of the tripartite
formulation of Islamic rhetoric, containing an analysis of figures of
speech relevance to all languages, stands well on its own, and to
treat it as merely the second of the three Islamic sciences of rhe-
toric can only be a retrograde step on the road to a Turkish rhetoric.

However the quality of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye is only a secon-
dary consideration in the evaluation of its impact on the succeeding
generation of students. Whatever the defects inherent in the works,
it cannot be denied that this book became extremely popular, and
the favourable reception that it received must in part be attributed
to the eminence of its author. Cevdet Paga’s aim was to supply the
uniform system of education, which it was hoped to bring into the
Empire, with a text-book which would find the same universal accep-
tance as had the standard Arabic works of the medrese, which were
now losing both relevance and usefulness. Just as the new centralist
government of the Tanzimat required a uniform code of Ottoman
law, so, too, was it desirable to have a uniform course in rhetoric.
In the same way as Cevdet Paga’s Mecelle was to relegate the books
of fikh and codes of kanins to the libraries and archives, the Telhis
was made redundant by his Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye. Such an innovation,
however, did not pass without comment.

The similarity in the wording of the definition may be attributed to the com-
mon source, the Mutavvel :

Ve-'l-garabetii : Kevnu 'l-kelimeti vahsiyeten,
gayre zahireti 'l-ma‘nd ve-li me’'nisete
1-isti‘mali. (p. 18)

16 See footnote on page 13 of the TaTlim-i Fdebiyat of Ekrem Bey.
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. The Criticism And Defence Of The Belagat-i
Osmaniye

The Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye became the subject of a heated debate
among some prominent men of letters and some students at the
Mekteb-i Hukak. In 1299 (23 November, 1881/11 November, 1882),
the year following its publication, no less than eight works were
written in criticism or defence of this school text-book. The contro-
versy confined itself to the preface (pp. 2-6) and the mukaddime (pp.
T7-40) of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, the former section consisting of a
statement on the utility and origins of rhetoric, the latter being a
discourse on the concepts of belagat and fesahat after the model of the
Telhtis, for which Turkish illustrations are provided. An essay -on
logic and epistomology follows this discourse (pp. 28-40).

The debate was opened by’ ‘Abdiirrahman Siireyya (d. 1322/
1904), a correspondent for the Ceride-i “Askeriye. Born and educa-
ted in Baghdad, he moved to Istanbul where he completed his schoo-
ling and found employment as a journalist (1871), and later as-a
teacher at the Dari ’I-Fiinian and the Darii’l-Mu‘allimin. He wrote
several works in Arabic and a few in Turkish, among which the
most notable are two contributions to the study of the Turkish lan-
guage: the Mizanii ’I-Belaga (1303/1885), which consists of a copm-
lete grammer of Turkish in the classical mold and the Sefine-i Be-
iagat (1305/1887), a commentary on the Mizan. As he is credited with
a command of French and Kurdish, as well as the elsine-i selase, we
may presume that his mother language was Kurdish, while the fact
that he received his early education in Baghdad would suggest that
his first literary language was Arabic rather than Ottoman™ In
the course of the literary debate, he was often the victim of gibes
at his weak command of Turkish from which he attempted to defend
himself, declaring that although he was not Turkish, his «nationa-
lité» was Ottoman, in which fact he took great pride'®. These attacks
on his linguistic ability in Turkish are quite groundless, for it is
clear that ‘Abdurrahman possessed a very fine prose style in Otto-

17T Mehmed Tihir, ‘Ogymanls Midellifleri (Istanbul, 1334-43/1915-24), II,
339-40.
18 Tahlil-i Hall, 41.



328

man. Although this literary debate afforded him no opportunity
to demonstrate this ability, he was able to devote some pages of his
Mizanii °l-Belaga to a general discourse on the development of rhe-
toric, which serves as a persuasive demonstration of his complete
mastery of the language'’.

The debate was opened by ‘Abdiirrahman’s Talikat-i Belagat-i
‘Osmaniye, in which he offers a critique of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye
in the guise and format of a traditional commentary. The work found
its defenders in El-Hace Thrahim, a member of the board of directors
of evkaf and author of the Temyiz-i Talikat, and in an anonymous
work entitled the Hall-i Talikat, the authorship of which was attri-
buted to a student at the Mekieb-i Hukik. In fact, the student in
question was ‘Ali Sedad Bey, Cevdet Paga’s son, who discarded the
veil of secrecy in his later contributions to this debate, and openly
claimed the work as his own.

These two works were in turn criticised by the author of the
Talikat, in a work entitled the Tahlil-i Hall, to which ‘Ali Sedad rep-
lied in the Redd-i Tahlil, written in collaboration with two class-
mates, Mehmed F#’ik Ef. and Mahmiud Es’ad Ef. ‘Ali Sedad also
wrote the Ikmal-i Temyiz in order to supplement the Temyiz-i Tali-
fat, while Mahmiid Es‘ad wrote a complementary work, the ftmam-
Temyiz. The last of these eight contributions to this controversy
was the Nazire-i Talikat, attributed to ‘Abdiirrahman Siireyya. The
development of this literary polemic may best be summed up in
the following diagram?®’:

19 Mizanii °lI-Belaga, 2-3.
20 The chronological sequence, together with the day of publication when
known, in which these works appeared is as given below:

Belagat-i ‘Ogmaniye, Cevdet Pasga, 1881. .

TaTikat-» Beligat-i ‘Osmaniye, ‘Abdiilirahman Siireyyi (Pub. between Nov.
23, 1881, and Jan. 26, 1882).

