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Abstract

The aim of the present thesis is to explore and analyze on various levels concepts of
translation in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century. Cemal Demircioglu’s
From Discourse to Practice: Rethinking “Translation” (Terceme) and Related
Practices of Text Production in the Late Ottoman Literary Tradition investigates on
one level the implications of various discourses on the literary translation activity
carried out in this period from the historical-descriptive and systemic perspective in
Translation Studies. It also examines the ways in which translation/s contributed to
the making of Ottoman literary repertoires in connection with European culture and
literature. On another level, it examines culture-specific aspects of Ottoman
translation practices, with a special focus on terms and concepts, and suggests
rethinking terceme as a culture-bound and time-bound notion of Ottoman translation

tradition.

As an exemplary corpus for rethinking “translation” in terms of diverse
writing practices, a number of works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi, a significant
Tanzimat novelist, translator and journalist, are analyzed with an eye demonstrating
diversity, culture-bound and time-bound notions in his translation discourses and
practice. The present thesis also offers a comparative analysis of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s summary translation, Sid’in Hul&sasi, of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid as a case
study. The summary translation was chosen because it combines in a single work
both paratextual and translation discourse that lend themselves to the analysis of a

particular kind of Ottoman text production via translation.

The present thesis is also the first extensive academic research on the history
of Ottoman/Turkish (a) translational terms and concepts, and (b) translational
practices. It proposes a genealogy and lexicon of translational terms which is
intended for the use of researchers. Most importantly, the thesis emphasizes the
importance of the distinctions between time-bound and culture-bound practices of
translation as terceme in the study of Ottoman translation history. As a result, the
present thesis suggests rethinking “translation” in Ottoman culture not in terms of the
modern concept of ceviri but of terceme and related practices, without overlooking

historical continuity.



Ozet

Bu tezin amaci, 19. yilizyil sonu Osmanl kiiltiiriinde “terceme” kavramini gesitli
yonlerden incelemek ve ¢oziimlemektir. Cemal Demircioglu’nun “From Discourse
to Practice: Rethinking “Translation” (Terceme) and Related Practices of Text
Production in the Late Ottoman Literary Tradition” baslikli arastirmasi hem edebi
ceviri etkinligi izerine ¢ok ¢esitli sOylemleri tarihsel-betimlemeli ve dizgeci bir bakis
acisi ile incelemekte hem de gevirilerin Avrupa kiiltiir ve edebiyatiyla iligkili olarak
Osmanli edebiyat “repertuvarlar’’nin olusumuna ne sekilde katki sagladigini
arastirmaktadir. Ote yandan, terim ve kavramlara odaklanarak, Osmanli kiiltiiriinde
terceme uygulamalarindaki kiiltiire-bagl yonleri de ele almaktadir. Ayrica bu tez,
“terceme”yi Osmanli ¢eviri geleneginin kiiltiire-bagli ve zamana-bagh bir kavrami

olarak yeniden diisiinmeyi 6nermektedir.

Ceviriyle iligkili ¢ok c¢esitli yazi uygulamalar1 baglaminda “terceme”
kavramini yeniden diisiinmek iizere arastirmada, Tanzimat doneminin énemli yazari,
miitercimi ve gazetecisi olan Ahmed Midhat Efendi’nin pek ¢ok eseri, érnek bir
kiilliyat olarak ele alinmaktadir. Onun ceviri sdyleminde ve uygulamalarinda
karsimiza c¢ikan kiiltiire-bagli ve zamana-bagl kavramlar, cesitliligi gostermek
bakimindan incelenmektedir. Tez, ayrica Ahmed Midhat Efendi’nin Pierre
Corneille’in Le Cid isimli eserinden yaptigi “0zet g¢eviriyi” de karsilagtirmali bir
bicimde ¢oziimlemektedir. Bu eser, gerek metin-étesi ve ceviri ile ilgili sdylemlerin
tek bir eserde bir araya gelmesi, gerekse ¢eviri yoluyla Osmanl kiiltiiriinde metin

tiretiminin 0zgiin bir 6rnegini incelememize imkan saglamasi bakimindan segilmistir.

Bu tez, hem Osmanlica/Tiirk¢edeki geviriyle ilgili terim ve kavramlarin tarihi
hem de ¢eviri uygulamalar {izerine yapilan ilk akademik arastirmadir. Bu nedenle
arastirma, g¢eviriyle ilgili terim ve kavramlarin bir soykiitiigiinii ve sozIliginii de
olusturmaktadir. Daha da 6nemlisi arastirma, Osmanli ¢eviri tarihi aragtirmalarinda,
“terceme” olarak cevirinin, kiiltiire-bagli ve zamana-bagli uygulamalar1 arasindaki
farklara dikkat c¢ekmektedir. Sonu¢ olarak bu tez, Osmanli kiltliriinde ceviri
olgusunu, tarihsel siirekliligi gézardi etmeden, modern kavram olan “ceviri” ile degil

“terceme” ve onunla iligkili uygulamalar ile diisiinmek gerektigine isaret etmektedir.
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Notes

e English translations of quotations from Ottoman Turkish (written in Arabic script)
as well as from modern Turkish (written in Roman letters) are mine, unless otherwise

stated.

e In converting dates in the hegira calendar to the Christian calendar, Faik Resit
Unat’s Hicri Tarihleri Miladi Tarihe Cevirme Kilavuzu (1988) has been used. In the
thesis, publication dates of the works in the hegira calendar are given after a slash [/],

preceded by their correspondences in the Christian calendar.

e Tiirk Dil Kurumu Imld Kilavuzu (1995) (The Guide for Turkish Orthography,
published by the Turkish Language Association) has been used in the Turkish

transcription of textual materials in Ottoman Turkish.

e The principles below have been followed in the Turkish transliteration of Ottoman

texts:

1. Arabic letters indicating long vowels (e.g., 4, 1, 1) have not been shown
except in cases that may lead to semantic confusion such as asar and asar, or

alem or ilem.

2. Long vowels followed by Arabic letters <! and J have been shown, e.g. 14kin,

inkar or malim.

3. The feminine gender of the possessive case [i] has been transliterated with

double [y], as in edebiyye and fikriyye.

e A Turkish transcription of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation (Sidin

Hulasast) of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid is presented in Appendix 5.



Introduction

This thesis attempts to explore and analyze concepts of translation in Ottoman
culture in the late nineteenth century: primarily ferceme and related practices such as
nakl (conveying), iktibas (borrowing), taklid (imitation), tanzir (emulation), tahvil
(conversion), hulasa (summary) and muhavere (dialogue). Through the examination
of Ottoman Turkish discourses on literary translation, and of the works of Ahmed
Midhat Efendi (1884-1912), I will set out to analyze “culture-specific aspects of
translation” glossed over (Paker 2002a: 120) by researchers who have previously
studied translation activity in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century. With the
term “culture-specific” or “culture-bound”, I refer to any aspect of “translation”
which is “construed” by the members of a particular culture in a certain manner
(Hermans 1995: 221; Paker 2002a: 120-127). The term denotes that a particular
culture may “construe” and “label” their own concepts and practices of translation in
a different way which may not be compatible with those in other cultures (Hermans
1995: 221). That is why one needs to pay attention to the culture-specificity of
terceme and examine it as an “Otfoman concept of translation” (Paker 2002a: 120,
127; 2005a: 1-2; my italics) in the various ways it was practised and in the ways it
related to cultural and literary issues. I will also use another term “time-bound” to
indicate that culture-bound aspects of “translation” are time-dependent (Hermans
1995: 221; Paker 2002a: 127). It is obvious that practices and conceptions of
translation may change in accordance with temporal lines of a particular culture.

Thus, the term denotes possible shifts in the concepts and practices of translation in a



given culture, especially in the context of historical continuity/discontinuity. Time-
bound aspects of translation seem to be important for cultures such as the late
Ottoman Empire and modern Turkey, which undergo great socio-political,
ideological transformations, particularly at the intra-cultural level (Paker 2002a: 127,
2005a: 1-3; 2005b: 1-2). That is why one needs to regard the culture-specificity of
translation as a time-dependent matter when conducting a historical, descriptive and
interpretative study of translation in both Ottoman and republican Turkey (Paker
2002a: 120). For the same reason, I intend to keep Ottoman terms for translational
practices such as nakl, iktibas, taklid, tanzir, tahvil, huldsa and muhavere as they
were named and identified by the Ottomans themselves. This is also intended to
avoid the problem of overlooking and thus erasing cultural, literary and linguistic
indications of “translation” while writing a history of the Ottoman translation
tradition such as the present thesis. My doctoral research indicates that we are
constantly faced with the problem of translating “the otherness of other cultures”
when writing in “English as lingua franca” (Hermans 1995: 221; Paker 2002a: 121).
In a similar vein, the same problem exists in writing in modern Turkish today. In
conveying Ottoman terms, concepts and practices of translation to modern Turkish in
terms of “geviri”, we unavoidably perform both an intra-cultural and intra-lingual
translation, in other words, a translation of “the other’s cultural otherness” i.e. of
Ottoman culture (Paker 2002a: 127). This may indicate actually the problem of what
kind of cultural translation we are performing when we are “interpreting” certain

concepts of translation between cultures (Hermans 1995: 222).

The present thesis has a number of interrelated aims. The first is to identify
and present a descriptive analysis of culture-specific aspects of Ottoman translation

practices with a special focus on terms and concepts, hence to suggest rethinking



“translation” (ferceme) and its related practices in which some forms of translational
behaviour conform to the modern Turkish concept of translation (¢eviri) today, while
others do not (Paker 2002a: 124-127). The second is to analyze from a translational
point of view a corpus of the works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi who was a significant
Tanzimat novelist, translator, publisher, journalist and the owner of the newspaper
Terciiman-1 Hakikat. 1t is Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s writings that provide an
exemplary framework for rethinking translation in terms of multiple related
practices. The third aim is to foreground discourses on nineteenth century literary
translation activity, including Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s, so as to understand and
explain in what ways translation/s contributed to the making of Ottoman cultural and
literary “repertoires” by means of “invention”, “import” and “transfer” from
European culture and literature (Even-Zohar 2002: 166; 2004b: 223; 2004c: 253-

254).

The first extensive research in translation studies on Ahmed Midhat Efendi
was carried out by Isin Bengi (1990) in her doctoral thesis where she focused on
paratextual data in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s texts and his translation of La Dame aux
camélias. Ozlem Berk (1999) surveyed the late nineteenth century translation activity
from the perspective of westernization. Other than these studies and articles by Paker
(1986a, 1986b, 1987, 1991, 1998, 2004, 2004b, 2005a, 2005b), no research has been
done on nineteenth century translation activity within the modern paradigm of
historical, descriptive, explanatory and interpretative translation studies. The present
thesis is therefore the first to survey nineteenth-century Ottoman terms, concepts and
practices of translation on a broad scale, to include those that are interrelated but
have not been foregrounded before, to contextualize those terms, concepts and

practices using various literary-historical discourses from the nineteenth and



twentieth centuries, to describe and analyze them, and to relate them to nineteenth
century literary-cultural activity. In order to indicate connections with the nineteenth-
century terms and concepts, the present research is also the first to offer a genealogy
and a /lexicon of translational terms and concepts of earlier Ottoman, pre-Ottoman

and East Turkic ones, based largely on various lexicographical sources.

Seen as a significant “cultural entrepreneur” in the late Ottoman literary
tradition (Paker 2004b), Ahmed Midhat Efendi deserves particularly close attention
among the writers and translators of the Tanzimat period. He has been described as
not only “a famous person who wrote European-like novels in our literature of the
previous century” (Ozdn 1942: 82), but also as a “writing machine of 40 horse power
who met the cultural needs of the Turkish generations of his time and wrote 150
works including novels, short stories and plays as well as works in history,
philosophy, psychology and education” — a “novelist, short story writer, philosopher,
scholar, historian, educator, researcher, bibliophile, printer and businessman” (Rado
1955: 9; 1986: 3). According to Ahmed Hamdi Tanpinar, he was “a huge apparatus
for consumption”, “a giant who ate with no concern for digestion” but also a writer
who “opened the gates to the short story and the novel through invention [“icar’] or
adaptation [“adaptasyon”]” (Tanpmar 1988: 462-463). Fevziye Abdullah Tansel
describes him as the one who “wrote the first indigenous examples of [the story and
the novel]” and “drew much attention to this genre with his translations [“ferciime”]
and borrowings [“iktibas”] from French literature” (Tansel 1955: 109). In Isin
Bengi’s words, he was “a giant figure” and “the eloquent mediator” who struggled in
a revolutionary fashion “to introduce and establish what was missing in the home
literary polysystem” (Bengi 1988: 288). According to Saliha Paker, he was also in
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translation “the leading advocate for an extreme form of ‘acceptability’”, and “in a



sense, institutionalized it” (Paker 1991: 23). Not only these views but also my
preliminary investigations indicate that Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s text production
displays considerable diversity and provides us with a wide scope for studying the
various “options” (Even-Zohar 1997: 356; 2002: 167) in translating from European
literatures and in enlarging the literary repertoires of his time by means of these
options. His translated works, as well as his discourse on translation, help expose the
“culture-bound and time-bound” (Hermans 1995: 221; Paker 2002a: 120-127)
aspects of translation in the late Ottoman literary tradition. My analysis of Koz
(2002) and Esen (1999), which provide comprehensive bibliographical information
on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s works, will also help examine the Turkish concepts of
translation in connection with terceme and ¢eviri, both of which represent two
principal notions of translation in the continuity of Turkish culture (Paker 2002a:
127). In this manner, the thesis will entail rethinking Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s works
retrospectively without glossing over culture-specific aspects of his general
translation practices. It will also help adopt questioning perspectives in the
classification of literary texts translated from foreign languages into Ottoman

Turkish in the late nineteenth century.

My involvement in historical research has its roots in the first major
interdisciplinary translation research project in Turkey in which I participated as a
graduate student. The project, Translations and their functions in the continuity of
Ottoman culture: fourteenth — nineteenth centuries, was coordinated by Saliha Paker
and initiated in 1997 with the participation of members and graduate students from
the Departments of Translation and Interpreting, and of Turkish Language and
Literature at Bogazici University (Paker 2002a: 123; 2002b: viii-x). In reviewing the

range of Ottoman translations from several centuries with respect to their functions,



Paker formulated a fundamental problem related to the ‘“criteria for ‘assuming’
certain texts as translations in Ottoman culture” (Paker 2002a: 123). In other words,
her observations indicated “the problem of defining Ottoman notions of what we call
‘translation’ in English, and ¢eviri [translation] in Turkish today” (ibid.). The project
and its historical-descriptive framework detailed by Paker have helped me develop a
critical attitude towards intricate practices of the Ottoman translation tradition, and
provided me with the background for the present thesis. Thus, my originating
question in this study arises in connection with Paker’s formulations that call for
similar questions on Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century: why is it
necessary to consider translation (ferceme) and its practices on a broad scale without
excluding heterogeneity and culture-specific aspects? In a similar vein, why do we
need a wide-ranging perspective and a ‘beyond-binary’ approach to translation/s
(terceme) in identifying the works of an Ottoman “writer-translator” such as Ahmed
Midhat Efendi? With the term ‘beyond-binary’, I am referring to attitudes which are
not binarist and thus avoid making a priori and mutual distinctions and oppositions

between translational concepts and practices in a particular culture.

In the present thesis, I will examine “translation” (terceme) and related
practices of text production in the late Ottoman literary tradition, starting with
“discourse” and then moving on to “practice”s. The term “discourse” has been used
with increasing frequency and with new kinds of meaning across the boundaries of
various disciplines (Fowler 1987: 62). Thus it has acquired much wider implications
(Cuddon 1998: 228). Through ‘discourse analysis’ since the 1950s, discourse has
been very much concerned with “the study of language beyond the level of the
sentence” (Hatim 1998: 67) or with “the study of amy aspect of language use”

(Fasold 1990: 65). In linguistics, discourse denotes a stretch of language larger than a



sentence, in other words, “language above the sentence or above the clause” (Stubbs
1983: 1). For some researchers, the analysis of discourse is “necessarily the analysis
of language in use... [which] cannot be restricted to the description of linguistic
forms independent of the purposes or functions which these forms are designed to
serve in human affairs” (Brown and Yule 1983: 1). For others, it is “another
universe, that of language as an instrument of communication, whose expression is
discourse” (Benveniste 1971: 110). It is “more than just language use: it is language
use, whether speech or writing, seen as a type of social practice” (Fairclough 1992:
28). According to Hatim and Mason, discourse stands for “modes of speaking and
writing which involve participants in adopting a particular attitude towards areas of
socio-cultural activity” (Hatim and Mason 1990: 240; see also Hatim 2001: 229). It
is “both institutional and individual and gives expression to users’ attitudes towards
any particular state of affairs”, thus it is “closely bound up with ideology” (Mason
1992: 25). According to Michel Foucault, discourse is sometimes “the general
domain of all statements”, at other times “an individualizable group of statements”,
or “a regulated practice that accounts for a number of statements” (Foucault 1972:

80).

These definitions of discourse are illustrative of the considerable range of
conceptions of discourse, some of which emphasize ‘language in use’, while others
stress what discourse indicates beyond ‘language in use’. Regardless of differences
of emphasis, discourse appears as a significant concept for understanding society and
human responses to it, as well as for understanding language itself (Jaworski and
Coupland 1999: 3). It includes any modes of utterance as a part of social practice.
Discourse has an object and is directed to or at an object. Since modes of utterances

can be differentiated by intention, discourse may manifest itself as any number of



things, for instance “a poem, a philosophical essay, a political tract, a biblical
commentary... a polemic, a dialogue” (Cuddon 1998: 228) or a translation, a
“rewriting” (Lefevere 1985: 233; 1992: 8), thus any utterance related to translation.
Whatever discourse is, and however concretely or theoretically the term is defined
and used, there seems to be an agreement that it has mainly to do with language,

meaning and context (Jaworski and Coupland 1999: xi).

In this thesis, I will regard discourse as certain statements, whether speech or
writing, which help us explore translation and related practices of text production as
a part of socio-cultural activity and intercultural communication. I will use the term
not only in Gideon Toury’s sense of “extratextual” sources (Toury 1965: 65) and
Gérard Genette’s sense of “paratext” (Genette 1997: 1) but also mindful of André
Lefevere’s reference to it as “rewriting” (Lefevere 1985: 233). Defining
“extratextual” material as a means of studying translational norms in a given culture,

(13

Gideon Toury draws attention to “...statements made by translators, editors,
publishers, and other persons involved in or connected with the activity, critical
appraisals of individual translations, or the activity of a translator or ‘school’ of
translators, and so forth” (Toury 1995: 65). Gideon Toury points out that translation
throughout different historical periods can be studied not only by looking at
translations themselves, but also by studying “statements” on translation (ibid.).
Without excluding “statements” as “extra” texts on translation/s in his methodology,
Toury relates translation/s to the socio-cultural context in a given culture. I will also
use “paratext” (Genette 1997:1) as another form of extratextual discourse which
covers “presentational materials accompanying translated texts and text-specific

meta-discourses formed directly around them” (Tahir-Giirgaglar 2002a: 44). In this

manner, “titles, subtitles, pseudonyms, forewords, dedications, epigraphs, prefaces,



intertitles, notes, epilogues and afterwords” (Macksey 1997: xviii) are subjected to
the study of translation in a given culture. André Lefevere’s concept of “rewriting”
also draws our attention to the relationships between discourse and “various forms of
text processing” (Hermans 1999: 164) as “rewritings”, including interpretation,
criticism, historiography, anthologies and translation (Lefevere 1985: 233).
According to Lefevere, certain agents such as translators, critics, and historians are
“rewriters” (Bassnett and Lefevere 1990: 10) whose productions construct the image
of a writer or a work of literature as “the locus where ideology, poetics, universe of
discourse and language come together, mingle and clash” (Lefevere 1985: 233). Thus
the concept of rewriting offers us the possibility not only of regarding translations,
anthologies, and literary histories as rewritings but also of examining those works as

modes of discourse.

In this framework, the study of discourse on translation appears as an
indispensable step towards the understanding of translation phenomenon (Korpel
1986: 43; Gummerus 1995: 201; Bengi 1990: 1-8; Mason 1992: 25; Hermans 1999:
35, 42; Tahir-Giircaglar 2001: 151; Paker 2002a: 120-123; 2005a: 1-3; 2005b: 2).
Discourse not only provides background information in examining certain
translations but also helps us acquire the contextual and socio-cultural framework
relating to translation. That is why the study of discourse on translation serves as one
of the essential points of departure in the historical-descriptive study of translation in
a given culture. Discourses on translation will reflect the views, opinions,

<

experiences and perceptions of the Ottoman writers, translators or ‘“writer-
translators” who participated in the production of both translated and indigenous

literature at that time. That is why in the present thesis I consider discourses on

translation, such as that of Ahmed Midhat Efendi and of the “classics debate” of
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1897, as well as of the post-Tanzimat and republican literary historians, of modern
researchers/scholars, of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s bibliographers, and of
lexicographers to be invaluable sources which will illuminate certain aspects of the
Ottoman conception of translation in the late nineteenth century. Thus it needs to be
borne in mind that the views and opinions of the Ottoman writers, translators or
“writer-translators” will represent the discourse on translation rather than the actual

state of translation.

In the present thesis, I will focus on translation activity in Ottoman culture in
the late nineteenth century, particularly in a period from the 1880s onwards up to the
turn of the twentieth century. In other words, I will concentrate on the post-Tanzimat
period during which Ottoman contact with European culture continued to contribute
to the modernization of the military, administrative and educational fields. Initial
attempts at modernization had started in the eighteenth century and continued during
the Tanzimat period (Karal 1940: 13-30; Tanpinar 1988: 52-73: Lewis 1968: 45).
The period which extended from the proclamation of Giilhane Hatt-1 Serifi (Noble
Rescript of Giilhane) in 1839 to the proclamation of the first Ottoman constitution
and the establishment of a parliamentary regime in 1876 is known in Turkish history
as the Tanzimat (re-organization) period. Since Ottoman society was subjected to a
number of important administrative, legal and educational reforms in this period, the
Tanzimat marks the intensive beginnings of the Europeanization movement in
Ottoman society, together with counter-forces opposing the reforms in the context of
their resistance to a shift in civilization (Lewis 1968: 74-128; Berkes 15-39; Tanpinar

1988: 52-73: Mardin 1994: 9-17; Zurcher 1998: 78-115).
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From the mid-nineteenth century onwards, and particularly during and after
the Tanzimat period, the spread of western ideas and a familiarization with western
social and political materials were strongly motivated by the rise of a new literature
which started to differ both in form and content from Ottoman traditional literature
(Evin 1983: 9-21; Tanpinar 1988: 249-300; Akyiiz 1994: 23-41; Paker 1991: 18-25;
Bengi 1990: 70-84; Berk 1999: 11-18). In the Tanzimat period, French literature
began to replace “the classics of Iran as the source of inspiration and the model for
imitation” in the formation of a new literature (Lewis 1968: 136). Not only the
emergence of new literary models and genres adopted in time by Ottoman writers
and translators but also interest in various fields such as western thinking discovered
by Ottoman readers was the result of the first translations from the West, mainly
from French literature.' The emergence of translations was naturally a part of major
cultural, literary, and institutional transformations and reforms in Ottoman society,
and the year 1859 was an important moment since the first three translations from
French were published or circulated in that year: Terceme-i Manzume (Translations
of Verse) by Ibrahim Sinasi, Muhaverat-1 Hikemiyye (Philosophical Dialogues) by
Miinif Pasa, and Terceme-i Telemak’ (The Translation of Telemak) by Yusuf Kamil
Pasa. These translations introduced western poetry, philosophy as well as the novel
to Ottoman readers, each of which actually representing a new literary genre

(Tanpmar 1988: 150; Paker 1991: 19; Evin 1983: 41-46). Hence they are regarded in

! At this point, one needs to remember that there was also a rich tradition of translations from Arabic
and Persian into Turkish, which went back to the pre-Ottoman period in Asia Minor in the thirteenth
century and continued in the Ottoman period up to the decline of the Ottoman Empire in the early
twentieth century. For translations in the pre-Ottoman period, see Levend 1988; Ulken 1997; Kut
1998; Paker and Toska 1997.

* Yusuf Kamil Pasa’s Terceme-i Telemak is conventionally regarded as the first novel translated into
Turkish. But Kavruk (1998) indicates that Fénelon’s novel Les Aventures de Téléemaque (1699) was
first translated in 1792 by Seyyid Ali Efendi, a diplomat who was sent to France and translated it in
order to improve his French (Kavruk 1998: 9).
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modern scholarly discourse on Ottoman translation history as indicating the

beginning of the literary Tanzimat in Ottoman culture.’

From the beginning of the literary Tanzimat on, there was another medium
which fulfilled an essential role in shaping public opinion in relation to political,
cultural and literary progress: the press (Ozon 1934: 141-143; Seviik 1944: 562-566;
Lewis 1968: 146-150; Tanpinar 1988: 249-252; Evin 1983: 46-48). In this period,
newspapers, literary journals and magazines functioned as important means of
communication, and also started to give much space to translations particularly from
French literature. They often serialized translations in their pages, some of which
also circulated in the market after being printed in book form. Especially after the
first parliamentary regime in Ottoman society was established in 1876 with Sultan
Abdiilhamid II on the throne, there was a considerable increase in the number of
newspapers, journals and literary magazines (Oksiiz 1995; Kolcu 1999a). But the
reign of Abdiilhamit IT (1876-1908) was also the period of increasing repression and

censorship (see Kudret 1997: 631-676; Iskit 2000: 68-90).

The significant development in this period was the increase in translated
fiction and poetry from French, especially from the 1880s onwards.” Ali Thsan Kolcu

indicates that approximately 988 poems were translated from western languages into

* In her doctoral thesis Ozlem Berk (1999) examines the role and functions that translations played in
Turkish history, especially within the framework of its Westernization movement from the mid-
nineteenth to the late twentieth centuries. Berk focuses on the first literary translations from Western
languages into Turkish after 1859 and analyzes those on the basis of the data she compiled not from
primary but secondary sources such as literary histories.

* For the increase in the number of literary translations from the Tanzimat period onwards, see in
particular [Seviik] 1941; Alpay 1976; Kolcu 1999a, 1999b; Akbayar 1985. Among these works,
Kolcu’s offers a comprehensive bibliographical list of translated poetry from the West between 1859
and 1901. Although Kolcu provides a lot of data, his list seems to have some problems. In his
presentation of the translated works, he unfortunately overlooks culture-specific terms and/or concepts
in the paratexts of the works, all of which could have provided us with significant data for the
historical-descriptive study of translations in Ottoman culture.



13

Ottoman Turkish between 1859 and 1901 (Kolcu 1999a: 715-717).° Taking Terceme-
i Manzume by Sinasi (1859) as the starting point, Kolcu mentions that 22 poems
were translated from French between 1859 and 1880. Kolcu’s study shows that there
was a sharp increase in translations between 1880 and the decline of the Edebiyat-1
Cedide (New Literature) movement in 1901 with poems translated from other

European languages as well (ibid).

Parallel to an increase in the number of translations from European
literatures, the post-Tanzimat period was also significant because of the emergence
of Ottoman Turkish discourses on translation. Not only in newspapers and magazines
but also in the prefaces and introductions of books, we encounter numerous
statements, evaluations as well as disputes on translation and the ways it was
practiced. This indicates that translation was still an important factor in that period in

the making of domestic literary repertoires based on western models.

When I began to examine translated literature in Ottoman culture in the late
nineteenth century, I became intrigued by certain literary figures and their statements
on translating from the West: translations were expected to contribute greatly to
Ottoman cultural and literary progress (terakki). 1 was also intrigued by the views
related to translation practices that indicated, for instance, in what ways the Ottoman
literati needed to “translate” the cultural, linguistic or textual properties of foreign
texts into their own system, what their conception of translation (terceme) was, or

what translation/s was/were expected to serve in Ottoman culture.

> Unfortunately, we have no research which may illuminate the number of translated novels from the
West since the beginning of the literary Tanzimat.



14

My initial exploration of the field through a survey of works covering literary
histories, anthologies, statements by writers and translators of the late nineteenth
century and views expressed in the “classics debate” of 1897, as well as prefaces,
newspapers, magazines and translated texts published at that time, revealed that there
were several concepts of translation (ferceme) in circulation. My preliminary
research, especially through primary sources in Arabic script, indicated that there
was no a uniform or single definition of translation (terceme); rather, there was
diversity in the ways translation was practiced, and the concepts and intended
functions of translation seemed to vary. My preliminary study also revealed that
writers and/or translators dwelled upon certain problems of translating from
European culture and literature. They were sometimes troubled by the inadequacy of
the target language as well as by the problem of finding equivalents for French terms
and concepts. These were the issues expressed in partial or fragmented ways in

discourse on translation.

It is also obvious that important views on literary translation in the late
nineteenth century came together in the “classics debate” of 1897 (Kaplan 1998;
Paker 2005a), on translating European classical works into Ottoman Turkish.
Sparked off by an article by Ahmed Midhat Efendi in August 1897, the debate drew
my attention to the cultural, linguistic and literary interest in translating from
European culture as well as its significance for Ottoman society.® It is important that
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid, which

was published in 1890-91/1308, was also subjected to a discussion in the debate. In

% With a number of articles, the following writers participated in the “classics debate” of 1897: Ahmed
Cevdet (1861-1935), Cenab Sahabeddin (1870-1934), Necib Asim (1861-1935), Kemal Pasazade Said
(1848-1921), Ismail Avni (?), Hiiseyin Danis (1870-1942), Ahmed Rasim (1864-1932), Hiiseyin Sabri
(?) (Kaplan 1988: 12).
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his preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi proposed his summary strategy as a useful
procedure to catch up with European literary progress and tried to justify his work as
a product comparable with translation (terceme). This is why I have decided to
examine this text as my case study. In the views of the participants in the “classics
debate” we find certain clues regarding ways of translating and culture-specific
practices discussed in connection with the Ottoman translation tradition, e.g. taklid
(imitation) and tanzir (emulation). It was debated whether Ottomans needed to
translate (terceme, nakl) or imitate (taklid, tanzir) European works of literature in
order to achieve cultural and literary progress. Several statements in the debate also
indicated diversity in both the concept and intended functions of translation in

Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century.

My preliminary research findings gave rise to various questions regarding the
thematic range and theoretical and methodological framework of the study. The first
group of questions to be addressed in this thesis pertains to the modern Turkish
representation of Ottoman translation activity in the late nineteenth century: how did
literary historians in the republican period “rewrite” (Lefevere 1985: 233; 1992: 7)
the Ottoman translation activity of the late nineteenth century? Can these histories be
productive for an understanding of the Ottoman translation activity in that period?
Can their definitions of translation be fruitful for understanding the Ottoman

conception of translation (terceme) and its practices?

The second group of questions is related to the concepts, functions and
strategies of translation (terceme): what terms and/or concepts represent the act of
translation from the pre-Ottoman period onwards? Do we observe uniformity or

diversity in translation? What kind of culture-specific concepts appear as a result of
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Ottoman translation (terceme) practices? Are there connections between translation
(terceme) and commentary (serh), exegesis (fefsir) and statement (beyan) in Ottoman
culture? What kinds of discourse were related to translation (ferceme) in Ottoman
culture in the late nineteenth century? Were “foreign” works taken as models for
producing Ottoman texts by means of imitation (faklid) and emulation (tanzir)? Do
imitation and emulation emerge in connection with translation? Is there a connection
between translation (terceme) and borrowing (iktibas)? What would be the functions
of translations in Ottoman culture in that period? What kind of translation strategies
were used at that time? Can we speak of various types of Ottoman translation

practices, hence “beyond-binary” divisions extending from fidelity to freedom?

The third group of questions addresses Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus of
translations in particular, as identified by two scholars, Koz (2002) and Esen (1999).’
What are the terms and/or concepts that Koz (2002) and Esen (1999) use in
identifying the translations in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus? What kind of culture-
bound terms and/or notions of translation (ferceme) are there in Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s discourse on translation which may indicate various options in his writing
and translating practices? Can his discourse on translation help us understand the
variety in terceme in the ways it was practiced in the second half of the nineteenth
century? In this manner, can we consider both terceme and ¢eviri to be “culture-

bound and time-bound” (Paker 2002a: 120-127) notions, one pertaining to the

7 For my analysis of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus of translations, which will be taken up in Chapter
4, I will work on the data from Koz (2002) and Esen (1999). But the following works also offer
bibliographical information on the works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi: Ismail Hakk1 (1890-91),
Rizaeddin bin Fahreddin (1913), Ismail Hikmet (1932), Ismail Habib [Seviik] (1941), Mustafa Nihat
[Ozon] (1936; 1942), Murat Uraz (1940-1941), Tiirker Acaroglu (1951), Mustafa Baydar (1954),
Hakk1 Tarik Us (1955), Fevziye Abdullah [Tansel] (1955), Ahmed Hamdi Tanpinar ([1956] 1988),
Cevdet Kudret (1962), Sevket Rado (1986), Behget Necatigil (1971), Tiirk ve Diinya Unliileri
Ansiklopedisi (1983), Orhan Okay (1989; 1991), Isin Bengi (1990), Sabri Esat Sivayusgil (1993),
Tanzimat tan Bugiine Edebiyatcilar Ansiklopedisi (2001).
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Ottoman, the other to the Turkish? Can we use terceme as a “supra-lingual”
(Hermans 1995: 221; Paker 2002a: 127) concept of translation in Ottoman culture?
These questions have guided me through a number of arguments and investigations
in which I engaged in the following chapters. They have also helped me set up the
structure and the theoretical and methodological framework of the thesis, and
formulate the main hypotheses, which will be offered in Chapter 1. Before setting out
to explore the questions mentioned above, I will offer a review and critique of the
approaches in the discourses of literary historians regarding translation activity from
the Tanzimat period onwards. This I take as my point of departure in Chapter 1 in

establishing a theoretical basis for the thesis.

A review of literary histories in Turkey which I examine in two periods, from
1888/89 up to 1920 and from 1920 up to 1969, reveals both converging and
diverging aspects of Ottoman translation activity in the late nineteenth century.
Literary historians who wrote in the first period, e.g. Abdiilhalim Memduh,
Sahabeddin Siileyman, Képriilizade Mehmed Fuad, Faik Resad, Ibrahim Necmi
[Dilmen], were engaged in periodizing Ottoman literature, generally following the
‘great moments’ of Ottoman socio-cultural history. Changes which took place in the
making of Ottoman literature since the mid-nineteenth century were interpreted on
the basis of innovation and progress, both of which appear as primary notions. For
the literary historians in the first period, translations from the West were referred to
as a means for Ottoman modernization and progress, for making European material
developments known to Ottomans. Their statements also indicated diversity,

dwelling on different forms of cultural and literary import from the West.
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A review of literary histories from the 1920s to the 1960s provides us with
the modern Turkish representation of literary and translation activity in Ottoman
culture in the late nineteenth century. Literary histories published in the republican
period have been crucially important on at least two points. Firstly, they provide
historical narratives on literature and translation in the recent past. Secondly, some of
them offer us exhaustive lists which were not provided by the literary historians in
the former period. Such lists shed light on the amount of translated European
literature since the beginning of the Tanzimat period. Translations from the West
were generally accepted by the literary historians in the republican period as being
important means for initiating the cultural, linguistic and literary modernization of
the “Turkish” people (rather than of the “Ottomans”). This indicates that the
Tanzimat period crystallized as the starting point of “Turkish” modernization in the

discourse of many literary historians in the republican period.

Another point of divergence between the literary-historical discourses of two
periods is a tendency in the latter to approach the interpretation of Ottoman cultural
and literary contact with the West in the context of “western influence”.® This
emerges as a central notion especially from the first decade of the twentieth century
onwards. Examining the Ottoman-Turkish history of culture and literature on the
basis of “influence” was essentially introduced as a “paradigm” by Mehmed Fuad
Kopriili, (eminent Turcologist, historian, lecturer, parliamentarian, and founder of

modern Turkish historical studies) in his article which initially appeared in Bilgi

¥ Such a tendency can be seen in the following works: Kopriilii [1966] 1999: 3-47; Kopriiliizade
Mehmed and Sahabeddin Siileyman 1913-1914/1332: 39; Kopriilizade Mehmed Fuad 1920: 7; Seviik
1921-1922/1340: 69; 1940: vi; Levend 1934: 6; Kocatiirk 1936: 7; Perin 1946: 6; Banarli [1948]
1987: 996; Enginiin 1979: 2; Kerman 1978: iii-iv; Kolcu 1999a: 639.
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Mecmuasi in 1913 (see Paker 2005b)’. The interpretation of Ottoman cultural and
literary contact with the West in terms of “influence” crystallized after the 1920s and
was accepted as part of the “historical research paradigm” (Paker 2005b: 1-2) by
literary historians and scholars in the republican period.'® Interestingly, from the late
1930s onwards, Ottoman literature undergoing ‘modernization’ from the Tanzimat
period onwards was also viewed as imitative by some literary historians because of
the presence of unconscious western influence which limited the development of a

. . 11
domestic literature.

In the discourse of the literary historians in the republican period, the way of
looking at Ottoman translation practices tends to be “binarist”.'> Ottoman practices
of translation were perceived on the basis of a dichotomy such as free (mealen)
versus faithful (sadik). Thus translations tended to be evaluated in terms of their
fidelity to the original text."” This way of looking at Ottoman translation practices
seemed to overlook diversity which included certain culture-specific aspects of the
Ottoman translation tradition. In the present thesis, I claim that (i) literary historians

and scholars in the republican period placed emphasis generally on “fidelity” in

? Saliha Paker’s forthcoming article (2005b) examines Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii’s general perspective
on translation, imitation and influence in the light of his ideology, and also questions the validity for
present-day research of Kopriilii’s hierarchical positioning of the three concepts as “influence,
imitation and translation” in his theory of Turkish literature. Paker emphasizes that “influence” as
Kopriilii’s all-inclusive concept covers imitation and translation. Paker also criticizes the fact that the
historical research paradigm set by Kopriilii was followed unquestioningly by later generations of
scholars (Paker 2005b: 1-2). See also Sehnaz Tahir-Giirgaglar’s study (1997) that analyzes the
approach to translation of a literary history written by Hifz1 Tevfik Gonensay and Nihad Sami Banarli
in 1944 as a high school textbook. Referring to this article Paker states that Gonensay and Banarli
followed Kopriilii’s approach to translation, also his periodization and classification of literary works
(Paker 2005b: 10). There is also a study by Ebru Diriker (1997) in which K&priilii’s views on
translation and translated literature were first examined in terms of the perspective of modern Turkish
translation studies. (For a critical review of Diriker (1997) see also Paker 2005b: 11-13).

1 See footnote 8.

" For instance, see Kocatiirk 1936; Perin 1946.

' T use the term “binarist” to point out attitudes which make a priori and mutual distinctions and
oppositions between translational concepts and practices in a particular culture.

'3 For instance see [Aksiit] 1933: 30; [Oz6n] 1937: iii-viii; [Seviik] 1941: 36-38, 608; Perin 1946: 7;
Tanpinar [1956] 1988: 456, 463, 471; Kerman 1978: 332; Enginiin 1979: 86, 110, 112.
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translation, and (ii) glossed over imitation (faklid), emulation (fanzir), borrowing
(iktibas), conversion (tahvil), summary (huldsa) and dialogue (muhavere) as
translation-related practices in Ottoman text production or as sites of practice that
went into the making of the Ottoman literary-cultural “repertoires” (Even-Zohar
2002: 166; 2004b: 223; 2004c: 253-254) in the late nineteenth century. Text-types
generated as a result of translation-related practices did not conform to the current
concept of translation (more in line with “geviri” than “terceme”); thus, they
remained marginal and tended to be excluded by binarist approaches to translation.
This is why binarist (hence restrictive) approaches need to be problematized in any

historical study of translation/s in Ottoman culture.

Before proceeding with Chapter 1, I would like to provide an overview of the

thesis.

(i) Chapter 1 offers a critical review of the discourse of major literary
histories and anthological works from 1888/1889 up to 1969 and of studies on
Ottoman translation activity carried out in different research paradigms, including
those in historical, descriptive and interpretative translation studies. This chapter also
explains the theoretical and methodological framework of the thesis on the basis of a

critique of the current literature.

(if) Chapter 2 surveys terms and/or concepts of translation from the pre-
Ottoman to Ottoman periods. Focusing on identifying translation from East to West
Turkic in a diachronic way, this chapter provides a small-scale genealogy that
highlights diversity in the act of translation, hence offering the first research on the

genealogy and lexicon of translational terms and concepts in Turkish. It also surveys
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the late nineteenth century definitions of translation (ferceme) through Ottoman

Turkish lexicons of the time, which have not been previously examined.

(iii) Chapter 3 offers an examination of particular aspects of discourse on
literary translation in the late Ottoman period. It concentrates for the first time on the
concepts and definitions of translation (terceme) through various primary sources in
Arabic script, which include articles, prefaces and also several translations, and
explores various culture-specific aspects of Ottoman translation practices. This
chapter also uncovers the functions of translation, and the norms in selecting source
texts from European culture. It explores strategies of translation as well as a number
of issues such as translatability, the problem of correspondences, and the quality of

translators.

(iv) Chapter 4 focuses particularly on Ahmed Midhat Efendi, and analyzes
culture-specific terms and/or concepts in a number of his works. It offers two
descriptive analyses, one of which is carried out on two bibliographical works, Koz
(2002) and Esen (1999). It examines the bibliographers’ identification of Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’s works in terms of what is regarded as translation (¢eviri) and what is
not. The divergent aspects in their identification also give rise to another descriptive
analysis. In section 4.3, the prefaces and the title pages i.e. paratexts of certain works
by Ahmed Midhat Efendi are examined so as to explore ‘non-linear’, ‘beyond-
binary’ translational relationships among his diverse writing practices through his

discourse.

(V) Chapter 5 presents a case study on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary

translation Sid’in Huldsas1 (1890-1891/1308) of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid (1637), a
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neo-classical French tragedy of the seventeenth century. This chapter examines the
preface and the supplement in which Ahmed Midhat Efendi offers a critique of
Corneille’s Le Cid. This chapter also explores the operational norms which seem to
have directed the decisions made during the act of translation and which govern the
matrix of the target text, and analyzes the summary translation in terms of structural
distribution, treatment of proper names, narrative makeup and Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s prose renderings of verse.
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Chapter 1

Theoretical Framework and Methodology

In the first part of this chapter, I will offer a critical review of major historical studies
on Ottoman translation activity from the Tanzimat onwards, and discuss some of
their conclusions. In the second part, I will present my theoretical framework and

methodology.

1.1. Representation of Late Ottoman Translation Activity in the Literary
Histories between 1888-1889 and 1969

This thesis takes as its point of departure a critical review based on sources which
identify themselves in their titles as “literary histories” and anthological works. It
will also review research specifically in historical-descriptive translation studies
concerning the Ottoman period and other studies carried out on Ottoman translation
activity in a different research paradigm. A critical review of literary histories will
reveal discourses on translation/s by literary historians and help us explore major
points in their representation of Ottoman literary activity in connection with

translation (ferceme) in the late nineteenth century.

The major historical studies to be critically reviewed in this chapter extend
from the Ottoman post-Tanzimat to the Turkish republican periods. These studies
examine more or less the same historical data. However, their emphases on
translation and its practices vary; thus, they represent a variety of viewpoints. In this

chapter, I will dwell upon historical studies in two main periods. First, I will review
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those which extend from 1888-1889 to 1920. They signify initial attempts in
“rewriting” (Lefevere 1985; Lefevere and Bassnett 1990; Lefevere 1992) both the
Ottoman literary and translation history from the beginnings of the literary Tanzimat
(re-organization) period. Each of these works identifies itself in its title as a “history
of Ottoman literature”. Secondly, I will examine literary histories since the 1920s. In
contrast to those before the 1920s, these works start to identify themselves as
histories of “Turkish literature” and provide us with modern Turkish representations
of late Ottoman literary translation activity. That is why I have grouped literary
histories under two main headings: “the late Ottoman context of translation” and
“republican representations of the late Ottoman context of translation”. The sub-
headings of the two parts will also indicate the main emphases historians place on

translation activity.

1.1.1. The Late Ottoman Context of Translation

The first literary history, titled Tarih-i Edebiyat-1 Osmaniyye (History of Ottoman
Literature), appeared in 1888-1889/1306. The period of about 30-35 years since
Tarih-i Edebiyat-1 Osmaniyye was published is significant because we observe the
first attempts towards writing Ottoman literary histories and also compiling
translation anthologies. In this period, the periodization of Ottoman literature seems
to be a prominent issue. What is important in these works is that historians generally
tend to examine Ottoman literature in a chronological way rather than provide
biographies of the Ottoman poets and writers in an alphabetical order as in the earlier
tradition of criticism. Such a methodology indicates a shift from tezkire writing,
which was a conventional form of writing critical literary biographies of the Ottoman

poets and writers. The writers of these literary histories seem to follow a line that



25

establishes the great moments of Ottoman social-cultural history by examining
literary events in the past as well as in their own time. Thus, it would not be wrong to
say that they tend to offer their literary and translation histories within the context of
cultural and literary innovation since the Tanzimat period. At this juncture, the notion
of teceddiid (innovation) appears as the most significant notion. It indicates the
context within which translation (ferceme) appears as a socio-cultural practice in

Ottoman culture from the mid-nineteenth century onwards.

1.1.1.1. A Period of Innovation (Teceddiid)

Tarih-i Edebiyat-1 Osmaniyye (History of Ottoman Literature) by Abdiilhalim
Memduh, published in 1888-1889/1306, was the first book which identified itself as
a “literary history”. Abdiilhalim Memduh classified the history of Ottoman literature
into three periods and examined the literary and translation (terceme) activities of his
own time under “devr-i teceddiid” (a period of innovation). According to Abdiilhalim
Memduh, it was the third period of Ottoman literature which truly signified novelty
in culture and literature. His work is important since, for the first time, he attempted
to focus on ‘literature’ rather than the ‘biographies of the Ottoman literati’. In his

preface, he notes:

In this work, I aimed to understand especially the position of literature but
not to write the biographies of poets and writers. Thus, their biographies
have neither been written nor even been considered necessary for us. In
addition, writers in the past were not included either, except those who tend
to be innovative today, and many followers of the latter were not mentioned
also. My aim is not to give information about everything but to uncover
lines of [literary] evolution (Abdiilhalim Memduh 1888-1889/1306: 7).

[Bunda suara ve iidebanin degil edebiyatin terceme-i hali miimkiin mertebe
anlagilmak matlub oldugundan miisariinileyhimin sergiizestleri malim
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oldugu derecede bile yazilmamis ve yazilmaya liizum da gorilmemistir. Bir
de meslek ifadesinde maziye teveccith etmeyerek, olduk¢a bir silk-i
teceddiidde mail olan iideba mevzu-1 bahs edilmis ve bircok peyrevleri
metruk birakilmistir. Zira maksat, silsile-i cereyani beyan etmek degil o
cereyanin inkilabatina ityan eylemektir (Abdiilhalim Memduh 1888-
1889/1306: 7).]

In Tarih-i Edebiyat-i Osmaniyye, Abdiilhalim Memduh mentions that
innovation was introduced by the writers who joined the chain of innovation (“silk-i
teceddiide mail olan tideba”) (ibid). He states that his aim is to set out an Ottoman
literary history which would explore changes caused by innovative movements. His
views also draw attention to the close relationship between translation (ferceme) and
the notion of innovation. He points out -though mentioning it between the lines- that
translations (ferceme) from the West played a role in the production of new literary
styles in devr-i teceddiid (innovation period). For instance, he identifies “Tifl-1
Naim” (Sleeping Child), a famous verse by Victor Hugo translated by Pertev Pasa as

a certain arrangement (fanzim) done in the western style (garb siyaki):

However, [Pertev Pasa]’s verse translation of “Tifl-1 Naim” by Victor Hugo
and his translations of several letters by Jean Jacques Rousseau were
arranged in a new and elegant style. Pertev Pasa arranged his translation of
“T1fl-1 Naim” in the western style (Abdiilhalim Memduh 1888-1889/1306:
78).

[Fakat Viktor Hiigo’dan terceme ettigi “Tifl-1 Naim” manzumesiyle Jan Jak
Ruso’nun [in Turkish transcription] birka¢ mektup tercemeleri hakikaten
dil-nigin bir slib-1 miiceddidane ile tanzim olunmustur. Pertev Pasa
mezkir Tifl-1 Naim tercemesini garb siyakinda tanzim etmistir (Abdiilhalim
Memduh 1888-1889/1306: 78).]

According to Abdiilhalim Memduh, some of the Tanzimat poets gave rise to
the production of works written in the western-style so as to make the new style

known by the Orient (sark). In this manner, he mentions Abdiilhak Hamid as a
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significant Tanzimat poet who introduced western style to the Ottoman tradition of

poetry:

As far as Hamid Bey introduced western style to the East, he acquired an
interest and Kemal Bey then started to write something like “Vaveyla” after
him (Abdiilhalim Memduh 1888-1889/1306: 78).

[Hamid Bey garb usuliinii sarkta gosterir gostermez bir inhimak ve
meyelan-1 umumiye mazhar olmus ve hatta Kemal Bey bile ancak Hamid
Beyden sonra “Vaveyla” gibi seyler yazmaya baslamistir (Abdiilhalim
Memduh 1888-1889/1306: 78).]

Similar to Abdiilhalim Memduh, Sahabeddin Siileyman, another literary
historian, also divided Ottoman literature into three periods: “birinci devir” (first
period); “ikinci devir” (second period) and “lclincii devir” (third period)
(Sahabeddin Siileyman 1910/1328: 14-17). In his Tarih-i Edebiyat-i Osmaniyye'
(History of Ottoman Literature), published in 1910/1328, he tried to explain the
position of Ottoman literature in connection with socio-political developments in
Ottoman society. He argued that literary periods were shaped as a result of social

change in a given society (millet):

The formation of a literature is similar to the formation of a society... The
history of a nation includes various types of formation, of transformation
and of society. Furthermore, in every society there are several literary
periods that emerge in relation to the formation of that society. That is why
one can encounter various periods of literature, each of which could be
identified as a literary period in the history of every nation (Sahabeddin
Siileyman 1910/1328: 15).

[Bir edebiyatin tesekkiilii eskal-i cemiyyetin tesekkiilatina benzer
(Sahabeddin Siileyman 1328/1910: 14) (...) Bir milletin tarihi, muhtelif
tesekkiilati, muhtelif tebeddiilati, muhtelif eskal-i cemiyyeti havidir.
Maamafih cemiyyetin seklinin tebeddiilati nisbetinde mubhtelif edvar-1

' On the title page, it is noted that this work was prepared for the education of the sixth and seventh
class students in secondary schools (“Idadi”) and arranged in conformity with the last programme
approved by the Sublime Ministry of Education (“Maarif Nezaret-i Celile”).
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edebiyye her millette vardir. Buna binaendir ki edvar-1 edebiyye namiyla her
milletin tarihinde muhtelif edebiyat devreleri vardir (Sahabeddin Siileyman
1910/1328: 15).]

In his classification of Ottoman literature, Sahabeddin Siileyman regarded the
second and third periods as encompassing the literature of his own time. In the
second period, he examined the Tanzimat poets and writers such as Akif Pasa, Resid
Pasa, Fuad Pasa, Pertev Pasa, Sinasi, Ziya Pasa, Sadullah Paga, Namik Kemal,
Abdiilhak Hamid and Recaizade Ekrem (Sahabeddin Siileyman 1910/1328: 275-
346). The third period, which is also referred to as the last period (“son devir”)
(p-356), is identified as the period of “edebiyat-i1 cedide” (new literature) starting
with Halid Ziya (pp. 359-378). Sahabeddin Siileyman also identified a transition
period between the second and the third period which he names “zaman-i fetret”
(time of weakness). According to Sahabeddin Siileyman, zaman-1 fetret was a period
in which innovation in Ottoman literature was obstructed by Muallim Naci, a
Tanzimat poet and translator (see the section “fetret-i edebiyye” (literary weakness)

in Sahabeddin Siileyman 1910/1328: 346-356).

1.1.1.2. Translation (Terceme) and Progress

In 1889-1890/1307, Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakki compiled a number of
translations in their Miintehabat-1 Teracim-i Mesahir (Collection of Famous
Translations). This work was not a literary history but a translation anthology, which
included particular translations from French into Ottoman Turkish and also from
Ottoman Turkish into French. It offered Ottoman readers not only political but also

literary translations.
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In this anthology, Kemal Pasazade Said, a very significant cultural and
literary figure also known as Lastik (“elastic”) Said, drew attention to the importance
of such anthologies (miintehabat, mecmua-i terceme) which had started recently to
emerge in Ottoman culture ([Kemal Pasazade] Said 1889-1890/1307: 3 in Ibrahim
Fehim and Ismail Hakki 1889-1890/1307). In the preface titled “Miitaldaname”
(Evaluation), Kemal Pasazade Sald emphasizes the benefits of such anthologies
which would help translators distinguish beautiful translations (“giizel tercemeler”)
from those produced by unqualified translators (ibid.). In the preface, Said also offers
certain definitions of translation (terceme),” thus expressing his views on translation

activity:

It is translation (terceme) that conveys to us the progress of the West in its
various fields... It is translation that makes for improvement in education
and serves the progress of our civilization from day to day (p.3)... When
one refers to a foreign language, the French language comes to mind
because it has been considered a source which has provided progress and
conveyed knowledge from the West to the East. According to the following
principle “it needs to make the working subject realized”, if one refers to
translation, it is naturally understood that one is talking about translation
from French into Turkish (p.4) ([Kemal Pasazade] Said’s “Miitalaaname”
(Evaluation) in Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakk: 1889-1890/1307).

[Suver-i gun-agun ile arz-1 cemal-i kemal edegelen terakkiyat-1 garbiyyeyi
bize nakl ve isal eden sey tercemedir... Tarik-i maarif-perveride tayy-1
mesafat ettirerek yevmen-fi-yevmen esbab-1 temeddiiniimiizii istikmal eden
sey tercemedir. (p.3)... Fransiz lisam1 garbdan sarka nakl-i miyah-1 maarif ve
terakki i¢in bir mizab hiilkmiinde oldugundan lisan-1 ecnebi denilince
Fransiz lisant miitebadir-i hatir oldugu gibi “mutlak zikr olunan sey
kemaline masruf olmak”™ kaidesince “terceme” denildigi halde Fransizcadan
Tiirkceye terceme manasi tahattiir kilinmak tabiidir (p.4) ([Kemal Pasazade]
Said’s “Miitaldianame” (Evaluation) in Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakki
1889-1890/1307).]