Hall-i TaTikat, Anon. [‘All Sedad], 27 January, 1882.

Temyiz-i TaTikat, Bl-Hice Ibrdhim, 1882.

Tahlil-i Hall, ‘Abdiirrahmin Siireyya, 1882.

Redd-i Tahlil, ‘Ali Sedid, Mahmid Es‘ad, Mehmed Fa'ik, 12 March, 1882.

Itmam-1 Temyiz, Mahmid Es'ad, 30 March, 1882,

Iremél-i Temyiz, ‘Ali Sedad, 4 April, 1882.

Nazire-i To'likat, Anon. [Abdiirrahman Slireyyi], 1882.
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Belagat-i ‘Osminiye

Ta'likat-1 Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye

Hall-i Ta‘likat
| Temyiz-i Ta'likat

Tahlil-i Hall

Redd-i Hall

Itmam-1 Temyiz

Ikmal-i Temyiz
Nagire-i Ta‘likat®

This controversy is remarkable in a number of aspects, not least
of which is the fact that all the works were published in 1299, the
' year following the publication of the Belagat< ‘Osmaniye, and of
these at least six appeared within the space of ten weeks. Although
the debate was conducted in an atmosphere of bitter hostility and
mutual vituperation, it was couched in the format familiar to all
Islamic scholars, textual exegesis through the medium of commen-
tary and super-commentary. Probably most remarkable of all is
the fact that a work on rhetoric, such as the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye,
should arouse such intense passions and give rise to such protracted
hostility. :

In the preface to the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, Cevdet Paga states his
reasons fon writing a rhetoric of Turkish: civilised societies (Tava'if-i
miitemeddine), he theorises, have consolidated the rules governing

21 The exact date of publication is not known, but it must have appeared
between 12 March and 11 Nov., 1882.
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their own language into a particular science, the Arabs showing the
greatest zeal in this respect. Arabie, the language of the Koran,
became the object of intensive study, which was regarded as a reli-
gious duty by Arabic scholars, and was consequently preserved from
decay (pp. 2-6). Cevdet Paga does no more than summarise what
was universally accepted among his peers, ideas which neither pre-
sented occasion for controversy nor required elucidation or comment.
The introduction (mukaddime) likewise is conservative in its app-
roach: following closely the model established by the T'eljis, he dis-
cusses two concepts fundamental to rhetorie, belaga and fasaha,
enumerating the faults incidental to the latter. He provides examp-
les in Turkish to illustrate each of these faults. To this is added a
lahtka, in which he deals with speech (kelam) as a philosophical
concept, and examines some of the rules of logic in reference to it*.

The Talikat begins its critique of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye by
analysing every element of Cevdet Paga’s first sentence:

«Tava'if-i miitemeddine kendi lisanlarinii
kava'idini cem' ile bir fenn-i mahsis olarak
tedvin idegelmistir.» (Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, p. 7)

«Tava'if», we are informed, is the plural of «td'ife», signifying a
portion or part of a thing, in its original meaning, a people accus-
tomed to travel, thence signifying a grouping. To this statement he
this statement he appends a footnote in which he suggests that had
the words «milel» or «akvam» been employed in place of «tava'if»
then the adjective «miitemeddine» would have been more approp-
riate. «Miitemeddine» belongs to the tefa‘ul group of derived verb
forms, its function being that of an active perticiple, the primary
masdar being «mildin». Although this would mean «settle in a place
and make it one’s residence», it is no longer used in its basic form,
The word «medine» signifying a large town is derived from this tri-
literal root, and although lexically it signifies what pertains to a
town, «miitemeddin», used figuratively, implies the qualities of one
who inhabits a centre of polite usages (terbive merkezi) and «mede-
niyet» has now acquired the connotation of correct upbringing. The

22 The mukaddime begins on p. 7, the lalnke on p. 28.
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izafet construction between «tava'if» and «miitemeddine» is adjec-
tival, the adjective being singular, the qualified noun, plural; this
apparent incongruity being reconcilable as the adjective is both sin-
gular and feminine:

«‘Lisan’'», we are further informed, «is a piece of flesh which
serves as the instrument of speech in human beings; the Persian
equivalent being ‘zeban’ and the Turkish ‘dil’. Its plural forms are
‘elsine’, ‘elsiin’ and ‘liisn’, and ‘lisan’, signifying an instrument [of
speech], is feminine, and used figuratively (mecaz-1 miirsel), it me-
ans argument or speech; according to the lexicon, the phrase ‘That
man speaks with the tongue of truth’ means ‘He is speaking [using]
the arguments and speech of trutth’. Here ‘lisan’ is used in its lexical
signification.

«‘Kava'id’ is the plural of ‘ka’ide’ [rule], which signifies those
statements which comprise the generality of its constituent parts;
e.g. the statement ‘Fa‘il merfii‘dur’ is a rule established by gram-
marians, in which the fa%l comprises all its parts and individual ins-
tances.»