What is significant in Said’s definitions of terceme is that French culture is

perceived as the source for Ottomans, and thus translating from French provides a

? Kemal Pasazade Said’s definitions of translation (terceme) will be taken up in Chapter 3.
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prominent channel to cultural progress (ferakki) in Ottoman society. Kemal Pasazade
Said also pointed out the position of French language. In the preface he wrote to
Nezaret Hilmi’s Osmanlicadan Fransizcaya Cep Lugati (A Pocket Dictionary from
Ottoman Turkish to French) which was published in 1886-1887/1234, Said identified
French as a universal language or lingua franca at that time. In a similar vein, he also
described French as the language of diplomacy (“diplomasi lisan1””) between
civilized nations (“diivel-i miitemeddine”) in the preface to his dictionary Kamus-1

Said he published in 1918/1334 ([Kemal Pasazade] Said 1918/1334: 1).

1.1.1.3. Importing (Idhal) and Taking (4hz) Material from the West

In Sahabeddin Siileyman’s Tarih-i Edebiyat-1 Osmaniyye, the notion of innovation
(teceddiid) was also the central idea by which the current position of Ottoman
literature in the late nineteenth century was separated from the literature of the

preceding periods. He concludes:

As language was changed and innovated in this period, both the novel and
the drama regarded as the fine arts in the West were also introduced. In
brief, one of the features that distinguishes this period from the former ones
was the emergence of the new literary genres which had never existed in our
literature until that time but which were imported from the West
(Sahabeddin Siileyman 1910/1328: 278-279) (my italics).

[Bu devirde lisana bir bagkalik bir teceddiid geldigi gibi garbin bedayi-i
sanati olan roman, tiyatro usulleri de girmis gelmistir. Huldsa olarak
denilebilir ki bu devrin, devr-i sabik-1 edebiden tefrik eden mezayadan biri
de edebiyatimizda o zamana kadar bulunmayan eskal-i edebiyyenin yeniden
teesslis etmesi, garbdan idhal olunmasidir (Sahabeddin Siileyman
1910/1328: 278-279) (my italics).]

What seems important is that Sahabeddin Siilleyman connected the notion of

teceddiid with literary import (idhal) from the West (garb). In his discourse on
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literary innovation, western import by way of translations (ferceme) played an
important role in the shaping of Ottoman traditional literature which lacked western
literary forms. For instance, he called attention to Recaizade Mahmud Ekrem as a
writer who introduced new genres to Ottoman literature via translating (nakl ve
terceme) Atala (1871-1872/1288) by Frangois-René de Chateaubriand, and Mes
prisons (1874-1875/1291) by Silvio Pellico: “He was one of the people who
imported the short story genre into home. He conveyed and translated Afala and Mes
prisons into Turkish” (“Kii¢iik hikaye tarzini ibtida memlekete idhal edenlerden biri
de kendileridir. Tiirk¢eye ‘Atala’y1, ‘Mes Pirison’u ‘mes prisons’ nakl ve terceme

etmistir”) (Sahabeddin Siileyman 1910/1328: 345-46).

In a similar vein, in Yeni Osmanl Tarih-i Edebiyati’ (New History of
Ottoman Literature), published in 1913-1914/1332, Kopriilizade Mehmed and
Sahabeddin Siileyman classified Ottoman literature in terms of modelling.
Colloborating in writing an Ottoman literary history, they examined literature in two

broad periods with a special emphasis on its origins:

We... will first divide... the history of Ottoman literature into two broad
periods. The first takes its nourishment from Persian and Arabic literatures,
in other words, from the East. This period extends from Asik Pasa to the
time of Akif Pasa and Sinasi. The other, which is still continuing, starts with
Akif Pasa and takes its nourishment from the West (Kopriilizade Mehmed
and Sahabeddin Siileyman 1913-1914/1332: 39).

[Biz... tarih-i edebiyat-1 Osmaniyyeyi... evvela iki biliyiik devre ayiracagiz.
Biri maye-i sark ile beslenen gidasin1 Acem, Arab edebiyatindan ahz eden
Asik Pasa’dan baslayarak Akif Pasa, Sinasi devrine gelen devr-i tarih-i
edebi, digeri de Akif Pasa ile baslayan mayesini garbdan ahz iden hala
devam eden devr-i edebi-i tarihi (Kopriilizade Mehmed and Sahabeddin
Siileyman 1913-1914/1332: 39).]

? On the title page, it is noted that this work covers the literary history coming up to the time of
Nevsehirli Ibrahim Pasa (“Menselerden Nevsehirli Ibrahim Pasa sadaretine kadar”). It is also noted
that it was in conformity with the last programme practiced in imperial colleges (“Sultani”).
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The content (“fihrist”) of this work indicates that Kopriiliizade Mehmed and
Sahabeddin Siileyman essentially surveyed Ottoman classical literature. However, in
the introduction, they state that their main focus was on issues related to
historiography. Thus, they concentrate on several subjects such as the concept of
“literary history”, the relationship between art and literature, literary criticism, and
the notion of “influence”. While examining Ottoman literary activities, they paid
much attention to the social-political-historical dynamics of Ottoman culture.* In this
sense, their analysis of literature appears as a multifaceted historiography of Ottoman
literature. They tried to formulate certain moments of Ottoman literature in the late
nineteenth century by using such conceptual definitions as the period of unstability,

or of establishment, or of weakness, or of development:

The second broad line starts with Akif Pasa and includes the following
periods: a period of unstability that covers Pertev Pasa, Resid Pasa, Ziya
Pasa and Sinasi; a period of establishment that starts with Hamid, Ekrem
and Kemal; a period of weakness that is characterized by Naci; and a period
of development that starts with the New Literature movement (Kopriiliizade
Mehmed and Sahabeddin Siileyman 1913-1914/1332: 41).

[ikinci biiyiik hatta gelince Akif Pasa’dan baslayarak Edhem Pertev
Pasalari, Resid Pasalari, Ziya Pasalari, Sinasileri ihtiva eden bir devr-i
tereddiid ve bikarari, daha sonra Hamid, Ekrem, Kemal ile baslayan bir
devr-i takarriir, Naci ile zuhur eden devr-i fetret, edebiyat-1 cedide ile
taayylin eden devr-i rikkat ve tekemmiil gosterir (Kopriilizade Mehmed and
Sahabeddin Siileyman 1913-1914/1332: 41).]

In Yeni Osmanli Tarih-i Edebiyati, it seems obvious that Kopriiliizade

Mehmed and Sahabeddin Siileyman are concerned with the formation of a new

* The approach to the analysis of literary history in this work seems to have its roots in Kopriilii’s
article “Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihinde Usul” (“Method in Turkish Literary History”). In this article, which
appeared in 1913 in Bilgi Mecmuasi, Kopriilii proposes an exhaustive framework for Ottoman literary
historians. Referring to Gustave Lanson’s views on methodology, he puts emphasis on examining a
literary work within its social, cultural and literary environment (Kopriilii [1966]1999: 33). In this
sense, since he suggests a new way of writing literary history based on European models, he signifies
a turning point in looking at the history of culture and literature in Turkey.
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literature as a result of cultural and literary contact with the West since the Tanzimat
period. They consider the new literary period to be western-oriented as it takes its

subject matter from the West.

1.1.14. A Period of Imitation (7aklid), Borrowing (Iktibas), Translation
(Terceme), Modelling (Imtisal) and Emulation (Tanzir)

In Tarih-i Edebiyat-1 Osmaniye (History of Ottoman Literature), published in 1911-
1914/1327-1330,> Faik Resad divided Ottoman literature into three periods. He
examined late nineteenth century Ottoman literature in a period that he named devre-
i salise (third period). What is interesting is that he identified devre-i salise as a
period starting with taklid (imitation) and iktibas (borrowing). His explanations were
based on Ahmet Hikmet’s review of Ottoman literature, which was quoted in the
preface to his work.® Faik Resad’s conception of Ottoman contact with Western
culture and literature indicates in a clear way the culture-specific aspects of Ottoman

translation practices in the late nineteenth century:

The third period starts with imitation and borrowing, both of which are
applied to other nations much more developed than that nation. There is no
border in such a period; for instance, we and Russians benefited from
French people or every nation benefited from each other. The third period is
an important moment which serves the development of modern and literary
life in a nation; hence, it deserves utmost attention. We are, of course, in the
third period now (Faik Resad 1911-1914/1327-1330: 17) (my italics).

[Devre-i salise ise taklid ve iktibasin miimkiin mertebe kendisinden
miiterakki milletlere tesmiliyle bed eder ki bu devrin hududu, nihayeti

> This is an undated publication, but it is dated 1327-1330 Hegira /1911-1914 A.D as the publication
date in Eski Harfli Tiirk¢e Basma Eserler Bibliyografyasi (Bibliography of Printed Works in Turkish
with Arabic Script), offered as a compact disc in 2001 by the Turkish National Library. Also, Mustafa
Nihat [Oz6n] gives 1911 in his Metinlerle Muasir Tiirk Edebiyat: Tarihi ([1930]1934: 148), and 1910
in Son Asiwr Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (1941: 348). In the thesis, I take as the publication year of this work
the date given by the National Library.

% For Ahmed Hikmet’s views on language and literature, see Adnan Akgiin (2003). Akgiin examines
Ahmed Hikmet’s views in terms of his membership of both the Servet-i Fiinun and nationalist
movements.
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yoktur. Iste bizim ve Ruslarm Fransizlardan ve biitin milletlerin
yekdigerinden istifadesi bu noktadadir. Bu {igiincii devre bir kavmin hayat-1
edebiyye ve medeniyyesince tekamiiliine hadim bir hatve-i mithimmedir ki
en ziyade dikkat ve itinaya ¢espandir. Bittabi biz bu iigiincii devre dahilinde
bulunuyoruz (Faik Resad 1911-1914/1327-1330: 17).]

In his Tarih-i Edebiyat Dersleri (Lectures on History of Literature), published
in 1338/1919-1920, ibrahim Necmi [Dilmen], an instructor of literary history at
Galatasaray Mekteb-1 Sultani, also made certain references to translation as iktibas
(borrowing). He spoke of a crisis of iktibas (borrowing) in Ottoman literature which
had emerged since the mid-nineteenth century. This was the underlying idea that he
followed in explaining the dynamics of such a crisis in the domestic literature. What
is important in his discourse is that he perceived Ottoman poets and writers as
imitators hence their works as imitative. In other words, he called attention to
Ottoman traditional behaviour in its contact with oriental literatures [i.e. Arabic and
Persian]. In this manner, we see that taklid (imitation) appears in his discourse as a

culture-specific practice of Ottoman translation tradition. He commets:

Ottoman poets who did not find any literary work [today] to borrow from
the East considered that producing works similar to those of [Persian] poets
was a source of power and hence wished to imitate them as a traditional
habit. Then for people who desired to generate new works, it was necessary
to find a new source of inspiration. Here, Sinasi discovered such a source of
inspiration among rich works in the West, the center of civilization, and
presented [the West as a source] to the Ottomans ([Dilmen] 1919-
1920/1338: 114).

Boylece sarkta yeniden yeniye iktibas edilecek ibdaat-1 sanat bulamayan
Osmanli sairleri, anenevi taklid heveslerini kudema-y1 suaraya tevcih ederek
onlarin [Fars sairleri] asarma miimasil eserler viicuda getirmeyi kafi bir
burhan-1 iktidar add eylemislerdi. Yeniden yeniye ibda arzusunda olan
nazarlarin baska bir menba-1 ilhama initafi 1dzim geliyordu. Iste Sinasi
garbin cus-a-cus bedayi-i merakiz-i medeniyyesinde o menba-1 ilhami kesf
ile muhit-i osmaniye yadigar eyledi ([Dilmen] 1919-1920/1338: 114).]
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Ibrahim Necmi also referred to iktibas (borrowing) as representing the main
act of Ottoman literature in borrowing texts from the West. His concept of iktibas
here covers not only ferceme (translation) but also such notions he identified as
adaptasyon (adaptation), iktibas (borrowing), tanzir (emulation), or imtisal

(modelling).

Borrowing was being performed in two ways: the first is translation that
served to make intellectual and literary progress known to Ottoman readers
by way of conveying [European] works directly to our language. In his work
Terceme-i Manzume, Sinasi followed this path. Ziya Pasa and Ahmed Vefik
Pasa in particular, and almost many writers, started to translate several
French works. The second method is borrowing, modelling or emulation, all
of which were named “adaptation”. This includes conveying the subject
matter of a foreign work by way of adapting it to our environment and
customs and making some changes if necessary. Such a work is thus
presented our readers to be an indigenous work rewritten in conformity with
the arrangement of the original. For instance, Ahmed Vefik Pasa conveyed
several comedies by Moliere in this way and institutionalized the basis for
translating in such a way ([Dilmen] 1919-1920/1338: 115) (my italics).

[Bu iktibas keyfiyyeti iki suretle icra olunuyordu: Birincisi tercemedir ki
dogrudan dogruya o eserlerin lisanimiza nakliyle delalet eyledikleri
terakkiyat-1 fikriyye ve edebiyyeden Osmanli karilerinin de haberdar
edilmesinden ibarettir. Sinasi balada izah edilen Terceme-i Manzume’leri ile
bu yola siiluk eylemis ve badehu Ziya Pasa ve Ahmed Vefik Pasa basta
olmak tiizere heman her kalem sahibi, bazi Fransizca asar1 tercemeye
koyulmus idi. Ikincisi “adaptasyon” denilen “iktibas” veya “imtisal” veya
“tanzir” yoludur ki ecnebi lisanda yazilmis bir eserin mevzuunu kendi mubhit
ve itiyadatimiza fatbik ederek ve hatta icabina gore bazi tagyirat dahi icra
eyleyerek lisanimiza nakletmek ve o eserdeki usul dairesinde yeniden telif
edercesine enzar-1 umumiyyeye vaz eylemekten ibarettir. Ahmed Vefik
Pasa, Molyer’in [in Turkish transcription] mudhikalarindan bazilarin1 bu
tarzda lisamimiza naklederek bu usule de vaz-1 esas eylemistir ([Dilmen]
1919-1920/1338: 115) (my italics).]

Ibrahim Necmi’s views indicate that the main purpose of translating (terceme
and nakl) from the West is to make western literary and intellectual progress known

to Ottoman readers. It is also seen that there are other ways of conveying foreign
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texts into the home system, especially from French, which result in domestic

“rewritings” (Lefevere 1992) by means of imitative practices.

So far, I have critically reviewed several literary histories which identified
themselves as “histories of Ottoman literature” and were published between 1888-
1889 and 1920. Not only their titles but also their contents indicate that the first
histories of Ottoman literature appear in the post-7anzimat period and tend to be
different from traditional writing on Ottoman literature e.g. tezkire. In that period, the
periodization of literature seems to be an important topic, similar to the notion of
progress in which translations from the West appear as parts of socio-cultural activity
and as a means of innovating Ottoman culture and literature. In the following section,
I will review historical studies since the 1920s which offer republican representations

of the late Ottoman context.

1.1.2. The Republican Representation of the Late Ottoman Context of
Translation

The 1920s, with the proclamation of the Republic of Turkey in 1923, as well as the
1930s mark significant years in the introduction and establishment of republican
political and cultural reforms. During the 1920s, the very titles of literary histories
display a gradual shift in the republican cultural and literary system. We observe that
titles change from “tarih-i edebiyat-1 Osmaniye” (history of Ottoman literature) to
“Tiirk edebiyat1 tarihi” (history of Turkish literature). Such change in paratexts
indicates the emergence of national literary histories in the process of transformation

from the empire to the nation-state.
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Historical studies concentrating on Ottoman literary activities from the
Tanzimat period onwards, especially those published in the 1930s and the 1940s, are
also concerned with translation in the recent Ottoman past. These works are, of
course, the first studies in republican Turkey tackling Ottoman literary and
translation history. Some of them offer not only translation histories but also lists that
cover translated corpora, especially from the West. They also comment on a number
of translations, hence they present certain representations of Ottoman translation
activity in retrospect. We see that some of these works, for instance Mustafa Nihat
[Oz6n]’s Metinlerle Muasir Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (History of Contemporary Turkish
Literature with Textual Examples) ([1930] 1934), Agah Sirr1 [Levend]’s Edebiyat
Tarihi Dersleri Tanzimat Edebiyati (Lectures on Literary History: Tanzimat
Literature) (1934) and Edebiyat Tarihi Dersleri Servet-i Fiinun Edebiyati (Lectures
on Literary History: Servet-i Fiinun Literature) (1938); Ismail Habib [Seviik]’s Edebi
Yeniligimiz II (Our Literary Innovation) (1932), were also published as guidebooks
for the education of students in secondary schools. These works offer to the young
republican generations a comprehensive survey in Roman alphabets of literary and
translation history. On the one hand, they rewrite the ‘history of Turkish literature’
with a special emphasis on translation activity from the West since the mid-
nineteenth century. On the other hand, they draw attention to the role of translations
from the West in the making of a new “Turkish” culture, language and literature. At
this juncture, it can be concluded that literary histories in the 1930s and 1940s served
to provide the young republican generations with a Turkish cultural and literary
background. That is why they are very much concerned with the Ottoman context of
progress and innovation, and emphasize it generally as the initial phase of the

“Turkish” cultural and literary modernization continued in the republican period.
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That is also why we encounter such continuity in discourse, which can be formulated
as follows: modern Turkish culture and literature originated from western literature,
and was established primarily by means of translations from the western languages

from the mid-nineteenth century onwards.

1.1.2.1. Innovation as “Our” Starting Point

Mustafa Nihat Ozon, literary historian, lexicographer, teacher and translator, took the
Tanzimat (re-organization) period as the starting point of “our literature today” or
“contemporary Turkish literature” ([Oz6n] [1930]1934: 1). In his Metinlerle Muasir
Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (History of Contemporary Turkish Literature with Textual
Examples), published in 1930, he emphasized connections between the notion of
contemporaneity and the Tanzimat period, and pointed out that translation was
innovative in that period. He was also the first literary historian in the republican
period to draw attention to novels translated from the western languages and their

functions in the formation of the novel as a domestic genre in “our” literary system:

We repeated many times that translation has been significant in our
intellectual life in the last hundred years. It played an important role in
conveying western genres to our literature, especially in the novel. Our first
great novelists witnessed the important impact of western novels [on our
literature], then started to produce similar works in our language. The works
and translations they produced directly from [European languages]
continued this tradition in earnest ([Ozon] [1930]1934: 331).

[Son yiiz yillik fikir hayatimizda terciimenin biiylik ve ehemmiyetli bir yer
tuttugunu bir¢ok defalar tekrarladik. Bu hal, garp sekillerinin edebiyatimiza
naklinde, bilhassa hikdye sahasinda, ¢ok biiyiik bir rol oynar. Ilk biiyiik
romancilarimiz garbin bu yoldaki eserlerinin miithim tesirlerini gorerek
bizim dilimizde ona benzerlerini viicude getirmeye ¢alismakla ise basladilar.
Bunlarin eserleri, ve dogrudan dogruya yapilan terclimeler bu yolu bir hayli
genisletti ([Oz6n] [1930]1934: 331).]
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In his second book Tiirk¢ede Roman Hakkinda Bir Deneme (An Essay on The
Novel in Turkish) (1936), he also pointed out that translation served to improve
intellectual life. Focusing on the first translated novels in particular, he argued that
they played important roles not only in changing intellectual life but also in
educating intellectuals ([Ozén] 1936: 182). His argument indicates that translated
European literature had an obvious function and an innovative impact on “our”
socio-cultural life. Ozdn also drew attention to the functions of translations that were
fulfilling a need for the development of intellectual life in his own time. On this

point, he notes:

The presence of translations did not prevent us from expressing the
necessity of translation to shape our intellectual life every time and even

today ([Ozon] 1936: 181).

[Bu kitaplarin [terclimelerin] mevcut olusu, hemen her zaman igin, fikri
hayatimizda degisiklik yapabilmek yolunda terciime ihtiyacinin gerekliligini
bugiin dahi tekrar ettirmekten bizi alikoymadi ([Ozén] 1936: 181).]

His views denote that he considers translation (ferciime) to be associated with
the idea of innovation. In particular, his emphasis on changing intellectual life by
means of translation points to the manipulative force of translations in the shaping of
the target culture. It also gives clues about the cultural context in the first decades of

the republican period.

In a similar vein, Ali Kemali [Aksiit], a translator and governor, also
considered translation innovative in the formation of literature, especially with
respect to the cultural setting of the target language. In his Terciime Hakkinda
Diigiinceler ve Tatbikata Ait Bazi Numuneler (Thoughts on Translation and Some

Examples in Practice), published in 1933, he reflected on translation (terciime). He
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also stated that his aim was to demonstrate the development of the Turkish language
from the empire to the republic. That is why he published such a work, which could
be regarded as both a translation anthology and a guide for those who were engaged
in learning French. According to Aksiit, there had been a marked lack of journals on
language, and of guides on translating between French and Turkish since the
beginning of the twentieth century ([Aksiit] 1933: 3-5). Although his work differs in
terms of its goals from other literary histories of the republican period, it also
resembles them in terms of interpreting translators and/or translations in the
Tanzimat period. Kemali, for instance, describes Ethem Pertev Pasa, a significant

Tanzimat bureaucrat and translator, as follows:

Ethem Pertev Pasa, one of the most significant writers in the innovation
period, brought European novelties to our literature by means of translating
works by Victor Hugo and Jean Jacques Rousseau. His translations proved
that our language was sufficient and powerful for translation ([Aksiit] 1933:
10) (my italics).

[Teceddiid devrinin en miihim simalarindan olan Ethem Pertev Ps. (Victor
Hugo)dan, (Jan Jak Ruso)dan parcalar terclime ederek edebiyatimiza
(Avrupa)min  yeniliklerini getirmis, terciimelerile dilimizin kudret ve
kabiliyetini ispat etmisti ([Aksiit] 1933: 10) (my italics).]

In this sense, we see that Aksiit thinks of translation (terciime) as having an
innovative impact on the target language and opening a way of bringing European

values into the home culture.

In Tanzimattan Zamanimiza Kadar Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (History of Turkish
Literature from the Tanzimat up to the Present Time) (1944), Hifz1 Tevfik Génensay
focused mainly on literary agents, their views and works. In this work, the Tanzimat

literature is identified as a period of innovation (“yenilesme devri”), which had two
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stages: the formation stage (“kurulus sathasi”) and the extension stage (“yayilis
safhas1”) (Gonensay 1944: 25). Gonensay argues that literary innovation since the
Tanzimat period had occurred as a result of the necessity to open up new paths to
high literature in order to connect with the western world: [“edebi yenilesme de
miinevver ziimre edebiyatina Garp alemine giden yeni bir yol agmak zaruretinden
ileri gelmistir”’] (Gonensay 1944: 11). His statements point to a stagnation in ‘high
literature’, i.e. Ottoman classical literature or Divan (Court) literature. That is why he
thinks of translation activity since the Tanzimat period in connection with the notion
of innovation that represents a turning point in terms of “our” intellectual life. He

writes:

...The emergence of certain activities in translating works on various topics
from western languages or in producing works similar to those in the West

really indicates a significant turning point in our intellectual life (Gonensay
1944: 18).

[...garp lisanlarindan tiirlii tiirlii bilgilere dair terciimeler yapmak veya garp
eserlerine benzer eserler viicude getirmek suretile kendini gdsteren bu

hareketler fikir hayatimizda esasli bir doniim noktas1 teskil eder (Gonensay
1944: 18).]

His views, too, draw attention to the fact that translation (ferciime) activity
was seen as playing a major role not only in introducing western material
development, i.e. science (ibid), but also in improving Ottoman intellectual life.
Thus, his conception denotes that the period since the mid-nineteenth century was the

turning point in “our” cultural life.
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1.1.2.2. Western Acculturation and Innovation

Aproximately six or seven years after Kopriilizade Mehmed and Sahabettin
Stileyman’s Yeni Osmanli Tarih-i Edebiyati was published in 1913-1914/1332,
Kopriiliizade Mehmed offered three broad divisions in classifying “Turkish” literary
history in his Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (History of Turkish Literature) published in
1920. In this work, he classified the Tanzimat literature as constituting the second
period and identified it as “Turkish literature under the influence of European
civilization” (“Avrupa medeniyeti tesiri altinda Tiirk edebiyati”), which he had
formerly identified as a period taking its subject matter from the West (Kopriiliizade
Mehmed Fuad 1920: 7). The shift in the classification points to the fact that, during
the 1920s, Kopriilii tended to formulate the emergence of modern Turkish literature

on the basis of the influence paradigm (Paker 2005b).

Ismail Habib [Seviik], a literary historian and secondary school teacher in the
early republican period, also foregrounded the literary feceddiid in his Tiirk Teceddiid
Edebiyati Tarihi (History of Modern Turkish Literature), which was published in
1340/1921-1922 and approved by the “Telif ve Terciime Heyeti” (Commission for
Original and Translated Works). In this work, he separated the new literature
(teceddiid edebiyati) into three periods, which he classified as “Tanzimat” (re-
organization), “Servet-i Fiinun” (i.e. new literature), and “Milli Cereyan” (national
movement). The significance of this work in terms of rewriting a history of literature
in connection with translation lies in its content. In this work, Seviik also took a look
at the history of French literature as part of his survey of modern Turkish literature

([Seviik] 1340/1921-1922: 69-81). He argued that the literary modernization of “our
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modern literature” (“bizim teceddiid edebiyatimiz”) started as a result of French

influence. He summarizes:

Our new literature starts with western influence. After the pre-Islamic and
Islamic periods of literature, Turkish literature entered a civilization period
through western influence. We came into contact with the West through
French culture. Western influence came to us by way of France.
Approximately ninety percent of the materials that we obtained from the
West were taken from French culture ([Seviik] 1921-1922/1340: 69) (my
italics).

[Bizim teceddiid edebiyatimiz garb tesiratiyle basliyor. Tiirk edebiyati,
kavmi devirden, immet edebiyatindan sonra medeniyet devri edebiyatina
garb tesiratiyle girdi. Fakat biz garba Fransizlar vasitasiyla temas ettik ve
garbin tesirati bize Fransa vasitasiyle geldi. Garbdan aldigimiz seylerin
belki yiizde doksanini Fransizlardan aldik ([Seviik] 1921-1922/1340: 69)
(my italics).]

Seviik obviously regarded the “Turkish” literature from the Tanzimat onwards
as the literature of the period of civilization. He identified literature before the
Tanzimat as non-civilized (cf. kavmi), and distinguished the former from the latter.
He assumed that it was French influence that made the “Turkish” literature civilized,
hence cultured. Interestingly, similar to Kdopriiliizade Mehmed, he referred to the
French impact on “Turkish” literature with a covert reference to translations. This
work seems to have had an introductory character compared to his other literary
histories that would be published during the 1930s and the 1940s. In those works, he

would survey translated European literature from the Tanzimat period onwards,

providing a thorough examination in the process.

In Edebiyat Tarihi Dersleri Tanzimat Edebiyati (Lectures on Literary History:
Tanzimat Literature) (1934), Agah Sirr1 [Levend] also presented a survey of Turkish

literature since the Tanzimat. He identified this period as part of “the beginning of
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innovation under the influence of Western civilization and literature” (“Garb
medeniyet ve edebiyatinin tesiri altinda yeniligin baslamas1) ([Levend] 1934: 6). He
states that his purpose was not only to demonstrate the main periods of Turkish
literary and intellectual life but also to examine the progress of the literary genres in
verse and prose. In this work, Levend did not particularly concentrate on translations,
but referred to them between the lines. Approaching translation in its connection with
the influence paradigm, his main focus was on the western influence on “Turkish”
literature. That is why he tried to examine Turkish literary history at the same time as
surveying the French literature of the nineteenth century. He also reviewed
translation activity in the late nineteenth century in terms of its effects on the

development of plain Turkish as well as on the emergence of new literary genres.

In the following volume of Edebiyat Tarihi Dersleri, published in 1938,
Levend surveyed the literature in the Servet-i Fiinun and Fecr-i Ati period,
interestingly together with a survey of Azerbaijan and French literature. This
indicates that he attempted to examine “Turkish” literary history in connection with
foreign literatures. In this work, he referred briefly for the first time’ to the
significant literary dispute on translating European classical works into Turkish,
known as the “classics debate” of 1897, which is generally missing in the literary
histories I examined.® Levend regarded the “classics debate” as one of the problems
in the Edebiyat-1 Cedide (new literature) period. He notes that “One of the issues
which writers were concerned with in this period was the problem of conveying

(nakl) the classics into our language” ([Levend] 1938: 255) (“Bunlardan bagka bu

7 Kaplan (1998), which offers a detailed survey on the “classics debate” of 1897, does not mention
Levend (1938) among his references. He states that Levend takes up the debate in his 7iirk Dilinde
Gelisme ve Sadelesme Evreleri. But the debate was first mentioned in his Edebiyat Tarihi Dersleri.
¥ I will deal with the data from the “classics debate” in Chapter 3.
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devir muharrirlerini alakalandiran bir bahis te klasiklerin lisanimiza nakli meselesi

olmustur”).

Levend also referred to the “classics debate” in his Tiirk Dilinde Gelisme ve
Sadelesme Evreleri (Stages in the Progress and Purification in Turkish Language),
which was published in 1949. In a section titled “Edebiyat-1 Cedide Devrinde Cesitli
Sorunlar” (Various Problems in the Edebiyat-1 Cedide Period) (Levend [1949]1972:
254-263), he reviews the debate in the context of Ottoman linguistic and cultural life
at that time. He also provides some examples from the articles which appeared in the
debate and interprets certain views of the participants. However, he evaluates the
debate without paying attention to the culture-specific aspects of the Ottoman
translation tradition. He also glosses over the interaction between what was “foreign”

and what was “not-foreign”.

In Resimli Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (Illustrated History of Turkish Literature), a
two-volume work published in 1948, Nihad Sami Banarli provided a comprehensive
survey of Turkish literature. In this work, literary history was examined with respect
to a variety of perspectives including history, geography, sociology, psychology and
aesthetics. Banarl1 stated that he followed Fuad Kopriili’s approach in
historiography, which entailed appliying a comparative methodology (Banarl
[1948]1987: 11). In Resimli Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi, Banarli examined the literature of
the late nineteenth century under the title Avrupai Tiirk Edebiyat: (European Turkish
literature), which he divided into two periods: Tanzimat Edebiyati and Servet-i
Fiinun. He drew attention to the significance of verse translation in a section in

which he focused on general aspects of Tanzimat literature. According to Banarli,
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Poems translated [from European languages] have an important influence on
the development of Tanzimat poetry. In addition to Sinasi’s [translations] in
his Terciime-i Manzume, poems translated by Edhem Pertev Pasa, Sadullah
Réami Pasa, Recdizdde and Muallim Naci are certainly indications of new
taste and attitude in Turkish poetry (Banarli [1948]1987: 996).

[Tanzimat siirinin gelismesinde terclime siirin mithim tesiri vardir.
Sindsi’nin Terciime-i Manzumesi’ndeki siirlerden baska Edhem Pertev
Pasa’nin, Sadullah Radmi Pasa’nin, Recaizdde ve Muallim Naci’nin siir
terciimeleri, Tirk siirinde siibhesiz yeni bir zevkin ve yeni bir anlayisin
ifadeleridir (Banarli [1948]1987: 996).]

The quotation reveals that Banarli was concerned with translation (terciime)
on the basis of its impact on the development of “Turkish” poetry and fiction. He
states that translations from the West introduced not only new forms but also new
themes. He places emphasis on the first translated novels, which gave rise to new
approaches as opposed to the traditional forms of story-telling in Ottoman culture, to

which he refers as the “old oriental-Turkish novel” (“eski sark-Tiirk romant™) :

The innovation and change in the Turkish novel in the Tanzimat period
occurred thanks to a new style and idea in the novel which conformed to
European developments. The modern novel developed besides the old
orieantal Turkish novel which included imaginary elements from the fairy
tales. This innovation and change was first initiated by translated novels
(Banarli [1948]1987: 999).

[Tanzimat Devrinin Tiirk romaninda yaptig1 yenilik ve degisiklik ise daha
cok, hayal ve masal unsurlariyla islenen bu eski sark-Tiirk romani yanina,
roman’in Avrupai gelismelerine uygun, yeni bir roman tarzi ve yeni roman
anlayislart getirmis olmasidir. Bu hareket Once terciime romanlarla
baslamistir (Banarli [1948]1987: 999).]

1.1.2.3. Shifting Civilization; Europeanization and Humanism

In Uyanis Devirlerinde Terciimenin Rolii (The Role of Translation in Periods of
Awakening) (1935), Hilmi Ziya Ulken offered a translation history from a different

perspective, in which the republican era was identified as a period of awakening
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(uyanis), in other words, a process of enlightenment. Thus, he made a significant
connection between translation (terciime) and the notion of enlightenment which, he
argues, are linked together in the republican context. Ulken maintains that extensive
and systematic activity in translation is necessary to underpin the European
awakening achieved in the republican period (Ulken [1935]1997: 6). Examining “the
roles of translation in the previous periods of awakening” in history, he emphasizes
the issue of republican renaissance (Ulken [1935]1997: 17). At this point, he argues
that it was translation which had initiated remarkable rebirths in the intellectual life

of civilizations. He comments:

The great “awakenings” which seem to open doors to different civilizations
are actually connected with ongoing reflection that becomes over more
extensive. It is indeed translation that provides such ongoing thinking
(Ulken [1935]1997: 5).

[Ayr1 medeniyetleri acar gibi goriinen biiyiik “uyanis”lar, hakikatta, gittikce
genisleyen stirekli tefekkiirle birbirine baglidir. Bu siirekli tefekkiirii temin
eden ise bilhassa “terciime”dir (Ulken [1935]1997: 5).]

In Ulken’s discourse, translation (terciime) appears clearly as a central notion
connecting civilizations with the idea of awakening. Thus, he relates translation to
the history of ideas and philosophy. This gives clues to understanding Ulken’s
perception of Ottoman translation activity in the late nineteenth century. According
to Ulken, the Tanzimat period represents a moment of shifting civilization. He
considers that translations from the West played significant roles in shifting Turkish
civilization from the East to the West. This reveals that he thinks of translation on the
basis of innovation. On the other hand, he states that translation activity from the
Tanzimat onwards was fragmented and unplanned, and that texts for translation were

chosen arbitrarily (Ulken [1935]1997: 327). In this sense, Ulken relates translation to
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the notion of “culture planning” (Even-Zohar 2004a) and points to the significance of
planned translation activity in the republican period in achieving such a change in

civilization.

Ismail Habib [Seviik], a literary historian and teacher, aimed to demonstrate
the nature of intellectual and cultural enlightenment in his second volume of Edebi
Yeniligimiz (Our Literary Innovation) (1932) ([Seviik] 1932: 513). He thought of
translations from the West as innovative, and focused mainly on literary figures who
served the causes of literary innovation and intellectual progress. Sevilk’s most
important work on translation history was Avrupa Edebiyati ve Biz: Garpten
Terciimeler I-1I (European Literature and Us, Translations from the West) ([Seviik]
1940 and 1941). In this work, he engaged with translation history on a broad scale,
extending from Greek and Latin to Ottoman and the republican era. He attempted to
write a history of translation in connection with western cultural and literary
movements. This work is also significant since Seviik placed emphasis on translation
in terms of “being fully European” (tam Avrupali olmak). In his preface to the first

volume, he asserts:

The utmost significance of the sections devoted to “Translations from the
West” in this book is as follows: European civilization today was based on
humanism which had its roots in the Greek and Latin civilizations. Europe
had reached its own great renaissance in that way. Today’s civilization does
not belong to any nation of Europe. It belongs to all of Europe that follows
the Greek and Latin civilizations... [Europe] is entirely a front of
enlightenment. If any nation can manage to convey every aspect of this front
of enlightenment in its own language, it can become “fully European”.
“Being a European nation” does not mean “a nation which is located in
European geography”. Being a European nation means being one which
conveys into its own language first all of the whole of “antiquité”, in other
words, all of the Greek and Latin works, and then, the great works of other
European nations ([Seviik] 1940: v-vi). (my italics).
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[Kitapta “Garbdan terciimeler’e ait kisimlarin biiyilk ehemmiyeti suradan
geliyor: Bugiinkii Avrupa medeniyeti Yunan ve Latin’den gelen timanistlige
istinad eder. Avrupa biiyiik Ronesansa o sayede erdi. Bugiinkii medeniyet su
veya bu Avrupa milletlerinin degil Yunan ve Léatin’e eklenmis
Avrupanindir... Bu, kiil halinde bir nur cephesidir. Hangi millet bu nurlu
cepheyi biitiin endamile kendi diline aksettirebilmigse o “tam Avrupali”
olur. “Avrupali millet” demek “Avrupa cografyasinda bulunan” demek
degil. Avrupalr millet evvela biitiin “Antiquité’yi, yani Yunan ve Latin’in
biitiin bellibagli eserlerini, sonra diger Avrupa milletlerinin de yine
bellibash kitaplarin kendi diline nakledendir.” ([Seviik] 1940: v-vi) (my
italics)]

Similar to Ulken (1935), Seviik considers Europe a source for humanistic
enlightenment, especially for republican Turkey. That is why he emphasizes the
transfer (nakl) of great works from European cultures and literatures into Turkish so
as to “be fully European”. Thus, in his mind, the amount of translation represents the
degree of Europeanization and becomes the very sign of cultural change. At this
point, he examines the quantity of translations from the West in order to establish the

degree of western influence on Turkish literature:

We can chart this activity by looking at all of the “translations from the
West”. The great idea is to make the Turkish young “fully European”. Here,
I have written the section on translations in order to present the picture of
that idea. This picture will be presented in the twelfth section, at the end of
the second volume titled “Turkish literature and western influence since the
Tanzimat” ([Sevik] 1940: vi).

[Bu isin tablosunu “Garbdan terciimeler”i kiil halinde goérmekle yapabiliriz.
Biiyilk gaye, Tirk c¢ocugunu yalniz kendi tiirkgesile “tam Avrupali”
yapabilmek; terclimeler kismin1 iste bu gayenin bilangosunu ¢izebilmek i¢in
hazirladim. Bu bilango kitabin 12nci kisminda, yani ikinci cildin sonunda
“Tanzimattanberi Tiirk edebiyati ve bu edebiyatta Garb tesirleri” bahsinde
gosterilecektir.” ([Seviik] 1940: vi).]

In 19uncu Aswr Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (History of 19" Century Turkish
Literature), first published in 1956, Ahmet Hamdi Tanpinar, a novelist and scholar of

modern Turkish literature, provided a comprehensive and analytical examination of
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Turkish literature in the nineteenth century. He considered Turkish literature in the
nineteenth century to be in a period of crisis which emerged as a result of new
horizons and values emerging in Ottoman culture (Tanpimar [1956]1988: iv; 1998:
101). That is why he attempted to place Turkish literature in the nineteenth century
within the context of tranmsition, based on certain efforts in shifting civilization from
the East to the West. In his preface to the second edition, he expressed his aim as
being to write a “literary history of a period including transition and struggle for
civilization” (“bir ge¢is ve medeniyet miicadelesi devrinin edebiyat tarihi”)
(Tanpinar [1956]1988: xi). Additionally, Tanpmar’s idea of modern Turkish
literature was based on the idea of duality between the old and the new (Tanpinar

[1956]1988: 136).

Tanpinar’s notion of transition arguably provides a ground for his observation
of translation activity since the literary Tanzimat period. In a part in which he
examines certain literary genres such as fiction, Tanpinar draws attention to the first
translations and indigenous works that appeared since the 1860s. He tends to
consider translation in terms of its role in introducing western genres, themes and
ideas into Ottoman culture and literature. Tanpinar maintains “The short story genre
then begins, and again this is through translation” (“Hikaye nevinin baglamasi daha
sonra ve yine terciime yolu iledir.”) (Tanpinar [1956]1988: 285). Similar to Ulken,
Tanpinar also believes that translation activity from the mid- to the late nineteenth
century was arbitrary, and mentions that the first translations had an effect on the
formation of indigenous literature. This indicates that his conception of translation
from the West is related to the concept of innovation. He also considers that

translations not only introduced new ideas to Ottoman intellectual life and motifs and
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themes to Ottoman poetry and fiction, but also served the development of Turkish

language.

1.1.2.4. A Period of Translation (Ceviri), Imitation (Taklid) and Emulation
(Tanzir)

The identifications of text types proposed by several historians denote that they were
generally aware of certain text-types in Ottoman culture such as “terciime”
(translation), “nakl” (conveying), “taklid” (imitation) and “nazire” (emulation). In
his Metinlerle Muaswr Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi, for instance, Mustafa Nihat [Ozo6n]

wrote:

It can be said that innovation in our poetry was initiated by translations.
Translations and works produced by way of imitating western poems helped
understand the issues unknown in our literature until that time. The first
translations were followed by the works similar to them in Turkish.
Conventions which were followed and paid much attention in old works lost
their place gradually to the rules and methods adopted from the West
([Oz6n] [1930]11934: 19) (my italics).

[Nazmimizda yenilik terciime ile basladi denebilir. Terciime ve garp
manzumelerine benzetilerek viicude getirilen eserler o zamana kadar
edebiyatimizda taninmams bazi noktalar1 dgretti. Ilk terciimeleri, tiirkce
benzerleri takip etti. Eski eserlerde goriilen ve ¢ok itina edilen esaslar yavas
yavas yerlerini garpten gelen kaide ve usullere birakti ([Ozon] [1930]1934:
19) (my italics).]

Pointing to a gradual change in the domestic literary system, Ozon states that
it was translation that had initiated innovations. He emphasizes that a number of texts
which resembled translations (terciime) also appeared since the beginnings of the
literary Tanzimat. His assessments of Ottoman literary activity in connection with
translation reveal that by means of translations from the West, central norms and
rules in the traditional literature began to change; in other words, the literary system

became stratified (Even-Zohar 1990c). In his Tiirkcede Roman Hakkinda Bir
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Deneme, Ozon again underlined the relationship between translation (terciime) and

the making of indigenous literature:

When we look at the bibliography of the novel, we see that actual novels
started to be produced after translated novels... In the novel, developed first
by translation and then by imitation and emulation, the time of producing
indigenous novels had come. In the New Literature period, we encounter
certain novels and stories advanced in terms of technique ([Oz6n] 1936:
139-140) (Ozén’s italics).

[Roman bibliyografyasina baktigimiz zaman terciime romanlardan sonra asil

romanlarin viicude getirilmiye baslandigin1 gérecegiz... Ilkin terciime, onun

ardindan taklit ve tanzir ile baslanilan roman bi¢iminde telif sirasi1 artik

gelmis bulunuyordu. Edebiyati Cedide devresi i¢inde roman ve hikaye i¢in

teknik bakimdan ileri eserlere rasliyoruz ([Ozon] 1936: 139-140) (Ozon’s
italics).]

It is clear that Ozon identified three text types generated in the Ottoman

literary system in the late nineteenth century: (i) ferciime (translation), (ii) faklid and

tanzir (imitation and emulation), and (iii) felif (indigenous). What is significant is his

reference to a transition phase which includes neither “translations” nor “indigenous

works”.

In a similar vein, Cevdet Kudret, a poet, writer, teacher and literary historian,
focused on fiction in Turkish literature in his Tiirk Edebiyatinda Hikdye ve Roman
(Short Story and Novel in Turkish Literature), which was a two-volume work
published between 1965 and 1967. In the first volume (1965), Kudret paid special
attention to literature translated from the western languages and reviewed briefly the

first examples. He recounts:

‘The story and the novel” as [new] genres, with the meaning they possess in
Europe, came to Turkey throughout the ‘Tanzimat literature’. These genres
were introduced first by way of translation, then ‘imitation’ and ‘emulation’,
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and came to the present day and found their own characteristics as a result
of gradual improvements (Kudret [1965]1987: 11).

[Avrupa’daki anlamiyla ‘hikaye ve roman’ tiirii Tiirkiye’ye, ‘Tanzimat
edebiyat:’ ile girmistir. Ilkin geviri yoluyla giren, daha sonra ‘taklit’ ve
‘tanzir’ (nazire yazma) yoluyla ilk yerli liriinlerini vermege baslayan bu tiir,
gittikce geliserek ve kisiligini bularak bugiline kadar gelmistir (Kudret
[1965]1987: 11).]

Kudret pointed to certain concepts such as taklid and tanzir, both of which,
according to him, give rise to the production of the first domestic works (yerli
tiriinler). However, Kudret does not problematize imitation and emulation as
translation related practices in hosting foreign texts in Ottoman culture. He refers to
translations from western languages in terms of their quality of Turkish and criteria

followed in the selection of original texts for translation.

1.1.2.5. Objections to the Origins of Innovation

In Yeni Tiirk Edebiyati (Modern Turkish Literature) (1936), Vasfi Mahir Kocatiirk
considered the Tanzimat a period that included only the first initiators or pioneers of
modern Turkish literature. He regarded the literature which appeared from the
beginnings of the literary Tanzimat period as old in essence. Thus, he thought of

Ottoman literature in the late nineteenth century as an unconscious imitation of the

West:

Similar to social life in that period, there was an imitation of the West which
was unconscious and not digested entirely in literature but less important
with respect to the vast field of old literature (Kocatiirk 1936: 7).

[Bu zamanda, igtimal hayatta oldugu gibi edebiyatta da suursuz ve
tamamiyle hazmedilmemis bir Garp taklidi vardir ki eskiyi yasatan genis
edebiyat sahasina nisbetle pek kiiciik kalir (Kocatiirk 1936: 7).]
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Kocatiirk argued that several writers and poets in the Tanzimat period need to
be regarded as producing old literature. In other words, in his discourse Ottoman
literature in the Tanzimat represents a literary past (Kocatiirk 1936: 7). According to
Kocatiirk, the Turkish republican period marks only the turning point at which
Turkish literature under western influence emerges. In this sense, he criticizes Fuad

Kopriilii and his periodization of Turkish literary history, claiming

[Kopriilii] names the third period as the Turkish literature under the
influence of European civilization, starting it with the Tanzimat... However,
the second period in Turkish literature covers the fall of the Ottoman
Empire, and the third period starts with the establishment of the Turkish
Republic (Kocatiirk 1936: 5-7).

[[Kopriili] tglincli devreye ise Avrupa Medeniyeti Tesiri Altinda Tiirk
Edebiyat1 adin1 vererek onu da Tanzimattan baslatiyor.... Binaenaleyh, Tiirk
edebiyatinda ikinci devir Osmanli Imparatorlugunun yikilmasima kadar uzar
ve U¢iincii devir yeni Tiirkiye Cumhuriyetinin kurulusu ile baglar (Kocatiirk
1936: 5-7).]

In this work, Kocatiirk’s focus was mainly on the new Turkish literature,
which he claimed as starting only with the establishment of the Republic of Turkey.
That is why he refers to the late Ottoman literature as the “other” or the old literature.
Thus, with nationalistic inclination, he makes a clear-cut distinction between the
Ottoman period and the republic. Pointing to the emergence of Turkish cultural and
literary innovation, Kocatiirk also refers to translations from western languages into
Turkish in the late nineteenth century. But he thinks of those translations in terms of
their service in breaking ties from the old i.e. Ottoman traditional literature. In this
sense, his conception of Ottoman literature and of the starting moment for modern
Turkish literature, which evolved under western influence, seem to reflect an obvious

ideological interpretation of the past.
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In Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi (History of Turkish Literature), first published in
1966, Ahmet Kabakli, a scholar and literary historian, also considered the Tanzimat
and Serveti Fiinun literatures to have developed under western influence (Kabakli
[1966]1967-I: viii).” In a similar vein, Kabakl regarded the Tanzimat and Servet-i
Fiinun as parts of old literature. According to Kabakli, the new literature starts with
the 1940s. He mentions that his aim is to provide a guidebook for the history of
Turkish literature which he addresses to new generations in republican Turkey.
Kabakli also refers briefly to translation activity since the Tanzimat period in
connection with the evolution of the novel and the short story (Kabakli [1966]1967-1:
495). He points out the role of the first translations of verse in introducing a number
of literary innovations (Kabakli [1966]1967-11: 530). In Kabakli’s Tiirk Edebiyat:
Tarihi, the evaluation of literature and translation seems to be plagued by value
judgements which reflect a nationalistic as well as conservative inclination and

which thus may mislead readers.

1.1.2.6. Imitation and Negative Attitudes towards Western Influence

In Tanzimat Edebiyatinda Fransiz Tesiri (French Influence in Tanzimat Literature)
(1946), Cevdet Perin, a scholar of French literature at Istanbul University, examined
French influence on Ottoman culture, language and literature since the Tanzimat
period. He stated that his aim was to demonstrate aspects of Ottoman translation
activity in the nineteenth century, and offered a bibliographical list of translations

from French literature since 1859. Following Omer Seyfettin’s view of Tanzimat

? See Besen (1997), in which Kabakli’s views on translation and translated literature were first
examined in terms of the perspective of modern Turkish translation studies.
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literature, he argued that there were two essential periods in the history of Turkish

literature:

If you really have to identify periods, let us say that there are only two, this
being hardly diverse or abundant: 1. Towards the East, Iran; 2. Towards the
West, France (Perin 1946: 5).

[“Mutlaka bir devre istiyorsaniz, sdyleyelim —bu dyle muhtelif ve miiteaddit
degil- ancak iki devre vardir: 1. Sarka dogru: Iran’a; 2. Garba dogru:
Fransa’ya” (Perin 1946: 5).]

In this work, Perin considered the literature since the Tanzimat period to have
developed completely under French influence. His perception of influence seems to
have two aspects. First of all, he maintains that French influence on Ottoman
literature restricted the development of a domestic literature (yerli edebiyat) in “our”
culture. In this sense, he found Ottoman literature in that period to be imitative, with

a negative connotation.

The development of our cultural life under French influence made us much
closer to the West. But it should not be forgotten that this literature which
survived for a century and unfortunately became sometimes the real imitator
[of the West] is still hovering in the same way. This is, of course, hardly a
cheering situation for us. Remaining under such great influence from French
literature obstructed the emergence of an original or actually of an
indigenous literature which would emerge from the body of our people
(Perin 1946: 6).

[Kiiltiir hayatimizin Fransiz tesiri altinda inkisaf etmesi vakia bizi Bati’ya
daha ¢ok yaklagtirmistir. Fakat surasin1 da unutmamalidir ki, bir asra yakin
bir zamandan beri devam eden ve bazan maalesef hakiki bir taklidcilik
derecesine diisen bu edebiyatin, hald ayni yolda bocalamasi, herhalde
memnuniyet verici bir hal degildir. Zira, Fransiz edebiyatinin bu derece
tesiri altinda kalmak, bizde orijinal, daha dogrusu milletimizin biinyesinden
¢ikacak yerli bir edebiyatin dogmasina engel olmustur (Perin 1946: 6).]

It seems interesting, however, that Perin affirmed imitation (taklid) if it would

serve for producing original works in the making of domestic literature.
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However, let us say immediately that if a writer takes the subject matter of a
work written by another writer and evaluates it a great deal, and even
elevating it to the degree of a masterpiece, this imitation is then considered
definitely to be an original work (Perin 1946: 7).

[Yalniz surasim1 da derhal ilave edelim ki, bir muharrir vaktile diger bir
muharrir tarafindan yazilmigs bir mevzuu ele alir ve onu daha ¢ok
degerlendirir, hattd bir saheser derecesine c¢ikarirsa, bu takdirde taklid
sliphesiz orijinal bir eser sayilir (Perin 1946: 7).]

Secondly, Perin concentrated on French influence on Tanzimat literature in
terms of innovation. He tried to examine innovation under certain titles relating to
language, poetry, novel and drama. In the connections he drew between influence
and innovation, he emphasized translation as the agent, which played important roles
in changing Ottoman cultural, linguistic and literary structure. Unlike Kopriilii and
his followers like Levend, Perin thought of influence as being linked to translation.
For instance, in the first part of his work, he focused on how French terms were
introduced into Ottoman Turkish through translation with some excerpts he compiled
from several newspapers. According to Perin, Tanzimat poetry was also developed
by means of French influence, which introduced new poetic forms. He also
mentioned that translation benefited the modernization of Tanzimat prose, as well as

the target language. He wrote:

Kemal, Hamid and Ekrem after Sinasi also innovated language as a result of
the influence of French language and literature... Innovations which
emerged in the Tanzimat prose and language came into being through the
influence of translations and newspapers (Perin 1946: 71)

[Sinasi’den sonra Kemal, Himid ve Ekrem de dil sahasinda Fransiz
edebiyatinin ve dilinin tesiriyle yenilikler getirdiler... Tanzimat nesri’'nde ve
dilinde husule gelen bu yenilik Fransiz edebiyatinin, tercimelerin ve
gazetelerin tesiriyle olmustur (Perin 1946: 71).]
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In a similar vein, Nihad Sami Banarl1 was also critical of western influence in
terms of examining the language of Servet-i Fiinun (new literature) (Banarl
[1948]1987: 1017). Banarli claimed that the language of Servet-i Fiinun literature
was problematic since the members of the new literature group invented many
Persian-oriented equivalents for French words. He regarded those as “translational
inventions” (“terciime buluslar”) which came out as a result of [negative] western
influence on Ottoman culture and literature (Banarli [1948]1987: 1017). Generally
speaking, Banarli’s views on the language of Servet-i Fiinun reflect a certain
ideological projection. He accuses Servet-i Fiinun writers and poets of disregarding
an idea of “national language” in finding pure Turkish equivalents to their colorful
expressions (ibid.) (“Servet-i Filinuncular, bu renkli sOyleyislerin halis Tiirkce

karsiligin1 arayacak bir milli dil anlayis1 havasinda degildiler”).

1.1.3. Republican Discourse on Ottoman Translation Strategies and Fidelity

In this section, I will take up the views of the following literary historians in the
republican period concerning the interpretation of translation and translation
strategies in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century: [Seviik] (1941); [Aksiit]
(1933); Ulken (1997); [Oz&n] (1936; 1937); Tanpiar (1988). A brief examination of
these views exposes certain points that need to be questioned with regard to several
aspects of Ottoman translation (terceme) practices. Literary historians who offer their
views on the subject of translation strategies in Ottoman culture put much emphasis
on fidelity, which is their point of departure in examining translations.'® Their ways

of looking at Ottoman translation practices indicate that they tend to review

' See also Tahir-Giirgaglar (2001) for her examination of fidelity as a multifaceted concept in
translated literature in Turkey between 1923 and 1960.
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translation in Ottoman culture in relation to pre-determined norms which are also

“culture-bound and time-bound” (Paker 2002a).