‘Abdiirrahmin proceeds to parse «fenn» and «tedvin», so that
by the middlle of page seven of the TaTikat, the reader knows a
good deal of the morphology of the opening sentence of the Belagat-i
‘Osmaniye. On page eight he takes issue with Cevdet Pasa over the
use of the phrase «‘ulema-y1 ‘Arabiye»; ‘Abdiirrahmian prefers «‘ule-
ma-y1 ‘Arab» and cites as his authorities Eba ‘Ali Farisi (d. 987),
‘Abdiilkahir el-Ciircani (d. 1078) and Ebi ‘Ali Selevbini [or Seli-
bini; d. 1247], three grammarians of which the latter is most notable
for his meagre literary output, consisting of no more than two com-
mentaries®. Cevdet’s definition of the “lm< sarf as «zat-1 kelime-
nifi ahvalinden bahs bir fenn» is condemnad as imprecise, on the
grounds that the science of etymology, too, may be thus defined.
Failing to recognise that Cevdet’s exposition is summary and not
intended as a definitive description of the literary sciences, which
had already been provided in the Beyanii ’I-“Unvan, the Talikat at-
tempts to correct the inadequacy of most of the definitions given

23 For Selevbini, see Brocklemann, Geschichte Der Arabischen Litteralur
(Leiden, 1943-49), G. I, 308; G. II, 379.
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in this section. The description of rhetoric as a «science» acts as a
stimulus to ‘Abdiirrahman, who reacting predictably suggests that
«‘ilm» would be an improvement on «fenn», and then goes on to a
gratuitous summary of the epistomological arguments of three phi-
losophical schools, the first represented by KEr-Razi (d. 935), the
second by El-Gazali (d. 1111) and El-Ciiveyni (d. 1085) and the third
being subdivided into seven separate views, each of which is attri-
buted to one or other of the ancient scholars. He further dissects
each of the definitions in Cevdet’s argument, with scarcely a trace
of evidence to suggest that he actually understood it, or was even
aware of its existence. Ignoring page six of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye,
in which Cevdet presents a classification of the literary sciences,
‘Abdiirrahman alights on the word «miikaddimes and wrestles with
its various meanings for two and a half pages. This discussion, in
its total irrelevancy to the text, must surely mark one of the low
points in Tanzimat literany criticism.

Addressing himself to the contents of the mukaddime, ‘Abdiir-
rahman once again dismantles the definitions provided, examines
each constituent word in minute detail, and then discards it in
favour of another. Cevdet Paga defines tenafilr-i hurif thus:

«Kelimeniii lisan iizere sikletini ve telaffuzunuii
‘usretini Tcib eden bir keyfiyetdir ki hiss-it
-zevk ile bilinir. Miirtefi‘ ma‘nasinda miisteszir
ve istatistik kelimeleri ve isgsiz ve giicsiiz
lafzlar gibi» (p. 8)

Although this description is far from adequate, it is sufficient to
allow the reader to identify the linguistic phenomenon through his
instinctive reaction to euphony and harmony. This linguistic fault
could well have been explained according to the canons of Arabic
phoneties: two consecutive consonants sharing the same point of
articulation but differing in voice and affrication will require an
intervening vowel to facilitate pronunciation. However such analysis
would be redundant where most readers, we may presume, were
aware of this phenomenon, and instinctively avoided it without ne-
cessarily being able to explain it in phonetic terms. Cevdet’s choice
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of «igsiz» and «giicsiiz» as Turkish examples of tenafiir-i huraf are
not as persuasive as the Arabic example taken from the Telhis®:.

‘Abdiirrahman however, resists the temptation to pursue these
lines of criticism, preferring instead to dwell on those elements which
are irrelevant to Cevdet Pasa’s presentation. He devotes three-quar- .
ters of a page to pointing out that «miisteszir» does not mean «miir-
tefi‘>, and devotes several lines to arguing that «istatistik» (Fr.
statistique) should be correctly spelt «statistik»; while he concedes
that its orthography has not yet heen established in some langu-
gages (among which we presume he includes Ottoman); he uses
this fact as an argument for including it in the section dealing
with garabet rather than tenafiir. It is curious that he should wish
to dwell on -this illustration as he seems to be in ignorance of its
meaning, equation it with «mizaniye» (budgeting or balancing of
accounts). Although ‘Abdiirrahman may have felt uneasy about the
inclusion of «igsiz» and «gii¢siiz» within the category of tenafiir, he
does not object to them, but rather seems to accept them implicitly
when he offers the phrase «tatsiz tuzsuz sana’i'» from the text of the
Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye as a more convincing illustration of this fault?s,
This attack on Cevdet’s style falls short of its mark in three aspects:
firstly, while Cevdet objects to a combination of a ¢im or a §in with
a sin, he may well have considered them quite compatible with #a;
or z&’; secondly as «sand'i» is fasth in itself, one may presume that
‘Abdiirrahman disapproved of the construction «tuzsuz sand'i», in
which case what is being illustrated is not tenafiir-i huraf, but rather
tendfiir-i kelimat; finally, the implication that Cevdet Pasa's own
style lacks fesahat does not in any way invalidate his argument.

‘Abdiirrahman’s unbridled zeal in casting doubt on the quality
of the scholarship in the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye allows him unwittingly
to criticise Cevdet’s interpretation of his own poetic composition.
The Menazwrii ’I-Inga illustrates ta’kid with the following beyt®®:

24 Telpis, p. 24.

25 Belagat-i ‘Oymaniye, 26.

26 Foran analysis of the Menapriil-insa, see C. Ferrard, «The Development
of an Ottoman Rhetoric up to 1882: Part II» Osmanh Aragtirmalary, IV, 19-21,
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Men ne-mi-ayem ez an der kiy-1 tii
Ta tiivanem did da'im rioy-1 ti

which Cevdet transla.te_m into Turkish as:

Dergeh-i lutfiifie gelmem zira
Seni her dem gore-bilmek dilerem (p. 20)

Cevdet, following the Menazirii ‘I-Insa, interprets this beyt as mea-
ning: «to come to the convent of the beloved presumes absence from
him. The [writer’s] wish is that he may return from exile and always
be there [in the presence of his beloved]. In other words, I will not
leave your convent, because I wish to see you always» (p. 15).