Ali Kemali [Akslit], bureaucrat and literary historian, drew attention to the
significance of translation as intercultural communication in his Terciime Hakkinda
Diistinceler ve Tatbikata Ait Bazi Numuneler [Aksit] 1933: 6). He defined
translation (ferciime) as “conveying, bringing [the original to the reader]” (“Terclime;
nakletmek, teslim etmek demektir”), quoting the view of Enrique Diez, a Spanish
thinker and critic ([Akstit] 1933: 25). According to Aksiit, the purpose of translation
was to bring the idea of the original writer into the view of a reader in another culture
and language. Aksiit also emphasized the need for fidelity in translation, but
evaluated fidelity in terms of minimizing the “strangeness” of foreign texts by
keeping the target language values (cf. “domesticating” in Venuti 1995). Thus, he

advocated fluency as a domesticating strategy in Turkish. He maintains:

An important point, even the most important point which needs to be taken
into consideration in every kind of translation is fluency and fidelity to
language. Translations which are not fluent and faithful to our language are,
of course, not acceptable... We should know that we need to make our
translations much closer to the nature and color of the [target] language and
to pay great attention so as not to make them alien to the tone of our

language ([Akstit] 1933: 30).

[Terciimenin her nevi ve seklinde gozedilecek miihim, belki en miihim
nokta, selaset ve siveye muvafakattir. Selis ve sivemize uygun olmayan
terclimeler elbette makbul degildir... Terclimemizi lisanin tabiat ve ahengine
ne derece uydurmaga, sivemize mugayeretten kurtarmak i¢in ne kadar itina
ve thtimam gostermege mecbur oldugumuzu kolayca anlariz ([Aksiit] 1933:
30).]

Aksiit also expresses his views on translation strategies which involves him

making a tri-partite division: “aynen veya harfiyen terciime” (translating as the same
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or word-for-word translation); “mealen veya serbest terciime” (sense-for-sense or
free translation); and “tatbik suretiyle yapilan terciime” (translation by means of
adaptation) ([Akstit] 1933: 26). What is interesting is that Aksiit mentions
“adaptation” (fatbik) in connection with translation (zerciime). This indicates that in

his mind “adaptation” emerges as part of Ottoman translation practices.

Another definition of translation was undertaken by Hilmi Ziya Ulken, an
eminent scholar of philosophy and sociology, in his Uyanis Devirlerinde Terciimenin
Rolii. Ulken identified translation as a significant channel in conveying (nakl) certain
cultural values between civilizations. According to Ulken, translation (terciime) was
“to convey (nakl) a whole civilization” (“terciime biitiin bir medeniyeti
nakletmektir”) (Ulken [1935]1997: 348). He also pointed out the lack of quality of
Turkish in translations generated in the 7Tanzimat period. He stated that it was the
literal translation strategy applied in them which negatively affected the quality of
Turkish, hence leading to incomprehensible translations. He also related the problem

of Turkish to the lack of systematic policies on translation in Ottoman society.

In his Tiirkcede Roman Hakkinda Bir Deneme, Mustafa Nihat [Ozon] was
also critical, not only of the quality of Turkish but also of translators’ attitudes in
translating from western languages ([Ozon] 1936: 182). According to Ozon,
translators of the Tanzimat period generally did not pay attention to the style of the
original writer, as this led him to place emphasis on fidelity to the original style. In
his preface to his translation of La Dame aux camélias/La Dam o Kamelya (1937),
Ozo6n also referred to the notion of fidelity, and uncovered Semseddin Sami’s

approach to translation in which Sami advocated fidelity to textual integrity of the
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original in translation."' Giving credit to Sami’s view, Oz6n suggested not only being
faithful to the original but also breaking up long and ornate sentences when

translating into Turkish. ([Oz6n] 1937: iii-viii; Bengi-Oner 1999a: 65).

Ismail Habib [Seviik], literary historian and secondary school teacher,
referred to “good translating” (iyi terciimecilik) in his Avrupa Edebiyati ve Biz:
Garpten Terciimeler II ([Seviik] 1941: 608; Bengi-Oner 1999a; Tahir-Giirgaglar

2001: 214). He claimed:

The essential criterion of good translating is fidelity to the original, in other
words, accuracy in translation. Should it be made closer to our language by
sense-for-sense translation, or should it be faithful to the original even, if it
gives a foreign sense and acrid taste? ... Ahmed Midhat was the flagbearer
for sense-for-sense translation and Semseddin Sami was the flagbearer for
translating as the same. But today there is no need for such a debate on this
matter. Semseddin Sami’s approach has won the battle. The whole world
also knows that translation is like this ([Seviik] 1941: 608).

[lyi terciimeciligin ilk esas sart1 asla sadakat, yani terciimede dogruluktur.
Terciimeyi meélen yapip kendi sivemize mi uydurmali, yoksa kekremsi bir
yabancilik hissi verse de aslina sadik m1 kalmali?... Medlen terciimecilige
Ahmed Midhat, aynen terciimecilide de Semseddin Sami bayraktarlik
yapiyordu. Artik bugiin bu isin miinakasasina yer yoktur. Davay1 Semseddin
Sami’nin bayragi kazandi. Biitlin diinya da terciimeciligi bdyle biliyor
([Seviik] 1941: 608).]

Seviik’s initial statement reveals that fidelity (sadakat) to the original was a
key element of his “good translating”, and needed to be followed in translation. He
deemed fidelity as a norm in evaluating translations (ferciime) as well as translators
from the Tanzimat period onwards. He regarded Ahmed Midhat Efendi as an
advocate of “sense-for-sense translation” (mealen) as apposed to Semseddin Sami,

who supported translation as the same (aynen). In other words, Seviik was critical of

"' For Semseddin Sami’s views on fidelity, see the preface he wrote to his famous translation of
Robenson [Robinson] by Daniel Defoe (1302/1884-1885). His preface will also be taken up in Chapter
3.
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Ahmed Midhat Efendi because of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s “domesticating” strategy
(Venuti 1995) performed on foreign texts. This indicates that Seviik had in mind a
polarized dichotomy between free (mealen) and faithful (sadik) translation in
evaluating translators and their practices in Ottoman culture. Thus he seems to have
excluded ‘“unfaithful translations” (e.g. mealen) from his notion of “good
translating”, and tended to identify those not as translation (ferciime). On the other
hand, Seviik supported translating a foreign text faithfully at the expense of breaking
target language conventions and/or of resulting in some kind of foreignness in the
target language (Venuti 1995). His criticism of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Sid’in
Huldsasi, a summary translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid, which will be taken up
as a case study in chapter 5, demonstrates his conception of fidelity to content and
form in a clear way. He criticizes Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation as

one of the outdated Ottoman practices of translation (terceme):

Half a century ago, Ahmed Midhat’s making Corneille’s first significant
masterpiece known to Turkish readers was of utmost importance in terms of
“our history of translated literature” and of “our conception of
translation”... The most exciting passages of this work were conveyed as if
they were something like a tale spoken in a third person singular and had
long sentences and repeated conjunctions, all with a tasteless and untidy
flavor. If [Ahmed Midhat Efendi] met short dialogues, as one would
suppose, he conveyed those parts literally. But please look at the quality of
his literal conveyance... A classical masterpiece was conveyed into our
language in this way half a century ago... We will look again, with
examples, at Ismail Hami Danismed’s translation of Corneille’s “Cinna”
and thank God so we have come from Ahmed Midhat to Hami Danismend
in a half-century ([Seviik] 1941: 36-38).

[Yarim asir evvel Ahmed Midhat’in kalemile Korney’in bu ilk miihim
saheserinden Tiirk okuyucularinin haberdar edilmesi “Terclime edebiyati
tarthimiz” ve “Terclimeyi telakki edisimiz” noktalarindan ¢ok miihimdir...
Iste boyle yavan ve yayvan bir eda ile, ciimleler uzatilarak, ve rabitlar tekrar
edilerek eserin en heyecanli yerleri gaip siygasile bir masal naklediliyormus
gibi bir hale diisiiriilityor. Kisa miikalemeli yerler gelirse o zaman glya
metinleri aynen nakleder, fakat bu aynen nakil dahi bakiniz ne kirattadur...
Yarim asir evvel bir klasik saheser dilimize iste bdyle naklediliyordu...
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Ismail Hami Danismend’in yine Corneille’den yaptig1 “Sinna” terciimesini
nlimunesile gorecegiz ve siikredecegiz ki yarim asirda Ahmed Midhattan
Hami Danigsmend’e gelebilmisiz ([Seviik] 1941: 36-38).]

It is obvious that Seviik was much more critical of Ahmed Midhat Efendi
within the context of “our understanding of translating” from the West in the late
nineteenth century. He criticized Ahmed Midhat Efendi for not producing a ‘proper
translation’ in other words, for not following accuracy in translation. He also
considered that Ahmed Midhat Efendi did not produce even a summary (huldsa),
hence Seviik identified Sid’in Huldsas: as an explicatory version (favzih) of its
original. According to Sevilk, Ahmed Midhat Efendi expanded the material
belonging to the mise en scene in the original. Seviik claimed that the summary came
to be much more detailed and lengthy than the original and contrasted to what the
title of the text was indicating (ibid.). According to Seviik, Ahmed Midhat Efendi
also performed literal renderings of some short passages (“aynen nakleder” (he
faithfully conveys) (ibid.)), but Seviik regarded those parts as a strange conveying
(nakl) of the original. At this point, I think that Seviik does injustice to Ahmed
Midhat Efendi, and tends to gloss over the different ways of translating foreign texts
that belonged to Ottoman practices of translation in a moment of cultural and literary

contact with the West.

In a similar vein, in /9uncu Aswr Tiirk Edebiyati Tarihi, Ahmed Hamdi
Tanpinar also criticized Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s approach to translation. He stated
that Ahmed Midhat Efendi did not restrict himself to making changes in his
translations of European novelists which were necessary for the mental progress of
his readers (Tanpinar 1988: 456, see also footnote 17; Bengi 1988; 1999b). This

assessment appears as a significant point of departure in Tanpinar’s review of
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Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s literary translations. Tanpinar pointed to an apparent
correlation between Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s tutorship and his purpose in doing
translation, and looked critically at Ahmed Midhat Efendi as a writer who attemped
to translate immediately the materials which he encountered among western novels
or articles in newspapers in a free and expanded way: (“Okudugu romani, gazete
fikrasin1 ... dogrudan dogruya genis ve serbest bir sekilde terciime etmezse”;
Tanpinar 1988: 463). According to Tanpinar, Ahmed Midhat Efendi reads absolutely
anythink he finds or, to use an analogy, he eats with no concern for digestion, like a
giant (“Dev, hazm diistiinmeden yer. Midhat Efendi de aymi sekilde okur, yazar”
Tanpinar 1988: 462). That is why Tanpinar rates Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s literary
translations as “superficial exchange” (“sathi yerdegistirme” ibid). Similarly,
Tanpinar speaks of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s conception of exchange in reviewing his

novels of adventure (Tanpimar 1988: 471).

Tanpinar also criticized Ahmed Midhat Efendi for his random selection of
translations, which he perceived as an unconscious and unreasonable attitude (Bengi
1988; 1999b). Tanpinar mentioned that, for Ahmed Midhat Efendi, Cervantes would
be the same as Octave Feuillet, and similarly Victor Hugo as Xavier de Montepin
and Eugéne Sue, and even Emile Zola could easily be sacrificed for Paul de Kock
(Tanpinar 1988: 471). Even though Tanpinar was critical of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
competence in writing fiction, as well as of his selections and policy in translation,
he acknowledged that Ahmed Midhat Efendi opened several basic doors in
improving the novel and story by way of invention (icat) as well as adaptation
(adaptasyon) (Tanpmar 1988: 463). In this manner, though Tanpimar does not

approach Ahmed Midhat Efendi uncritically, his assessments of Ahmed Midhat
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Efendi’s approach to translation draw attention to his diverse practice of text
production and his ways of translation, whereby some works are identified by

Tanpinar as “adaptations” or written in the manner of western works.

1.1.4. Scholarly Studies on Ottoman Translation Activity

There are, of course, small-scale studies by some scholars who have contributed to
translation history with regard to Ottoman culture. These studies do not attempt to
write macro- histories of translation. Instead, they focus on limited corpora of
writers/translators or propose “archaeological” studies related to Ottoman translation
activity. I use the term “archaeology” in the sense that “it simply denotes a
fascinating field that often involves complex detective work, great self-sacrifice and

very real service to other areas of translation history” (Pym 1998: 5).

Among these studies, Fevziye Abdullah [Tansel] takes a look at Ahmet
Midhat Efendi’s translations from western languages and literatures. She examines
Ahmet Midhat Efendi’s corpus of translation without excluding culture-specific
concepts of Ottoman translation (ferceme) practices ([Tansel] 1955: 109). Drawing
attention to his translational behaviour, Tansel identifies some of Ahmet Midhat
Efendi’s works as faklid (imitation), nazire (emulation) and iktibas (borrowing), that
is, as forms regarded as non-translation by some modern scholars.'> In my opinion,
Tansel’s article brings into question the identification and classification of Ahmet
Midhat Efendi’s works based on a polarized dichotomy, for instance “translation”

(terceme) versus “indigenous” (felif). Tansel’s identification of certain text types

> See Chapter 4, which proposes a descriptive analysis of two works that supply the most
comprehensive bibliographical information on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s works.
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indicates an obvious variety, in other words, she refers to a number of texts which
Ahmet Midhat Efendi acquired from a foreign source by means of imitation,
emulation, borrowing and translation.”> On the other hand, Tansel does not
problematize taklid (imitation), nazire (emulation) and iktibas (borrowing) in terms
of Ahmet Midhat Efendi’s translation related practices of text production, each of

which appears as part of the Ottoman ferceme tradition.

Inci Enginiin (1979) examines translations from Shakespeare into Turkish by
a number of Tanzimat translators in her Tanzimat Devrinde Shakespeare Terciimeleri
ve Tesirleri (Shakespeare Translations and Their Influence in the Tanzimat Period).
This is also the first comprehensive study on translations from the West in the
Tanzimat period, carried out in 1968 as a piece of doctoral research with a
comparative perspective (Kerman 1978: iii; see also Kolcu 1999a: 13). Enginiin not
only offers an exhaustive list of translations from Shakespeare, including those from
the mediating language (i.e. French), but also examines translations in terms of their
influence on Turkish literature (Enginlin 1979: 2). She also makes textual
comparisons between translations and their originals, performed within a prescriptive
research paradigm.'® Enginiin examines translations in terms of their fidelity to
source texts and favors this as an essential criterion for explaining shifts, omissions
and/or additions in translations. Enginiin also speaks of the concept of taklid

(imitation) but refers to it with respect to the notion of ‘influence’ (see Paker 2005b).

" In Chapter 4, I will also analyze culture-specific aspects of terms and/or concepts in various works
of Ahmed Midhat Efendi.

' For instance, see the following evaluations: “Ash ile mukayesesinde fahis hatalarin gériinmedigi,
aslini oldukga iyi aksettirmis olan bu terciimede” (Enginiin 1979: 86); “Nadir’in terciimeleri, aslina
uygunluk, daha az terkipli olmasi, liizimsuz kelimeler ihtiva etmemesi, ciimle yapisinin vazih olusu
bakimindan Naci’nin terciimelerinden daha iistiin ve daha canlidir” (Enginiin 1979: 110); and “Rahat
ve temiz bir dille, ¢ok sddikane yapilmis olan bu terciime basarilidir” (Engintin 1979: 112). For
Mehmed Nadir translation of Shakespeare, see also Enginiin’s “Mehmed Nadir’in Shakespeare
Cevirileri” in (Enginiin 1992a).
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In this manner, she seems to disregard imitation as a culture-specific practice of

translation in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century.

Enginiin also uses ‘influence’ as a working paradigm in examining
translations from the West in the Tanzimat period in her article titled “Tanzimat
Sonras1 Ceviriler” (“Translations after the Tanzimat’) (Enginiin 1992b). In this
article, Enginiin adopts Hilmi Ziya Ulken’s perspective, as he claimed that it had
been translation (ferciime) that had initiated remarkable rebirths in civilizations
(Enginiin 1992b: 68). Enginiin surveys the first translations from French into Turkish
and examines those in terms of their innovative impacts on the domestic literature.
Enginiin’s studies make invaluable contributions to the history of translation in the
Tanzimat period in terms of providing researchers with comprehensive data for
translation archaeology. She works on primary texts in Ottoman script, a task which
requires great effort, but she examines those without problematizing translation
(terceme) and related practices of text production. Hence Enginiin’s perspective
offers a limited framework for the conceptual study of translation/s in Ottoman

culture.

In a similar vein, Zeynep Kerman (1978) examines translations from Victor
Hugo into Ottoman Turkish from the mid-nineteenth century onwards in her /862-
1910 Yillar: Arasinda Victor Hugo dan Tiirkceye Yapilan Terciimeler Uzerinde Bir
Aragtirma (An Examination on Translations from Victor Hugo into Turkish between
1862-1910) (Kerman 1978). Like Enginiin (1979), Kerman’s study was also carried
out as a doctoral study, and translations from Hugo are examined on the basis of the
influence paradigm with a comparative perspective (Kerman 1978: iii-iv). In her

study, Kerman first compiles translations from Hugo published in several
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newspapers and literary magazines, then compares those with their originals so as to
examine how western forms and contents were introduced into Turkish. Similar to
Enginiin (1979), Kerman also analyzes those translations in terms of their fidelity to
originals. It is observed that Kerman makes clear-cut divisions in identifying the
texts in her corpus as translation (terciime) or non-translation. For instance, her
assessment of Ahmed Rasim, a Tanzimat writer and translator, demonstrates
Kerman’s conception of culture-specific practices of Ottoman translation tradition in

a clear way:

There is ‘borrowing’ but not ‘translation’ here or in fact ‘producing a new
work based on inspiration’ (Kerman 1978: 331)... In this work by Ahmed
Rasim, there is ‘influence’ although it was named translation (Kerman 1978:
332).

[Burada, bir ‘terciime’ degil, bir ‘iktibas’, daha dogrusu ‘ilham alarak yeni
bir eser viicuda getirme’ bahis konusudur (Kerman 1978: 331)... Terciime
adin1 tagimakla beraber, Ahmed Rasim’in bu yazisinda s6z konusu olan
‘tesir’dir (Kerman 1978: 332).]

This indicates that Kerman departs from a limited definition of translation in
identifying translations generated since the Tanzimat period. It is obvious that she
identifies Ahmed Rasim’s translation not as translation (terceme) although it was
labeled as such. Thus Kerman disregards translation as iktibas (borrowing), and
explains Rasim’s manipulations in his translation (ferceme) on the basis of influence.
This reveals that Kerman pays scant attention to culture-specific practices of the
Ottoman translation tradition. Kerman’s evaluations also appear to contradict each
other in certain cases. For instance, although she mentions that Sami Pasazade Sezai,
a Tanzimat novelist and translator, omitted various lines in his prose translation of
Les chdtiments by Victor Hugo (whose original text was in verse), she identifies the

translation (terciime) as a faithful translation (Kerman 1978: 332). This reveals that
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Kerman paid insufficient attention to formal equivalence as well as matricial norms,
which shape or govern the matrix of the translated text, such as the degree of fullness
of translation, the form of actual distribution, and the textual segmentation (Toury
1995: 58). Consequently, although Kerman offers us a comprehensive archaecology
for translations from Victor Hugo, her conceptual framework and terminology used
in examining translations seem problematic. That's why Kerman’s analyses on

translated texts may mislead readers.

Ramazan Kaplan (1998) focuses on the famous literary dispute known as the
“classics debate” of 1897 in his Klasikler Tartismasi-Baslangic Donemi (The
Classics Debate-Initial Phase). He presents as a supplement eight articles from the
debate in Turkish transcription using the Latin alphabet, and publishes his work with
an annotated introduction which appeared formerly as an article in Tiirkoloji Dergisi
in 1993. He makes use of other articles from the debate, which appeared in several
newspapers in 1897 but which are not included in this book. He adds the fifteenth
and sixteenth notebooks (defter) of Galatat-1 Terceme (Errors in Translation) by
Kemal Pasazade Said, who participated in the debate as the opponent of Ahmed
Midhat Efendi. Kaplan (1998) views the debate as a prominent dispute in Turkish
literary and cultural history in the near past (Kaplan 1998: 7). He focuses on a
number of issues such as the definition of classic, imitation (takl/id) and problems in

translation within several chapters.

Of course, the “classics debate” of 1897 indicates a “problem” (Levend 1938)
of translating from a foreign culture and literature at the same time as producing new
domestic literary works. In this context, the “problem of translating western classics”

marks a certain interaction between what was “foreign” and what was “not foreign”.
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Thus, Kaplan’s examination of the debate seems to be flawed because he, unlike
Levend, reviews it without referring to the cultural and literary context of the period.
He also takes up the concept of imitation (faklid), which appears as a key concept, in
connection with translation. But he fails to problematize imitation in terms of the
needs of the receiving culture, and of generating domestic works in the process of

shaping a new literature by means of translation.

In a similar vein, Ali hsan Kolcu (1999a) refers to the “classics debate” in his
Tiirk¢e’de Bati Siiri (Western Poetry in Turkish) (Kolcu 1999a: 99), a published
doctoral dissertation. Following Kaplan (1998), he too focuses on several views of
the participants so as to demonstrate problems of translation as well as strategies in
translating western poetry. But he offers those views without any critical discussion.
Thus, his perception of the debate seems to lack critical analysis. He also does not
problematize why there emerged certain discourses on translating classical works
from the West. All the same, he does offer a comprehensive list of poetry translations
from western literatures between 1859 and 1901 (Kolcu 1999a: 31; see also Kolcu
1999b). But his bibliographical list also seems to be problematic because of his weak
attention to terms, labels and concepts which may have appeared paratextually
around translations and become significant for the study of translation in Ottoman
culture. He also follows the research paradigm of influence in exploring literary
innovations as well as changes which had come about by means of western
translations (Kolcu 1999a: 639). What is interesting is that he thinks of the notion of
influence as uni-directional. He assumes a flow only from the source pole i.e.
influencing, to the target pole i.e. influenced. Thus he observes Ottoman culture as a

static receiver of western influence. That is why he fails to observe the dynamics of
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Ottoman culture, which imported western cultural and literary values and products in

an attempt to satisfy its own needs.

In his Tiirkiye’'de Terciime Miiesseseleri (Translation Institutions in Turkey),
Taceddin Kayaoglu (1998) examines translation activity since the Tanzimat period
from a different perspective. In a period extending from Ottoman to republican
Turkey, he offers an extensive review of translation instutitions, their members as
well as translations they published. In his first chapter, he starts by examining
Ottoman translation activity since the Lale Devri (tulip period) i.e. the late-eighteenth
century. According to him, the first “systematic” efforts in translation (ferciime)
appear in this period (Kayaoglu 1998: 38). Thus, he considers the Lale Devri a
period in which the first institutional activity on translation in Ottoman culture also
started. His second and third chapters are reserved to Ottoman translation activity
and offical institutions in the nineteenth century. There, he puts emphasis on
Enciimen-i Danis (The Academy) as a significant institution, which was “established
by the government in 1851 to organize the selection, translation and production of
teaching materials in science, history and literature for a prospective university
(Dariilfiintin)” (Paker 1991: 19; see also Tanpinar [1956]1988: 144). Focusing on its
activity, he provides a list of its members, information on its mission, goals and
publications as well as its regulations. He also argues that Enciimen-i Danig insisted
on understandability for the sake of public readers, particularly in writing and
translating scientific texts, and that it was established to improve “lisan-1 Tiirki”
(Turkish language) (Kayaoglu 1998: 63-64). His explanations on Enciimen-i Danig
draw attention to certain norms proposed by the official institutions in their

production of both indigenous works and translations since the mid-nineteenth
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century. Considering Enciimen-i Ddnis an academy rather than a scientific society,
he states that it played important roles in transferring western science into Ottoman
society, and in educating the public through promoting indigenous works and/or
translations (Kayaoglu 1998: 97). Additionally, in his third chapter he dwells up on
other offical translation institutions, established during the reign of Abdiilhamid II.
He indicates that official translation institutions were all connected to the Ministry of
Education in that period. His explanations indicate that these institutions tried to
regulate in particular indigenous works and translations on science -but not on
literature- as a state-sponsored activity. These points remind us that literary
translation since the beginnings of the literary Tanzimat period seem to have been
produced by private spheres, which may include individual writer-translators, private
journals and publishing houses rather than official institutions. Consequently, his
work offers a comprehensive documentary history of translation institutions which
extends from the Ottoman to the republican period. Working on archival primary
data, he provides the materials “for those who do not have access to Ottoman script”
(Paker 2002: 121). On the other hand, he does not examine translated texts
themselves with an eye to establish translational norms proposed by the institutions.
He also gives no information about translation strategies practiced by translators
whose translations were commissioned by those institutions. His list of translations
also seems problematic since he fails to provide a proper description of translations,

and since he pays scant attention to the use of paratextual data around those texts.
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1.1.5. Questioning Perspectives

Saliha Paker (1986a and 1991) takes up translated European literature in the late
Ottoman literary polysystem. She pursues prominent tendencies and essential norms
of literary translation, and also examines the relationship between translational norms
and their functions in the Ottoman literary polysystem (Paker 1986a: 70). She
considers translations from European literatures -especially from French literature-
within the socio-cultural context of the Tanzimat period and applies Even-Zohar’s
polysystem theory (Even-Zohar 1990b) to the Ottoman case in the late nineteenth
century. This article (1986a) is the first attempt to examine the translated European
literature in terms of systemic concepts such as “high vs. low literature”, “central vs.
periphery” and “adequacy vs. acceptability” (see also Paker 1987). She comes to the
conclusion that “the Tanzimat was indeed a historical turning point not only in the
literary polysystem but in the broader socio-cultural polysystem in which
‘established models’ were considered outdated and rejected by the young writers
who looked to the West, especially to France, for innovations of all kinds” (Paker
1986a: 78). She also demonstrates that there was a lack of non-canonized written
literature for the literate urban population. According to her, it was translations
which appeared in newspapers and magazines that served to fill such deficiency. She
also points out that there was a need for new literary models in a new language and
observes that it was fulfilled since the 1870s that covers the intensive translational
activity as indicating the degree and extent of such a need (Paker 1986a: 79). She
also draws attention to translated European literature that fulfilled a twofold central

function in which
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translations of works of canonized status in the source system... functioned
as a modeling force on a higher stratum in the polysystem, non-canonized or
popular translated literature was active on a lower stratum, or rather, was
functioning in lieu of the as yet developing non-canonized system, and by
entering into dynamic relations with the canonized section contributed to
such linguistic and literary innovations as the simplification of the prose
style and the introduction of the novel and the short story as new genres
(ibid.)

In this article, she also ascribes for the first time a particular status to Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’s literary translations in analyzing certain struggles between
“acceptable” and “adequate” (Toury 1995: 56-57) translations within the system of
translated literature in that period. She considers that he was “the leading advocate
for an extreme form of ‘acceptability’ and who, in a sense, institutionalized it” (Paker
1986a: 74). What is significant is that she puts emphasis on this policy which “blurs
the distinction between translation and native products” (Paker 1986a: 77). Paker’s
significant contribution to Ottoman translation history has been her assessments of

Ottoman translations and translation-related practices, a contribution which has

initiated a number of studies on Ottoman translation history.

Isin Bengi-Oner (1988) examines certain aspects of the translational norms of
the Tanzimat period “as produced, constructed and also as internalized by Ahmed
Midhat” (Bengi 1988: 388). Identifying him as the “eloquent mediator” (ibid) and
“revolutionary” figure (Bengi 1999b), she concentrates on his prefaces, epilogues,
and the title pages of his translations so as to determine some of the relationships
between him and the author, the source text, his own readers and his target texts.
This is the first attempt to examine Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translations through
paratextual information (Bengi 1990; Bengi-Oner 1999b). Departing from a versatile
corpus, she takes up the views of several literary historians, and questions why

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus of translations is referred to as cases of extreme non-
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adequacy (Bengi 1988: 391). Then, based on the paratextual data, she observes that
his translation policy shifts within a spectrum between the poles of adequacy and

acceptability (ibid).

In her doctoral thesis of 1990, Bengi examines the literary translations of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi and his approach to translation within the perspectives of
linguistics and translation studies. She focuses especially on the re-evaluation of the
concept of equivalence in those works, then carries out a case study on Midhat’s
translation of Alexandre Dumas fils’ novel La Dame aux camélias. In her study,
Bengi works on two groups of texts, particularly title pages and prefaces. In the first
group of texts, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the translator (miitercim);
however, in the other, she observes that certain texts are referred to as translations by
some of Midhat Efendi’s critics, though Ahmed Midhat Efendi has referred to
himself as the writer (muharrir). Thus Bengi is the first scholar examining works of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi on the basis of a relationship between translator (miitercim)
and writer (muharrir). Re-evaluating the concept of equivalence and the problems in
the presentation and reception of the texts, Bengi concentrates on determining
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translation strategies and norms, and analyzes them
particularly through the extratextual data as well as her case study. Bengi also
examines preliminary and matricial norms in three translations of La Dame aux
camélias in Turkish and questions Ismail Habib Seviik’s assessment of these
translations (Bengi-Oner 1999a). She points to contradictory aspects between the
discourse of the literary historian and translational norms that she reconstructs
through the actual comparison of textual and paratextual data. Thus, she puts into

question the reliability of the early republican historical discourse on translations
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covering translated literature since the Tanzimat period. Therefore, she emphasizes
that literary historians are bound to the common literary and poetic norms of their
own time and may look at past events from the perspective of a certain definition of
translation. In another article, Bengi also examines Turkish translation historiography
on the basis of Even-Zohar’s “systems theory” notion, and takes a closer look at
three literary historians of the republican period: Ozon, Seviik and Tanpmar (Bengi
1991). She concentrates on their views on literary and translation history, questioning
their approach to translation as “monosystemic” or “polysystemic”. She states that
these historians tend to review literary translations in a broad socio-cultural context
and considers that they have a “polysystemic” perspective. But she also considers
that they look retrospectively at translations through the definition of translation in

their own time, which she sees as source-oriented.

The systemic perspective has certainly provided scholars in Turkey since the
1980s with effective tools for examining translated literature in the Tanzimat period.
On the other hand, there are also a number of studies carried out from a historical-
descriptive perspective, those which focus particularly on Ottoman translation
activity before the Tanzimat period. These studies, which were initiated first by
Paker since 1995 in Turkey, turn our attention to translation (terceme) in Ottoman
culture as a wide range practice including imitatio. What is significant is that they
shed light on culture-specific aspects of Ottoman translation practices and enable us
to make fruitful connections between the pre-Tanzimat and the post-Tanzimat
periods. In other words, they lead to an understanding of the Ottoman concept of
translation (ferceme) and its practices in historical continuity and/or discontinuity

that cover, of course, the post-Tanzimat period. Importantly, they also heighten
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awareness on the terms and/or concepts of Ottoman translation practices which
display an obvious range and diversity. Among those, Paker (2002a) questions the
concept of translation as terceme and nazire in Ottoman culture. Beginning by
critically reviewing certain works of Ottomanists, she proposes “a conceptual
framework for the historical-descriptive and interpretative study of Ottoman literary
translation practices” ranging from the thirteenth to the twentieth century (Paker
2002: 120). Not only does she point out terceme to be a wide range practice, but she
also argues that terceme and nazire are “culture-bound concepts of translation” in
Ottoman culture (ibid). Her conceptual framework reminds us that translation
(terceme) in Ottoman culture was rooted in socio-cultural contexts and needs to be
considered a cultural practice. Her framework is very productive in questioning more
than just discourses by literary historians, writers and translators. It also helps
examine translation-bound terms and/or concepts which appear in their statements in
the late nineteenth century. Thus, it puts emphasis on the importance of rethinking
translation (terceme) and its practices carried out by Ottoman writers/translators,
practices named and identified as terceme as well as taklid, tanzir, iktibas, each of

which indicate culture-specific aspects of Ottoman translation practices.

Zehra Toska (2000; 2002) also attempts to propose a methodological
framework for the study of translations (terceme) in Ottoman culture. She questions
the concept and practice of nazire (emulation) in its connection with Ottoman
translation practices and the problem of “indigenous works and translation”. She
points out various discrepancies in the scholarly presentation of such texts as
“indigenous” or “translated”. Pinpointing certain difficulties in distinguishing

indigenous texts from translations in Ottoman classical literature, she offers possible
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explanations. She reviews critically discourses in a number of tezkires, critical-
literary biographies, and works of certain Ottoman poets. She concentrates on the
terminology they used to name and identify those texts as well as practices.
Examining various examples of nazires which appeared in the fifteenth and sixteenth
century, she draws attention to translational relationships between emulations and
their source texts. She also highlights certain connections between “imitation”,
“appropriation” and “plagiarism” in the Ottoman tradition of nazire (Toska 2002:
73). On the basis of discourses by Ottoman poets and tezkire writers, she refers to
diversity in translation practices, in which nazire may appear as a translation-bound
concept. She also argues that “annotations and commentaries are also a kind of
translational activity.” (Toska 2002: 63). According to her, in such works, the
commentator’s way of rendering difficult passages meaningful is the same as that of
certain translators (ibid). Her assessments draw attention to the need to rethink nazire
and taklid as culture-specific concepts of Ottoman translation (terceme) practices

(Paker 2002a).

In a similar vein, Walter Andrews also takes up the practice of nazire, and
examines a number of gazels (lyric poem) by several Ottoman poets in the fifteenth
and sixteenth century. He proposes rethinking Ottoman Divan (court) poetry in the
context of translation and transmission. His assessments also serve to question the
nature of Ottoman translation practices in terms of poetic transmission. Thus, in his
framework, Ottoman gazels appear as part of “creative” (cf. “rewriting” Lefevere

1985; 1992) and “substitutive” writing in terms of poetic transmission.
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1.1.6. Consequences

So far I have analyzed discourses of literary historians and their representation of
Ottoman translation activity in the late nineteenth century. I have also examined a
number of scholarly studies as micro-histories of Ottoman translation activity. |
would like to discuss certain points in these sources, starting first with those that

provide the republican representation of the late Ottoman translation activity.

In the discourse of the literary historians in the republican period, there was
an emphasis on the innovative aspects of translation which conform to the discourse
on translation since the Tanzimat period. In other words, literary historians in the
republican period perceived translations from Europe as means that served the cause
of “Turkish” cultural/literary modernization and progress. They bear in mind that the
Tanzimat period was an initial phase or starting moment of “Turkish” modernization.
This led me to infer that the discourse on the Ottoman context of translation,
examined above, continued in the discourse of literary historians in the republican
period. However, the interpretation of renewal/innovation emerges particularly in
connection with the ideological, political and cultural climate of the nation-building

process.

In the Ottoman context, literary historians identified the process of innovation
with regard to cultural and literary import from the West. The underlying idea was
concerned with translations and their innovative functions in filling gaps in the target
literature. The discourse of the literary historians in the late nineteent century points

to diversity in Ottoman translation (ferceme) practices. Let me demonstrate this by
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looking at terms/concepts or collocational verbs in historians’ discourse in the post-

Tanzimat period as follows:

Terms/concepts/verbs/statements in historian’s discourse in the post-Tanzimat period
iislub-i miiceddidane ile tanzim olunmus [Abdiilhalim Memduh]

garb usulunii sarkta gdstermek [Abdiilhalim Memduh]

lisana teceddiid gelmek [Sahabeddin Siilleyman]

garbdan ithal olunmak [Sahabeddin Siileyman]

mayesini garbdan ahz itmek [Kopriiliizade Mehmed Fuad and Sahabeddin Siileyman]
sarktan iktibas etmek [Faik Resad, Ibrahim Necmi Dilmen]

Osmanl sairlerinin ananevi taklid hevesleri [Ibrahim Necmi Dilmen]

garbin merakiz-i medeniyesinde memba-1 ilhami kesf etmek [Ibrahim Necmi Dilmen]
ecnebi lisanda yazilmis bir eserin mevzuunu. .. tatbik etmek... [Ibrahim Necmi Dilmen]
tagyir icra eyleyerek nakl etmek [ibrahim Necmi Dilmen]

yeniden telif edercesine vaz eylemek [Ibrahim Necmi Dilmen]

However, it is seen that a shift during the process of nation-building appears
in the interpretation of “taking cultural and literary materials from the West” since
the 1920s. We observe that the discourse on “importing and taking materials from
the West” tends to be interpreted on the basis of “western acculturation”, in other
words, the notion of influence that was proposed as a “historical research paradigm”
by Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii since 1913 and followed by later generations of literary
historians and scholars (Paker 2005b: 1). We also see that the discourse of “our”
appears in association with historians’ representation of the near past in the
republican period:

Terms/concepts/verbs/statements in historian’s discourse in the republican period
garb sekillerinin edebiyatimiza nakli [Oz6n]

garbdan gelen kaide ve usuller [Ozon]

bizim dilimizde [Ozon]

fikir hayatimizda [Ozon]

edebiyatimiza Avrupa’nin yeniliklerini getirmek [Aksiit]

dilimizin kudret ve kabiliyetini isbat etmek [ Aksiit]

teceddiid edebiyatimiz [Seviik]

garbdan aldigimiz seyler [Seviik]
nazmimizda yenilik [Ozén]

teceddiid edebiyatimiz garb tesiratiyla bagliyor [Seviik]

garbin tesiratinin Fransizlar vasitasiyla gelmesi [Seviik]

garb medeniyet ve edebiyatinin tesiri altinda yeniligin baglamasi [Levend]
suursuz ve tamamiyle hazmedilmemis garb taklidi [Kocatiirk]

Fransiz edebiyatinin tesiri altinda kalmak [Perin]

yerli edebiyatin gelismesine engel olmak [Perin]

Tanzimat siirinin gelismesinde terciime siirin mithim tesiri [Banarli]
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A brief comparison of collocations and/or statements in historians’ discourses
indicates that Ottoman literature since the Tanzimat period tends to be identified as
imitative and hence criticized on the basis of the emergence of Turkish literature. At
this point, my first criticism is concerned with certain assessments of imitation,
which is regarded as a negative notion that limits the evolution of a domestic national
literature. This point of view tends to restrict looking at imitation as a site of
Ottoman translation practices that may function in the making of new cultural and
literary “repertoire” and in providing new “options” for the Ottoman target system in

the process of re-organization, which is not yet ‘national’ (Even-Zohar 2002a).

My second criticism relates to the historians’ binarist approach to translated
texts in Ottoman culture on the basis of fidelity or faithfulness. The republican
conception of translation indicates that faithfulness but without distorting norms of
the target language, i.e. Turkish, is expected.”” In this sense, unfaithful translations
tend to be regarded as a deviation from fidelity even though they are assumed to be
“acceptable” (Toury 1995) with regard to target language norms, which were not yet
crystallized in the Ottoman case (see Levend 1972). This mode of reasoning also
gives rise to a failure to observe possible diversity in strategies of translation in
Ottoman culture. At this juncture, I would argue that the historians’ polarized
dichotomy between faithfulness and free translation, or their binarist approach,

hinders them from seeing a number of practices e.g. imitation, emulation and

'’ By examining the First National Publishing Congress regarding the relationships between cultural
import and translation, Sehnaz Tahir-Giir¢aglar draws our attention to such “an interesting duality”.
She mentions that translation was expected to be faithful without distorting Turkish, which represents
the modern Turkish discourse on translation during the 1930s (see Tahir-Giircaglar 1998).
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borrowing as part of the Ottoman translation (terceme) tradition in the late nineteenth

century.

My third criticism rests on methodology. Some of the historians (e.g. Ozdn
1936; Seviik 1941; Perin 1946; Kolcu 1999a) also offer several excerpts from
translations and evaluate those in comparison with their originals. However, their
assessments seem generally to lack textual analysis. In many cases, they tend to gloss
over how they arrive at a particular conclusion both regarding the translator and
her/his translation. Another aspect I find questionable in relation to my third criticism
is about the use of paratextual data (Genette 1997; Tahir-Giirgaglar 2001 and 2002).
It can be observed that literary historians tend to be engaged mostly with paratexts.
That is why their assessments and value judgments on translators and/or actual
translations also need to be questioned. This is clearly one of the points Bengi (1988
and 1990) starts off from examining historians’ assessments of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi as a translator as well as his translations. At this point, I would like to ask the
following question: can the literary histories that appeared in the republican period
be productive for understanding the concept of translation (ferceme) and its practices
in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century? One of my answers would be yes,
since they offer us not only lists but also assessments that serve as the point of
departure for the historical-descriptive study of Ottoman translators and their
practices. My other answer, however, would be ro, since their theoretical and/or sub-
theoretical framework and methodology seems to be problematic in terms of their
interpretation of the concept of translation (ferceme) and its practices in Ottoman

culture.
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In a similar vein, my survey of the scholarly studies on Ottoman translation
activity also indicates that the common tendency of the researchers in reviewing
Ottoman translations is also to enquire as to fidelity or faithfulness, and is therefore
binarist. Additionally, they do not problematize culture-specific aspects of Ottoman
translation practices and tend to overlook paratextual data when examining the
Ottoman translation tradition. They also tend to follow the notion of influence as an
established paradigm in exploring translation/s in a period of cultural contact with
Europe since the mid-nineteenth century. This paradigm in scholarly discourse serves
the elevation of Turkish national literature or a literature of their own, and offers a
ground for the interpretation of Ottoman translation activity in connection with

nationalistic inclinations.

Thus, my main argument is that there is diversity in the terms and concepts of
translation (terceme) as well as in translation (terceme) practices in Ottoman culture
in the late nineteenth century; hence, there is a need to rethink translation (ferceme)
within a broad scale without excluding heterogeneity and culture-specific aspects in
practices in Ottoman culture. I would also argue that in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
translation practices there is a beyond-binary translational relationship among terms

and/or concepts, as well as a diversity that serves the making of new options.

1.2. Theoretical Framework

In the remainder of this chapter, I will offer a theoretical framework and
methodology for my historical-descriptive and systemic study of discourses on
translation in Ottoman culture in the late-nineteenth century and of Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s summary translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid. The theoretical
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foundation of this thesis has various components which draw on the “systems”
theory and related theory of culture (Even-Zohar 1990; 2004), the notion of
“assumed translation” (Toury 1995) in conjunction with the conceptual framework
proposed by Paker for the study of Ottoman translations (Paker 2002a), the adapted
version of Even- Zohar’s “systems” theory with its focus on “rewriting” (Lefevere
1992), “domesticating” and “foreignizing” translation strategies (Venuti 1995; 1998)
and the concepts of “interculture” (Pym 1998; 2000) and “Ottoman interculture”

(Paker 2002a).

The systemic and historical-descriptive approach has been adopted on
numerous occasions since 1985 for the empirical study of Ottoman and modern
Turkish translations.'® Itamar Even-Zohar’s “polysystem/systems theory” (Even-
Zohar 1990a; 1990b; Hermans 1999; Paker 1987; 1991) proposes a theoretical
apparatus for the contextualization of translations in a given culture. “As a theory
about the way literatures behave and develop, [the polysystem] made room for
translation, explicitly so, at a time when literary studies generally ignored the subject.
It seemed flexible and promising as an explanatory frame; it legitimized research into
translation as part of literary studies” (Hermans 1999: 103). Of course, it also bars
the way to prescriptive methods which examine translations in terms of what they
should be, judging the quality of translators, and/or translations instead of what they

actually are in a given culture.

16 For those studies see Paker 1986a, 1986b, 1987, 1991, 1998, 2002a, 2002b, 2004a, 2004b, 20054,
2005b; Paker-Toska 1997, Toska-Kuran 1996; Bengi 1988, 1990, 1991, [Bengi-Oner] 1999a, 1999b;
Pinar 1988; Karantay 1991; Berk 1999; Tahir-Gtirgaglar 1997, 1998, 2001, 2002a, 2002b; Besen
1997; Diriker 1997. See also Tahir-Giirgaglar (2003) which surveys studies that adopted Even-Zohar’s
polysystem theory in the study of translations in Turkey since the mid-1980s.
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Toury’s descriptive and explanatory methodology is based on Even-Zohar’s
systems theory. In this methodology, translations are considered “facts of target
cultures; on occasion facts of a special status, sometimes even constituting
identifiable (sub)systems of their own, but of the target culture in any event (Toury
1995: 29). Toury’s reformulation is important since it has provided researchers with
a ground for examining translations as entities in the social and historical context of
the receiving culture. I find this formulation quite significant since it prevents us
from approaching translation/s in a prescriptive manner and leads us to examine
translations by focusing on “what translation is”, hence on a definition of translation
in a given culture whose “nature is not given or fixed” (Toury 1995: 32). Thus, in
this thesis, I approach “terceme” not in terms of what it should have been,
(normatively as in [Aksiit] 1933; [Ozdn] 1937; [Seviik] 1941; Perin 1946; Tanpinar
[1956] 1988; Levend [1973] 1988; Kerman 1978; Enginiin 1979) but as a textual

operation interpreted and defined by the Ottoman culture which produced it.

My attempt first to describe then explain “what terceme is” in Ottoman
culture has highligted the importance of the notion of “assumed translation” in
Toury’s historical-descriptive approach to translation. According to Toury, “assumed
translations... [are] all utterances which are presented or regarded as such [i.e.
translation] within the target culture, on no matter what grounds. Under such
observation, there is no pretence that the nature of translation is given, or fixed in any
way. What is addressed, even in the longest run, is not even what translation is in
general, but what it proves to be in reality, and hence what it may be expected to be

under various specifiable conditions” (Toury 1995: 32) (my italics).
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The notion of “assumed translation” offers a promising vista for examining
translational relationships such as terceme, nakl, iktibas, taklid, tanzir, tahvil, hulasa,
the like of which according to Toury are reconstructed hypothetically between the
target and its source within the socio-cultural and behavioural context of the
receiving culture, which in my case is Ottoman culture. Again, according to Toury,
any attempt to question “what translation is” and explain the concept of “translation”
in context is said to be never ahistorical and acultural. In this manner, terceme or
what is presented and regarded as “terceme” (and/or translational practices such as
those mentioned above) by and within the Ottoman target culture appears as a

historical and cultural phenomenon.

My research so far has shown that one of the essential problems in the study
of Ottoman translation history has revolved around the matter of criteria for
assuming a text to be a translation or a non-translation. For instance, while Esen
(1999) classifies Ahmed Midhad’s Sid’in Huldsast as a translation (“geviri”), Koz
(2002) classifies it as a non-translation. Of course, such assumptions can be related to
explicit or implicit definitions of translation, which in fact indicate the culture-bound
and time-bound conceptions of translations. At this point, I consider that Toury’s
notion of “assumed translation” and its related postulates can lead the way to an
examination of what translation was in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth
century. I also think that Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s works can help in an empirical

investigation of the culture-bound and time-bound aspects of translation.
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1.2.1. Toury’s Notion of “Assumed Translation”

Toury’s notion of “assumed translation”, which offers an understanding of the
concept of translation without glossing over its “real-life situations” (1995: 33), is a
challenge against the study of translations based on reductionist and restricted
definitions. It allows a more catholic definition of translation without excluding
possible heterogeneity in definitions. It also helps us reconstruct the context of

translation/s through certain postulates -“source-text”, “transfer” and “relationship”-

which will be discussed below (Toury 1995: 33).

In constituting a method for descriptive and explanatory studies of
translations, Toury states that there might be cultures or “historical periods, where
translations exist as concealed facts” (Toury 1995: 70). In such cultures or historical
periods, the difference between “translations and non-translations is not culturally
functional and is hence blurred” (ibid). At this point, referring to medieval cultures,
Toury suggests that it may become useful “to hold all texts as suspect of having
come into being through translation” (footnote 2 in Toury 1995: 71). He states that
such “heuristics” helped him in his study of Hebrew writing at the beginning of the

Enlightenment period (ibid.).

At this juncture, for the study of translation/s and its related practices based
on western models in Ottoman culture since the beginning of the literary Tanzimat
period, Toury’s heuristics offer us the ground for rethinking such practices as
imitation (taklid), borrowing (iktibas), emulation (tanzir), conversion (tahvil),
summary (huldsa) and dialogue (muhavere) as part of Ottoman translation tradition.

From this perspective, these practices also manifest themselves as text-types (eg.
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terceme, huldsa, nazire, muhavere). According to Toury’s postulates to be discussed
below, such texts would have to be placed directly in our field of inquiry. Following
Toury, I claim that the notion of “assumed translation” is a productive point of
departure that offers a rationale for viewing translations without overlooking their

Ottoman culture-specific aspects.

In view of Toury’s notion of “assumed translation”, it might be useful to
apply the following questions in the present the study of the culture-specificity of
Ottoman translations in the late nineteenth century: is it possible to think of
“imitation” (taklid), “emulation” (tanzir), “borrowing” (iktibas), “‘conversion”
(tahvil) and “summary” (huldsa) as “non-translation”? According to what criteria
would a text be assumed as “terceme” or not? At this point, we have to look at

Toury’s three postulates.

According to Toury’s first postulate, which concerns the source-text, a text
that is regarded as a translation has to be examined on the assumption that “there is
another text, in another culture/language, which has both chronological and logical
priority over it” (Toury 1995: 33, 34). In the light of this postulate, taklid, tanzir,
iktibas, tahvil and hulasa indicate the existence of a (source) text in another language
and culture to which the target text is related or on which it is based or from which it
is derived. It is interesting to note that in the cases where Ahmed Midhat Efendi
identified his texts as iktibas (borrowing) as well as huldsa (summary) and tanzir
(emulation), he made his sources clear (Diplomali Kiz, Iki Hiid akdr, Ana Kiz,
Aleksandr Stradella, Seytankaya Tilsimi, Nedamet mi? Heyhat!, Kismetinde Olanin
Kasiginda Cikar, Cifte Intikam, Huldsa-1 Humayunname, Sid’in Hulasasi, Hasan

Mellah, Haydut Montari).
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Toury’s second postulate, the transfer postulate, “involve[s] the transference
from the assumed source text of certain features that the two [target and source] texts
now share” (Toury 1995: 34). Toury’s third postulate posits that “a translation also
implies that there are accountable relationships which tie it to its assumed original”.
For instance, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s strategies in his summary translation (huldsa)
of Le Cid illuminate not only Toury’s first but also his second and third postulates:
Ahmed Midhat Efendi translated the action and the story line of the play by
paraphrasing in order to summarize them in a prose narrative while rendering
dialogues both word-for-word and sense-for-sense, also in prose, not in verse. His
procedures can thus be interpreted in terms of Toury’s transfer postulate. At the same
time, the translated action, story line and dialogues appear as the principal
relationships which bind Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation (huldsa) to

Corneille’s source text Le Cid.

Taking Toury’s three postulates together, “an assumed translation would be
regarded as any target culture text for which there are reasons to tentatively posit the
existence of another text, in another culture and language, from which it was
presumedly derived by transfer operations and to which it is now tied by certain
relationships, some of which may be regarded -within that culture- as necessary
and/or sufficient (Toury 1995: 35). In this sense, Toury’s three postulates of assumed
translation serve to question and problematize not only conceptions of translation but
also, more importantly, textual relationships between cultures or in a particular
culture. His postulates thus give rise in fact to “questions to be addressed by anyone
wishing to study translation in context” (Toury 1995: 33). They also provoke a

number of questions about translated texts which have possibly been concealed or
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texts assumed to be translations or non-translations. Any attempt to answer those
questions will, indeed, bring about a considerable extension in identifying and
describing such texts as part of Ottoman translation tradition. This must be why
Paker and Toska (1997) have called for analyses of “concealed” translations in
Ottoman culture “in the context of translational, literary, social, ideological
expectations, constraints or norms” (Paker and Toska 1997: 79)," and have
emphasized first the need for the historical-descriptive study of the Ottoman tradition
of rewrites in the early periods of Ottoman literature. Their concluding arguments are
significant in underlining the importance and necessity of descriptive-analytical
research on Ottoman translation practices. These arguments also serve the
understanding of the concept of translation (ferceme) in Ottoman culture in the late

nineteenth century:

Our concluding arguments will therefore emphasize how and why
descriptive translation studies can help us to see if we are dealing with a
history of “concealed” (Toury 1995: 70f) translation in Ottoman-Turkish
literature, and can thus contribute to the understanding not only of
translation but of literary history in the early period and in the classical,
leading up to the 19" century (Paker and Toska 1997: 80).

I consider that Toury’s notion of assumed translation, especially the transfer
postulate, brings to the fore the importance of using extratextual data in examining

“translation in context” (Toury 1995: 33). I therefore consider that discourses on

'7 In her article “Concealed Facts, Translation, and the Turkish Literary Past” Victoria R. Holbrook
concentrates on the “concealment of the context for cultural transfer” with special reference to
Mevlevi literature, in the case of Sahidi, a Mevlevi poet (Holbrook 2002: 77, 78). Not only for
understanding but also researching the Turkish literary past in relation to Ottoman translations and
cultural transfer between Persian, Arabic and Turkish, Holbrook refers to Even-Zohar’s concept of
“cultural transfer”, Lefevere’s concept of “rewriting” and Toury’s notion of “assumed translations”.
She considers “assumed translation” to be “a category accounting for works which are interpretations
whereby material, whether overtly or covertly, is transferred from one culture to another, or serves as
an interface between them” (ibid.). However, Saliha Paker states that “Holbrook’s concept of
“concealed translation” acquires broader connotations than the use of the concept as an analytical
category in Descriptive Translation Studies” (Paker 2002b: xii).
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translation appear as the field of inquiry which may help the hypothetical

construction of the three postulates.

As I indicated above, in his Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond
(1995), Toury makes a point of stating that the notion of assumed translation “can be
accounted as a cluster of (at least three) postulates” (Toury 1995: 33, my italics)
which have been discussed above. In view of the research in the present thesis, it
seems necessary and useful to add to these postulates a fourth one: that which is
related to the receiving culture’s discourse on translation. In order to assume a text to
be a translation, there must also be ties/connections between that text and what was
said/written on that text in the extratextual discourse of a particular culture in a given
period. Even though Ahmed Midhat Efendi identified his summary translation of Le
Cid simply as the summary of Le Cid (Sid’in Huldsast) and referred to himself not as
translator but as writer (“muharrir’) on the title page (as a result of which this work
was not classified as translation [“¢eviri”] in Koz 2002), in the discourse of the
“classics debate” of 1897 there were many references to Ahmed Midhat’s summary
in connection with terceme, such as Kemal Pasazade Said’s pronouncement that it
was “an emulation by way of translation of a published heroic work™ (“tercemeten
nesr buyurulan hamzanameyi fanzir...”). The fact that I discovered such references
to Ahmed Midhat’s text in the discourse of the “classics debate” provided one more
reason to assume that this was regarded as the product of a translational practice.
This proposal of a fourth postulate seems to be implicit in Toury’s division between
the textual and extratextual materials for the study of translation as a norm-governed
activity in the target culture (Toury 1995: 65). His three postulates appear to be

formulated in view of textual relationships between target and source but not of
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relationships between target text and extratextual sources, which serve to show “their

correspondence to the “culture’s attitudes” (Toury 1995: 35) through discourse.