This explanation is too far-fetched for ‘Abdiirrahman, who,
seemingly unaware that this illustrative beyt was a translation of a
Persian original, attributes its composition to a dervish, no doubt
suggested to him by the word «dergeh», which is employed by Cev-
det in a purely figurative sense.

The commentary offers several more observations and criticisms
and, leaving off at page eighteen of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, recom-
mences at page twenty-eight with renewed vigour, ‘Abdiirrahman
devotes more than nine pages to a critique of the first two pages of
the lahwka (pp. 28-29). The TaTlikat does not offer a consistent treat-
ment of the text, rather it alights only on those passages which offer
scope for criticism. Not all of it is groundless however; on several
occasions ‘Abdiirrahman identifies faults in the Belagai-i ‘Osmaniye.
Cevdet Pasa’s felicitous rendition of the Arabic formula, «La il3-
he illa Uah», as «Yokdur tapacak Calabdir ancaks is criticised by
‘Abdiirrhman, who felt that the translation made for bad Turkish
and offers the pedantic alternative: «Calabdan basgka tapacak yok-
dur». While our commentator is hypercritical of Cevdet’s definition
of mubalefet-i kwyas on several grounds, all of which are tenuous, he
does however make one sound observation, but in a'footnote, almost
as an afterthought: the definition, «Kiyasa muhalefet: kelimenif,
kava‘id-i ‘Ogmianiyeye ve ehl-i lisamin isti‘maline muhalif olmasidirs,
he points out, is tautological®.

27 Talikai, 24-25. Cevdel’s version, «Yokdur tapacak Calabdir ancak»,

is couched in the form generally associated with Turkish proverbs, e.g. «’Ianndan
korkan kuldan korkmaz» or «Tas atar ugur arars.
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The TaTikat can best be characterised as a vehicle for a personal
attack on Cevdet Pasa, rather than a constructive review of his
work. ‘Abiirrahmin Siireyya does not seem to represent an ideological
viewpoint; the bases of his criticism and the form in which they are
couched suggest that the author is venting his personal dislike of
Cevdet Pasa rather than reviewing the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye in a cons-
tructive way. The commentator’s contempt for the Pasa is evident
in many passages, and it is obvious even to the most casual reader
that the aim of his commentary is to discredit Cevdet’s scholarship.
However, certain passages, such as the three-page gloss on the word
«<mukaddime», do not offer any criticism of Cevdet’s treatment, being
an extrapolation of the text, totally irrelevant, but in no sense hos-
tile,to it. These passages may well have been included in order that
the Talikat could be presented as a commentary rather than acriti-
que, so that the true purpose of the composition could be disguised,
a direct attack on an eminent statesman such as Cevdet Pasa by a
correspondent of the Ceride-i “Askeriye being considered unaccep-
table.

The basis for ‘Abdiirrahman’s enmity for Cevdet Pasa is not
clear from the text of the TaTikat, any suggestion will of necessity
be speculative. The impression left by the Talikat is that its author
was a scholar of the old school, educated in a medrese, and comp-
letely immersed in the trivial arguments fostered by a system of
education which could only accommodate itself to changing social
values by the introduction of yet a further gloss to the body of com-
mentary on a text written several centuries before. This accords with
the fact that he was born and partly educated in Baghdad where,we
may presume, he received a good grounding in the traditional scien-
ces, and this may have aroused in him resentment against Cevdet,
whom he may have perceived as undermining the status of the Arabic
language by translating the Arabic sciences into a Turkish context.
Although the official language of government had always been Tur-
kish, the language of higher education was Arabic, this fact alone
offering an advantage to scholars in the Arab lands which partly
made up for their disadvantage of living at a distance from the
centre of the Empire, Istanbul. Cevdet Pasa’s plans to replace the
medium of instruction with Turkish would have effectively removed
this advantage.
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Although the Ta‘likat required no refutation, the triviality
of the points raised in the work serving best to relegate it to the
dusty shelves of scholastic pedantry whence Cevdet Paga was attemp-
ting to drag the Ottoman educational system, it did however att-
ract two rebuttals. The first of these, entitled the Hall4 Ta‘likat
was written by a student of the Mekteb-i Hukiik, who otherwise
remains anonymous. In a later work entitled the Redd-i Tahlil, the
1dentity of the student is revealed as ‘Ali Sediad Bey, Cevdet Paga's
son. In the introduction, which is remarkable for its freedom from
stylistic artifice normally associated with the dibace to a work, he
accuses ‘Abdiirrahman of perpetrating many errors, some of which
he will attempt to correct, leaving the majority of them to someone
more competent than himself in Turkish composition.

The format of the Hall-i Talikat is that of a review, ‘Ali Sedad
takes each offensive passage, quotes it in full, and then subjects
‘Abdiirrahman’s opinion to critical analysis. The work is uncomp-
romisingly hostile to the Talikat, no attempt being made to disguise
the author’s animosity. In reacting to the trivial nature of the cri-
tique presented by the Talikat, ‘Ali Sedad is led to replying in an
equally petty manner. It would, indeed, be too much to expect a stu-
dent to rise above the mediocrity of his elders and to abandon the
time-honoured format of serial commentary on a text, in which
every opportunity for an attack on the author is relentlessly pur-
sued to its logical end and often beyond, it. Cevdet Pasa’s son would
have done himself more credit had he merely ignored the Talikat,
allowing it to condemn itself. It may be assumed therefore that ‘Ali
Sedad’s counter-attack stemmed not only from filial duty, but was
a response to a body of opinion current at the time.