In the present thesis, while exploring the translational relationships between
cultures I will also use Even-Zohar’s theory of culture in which he puts forward
significant hypotheses that will serve to understand Ottoman “culture repertoire” by

way of “invention”, “import” and “transfer” from European culture and literature,

terms that I will discuss below.

1.2.2. Even-Zohar’s Theory of “Culture Repertoire”, “Invention”, “Import”
and “Transfer”

Suggesting a set of hypotheses for handling the procedures and products of transfer
in which translations are included, Itamar Even-Zohar draws attention to the relations
between “the making of culture repertoire”, “import” and “transfer” (Even-Zohar
1997: 355; 2002: 166). According to Even-Zohar, a culture repertoire is “the
aggregate of options utilized by a group of people and by the individual members of
the group, for the organization of life” (Even-Zohar 1997: 355). He emphasizes that a
group of people, which he identifies as “society”, always needs “specific culture
repertoires for the organization of their life” since “they are by definition cultural
entities” (Even-Zohar 1997: 356). He states that a culture repertoire is not
biologically given but “made”, “learned” and “adopted” by members of the group
(Even-Zohar 1997: 357). According to Even-Zohar, culture repertoire can be
constructed not only “inadvertently” by unknown contributors but also “deliberately”

by known members who are obviously engaged in the making of this repertoire

(ibid).
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Even-Zohar perceives of repertoire as a “tool” that is made by human
elements who continue the organization of social life in varying degrees (ibid.). This
indicates that human elements may “deliberately” or “inadvertently” propose
different choices or alternatives i.e. “options” (Even-Zohar 1997: 356). What is
important in his formulation is that all options appear and serve for the organization
of life. In other words, one can think of “options” as ways that help a given society
transform its somehow chaotic or disordered position into an organized one (ibid.).
Even-Zohar’s notion of “option” also points to agents who are involved in active
decision-making. This can be seen in the creation of options for a variety of writing
practices on the part of various Tanzimat writers and translators who were engaged in
translating from European languages and literatures in order to meet the needs of the
Ottoman target culture. In this context, it can be said that Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
options derived from his translational practices, which I take up in Chapter 4, are

good examples of a contribution to the making of Ottoman literary repertoires.

Even-Zohar identifies culture as “goods” or as “tools” in terms of “material or
semiotic” import (Even-Zohar 1997: 358; 2004b: 8). “Culture-as-goods” indicates a
culture that has “a set and stock of evaluable goods, the possession of which signifies
wealth, high status, and prestige” (Even-Zohar 2004b: 6). European culture,
especially French, was regarded as a source for establishing Ottoman cultural and
literary models in the late nineteenth century; hence we may consider it as “culture-
as-goods”. The concept of “culture-as-goods” points to “values” that can be
“tangible” and/or “intangible”, for instance “a car, a computer, a set of texts...

“poets”, “writers”...” (Even-Zohar 2004b: 8). As for Even-Zohar’s conception of

“culture-as-tools”, this indicates a culture that constructs “a set of operating tools for
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the organization of life” (Even-Zohar 2004b: 10). What is important here is that
Even-Zohar draws attention to “active tools”, that is, human agents capable of
making decisions (Even-Zohar 2004b: 11). Referring to Ann Swidler, Even-Zohar
defines culture as having “a repertoire or ‘toolkit’ of habits, skills, any styles from

which people construct ‘strategies of action’” (ibid.).

Even-Zohar’s conception of “culture-as-goods” and “culture-as-tools” helps
us develop a wider vision in seeing cultures in terms of “semiotic” and “tangible”
items in which innovative ideas, books, literary genres, styles, textual models serve
as “valuable items”'® for the organization of life, and hence can be taken for the
making of a culture’s repertoire. In recognizing translated literature as a part of
cultural repertoires, we become more aware of the importance of “semiotic” items in
terms of cultural exchange and of the shaping of repertoires by way of translation
and related practices. This provides another channel for exploring “translation in

context” (Toury 1995: 33).

Even-Zohar speaks of several procedures which are necessary in the making
of culture repertoire, such as “invention” and “import”, the latter of which plays a
vital role that may result in invention (1997: 358; 2004d: 223). He states that
“invention” and “import” are not “opposed procedures, because inventing may be
carried out via import, but may relate to the labor involved in the making, within the
confines of the home system without any link to some other system” (Even-Zohar
1997: 358). According to Even-Zohar, it is “import” that “may necessitate

organization skills and marketing” (ibid.). This can help us explore in the context of

'8 Even-Zohar refers to “objects, ideas, activities, and artifacts” as “valuable items” in formulating his
concept of “culture-as-goods” (Even-Zohar 2004b: 7).
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the Tanzimat and post-Tanzimat new options brought about by translating from
European “culture-as-goods”. What is illuminating here is that Even-Zohar’s concept
of “import” helps us explore zow new options were “imported” to the Ottoman home
repertoire. Even-Zohar states that if imported goods are successful on the home
market, they may have an opportunity to be integrated into the home repertoire;
Even-Zohar identifies this integration as “transfer” (1997: 359). Looking at translated
Ottoman literature in the late nineteenth century from this perspective, one can
consider such operations as terceme, nakl, taklid, tanzir, iktibas, tahvil, huldsa and
muhavere as sites of import which, as in the case of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s writing

practices, lead to both invention and transfer.

1.2.3. “Culture/Literature Planning” and “ldea-Makers”

The notion of planning seems to be another productive concept which can serve to
explain the intervention of agents who were engaged in the making of the Ottoman
repertoire of culture and literature in the late-nineteenth century. Even-Zohar defines
“culture planning” as a “deliberate act of intervention, either by power holders or by
‘free agents’ into an extant or a crystallizing repertoire” (Even-Zohar 2002b: 45;
1994: 8). His conception of “culture planning” may help us explain certain attempts
by people (whom he identifies as “free agents”, ibid.) but also by institutions, all of
whom were engaged in planning by means of translation. His notion thus draws our
attention to change that may appear in the target culture through planning initiatives
(see also Toury 2002: 151). In relation to “deliberate culture planning and the
creation of new socio-political entities”, Even-Zohar also speaks of certain
individuals, “mostly intellectuals or cultural entrepreneurs, or even makers of life

images through poetry and fiction” as “idea-makers” (Even-Zohar 2004c: 248-249).
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He refers to those individuals or a group of individuals in terms of “produc[ing] ideas
-or at least images- that can be converted to alternative or new options for the

repertoire of culture by which the life of societies is shaped and organized” (ibid.).

Similar to Even-Zohar, Gideon Toury examines translation in relation to the
notion of “planning”. In his view, translation may serve as a means of literature and
culture planning while “planning translation itself [serves] as a carrier of change”
(Toury 2002: 150; see also Paker 2002b: xiv). According to Toury, planning consists
in “any act of (more or less) intervention in a current state of affairs within a social
group” (Toury 2002: 151)."” He considers planning to be associated with “making
decisions for others to follow, whether the impetus for intervening originates within
the group itself or outside of it” (ibid.). Drawing attention to agents as institutions or
individuals that are active in planning, Toury points out that they may prefer
occasionally to “generate texts by translation -and then present them as non-

translated entities (or sometimes the other way around)” (Toury 2002: 159).

The notion of planning, in connection with the notion of agency, opens up a
wider vision of translations in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century. First of
all, it helps us rethink Ottoman culture and literature since the Tanzimat period as the
subject of struggles between different agents. From this perspective, agents may
appear to have adopted innovative or conservative attitudes towards translating from
a ‘foreign’ culture and literature. Secondly, the notion of planning allows us to
consider Ottoman writers as agents with certain policies in generating a new

literature in which translation would introduce new options for renewing Ottoman

' See also Toury in press at http:/spinoza.tau.ac.il/~toury/works.
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repertoires. It can also help us explore the relationships between translations and “the
shaping of culture” (cf. Paker 2002: vii). Moreover, seen in terms of planning,
discourses on cultural and literary import from Europe also reflect overt and covert
planning acts. For instance, the discourse of the “classics debate” of 1897, which will
be taken up in Chapter 3, can also be read in terms of planning efforts in translating
European neo-classical works. The debate makes it clear that certain ‘writer-
translators’ (“free agents”, in Even-Zohar’s words, 2002b: 45), such as Ahmed
Midhat Efendi, offered several options for translating European texts for Ottoman
readers. The “classics debate” of 1897 can thus be regarded as an unofficial site of

literature planning in the late nineteenth century.

1.2.4. Lefevere’s Concept of “Rewriting”

As already seen in this chapter, my discussion of the treatment of translation and
translational practices in literary histories from the Tanzimat period onwards reveals
the significance of André Lefevere’s concept of “rewriting”. By this concept,
Lefevere refers to such practices as “interpretation, criticism, historiography, the
putting together of anthologies” as well as “translation”, each of which is produced
under certain constraints in a given society (Lefevere 1985: 233). Translation in
terms of “rewriting” can be said to change or “manipulate” (Lefevere 1992: 8) or
reinterpret an original text which he defines as “the locus where ideology, poetics,
universe of discourse and language come together, mingle and clash” (Lefevere

1985: 233).% Thus, Lefevere regards translation as representing just one of the forms

% A good example of the rewriting of French history for Ottoman readers in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries may be found in Zafer Toprak’s article (Toprak 2000) “Osmanli’nin Dort
Jeanne D’ Arc’1: ‘Karilarin Sahibkirani Jan Dark’” which also includes Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
contribution.
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in which literary works are rewritten, each of which serves the “survival” of original
texts in some way (Bassnett and Lefevere 1990: 10). However, the findings in the
present research indicate that although Lefevere’s concept of rewriting may be useful
for us in considering the multiple translational practices in the Ottoman literary
tradition (cf. Paker and Toska 1997), the concept does not lend itself to precision in

the study of culture- and time-bound aspects of translation such as terceme, nazire,

taklid, tahvil.

Nevertheless, the following points made by Lefevere shed light on other
aspects of literary rewriting other than translation. According to Lefevere,
“translators, critics, historians, professors [and] journalists” are all regarded as
“rewriters” whose productions “make or break” the original writer or her/his works
(ibid.). It seems clear that rewriting and all its kinds such as “translations, histories,
critical articles, commentaries [and] anthologies” also indicate “anything that
contributes to constructing the ‘image’ of a writer and/or a work of literature” (ibid).
From this perspective, literary historians in the Ottoman and republican periods, as
well as scholars whose discourses were examined in the present thesis, appear as
rewriters since their discourse creates an image of a writer (e.g. Seviik’s and
Tanpinar’s views on Ahmed Midhat Efendi and his translational practice), or an
image of a period, for instance the literary and translational activity in Ottoman

culture from the mid-nineteenth century onwards.

Lefevere thinks of “image” as referring to the projection of a writer and/or
her/his original work that has an effect on readers that can be different from the

original. He writes:
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...for readers who cannot check the translation against the original, the
translation, quite simply, is the original. Rewriters and rewritings project
images of the original work, author, literature, or culture that often impact
many more readers than the original does. Rewriting... shapes the image
and reception of a work, author, literature, society in a culture different from
its culture of origin (Lefevere 1992: 110).

Here Lefevere draws attention to “non-professional”, ordinary readers who do
not read literature as written by its writers, but as rewritten by its rewriters (Lefevere
1992: 7). He claims that such readers are exposed to rewritings since rewriters create
“images of a writer, a work, a period, a genre, sometimes even a whole literature”
(Lefevere 1992: 5). In this sense, Ahmed Midhat Efendi appears as a “rewriter” who
largely shaped the reception of Corneille’s Le Cid that was heavily criticized by
French moralists, leading to polemics between Corneille himself and members of
L’Académie Francaise in the late 1630s. Ahmed Midhat Efendi rewrote Le Cid for
Ottoman readers with an annotated criticism i.e. “Sid’in Intikad1” (The Critique of Le
Cid) which was added to his summary translation (huldsa). In his critique of Le Cid,
particularly of the French Academy (which will be taken up in Chapter 5) Ahmed
Midhat Efendi focused on the debate known as “la querelle du Cid” and set a literary,
historical and cultural context of Le Cid for the Ottoman readers of his own time by
defending Corneille. Thus, in revitalizing the so-called debate in the target context,
i.e. the Ottoman literary system of the late nineteenth century, his intikad (critique)
represents a return to the French past and can well be identified as a rewrite which

manipulated the reception and the image of Corneille and his Le Cid.

Starting from Lefevere’s concept, we as researchers can more easily grasp
how and in what ways translations may introduce new perspectives as well as new

devices and new genre to a culture by way of “rewriting” works of other cultures and
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literatures. In this sense, rewriting may be taken to correspond to Even-Zohar’s idea

of “option”, since it also offers new options for the making of culture repertoires.

1.2.5. Venuti’s Distinction between “Domesticating” and “Foreignizing”
Translations

In his The Translator’s Invisibility: a History of Translation (1995), Lawrence
Venuti speaks of a strategy of domesticating translations by which the translator
produces an “illusion of transparency” i.e. a “fluent translation”, minimizing the
otherness of the foreign texts (Venuti 1995: 21). This strategy and its binary
opposite, foreignizing, have their roots in German philosopher and theologian
Friedrich Schleiermacher’s formulation in which “either the translator leaves the
author in peace, as much as possible, and moves the reader towards him; or he leaves
the reader in peace, as much as possible, and moves the author towards him” (Venuti
1995: 19; 1998: 242). Departing from Schleiermacher’s arguments, Venuti identifies
“domesticating” as a strategy or policy seen in dominant cultures. He states that
determining whether a translation is “domesticating” or “foreignizing” depends
mostly on “the changing hierarchy of values in the target language culture” (Venuti
1998: 243). In Chapter 3, the Ottoman discourse on the selection of European texts
for translation shows that there was a tendency to domesticate in terms of preserving
the moral values of Ottoman society. As will be seen in Chapter 5, an overview of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s strategies also indicates a tendency towards domestication
by reducing the otherness of French cultural/literary characteristics all for the benefit

of the Ottoman readership.
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1.2.6. “Ottoman Interculture” and Translation

In his Method in Translation History (1998), Anthony Pym offers “interculture” as a
hypothetical term, but not a definition, refering to “beliefs and practices found in
intersections or overlaps of cultures, where people combine something of two or
more cultures at once” (Pym 1998: 177; 2000: 2-5). He focuses on “interculturality”
as a significant notion that translation theorists and historians have overlooked in
thinking of translation from the perspective of human translators. Pym argues that
translators do not belong to “one culture only, the target culture” (Pym 1998: 178),
and offers a straightforward hypothesis: “translators are intersections” (Pym 1998:
182). According to Pym, “interculture” is a different concept from “interculturality”
as well as “multiculturality”. By this notion, he foregrounds translators as the core
human agents in translation history affecting social and cultural change within the

overlaps of various cultures.

Based on Pym’s concept of “interculture”, Saliha Paker designates a new
concept i.e. “Ottoman interculture” for questioning translation as terceme and nazire
in Ottoman culture (Paker 2002a). She suggests “Ottoman interculture” as a useful
concept for studying translation practices of the Ottoman “poet-translators” (Paker
2002a) from the thirteenth to the twentieth century. She identifies Ottoman poets as
“the primary agents of Ottoman literary translation and transmission” (Paker 2002a:
120). Her conception of “Ottoman interculture” represents “a hypothetical site where
poet-translators operated in the overlap of Turkish, Persian, and Arabic cultures, an
overlap that should be distinguished from the generally held notion of a ‘common
Islamic culture’ (ibid). She argues that “Ottoman interculture” seems to be an

autonomous literary and cultural system that developed as a result of linguistic and
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cultural hybridization by the sixteenth century. That is why she also attempts to

99 <¢

conceptualize “Ottoman interculture” “as trilingual, tricultural site of operation of
Ottoman poet-translators” (Paker 2002: 137). Departing from her conceptual
framework, we can think of “Ottoman interculture” in the late nineteenth century as a
tetralingual, tetracultural site of operation of Ottoman writer-translators, depending
on translational contact mostly with French culture and literature since the
beginnings of the literary Tanzimat period. Seen in the context of the late nineteenth
century, Paker’s notion of Ottoman interculture can serve as a productive concept for
understanding the culture-specific aspects of Ottoman translation (terceme) practices
in the late nineteenth century. With reference to the “classics debate” of 1897,
participants who were also “professionals” (Pym 2000: 3, 75) as writers, translators,

publishers and journalists can be regarded as agents operating in the tetracultural

space of Ottoman interculture which involved Turkish, Arabic, Persian and French.

1.3. Methodology

This thesis focuses on the concept of translation (ferceme) through an examination of
Ottoman Turkish discourses on literary translation in the late nineteenth century. It
also concentrates on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation of Corneille’s Le
Cid. Hence, my examination will have a special emphasis on tterms, concepts,
definitions and strategies, as well as on culture-specific aspects of Ottoman
translation practices, including those of Ahmed Midhat Efendi. The present study
consists of a study of discourses and translated texts without glossing over the
Ottoman socio-cultural context and its culture-specific aspects. I basically use the
term ‘discourse’ throughout for translated texts, also including ‘“assumed

translations” (Toury 1995), and for secondary texts on translation or statements
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related to translation. Thus I accept that such texts are forms of discourse (Tahir-

Giircaglar 2001: 68).

Studying discourse is also important in terms of contextualization and
conceptualization of translation (terceme) in Ottoman culture. It signifies a kind of
“historicizing” (Hermans 1999: 44) of translation and its “culture-bound and time-
bound” concepts (Paker 2002a). Hence, discourse helps me observe target-cultural
values and beliefs and a certain culture’s way of thinking about translation. It helps
us understand the interaction as well as power relations between cultures. Thus,
studying discourse from a critical perspective enables us to perceive translation as a

social and historical practice.

Discourses to be examined in this thesis include the materials provided by
translated texts, i.e. ‘“textual” materials, and statements on translation, i.e.
“extratextual” materials (Toury 1995: 65). Toury defines extratextual materials as
“semi-theoretical or critical formulations, such as prescriptive ‘theories’ of
translation, statements made by translators, editors, publishers and other persons
involved in or connected with the activity, critical appraisals of individual
translations, or the activity of a translator or ‘school’ of translators, and so forth”
(ibid.). In addition to his notion of “textual” and “extratextual”, Sehnaz Tahir-
Giirgaglar offers a third type of material that can be used in historical translation
research: “paratext” (Tahir-Giirgaglar 2002a: 44; Tahir-Giirgaglar 2001). She
borrows the concept of “paratext” from Gérard Genette, and makes use of it in order
to examine the Turkish system of translated literature between 1923 and 1960. In his
work, Paratexts: Thresholds of Interpretation (1997), Genette had defined “paratext”

as “what enables a text to become a book and to be offered as such to its readers and,
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more generally, to the public” (Genette 1997: 1). It contains “liminal devices and
conventions, both within the book (peritext) and outside it (epitext), that mediate it
for the reader: titles and subtitles, pseudonyms, forewords, dedications, epigraphs,
prefaces, intertitles, notes, epilogues, and afterwords” (Macksey 1997: xviii). Tahir-
Giircaglar examines Genette’s concept of paratext in a critical way, and argues that
thinking translation as paratext in the sense of Genette uses restricts the scope of
current translation studies, and that it may impose prescriptive perspectives (Tahir-
Giirgaglar 2002a: 46). According to her, Genette’s conception of translation as
paratext contradicts “a perspective that regards translation as initiated in the target
culture and intended to satisfy a need there” (ibid). Nevertheless, her analysis reveals
that the concept of paratext provides us with valuable insights in understanding the
production, presentation and reception of translated texts. A critical study of
paratextual elements can help in “bringing to light the divergent concepts and
definitions of translation in a specific period within a culture” (Tahir-Giir¢aglar
2002a: 44). 1 will indeed pay attention to paratextual elements surrounding
translations in the way proposed by Tahir-Gilir¢aglar. In my conceptual framework, I
use paratext as another form of extratextual discourse which covers “presentational
materials accompanying translated texts and the text-specific meta-discourses formed
directly around them” (Tahir-Giir¢aglar 2002a: 44). Paratexts may supply us with
certain frameworks that can be assistance in elaborating not only the terms and/or
concepts of translation (terceme) but also its perception in Ottoman culture. In this
sense, they give us clues about target-cultural values, norms and attitudes by
providing an image of its own text and elucidating “the sociocultural world in which
the texts were produced” (Hermans 2002: 3). Hence paratexts will be subjected to the

same examination as discourses on translation in a given culture. Such a framework
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will help us see certain connections between discourses, translated texts, their

paratextual features, and their textual reception in Ottoman culture.

The textual material covers translated texts as well as assumed translations,
which means texts originating from either an actual or a hypothetical source. In my
case study, I will offer an analysis based on descriptive examination, which will
involve a comparison of a target text with its actual or hypothetical source. I will
attempt to reconstruct the norms observed through textual and extratextual material.
In Chapter 5, I will analyze a summary translation (huldsa) in comparison with its
postulated source text. Through the analysis of a summary translation, we will have
certain insights not only into culture-specific aspects of Ottoman translation practices

but also into the Ottoman conception of translation in the late nineteenth century.

1.4, Summary

In Chapter 1, I have offered a critical review of the major historical studies on
Ottoman translation activity since the Tanzimat period. I examined a number of
sources including literary histories and anthological works which appeared in a
period ranging from 1889 to 1969, as well as some modern scholarly research on
Ottoman translation activity. Though the literary historians worked generally on the
same historical data, I looked at their works within two main periods because their
emphases on translation phenomena vary in certain ways. In the first period,
including the years between 1889 and 1920, literary historians dealt with both
Ottoman literary and translation history and associated fundamentally in the problem
of periodizing Ottoman literature. Translation in their discourse was concerned with

innovation, hence appeared as a significant socio-cultural phenomenon in Ottoman
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culture in the late nineteenth century. I also examined other works in the second
period extending from the 1920s up to the 1960s that provide data for the modern
Turkish representation of late Ottoman translation activity. These works emphasized
the role of translations, especially from French culture and literature, in the making
of modern Turkish culture, literature and language. They constituted more or less
histories of translation as well as lists and catalogues. Historical studies in this period
generally reviewed translation/s within a polarized dichotomy and studied Ottoman
translation activity in relation to a restricted definition of translation. Hence they paid

little attention to translation and translation-bound concepts in Ottoman culture.

Chapter 1 has also outlined the theoretical framework as well as the essential
hypothesis of the thesis. It examined the discourses of the literary historians and
pinpointed late nineteenth century aspects of translation with respect to the context,
concept and definitions of translation. It highlighted the usefulness of Gideon
Toury’s notion of assumed translation in the study of translation/s and translation-
bound concepts in Ottoman culture. This notion provides a conceptual framework for
the investigation of texts which have been identified as translations as well as texts
which have been assumed to be translations. Thus, not only translation but also
concepts related to it are included within the field of inquiry. In this way it helps to
challenge restrictive views that may arise from prescriptive approaches to translation
and to reconstruct translation without overlooking certain concepts and definitions
formed around translation. In this chapter, the salience to the subject under
consideration has also been shown of Itamar Even-Zohar’s concept of culture
repertoire, import and transfer in that they help us to explore how new options are

imported into the home repertoire in a process of Ottoman cultural and literary
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Tanzimat (re-organization). In a similar vein, Itamar Even-Zohar’s concepts of
planning and idea makers, as well as Gideon Toury’s views on culture planning can
help us analyze overt or covert initiatives of the agents, which may be observed in
the official and private spheres in Ottoman culture. Additionally, André Lefevere’s
concept of rewriting has been to open up a wider vision, whereby translation and its
culture-specific practices can be conceived in terms of manipulating original texts
and text production. Lawrence Venuti’s concept of domestication also serves the
exploration of certain translation procedures. Saliha Paker’s concept of Ottoman
interculture has also been mentioned since it allows us to examine the activities of
the human elements operating in the overlap of a tetralingual and tetracultural site in

Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century.

Chapter 2 will focus on terms and/or concepts of translation through a survey
from the pre-Ottoman to Ottoman periods. It will also examine the late nineteenth

century definition of translation (terceme) in Ottoman Turkish lexicons.



108

Chapter 2

A Historical Overview:
Turkish Terms/Concepts for “Translation” from the Pre-
Ottoman to Ottoman Periods

This chapter offers a brief historical overview of the pre-Ottoman and Ottoman
periods in order to explore and provide a /exicon of Turkish terms/concepts for
translation. This will serve as a small-scale genealogy as well as a background for
observing multiple translational practices in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth
century. My argument in this chapter is that Turkish terms/concepts of translation are
various and that translation in Ottoman culture should be considered within a broad
scale without excluding its heterogeneity and culture-specific aspects and practices.
This argument will entail, in retrospect, a wide-ranging perspective in identifying a

variety of ferceme practices.

The materials used in this chapter come from several sources. I will use
primary materials such as literary and non-literary works in both Old Anatolian and
Ottoman Turkish which I acsess through their scholarly editions. I will also have
recourse to secondary sources such as articles and books, which provide invaluable
research on pre-Ottoman and Ottoman texts. As will be seen below, I will examine
the paratextual data in several romance narratives, i.e. mesnevi, focusing particularly
on their parts titled sebeb-i telif (purpose in writing), sebeb-i tasnif (purpose in re-
arranging/compiling), sebeb-i terceme (purpose in translating), dibace (introduction)

and hatime (conclusion). I will also refer to several Ottoman Turkish dictionaries as
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well as glossaries translated from Arabic such as Mehmed Vani Efendi’s Vankulu
Liigati (Vankulu’s Dictionary) of the late-sixteenth century, which was translated
from Cevheri’s El-Sihah and first published by Ibrahim Miiteferrika in 1728, and
Miitercim Asim’s El-Okyaniis (1817-1818) which was translated from Firuzabadi’s
Kdamiis el-muhit of the early fifteenth century. I will also review the data in Mecmua-i
Lisan (Language Magazine) which was a magazine published in 46 issues between

1896 and 1898.

In this chapter, I first focus on translational terms/concepts in east Turkic or
Old Turkic, particularly on Uyghur Turkish, which was recorded in runiform script
and documented in manuscripts of frequently religious character produced in central
Asia. Then I will examine those in west Turkic (Oghuz Turkish), i.e. Old Anatolian
Turkish, which evolved later into Ottoman Turkish in Asia Minor. Finally, I will
analyze the late nineteenth century definitions of translation in Ottoman Turkish
lexicons. Examining lexicons will give us certain clues in understanding the Ottoman

conception of translation (terceme).

2.1. Identifying Translation in East Turkic: Uyghur Turkish

The genealogy of the terms and/or concepts relating to translation in Turkish has
been traced back to the Old Turkic literature produced in central Asia, especially to
classical Uyghur literature, which appeared between the eighth and the thirteenth
centuries. This is not to say that Turkish literature in central Asia starts with the
Uyghurs. Formerly, there were the Koktirks who ruled in the sixth to eighth

centuries in central Mongolia. They produced some of the earliest written examples
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of Turkic language, such as the Orkhon inscriptions erected in honor of several rulers

and dignitaries of the Koktiirk state.