The method of presentation of the Hall-i Talikat is less like a
classical commentary than an undergraduate review, which in fact
is precisely what it is. More than half the work consists of quota-
tion from the TaTikat, ‘Ali Sedad’s contribution being purely criti-
ical. This technique is effective in that it presents the arguments
of the Ta‘likat in toto, allowing the reader to appreciate their bana-
lity. The refutations, which in some cases consist of only a few
words, are often restricted to short contradictory sentences. When,
for example, the TaTikat criticises Cevdet Paga’s Turkish style, the
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Hall merely observes that «Orasim Tiirkce bilenlerden sormali»
(p. 6). The effect of this type of brief response is to dismiss with
contempt the contribution of the Ta‘likat, as for example, when the
Hall offers the following appreciation of a beyt, considered the model
of elegance by ‘Abdiirrahman: «iste bu beyt Kiirdeeyi afdirirs (p.
27). There is no doubt that this insult refers to ‘Abdiirrahman’s eth-
nic origin; in a previous comment ‘Ali Sedad questioned ‘Abdiirrah-
mian’s competence to pronounce judgement on seldset thus: «Eg‘ar-
Osmaniyenifn selasetini iideba-yi ‘Osmaniye anlar, yohsa Tiirkce bil-
mez bir Kiird anlayamaz» (p. 26). ‘Ali Sedad will however argue
his case at some length when he feels it is necessary.

Prefixing the formula «E%zii bi-’llah mine ’s-seytani ’r-recim»
to the bismillah, ‘Ali Sedad begins his work with a studied insult,
and then proceeds to the text of the Talikat, where he objects to the
suggestion that «milel-i miitemeddine» or «akvim-1 miitemeddine»
would have been preferable to Cevdet’s «Tavad'if-i miitemeddine».
‘Ali Sedad maintains that a millet (singular of «milel) is a social
group based on religion, and as every schoolchild knows from his
catechism (“ilm~i hal), nation and religion are one and the same.
The argument is not well developed, and far from clear. Our law
student seems to have erroneously presumed that «miitemeddine»
(radicals: M-D-N) is derived from «din» (radicals: D-Y-N), and
therefore objects to the tautological expression «milel-i miitemed-
dine». «Tava'if», he believes, is a commonly used expression in Otto-
man, and needs no gloss or explanation, indeed servile dependence on
etymological derivations culled from the Arabic lexicon can often
lead to errors (pp. 4-5). In other words he is implicitly adopting
the position that commonly used Ottoman words have their own va-
lidity, based on the usage of the people; to ascribe to them signi-
fications bhased exclusively on their origircal form in the language
from which they have been borrowed will produce nonsense: common
usage and the context will always be the surest guide. It is unfor-
tunate that his lapse into grave error on a question of etymology
will inevitably arouse in the reader the suspicion that ‘Al Sedad’s
mistrust of the Arabie lexicon stems from his weakness in the
language rather than his concern for defending the authority of
Ottoman usage. Following the gloss on «Tavad’'if Miitemeddines in
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the «Talikat, he takes issue with the grammatical analysis of the
construction: ‘Ali Sedad read it as a ferkib- vasfi (!) rather than
as an izafet, and in either case would have preferred «miitemeddine»
to have been written with a «i&@'« ravil» (sic!). It is clear that ‘Ali
Sedad’s views are unacceptable, not only according to the canons
of Arabic grammar, but even in the context of .Ottoman usage.

Many of the criticisms levelled against the T'aTikat are on ques-
tions of Ottoman usage: when ‘Abdiirrahman objects to the use of
«diyanet» in the phrase «diyanet-i Islamiye», presumably preferring
«din», ‘All Sedad points out that the word, far from being unaccep-
table, is commonly used and he encourages his readers to continue
using it (p. 6). Dealing with the word «istatistik», ‘Ali Sedad re-
jects the explanation offered in the TaTikat on the grounds that the
word had been used for several years and there was no longer any
need to explain its origins, Ottoman usage required the initial hemze
to allow it to be more easily pronounced, its original form being
irrelevant in the light of popular acceptance in the Ottoman orthog-
raphy. :

However, ‘Ali Sedad is unable to divest himself of all the con-
ventions of classical scholarship, and will occasionally have reco-
urse to the authorities, as when he quotes a passage from the Mu-
tavvel, restrieting his own comment to: «Buralar: goériilmiis olsayd,
boyle siibheye diigiilmezdi» (p. 28). Far more significant is the way
in which he mercilessly exploites the fact that ‘Abdiirrahman had
failed to recognise that a beyt quoted by Cevdet Pasa was a trans-
lation from the Persian of the Menazwii ’I-Inga. He subsequently
cites the book as an authority, and expresses the opinion that it had
not been studied by the commentaton (p. 23).

Although tme Hall-i Ta‘likat consists of little more than a series
of ill-prepared arguments, dwelling on trivia and motivated by a
passionate desire to discredit a scholar of the old school, it can
nevertheless be presented as an inarticulate plea for a fresh app-
roach to the Ottoman language. Our student author is appealing
for the abandonment of the accepted principles governing the wri-
ting of Ottoman, the time-honoured criteria founded on the didactic
classification of the Arabic linguistic sciences, which having been
brought to fruition through centuries of scholasticism and subse-
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quently fossilised in a body of knowledge, every bit as immutable as
the holy scriptures, now held the Ottoman language in the vice of
pietist conservatism. Ottoman was for ‘Ali Sedad, a dynamic living
language, fully entitled to borrow and adapt features from other
languages without the necessity of submitting to the constraints of
grammar and orthography or usage peculiar to the language of the
source. «Istatistik», he argues implicitly, is an Ottoman word borro-
wed from French and phonetically adapted to suit the Ottoman spe-
aker, the original orthography and pronunciation being irrelevant
to all but the pedant.

The Talikat attracted a second commentary, the Temyiz-i Tali-
kat by el-Hace Ibrahim (d. 1891), an Arabic scholar who had studied
in the Hicaz and subsequently moved to Istanbul where he opened
the Darii ’t-Ta‘lim, a private school which aimed at providing an
education in the Arabic language and literature in five years®®, The
Temyiz, representing the first of his contributions to the study of
the classical languages, was followed by a commentary on the Be-
lagat-i ‘Osmaniye (1301/1883); and two translations of Arabic
work on grammar, Nahv Tercemesi and the Sarf Tercemesi (both
1304/1886) ; and a work on literature the HEdebiyat- ‘Osmaniye
(1305/1887).

El-Hiace Ibrahim professes to having been shocked by the manner
and severity of the criticism offered in the TaTikat. It is, he main-
tains, conventional for commentators and super-commentators to
present criticism in an acceptable form, the purpose of their work
being a sincere desire to establish the truth of the matter (hakikat-i
h&l). As the author of the Talikat had overstepped the bounds of
propriety, El-Hace Ibrahim felt it incumbent upon himself to correct
some of the errors in the work. It is interesting to note that the
function of commentary is perceived as that of «establishing the
truth» (hakikat-i hal meydana ¢rkmak) and not of understanding, in-
terpreting, or presenting it to the student.

The Temyiz-i Ta‘likat defends Cevdet Pasa’s contribution to the
study of belagat against the unwarranted atacks of ‘Abdiirrahman.

28 ‘O;'mldnh Miieltiflert, I, 287; O. Ergin, Tﬁrkiys Maarif Tarihi, TIT (Is-
tanbul, 1941), 777-781. e
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However no matter how much he may pretend to be shocked by
the hostile tone adopted by the Talikat, his own work is not free
from the petty insults and gibes which characterise both the Ta7i-
kat and the Hall, and the standard of scholarship evinced in it
is not worthy of a schoolteacher. As we cannot reasonably accept
that the principal motivation for this critique was a sincere desire
to further the cause of the study of Turkish rhetorie, we are justified
in presuming that El-Hacc Ibrahim is intent on discrediting ‘Abdiir-
rahman, either for reasons of personal enmity or in the hope that
by doing so he may attract the favourable opinion of the great sta-
tesman who was author of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye.

In form, the Temyiz-i TaTlikat resembles very much the Hall-i
TaTikat, and what is more curious, is the fact that many of the ideas,
arguments and choice of word and phrase suggests that one of these
works is dependent on the other. The criticism levelled at the
Ta‘likat in many of the passages are based on the same criteria in
each of the works, and what is more damning, both works fall into
similar errors, as when the Temyiz objects to the tautological ex-
pression, «milel-i miitemeddine», based on the paradigm that millet
and din are one, and the mistaken presumption that «miitemeddine»
is derived from the root of «dins. Internal evidence would tend to
suggest that the Temyiz plagiarised the Hall, of which it is about
half the size, and argues only a third of the issues raised in the latter
work; of these only five quotations from the Talikati are not to be
found in tthe Hall. Apart from the textual evidence, there are very
good reasons for postulating that the Hall appeared prior to the
publication of the Temyiz. When ‘Abdiirrahman wrote his rebuttal
to these two books, he divided it into two sections, the first of which
dealt with the Hall, and the second with the Temyiz. One of ‘Al
Sedad’s subsequent critical reviews of the TaTikat is entitled the
ITemal-i Temyiz, which is devoted to the part of the Ta‘likat which
the Temyiz omitted to deal with, its very title suggesting that it was
intended to supplement the Temyiz, which must, therefore, have
appeared prior to it, but presumably after the Hall.

The author of the Temyiz is guilty not only of too literal a de-
pendence on the Hall, but also of misrepresenting the work he is
reviewing. On one occasion he totally distorts ‘Abdiirrahman’s ex-
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planation, and then proceeds to attack it, not -forgetting to add to it
a calculated insult. The TaTikat analyses «Tavad'if-i Miitemeddine»
thus: ;

«Bu takdirce ‘Tava’if'iii ‘miitemeddine’ lafzina
izafesi sifatin mevsiafa izafesi kabilinden
olub, sifat miifred ve mevsiaf cem‘ olmak
hasebi-yle sifat ve mevsiifui ‘adem-i mutabakasi
gibi bir ka'idesizlik hatira gelirse de her
bir cem’, cema‘at i‘tibari-yle hem miifred ve
hem de mii’ennes oldugundan mutabakat hasil
olmus olur.» (p. 5)

The Temyiz, however, argues:

«Sifat ve mevsiaf cem’ olmak hasebi-yle sifat
ve mevsiaf ‘adem-i mutarkasy gibi bir
ka'idesizlilc hatwae geliyor, demesi dahi
yakisik almiyor, ¢iinki bundan evvel sahib-i
Ta'likat tava'ife sifat ve miitemeddineye
mevsiuf demig idi. Burada ise sifat miifred
ve mevsif cem’dir diyor ki bundan tava'ifii
miifred ve miitemeddineniii cem‘ olmas: lazim
geliyor. Subhana’llah, bu ne kadar galat ve
ne kadar gafletdir.» (p. 5)

The Tahlil-i Hall, by ‘Abdiirrahman Siireyy3, appeared soon after
the publication of the Temyiz-i Ta'likat, and was intended as a re-
futation of the attacks made on the T'alikat, by both the Hall and
the Temyiz, and is accordingly divided into two sections. The first
of these is no more than a concentrated ‘counter-attack on the Hall,
from which eighty-three passages are quoted and refuted; ‘Abdiir-
rahman concentrates on the task of parrying each of ‘Ali Sedad’s
criticisms, allowing himself no digressions. The triviality of the
arguments render the work virtually unreadable to all but the par-
tisans of the debate. The second section of the Tahlil is devoted to
answering the criticism presented in the Temyiz, most of which are
exactly the same as those of the Hall, and not surprisingly he goes
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. over much of the same material covered in the first section. ‘Abdiir-
rahman does, however, restrict himself to answering only fifteen
of the criticisms levelled against the Ta‘likat, and allows himself
more space in which to argue his points. This second section is in
essence as trivial in argument as the first, but by confining the
debate to a limited number of topics, it is rendered far more readable
than the former, which hardly has the dignity of a literary debate.

In order to counter ‘Abdiirrahman’s Tahlil-i Hall, ‘Ali Sedad
joined with two of his fellow students from the Mekieb-i Hulkiik,
Mahmiud Es’ad and Mehmed F2a'ik, in the authorship of a work en-
titled the Redd- Tahlil, which is unredeemed by any intrinsic merit,
reducing the arguments to absurdity. Whereas the T'ahlil presents
the material in the form of a script with three dramatis personae,
the T'alikat, the Hall and the cevab, the Redd-i Tahlil adds yet anot-
her, so that in some of the eighty-two individual topics of debate
the dialogue is developed through the texts of the TaTikat, the Hall,
the Tahlil and the Redd. Many of the points are not argued but are
merely repetitions of previously-stated positions, an economy of
language, even to the point of incomprehensibility, being the keynote
in this work. The following dialogue (p. 19), although the briefest
and therefore an extreme example, can with some justification be
considered indicative of the tenor of the whole work:

Hall : Ikisi muzaf ileyhii ilb [ila abiri-hi]
Tahlii : Bu da yaihgdir.
Redd : Nigi.n?

Not satisfied with having the last word in this debate, Mahmad
Es‘ad and ‘Al Sedad each prepared a further word which was in-
tended to supplement the Temyiz-i Talikat. The first of these, the
Itmam- Temyiz by Mahmid Es‘ad, is devoted to a discussion of
three epistomological questions raised in the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye
and subjected to criticism in the Ta‘tkat. The Ikmal-i Temyiz, by
‘Al Sedad, was published five days after the /#mam, and is in both
appearance and content very similar to it. In the fkmal we find wes-
tern sources cited for the first time in the course of this debate. ‘Ali
Sedad introdues Descartes’ epistomological argument, summed up in
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the syllogism, «cogito ergo sum», by way of a fresh approach to the
classical presentation (pp. 5-8). The rest of the book is devoted
to discussing issues raised by four passages in the Taikat. This
essay concludes with the advice that the reader should refer to the
European sciences in order to understand the relationship between
rhetoric and logic (p. 24).

The last contribution to the debate, the Nazire-i Talikat, is
ostensibly the work of ‘Abdiirrahman Siireyya. However the sar-
castic tone of the work - it is in fact a parody of the pedantic style
which characterised some of these polemics - casts doubt on the
authorship of this lithograph. As a contribution to the discussion of
the merits of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye, it is worthless, serving only
to illustrate the bitterness that could be engendered by a debate
such as this*.

The importance of this polemic lies not in its content, but rat-
her as an illustration of the primitive level to which literary cri-
ticism had sunk in the early period of ‘Abdiilhamid’s reign. The
scholarship evinced is at best trivial; but worse, it is faulty, truth
and accuracy having fallen victim to vituperation. Although the
style and format is that of the classical gloss, these works were
mere parodies of commentaries, the real function of which is to view
a body of received knowledge, in the light of new experience and
perspective. These works, with the sole exception of th Ikmal-i Tem-
yiz, make no attempt to introduce new ideas from the West, thus
retaining the faults of the classical mode of presentation without
the redeeming feature of some new idea worth communicating. If
this controversy mirrors the intellectual ambiance in which the
Belagai-i ‘Osmaniye was written, - and there is no reason to assume
that it did not - then we can only liken Cevdet Pasa’s contribution
to that of the sower casting his seed on stony ground.

It would seem that for many of the «“ideba», the sole criterion
for critical appraisal was whether the statement was true or not.

29 This work was described by a contemporary thus: «Heyhat, bunlar
[the previous works in the controversy] kafi degilmis de bir baska eglence daha
lazzm imis. O da efi sofira kimifi tarafindan nesr olindugu bilinmiyen tezyif-na-
medir ki: ser-a-pid eglenceden ‘ibaret olub muhteviyatindan bir netice-i edebiye
gikarlamaz.» (Cizim, Belagat [Istanbul, 1304/1886], p. 10).



344

Furthermore a partial truth or proximity towards it, seems as
unsatisfactory to the commentator as complete falsehood, nothing
less than the complete and absolute truth will do. At no point in
the debate, is the question raised as to whether the Belagat-i ‘Os-
maniye is successful in its goal of providing a suitable text-book
for students. This fault is common to much of classical Arabic
scholarship, the same criteria of criticism being employed for all
written works, whether they be addressed to the schoolboy, the
student or the scholar. Even the defenders of the work fail to make
the point that the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye succeeds in its goal of provi-
ding law students with a text-book for the study of the Ottoman
language, and as such, filled a serious gap in the new syllabus.
They, too, are totally committed to the quest for the absolute truth
of the statement rather than the utility of the work. Nowhere do
these literary critics attempt to balance the deficiencies of the work
against its merits.

The introductions to some of these works which have been
discussed allow us to form some idea of the society for which the
Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye was written. The social life of much of the
intelligentsia of Istanbul consisted of literary soirées where stu-
dents and teachers discussed the latest works and ideas®. Cevdet
Paga’s work must certainly have circulated in these gatherings and
would naturally have provoked discussion. Whereas we might have
expected a negative reaction to an essentially conservative work to
have come from the modernists with their insatiable appetite for
western ideas, the opposite was the case: ‘Abdiirrahman’s objections
emanated from his anxiety to preserve the authority of Arabic gram-
matical principles in the Ottoman language. His opponents, on the
other hand, merely took the moderate viewpoint that the Ottoman
language had its own integrity, and was free to develop without the
constraints imposed by adherence to a system of grammatical rules
alien to Turkish morphology and syntax.

Cevdet Pasa’s contributions to Ottoman grammar and rhetoric
had the effect of endowing the language with an autonomy it had

30 See the introductions to the Taflikat, the Hall and the Temyiz, where
the authors explain that the idea of writing their works came about in the course
of literary soirées.
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previously lacked. Ottoman had hitherto developed as a body of
conventions, unresticted by a universally accepted theory of style.
It was a language divorced from scholarship, being the property
of the governing class; scholars discussed literary theory only in
respect of Arabic. By introducing the study of Ottoman language
and rhetoric into the educational system, Cevdet Pasa had broken
the monopoly which Arabic had held in the field of literary theory.

It is only in the light of this controversy that we can appreciate
the value of the Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye. It initiated a debate, in which
Cevdet Pasa was implicitly proposing that the Ottoman language
was a viable medium of communication, and possessed all the att-
ributes of a language, a morphology, a syntax and a rhetoric, cha-
racteristics which many Islamic scholors conceived of as being pecu-"
liar to Arabic. Opposing the proposition, lay a body of opinion which
believed that the criteria for determining correct Ottoman were
to be found in the classical theory of the Arabic linguistic sciences.

One cannot divorce this debate from its historical background:
in 1881 ‘Abdiilhamid had barely consolidated his basis of support
in the state, most of the Balkan territories had been lost, and the
Arab vilayets had acquired an importance within the Empire pre-
viously denied them. As the parliament of 1876 had been prorogued,
there was no forum in which the Arab intelligentsia ‘could voice
their claim to a greaten share in the direction of state policy. It may
be argued that one way in which Arab scholars could exert their
influence in the cultural reorientation of the Empire was by de-
manding that the Ottoman language adhere more closely to the
rules of Arabic grammar, rather than merely pay lip-service to some
of the conventions of the language from which it had so freely
borrowed its vocabulary. 3

It is significant that ‘Abdiirrahman Siireyya had been educated
in an Arab province, his prestige as a scholar undoubtedly depen-
ding to some extent on his skill in Arabic, an advantage which he
would naturally wish to guard jealously. It is unfortunate that his
education conditioned him to argue his case at its most trivial level.
While one might have wished that the other participants had raised
the tone of the debate, it should be remembered that they too were
probably products of the same educational system. In this respect
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the debate is of crucial significance to the study of Ottoman rhetoric:
it illustrates most vividly the intellectual ambiance in which ‘both
the Belagat-i ‘Osmantye and the Talim-i Hdebiyat were written.
The appallingly low standard of critical awareness current in this
period gives to these works a preeminence which intrinsically they
do not merit.

It is ironic that an essentially conservative work such as the
Belagat-i ‘Osmaniye was able to arouse an impassioned debate on
language in a way that neither the Mebani *l-Inga, the Talim-i Ede-
biyat nor Namik Kemal’s «Miilahazat» had done®. These latter works
were influential, but their revolutionary nature deprived them of a
wider readership, the concepts discussed therein being so unfamiliar
to contemporary society that the reaction to them remained one of
cautious silence. Western criteria of literary criticism -indeed the
very concept of «a literature» - was alien to most Ottomans with
a traditional education. Cevdet's book elicits a response precisely
because all the concepts are familiar, it discusses not «literature»
but language, a field of study with which the Islamic sciences could
cope adequately. By offering a new handbook of rhetoric to his stu-
dents, Cevdet Pasa. provoked a reaction which focused the students’
attention on language. Some of ‘Ali Sedad’s observations could well
have been in response to Kemal's plea for a new and more pragmatic
approach to Ottoman language, but they were not: rather they evol-
ved naturally as replies to ‘Abdiirrahman’s pedantic criticisms. Cev-
det Pasa had, in other words unwittingly introduced the Turkish
language into the arguments and debates which had previously cha-
racterised the discussion of Arabic within the medreses, and it was
now able to benefit from the highly developed theory of language,
up to then applied only to Arabic.

31 See C. Ferranrd «The Development of an Ottoman Rhetoric up to 1882»,
Osmanh Aragtirmalary, IV, 23-27.