The Uyghurs, who defeated the Koktiirk dynasty in the Orkhon region in 744,
migrated to Tarim and Turfan (eastern Turkistan, Besbalik and Kog¢o) in 850 in
response to Kirghiz pressure, and they ruled there up to the early-thirteenth century
(Banarli [1948]1987-1: 75; Caferoglu 1993: iii; Olmez 1997: 240). The Tarim and
Turfan region, which was multicultural and multilingual, also hosted various
religions such as Buddhism, Manichaeism and Christianity. Hence the Uyghurs
gradually produced their own literature via translations especially from Buddhist and
Manichaean texts which appeared in Sanskrit, Tohar, Sogud, Chinese and Tibetian.
This shows that classical Uyghur literature was fundamentally shaped by translation

(Tekin 1995: 2-5; Olmez 1997: 240).

2.1.1. Translation as Evirmek, Yaratmak, Aktarmak, Ceviirmek, Dondermek

In his paper “Eski Tiirklerde Terciime Faaliyetleri”' (Translation Activity in Ancient
Turkish Society”) Sinasi Tekin identifies Maytrisimit Kériing Nom Bitig (A Book for
Spectacles Named Maytrisimit) as the first translation into Uyghur Turkish (Tekin
1995: 5). It was translated by Pratnaraksiti Acgari from Tohar, the mediating language
into which the original Sanskrit text was rendered, probably during the first centuries
of the Christian era (ibid). As noted, Maytrisimit was a ¢atik i.e. a literary genre in
Buddhist Uyghur prose which included religious stories on Buddha’s life (cf. Jataka

in Sanskrit in Caferoglu 1993: 40). What is significant about Tekin’s paper (1995) is

! Inaugural paper presented in the Ph.D. seminars arranged by Saliha Paker in 1995 on “History of
Translation in Ottoman/Turkish Society”, Department of Translation and Interpreting, Bogazigi
University (unpublished).
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that he draws our attention to a brief note in the ‘kefebe record’” in which one can
find certain clues related to the terms and/or concepts associated with the act of

translation:

Aryacintri Bodhisattva Ksi Acar1 created it in Tohri from the Indian
language, and Pratnaraksiti Acari translated it into Turkish from Tohri
language (Tekin 1995).

[Aryagintri Bodhisattva Ksi Acar1, Enetkek tilintin Tohri tilince yaratmas,
Pratnaraksiti Acari Tohri tilintin Tiirk tilince evirmis (Tekin 1995).]

This paratextual datum based on the discourse of the kefebe record reveals
that there were at least two verbs representing the act of translation in Uyghur
Turkish: yaratmak (to create; to adapt) and evirmek (to translate). In his An
Etymological Dictionary of Pre-Thirteenth-Century Turkish, Sir Gerard Clauson
defines yaratmak as “to make or find suitable, convenient..., to adapt or to approve,
agree with something” in Old Turkish (Clauson 1972: 959). Thus it seems that the
ketebe record tended to perceive Kisi Acari’s version to be something like an
‘adaptation” in the Tohri language. Similarly, Clauson identifies evirmek as

representing the act of translation by giving the following textual example:

“enetkek tilintin tavgag tilinga evirmis” (“s/he translated from Sanskrit into
Chinese”) (Clauson 1972: 14).

Clauson states that evirmek was “basically to turn... to overturn ... and in the
early period, to translate (something from one language into another)” (ibid).

Clauson also points to the use of evirmek as a synonym for agtarmak/axtarmak as

Ketebe records may provide information about the writer, the translator and the scribe of an original
as well as a translated work. They may also give information about when, where and under which
conditions and whose patronage a work was written or copied.
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well as for ¢eviirmek and teviirmek in Uyghur Turkish (ibid). In the light of the
following example, he indicates that the extended meaning of agtarmak/axtarmak

corresponds to “to translate (a book etc.) from (one language) into another”:

“tavgac tilintin ikileyu tiirk tilinca axtarmis” (“in the second place translated
it from Chinese into Turkish’) (Clauson 1972: 81).

In Clauson’s etymological dictionary, we find yet another verb corresponding
to “translation” in pre-thirteenth-century Turkish: ténder-[mek] (donder-mek), which
means “to turn (something) over, to invert and the like” (Clauson 1972: 518). It
should be noted that from the thirteenth century onwards we also frequently meet the

verb donder-mek in west Turkic in Asia Minor i.e. in Old Anatolian Turkish.

In his Eski Uygur Tiirk¢esi Sozliigii (Old Uyghur Turkish Dictionary), Ahmet
Caferoglu identifies 7500 items used in old Uyghur Turkish. Among these, Caferoglu
(1993: vi) defines aktarmak as “donmek, ¢evrilmek, aktarmak, ¢evirmek, terciime
etmek”, unfortunately without providing any textual examples (Caferoglu 1993: 6).
However, parallel to Clauson (1972), he defines dvirmdk as “evirmek, ¢evirmek,

terciime etmek, bir dilden baska dile ge¢irmek™ (Caferoglu 1993: 52).

Consequently, the data above show that in Old Turkic i.e. in Uyghur Turkish,
verbs such as evirmek, yaratmak, ¢evirmek, aktarmak and dondermek were used to

denote the act of translation.
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2.2. Identifying “Translation” in West Turkic: Old Anatolian Turkish and
What Followed

In the eleventh century, the Turkish language was introduced into Asia Minor
(Anatolia or diyar-1 Rum) by the Turks, especially the Oguz Turks who had formerly
embraced Islam and learned its essence orally from the educated Muslim
missionaries who were active in the Turkistan and Horasan region. In great numbers,
Turks gradually moved to Asia Minor through Iran away from the Mongol invasion
in central Asia. By the end of the eleventh century they had established the Seljuk

sultanate of Anatolia in Konya, the capital city (Tekin 2000: 151).

Surveying west Turkic culture, language and literature, the Seljuk sultanate
adapted Iranian literary models and used Persian not only as the official language but
also as the language of education (Levend [1949]1972: 7; Paker 1998: 571).
However, it was Oguzca, the western dialect of the Turkic languages, which
remained spoken in the public sphere by administrators for the purpose of daily
communication. Adopting Annie Brisset’s general definition of “vernacular”, we
may regard Oguzca as the “vernacular language, which is local, spoken
spontaneously ... and the only language that can be considered to be the native
language” (Brisset 2000: 345). On the other hand, Arabic was used commonly in the
production of religious texts. It should also be borne in mind that the Muslim Turks

in Anatolia had already started to use the Arabic script in their writing system.’

3 The Turks of Asia Minor adopted a spelling system based fundamentally on Qur’anic orthography
whereas in Karakhanid Turkish Arabic was adapted to Uyghur orthography (Tekin 2000: 166). In
Turkish cultural, linguistic and literary history, Karakhanid Turkish is important because, when it
developed in the eleventh century in central Asia, it was the first Islamic Turkish literary language to
be written in Arabic script.
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As 1s well known, after the Seljuk sultanate of Anatolia was vanquished by
the Mongol invasion which continued throughout the thirteenth century, there
emerged various Anatolian principalities (Anadolu Beylikleri) that were offshoots of
the Seljuk sultanate. But in the time of these principalities, known in scholarly
discourse as the pre-Ottoman period, Turkish gained importance as a literary
language (Kopriilii [1966] 1999: 274-275). There were certain principalities such as
the Germiyanoglu and the Aydinoglu promoting translations into Turkish from
Persian and Arabic which had “already established their respective canons of written
literature” (Paker and Toska 1997: 80) (Tekin 2002: 497; Kut 1998: 21-22; 1994:
127-131; Korkmaz 1973: 57-66). It is significant that many of the translations
produced in the pre-Ottoman period were on Islamic history, mythology and
mysticism, as well as the first interlinear translation of the Qur’an.* In this period, we
observe that Turkish renderings helped to form a vernacular literature and thus
served public education (Kut 1998: 21-22; Tekin 2000: 152; Toska 2002: 58; Tekin
2002: 497-498), as well as aiding the Turkish ruling families who did not know
Persian and Arabic. Further detailed studies on this particular period could reveal that

a “young” (Even-Zohar: 1990c: 47) literary system was in the process of formation.

In the literature, it is generally accepted that Old Anatolian Turkish had two
essential periods with respect to its historical-linguistic aspects: the first period
covered Turkish from the eleventh to the late-thirteenth century, in other words,
Turkish in the Seljuk sultanate of Anatolia. The latter period, which extended from

the late-thirteenth to the mid-fifteenth century, included Turkish practiced during the

* For Qur’an translations into old Anatolian Turkish, see Esra Karabacak (1994): Old Turkish and
Persian Inter-linear Qur’an Translations II: An Inter-linear Translation of the Qur’an into Old
Anatolian Turkish, published at Harvard University, Department of Near Eastern Languages and
Civilizations, 1994.
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time of the Anatolian principalities (Korkmaz 1973: 57-66). Anatolian Turkish in the
first period had eastern aspects, which derived not only from Khwarezm Turkish (i.e.
a transitional dialect between Karakhanid and Chaghatay), but also from Karakhanid
Turkish, in which the first literary examples of Turco-Islamic culture appeared from
the eleventh century on (Kd&priilii [1966] 1999: 179-203). But the eastern aspects in
Old Anatolian Turkish would gradually be lost in the first decades of the fourteenth
century (Korkmaz 1973: 57-66). Moreover, modern literary historians generally
agree that the second period signifies the beginnings of literary writing in west
Turkic, i.e. Oguzca (Koprili [1966] 1999: 349-353; Tekin 2000: 152; Tekin 2002:

497-506).

At this point, I would like to draw attention to certain facts which seem to be
significant in terms of translation phenomena. First, in the pre-Ottoman formative
period, it becomes possible to observe not only inter-lingual translations from
Persian and Arabic but also intra-vernacular translations from other Turkic
languages into west Turkic (Tekin 2000: 153). This subject will be discussed in
section 2.2.3 in connection with the concept of tasnif (re-arrangement). Secondly,
there appear translational terms and/or concepts not only of Turkish origin but also of
Arabic origin. In the following section, I will focus on the conceptual aspects of
translation that we observe in intra- and inter-lingual translations produced in the
pre-Ottoman and Ottoman periods in Anatolia. Then I will explore terms/concepts of
Turkish and Arabic origin that represent the act of translation. This will help us see

the evolution of Turkish terms and/or concepts in Anatolia.

In the following section, I will propose a lexicon of terms/concepts of Turkish

and Arabic origin that represent the act of translation.



116

2.2.1. Translation as Dondermek (14", 15™ and 16™ Centuries)

Taniklarwla Tarama Sozliigii (Concordance with Examples) sheds light on certain
words of Turkish origin that are associated with translation from the thirteenth
century onwards.” Taniklaryla Tarama Sozhigii provides items with examples
compilied from various historical-literary texts produced in Old Anatolian Turkish.

Examples of the use of déndermek include:

Its translation from Arabic into Turkish was done in the sign of the prophet.
[“...Arabiden Tiirkiye dondermeklik (S« xis) Restl Aleyhisselamin
isaretiyle olundu”] from Cevahirii’l-Ahbar (15™ -16™ century) in (1965, vol.
2, pp.1238).

Let me translate the book from Arabic into Turkish. [“..kitabin Tazi
dilinden Tiirk diline dondiirem (s,%2)”] from Kisas-1 Enbiya (14" century)
in (1965, vol. 1, pp.1238).

Let me translate the book from Arabic into Turkish. [“...bu kitab1 Arap
dilinden Tirk diline dondiirem (pus253)”] from Miftahii’l-Cenne (15th
century) in (1965, vol. 1, pp.1238).

After 1 translated Kisas-il-Enbiya from Arabic into Turkish, it was
suggested that I, a humble man, translate Tezkiret-iil-Evliya from Persian
into Turkish. [“Kisas-il-Enbiya kitabin Arap dilinden Tirki diline
dondiirdiigiimden (o282 53) sonra ben zaife isaret olundu kim Tezkiret-
iil-Evliya kitabin dahi Farisi dilinden Tiirkiye dondiirdiim (a2,%3)”] from
Tezkiretii'I-Evliya Terciimesi (14" century) in (1965, vol. 1, pp.1238).

I changed its appearance. [“..anin suretini dondiirdiim (p20%2)” from
Miizekki 'n-Niifus (15" century) in (1965, vol. 1, pp.1238).]

> This dictionary has several editions which were published as extended versions of the former
dictionary proposed in 1943-1957 by the Turkish Language Association.
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In the above data, which were taken from the paratexts of religious and
mystical prose-translations, we observe the Turkish verb dondermek/dondiirmek as
signifying the act of translation in particular. In the excerpt from Cevahirii’l-Ahbar,
we also find such a term as dondermeklik (translating or translation) as representing a

noun derivation of the verb dondermek (to translate).

2.2.2. Translation as Nakl, Terceme/Terciime (14th and 15" Centuries)

In Turkish literary texts, there are also terms and/or concepts of Arabic origin
associated with translation. In this section, I will present two examples. Let me first
examine one of the fourteenth century translations, known as Marzubdan-ndme
Terciimesi (Translation of Marzubdan-ndme). This was a book of advice/mirror for
princes (nasihatndme) translated by Seyhoglu Mustafa from Persian into Old
Anatolian Turkish in the principality of Germiyanoglu (Korkmaz 1973: 69). The
Turkish version was translated from a Persian source which itself was an abridged
translation of an assumed source text which appeared in Old Persian in the eleventh
century (Korkmaz 1973: 67). The following is an excerpt from the translator’s

“purpose in writing”:

I have never seen a better book than this one in Persian, which was prepared
for princes. Kelile is forever a famous and ancient work, but there is much
benefit in this book. Its meaning is deep, and therefore of less use for
ordinary people. This humble man did not find it suitable to deprive princes
of such great benefits. Although it was difficult, I conveyed it into the
Turkish language so as to make all of its benefits accessible to princes
(quoted from Korkmaz 1973: 71; this is from the paratext of another
manuscript burned during the World War II, pp. 75).

[Parsi kitablardan ki padisahlar iciin idiib-dururlar ve bu kitdbdan yig kitab
gormediim. Her c¢end Kelile meshir ve mukaddemdiir, likin himmet ve
fd’ide bunda artukdur; amma ibaret derin, degme kisi andan fa’ide dutmaz,
pes bu za’if reva gormediim kim bu nazani (?) fd’idelerden bu zemane
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pazisahlart mahrim kala. Pes ol miiskilliginden Tiirki diline nakl eylediim ki
fa’idesi diikeline irise (quoted from Korkmaz 1973: 71; this is from the
paratext of another manuscript burned during the World War II, pp. 75).]

The above quotation reveals that some Persian sources had served as ‘mirror
for princes’ in the Turkish cultural system and hence they were chosen for translating
into Turkish. As mentioned in the paratext, we see that when Marzubdn-name was
translated in the fourteenth century, there were already in circulation terms of Arabic
origin which were attached to Turkish verbs, for instance “nakl eylemek” (to

convey).

Let me also take a look at a translation by Muhammed b. Mahmid-1 Sirvani,
a famous physician and translator of the early-fifteenth century. His prose translation
from the Arabic, known as Tarih-i Ibn-i Kesir Terciimesi (Translation of Ibn-i
Kesir’s History) from the Ibn-i Kesir’s El-Biddye ve'n-Nihdye fi't-Tarih (14"
century), illuminates one of the terms ond/or concepts of translation circulated in
fifteenth-century Turkish prose. The following is an excerpt from the translator’s

introduction:

With all his [Sultan Mahmud II] mercy and compassion, he commanded
[me] to translate it into the Turkish language... Obeying his honoured
order, [ translated it with expressions as clearly and comprehensibly as
possible (quoted from Yelten 1998: 125) (my italics).

[Lakin merhamet-i ‘ammesinden ve safakat-1 samilesinden emr itdi kim
Tiirki diline terciime olina... Pes emr-i serife imtisal idiip miimkin oldukca
ahzar-1 ‘ibdrat-ila terciime olundi (quoted from Yelten 1998: 125) (my
italics).]

The quotation makes it explicit that Sultan Murad II was obviously offering
“patronage” (Lefevere 1992: 15) and had actually commissioned Sirvani, the

translator, to produce a clear and accessible translation in Turkish (see Yelten 1998:
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12). Here it is also implied that there was a need for such a translation from an
historical source. In this early fifteenth century text, we find the verb of Arabic origin

“terciime olunmak” to denote the act of translation.

2.2.3. Translation as Tasnif (Re-arrangement/Compilation or Rewriting) (14™
and 15™ Centuries)

To examine translation as tasnif (re-arrangement/compilation), I take as my point of
departure the first intra-vernacular translation i.e. Kitab-1 Giizide (The Distinguished
Book) also known as Giizide, Giizide Kitabi or Akaid-i Islam. This was translated in
the fourteenth century by Mehemmed bin Bali into Old Anatolian Turkish from Ebu
Nasr bin Tahir bin Muhammed Serahsi’s book titled Giizide in Khwarezm Turkish
and served as a significant book of Islamic catechism (Tekin 2000: 168). The

following is an excerpt from the translator’s introduction:

I translated it from faulty expressions into clear, fluent and bright Turkish...
I hope that the person who arranged this work and changed its expressions
is not forgotten, and that people who read it find the right way (quoted from
Tekin 2000: 167).

[Sakim ibaretlerden sarih ve fasih ve rlsen tirkiceye donderdiim... imiddir
kim tasnif ideni ve bu ibareti tagyir ideni unutmayalar kim mutalaasindan
hidayet ve keramet bulalar (quoted from Tekin 2000: 167).]

The quotation above implies first that there was a need to translate
(dondermek) from a vernacular: from the eastern into the western dialect of Turkish.
In addition to the historical-philological significance of this work for Turkish
Studies, we find an important statement by the translator, which draws our attention
to the connection he made between translating (déndermek) and re-arranging (tasnif

itmek).
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It is obvious that Mehemmed bin Bali not only used the verb “to translate”
(dondermek) but also identified himself as a person who arranged (fasnif iden) and
changed (tagyir iden) the text. On the basis of these data, we may conclude that in
pre-Ottoman literature one could combine three operations in rendering a source text:
translating (dondiirmek) the source text as well as arranging (tasnif itmek) the

version and changing (tagyir itmek) the words of the original.

According to the findings of Yavuz (1991) and Ozkan (1993), the verb “tasnif
itmek” (to arrange) represented the act of writing an “original book™ in Turkish in the
late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. But on the basis of the above excerpt, I
would claim that “tasnif itmek” is also a term associated with re-arrangement and/or
re-writing of a source text through translating. Therefore I consider tasnif to be a
culture-specific concept of translation (dondermek) in the late fourteenth and early

fifteenth centuries.

To support my argument, I would like to examine interlingual translations as
well. Let me review one of the early-fifteenth century translations known as Giilistan
Terciimesi (Translation of Giilistan), which was regarded as the first known Giilistan
translation in Turkish in Anatolia (Ozkan 1993: 3). It was translated by Mahmid bin
Kadi-i Manyas in 1433 from the Giilistan (The Rose Garden) of Sa’di, the famous
thirteenth century Persian poet (Celebioglu 1999: 150). The script of the target text
was vocalized and bore the orthographical features of Arabic and Persian as well as
Uyghur Turkish (Ozkan 1993: viii). But what is significant in Many4s’s version,
which was described as “muhtasar terciime” (abridged translation) by Ozkan (1993:

viii, 3, 11-16) and as “muhtasar ¢eviri” (abridged translation) by Biiylikkarci-Y1lmaz
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(2001: 15), is that we observe clear-cut references to the relationship between

arranging (fasnif) and translating (terceme).

The paratextual information in Manyas’s text reveals that he aimed at
arranging (tasnif) a book. But his usage of the word “giilistan” seems to point not
only to the source text, i.e. Sa’di’s Giilistan, but also to giilistan, i.e. a rose garden
which Manyas wished to arrange. Manyas stated that he made use of Guilistan by
Sa’di, his master, and translated eight chapters from Sa’di’s cannonical work into

prose. The following is an excerpt from the translator’s “purpose in writing””:

Let me arrange a Giilistan [a rose garden] in which the autumn wind does
not scatter leaves of the roses and time does not change its spring festivity
(see 4a-7 in Ozkan 1993)... 1 thought of translating as they were the
couplets [of the original], all of which were constructed on the basis of each
story [in the book] by the master Sadi. But I saw that the Turkish language
was crude and inappropriate for translating the Persian couplets. Then I
found it suitable to translate them as prose (see 5b-8 in Ozkan 1993) (my
italics).

[..bir Gillistan tasnif idem ki, bad-1 hazdn anun varakina el uzatmaya ve
gerdis-i zamane anun ‘1ys-1 rebi’in miibeddel kilmaya (see 4a-7 in Ozkan
1993)... Beytler ki her hikayetiin miinasebeti-le Hoca Sa’di getiirmisdiir,
fikr itdiim ki ber vech-ile terciime idem. Gordiim ki Tiirki dili galiz dildiir,
ebyat-1 ‘Acem katinda barid diiser, nesr vechi-le fterciime kilmagi evli
gordiim (see 5b-8 in Ozkan 1993) (my italics).]

The above data indicates first that Manyas perceived the Turkish of his time
as inadequate for translating (terciime itmek) from Persian into Turkish. That seems
to be the reason why he preferred to produce a prose (nesr) translation. Secondly,
Manyas seems to consider fasnif and terceme related acts: (“Let me arrange a book,
i.e. Giilistan™) (“Bir Giilistan tasnif idem ki) (ibid). At this point, it becomes fairly
clear that translation (terciime) appeared to be a practice associated with arranging

(tasnif) or, in reverse, arranging (tasnif) seems to be associated with translation
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(terciime). It is also significant that in this quotation we find such verbs as “ferciime

itmek” or “terciime kilmak” (to translate) used in early fifteenth century Turkish.

Let me examine another example, namely one of the late-fourteenth century
books of political advice (siydsetname) known as Kenzii’'l-Kiibera ve Mehekkii’l-
Ulema (A Treasury of the Greatest and the Measure of Learnedness) by Seyhoglu
Mustafa, poet and translator. The following is an excerpt from the translator’s

“purpose in writing”:

People who read this book should know that it was written in Turkish and
arranged in a strange way. People who love knowledge... should never
look at this work with any sense of repulsion (Yavuz 1991: 150) (my
italics).

[Miitdla’a kilanlar bileler ki bu kitdb eger¢i Tiirk Dili’nce fe ‘lifdiir ve illa
garib fasnifdiir. Zinhar ma‘rifet ‘asiklari... bu surete ikrdh-i1la nazar
birakmayalar (Yavuz 1991: 150) (my italics).]

In the statement of purpose, Seyhoglu identifies his text as an indigenous
(telif) and a strange arrangement/compilation (tasnif) in Turkish. We observe that, in
this case, tasnif emerges as representing writing or arranging or compiling an
indigenous book. However it is important that some scholars draw attention to the
translational relationship between Seyhoglu’s text and a Persian source. Mustafa
Cetin Varlik (1979) identifies this work as a translation (terciime) from the
Necmeddin-i Razi’s Persian original Mirsddii’l-Ibad (1230-1231) (Varlik 1979: 547).
Similarly, Orhan Saik Gokyay (1979) emphasizes that there was a translational
relationship between Seyhoglu’s Kenzii’l-Kiiberd... and Mirsadii’l-Ibdad (Gokyay
1979: 37-51). Yavuz also states that Seyhoglu made use of Razi’s work as a model

but suggests that Seyhoglu’s work needs to be considered indigenous (Yavuz 1991:
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11). In the paratextual discourse, it is interesting to find some clues to a possible
source text (“assumed translation”, Toury 1995: 35); for instance, Seyhoglu
identifies his text as “dressed” in Turkish, which implies a text in another language
that might have served as a source for his Turkish version (“Ebyéattan ve eg’ardan
ma’ni takazasinca yirlii yirine yitirdiim ve ebyattan sol ki bu za’if ingdsindandur sade
yazdum; ol ki ayruk iistdzlarundur adi-y-ila zikr itdiim... Garaz hiibun cemalidiir

A

kemali / Gerek Tiirki tonansun ger Mogali”’) (Yavuz 1991: 39) (my italics).

One of the early-fifteenth century works by Muhammed b. Mahmid-1
Sirvani, known as Cevher-name (The Book of Jewels), also draws our attention to
translational behaviour in Turkish at that time. Even though it was presented as an
original work (see Argunsah 1999), Cevher-name appears to be a translation. In the
introduction, Sirvani expresses his purpose. Timurtagoglu Umur Bey had
commissioned him to translate (dondiirmek) into Turkish an Arabic book on valuable
jewels, i.e. Ezharii’l-efkar by Yusuf b. Ahmed-i Tifasi (d. 1253), a thirteenth century

Arabic thinker and critic. The following is an excerpt from Sirvani’s introduction:

I have an Arabic book on jewels. I wish you to translate this book into
Turkish for us (quoted from Argunsah 1999: 13).

[Bende bir ‘arabi cevher-name-1 kitab vardur, dileriiz sizden o/ kitabi biziim-
ictin tiirkiye dondiiresiz” (quoted in Argunsah 1999: 13).]

Here we see again “tiirkiye dondiirmek” as representing “to translate into
Turkish”. However, when the paratextual data are examined, we encounter some
problematic issues. Sirvani states that he intended to write (yazmak) a book. But he

also mentions that he omitted some parts -implying the existence of a source text-
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and added some elements to his version which he took from other books he found

useful:

I attempted many times to write a book like this one but stopped. I omitted
certain repetitions and useless stories, all of which existed in the original.
Instead, I added various fine and useful stories that I took from canonical
works (quoted in Argunsah 1999: 13-14).

[Bir ka¢ kerre bunun bigi kitdb yazmaga ikdam itdiim, yine ‘avariz mani’
oldu. Likin ol tatvilat ve tekrarlar ve fayidesiiz hikayetler kim asilda var-1ds,
cemi’sin tarh idiip giderdiim, yirine mu’teber kitablardan ve bu kitdbumuza
enva’-1 fevayide ve letdyif derc itdiim (quoted in Argunsah 1999: 13-14).]

This indicates that Sirvani’s work has certain translational relationships with
his implied sources. For conclusive results, of course, a comparative analysis would
need to be made between target and source at the textual level. However, what is
significant in Sirvani’s discourse is that he notes that he aimed at writing a book
similar to those in Arabic and made use of those works in producing his version [(“I
attempted several times to write a book like this” (“Bir ka¢ kerre bunun bigi kitab
yazmaga ikdam itdiim”)]. At this point, the following questions can be asked: How
do we categorize Sirvani’s version? Do we consider it to be an indigenous or
translated work? Sirvani’s interventions in his source texts for the purpose of writing,
re-arranging or compiling his version, such as omissions or additions, indicate that
tasnif appears as a translation-related form of text production. Thus, tasnif needs to
be considered as a practice of structural change in rendering the source text and
multiplicity in thematic import. In view not only of Giizide but also of the other
excerpts presented above, I would claim that re-arrangement/compilation (fasnif) was
conceptually related to translation (dondermek, terciime/terceme itmek) and thus
constituted as a culture-specific concept of translation practice in the late fourteenth

and early fifteenth centuries.
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2.2.4. Translation as Turkifying in Verse Narratives

As discussed in section 2.2.1, Taniklariyla Tarama Sozliigii offers us the verb
“dondermek” as representing “to translate” in the pre-Ottoman period. However, we
can also find certain terms and concepts, as well as definitions of translation, which
are unavailable in such lexicons. That is why in the following section I would like to

examine the paratextual material of some verse romance narratives, i.e. mesnevi.

Mesnevi, of Arabic origin, represents either a form or a genre of romance
narrative written in rhymed couplets (beyit) (see Ates 1993: 127-133; Unver 1986:
430-563). It appeared in Anatolia from the beginning of literary writing there in the
late-thirteenth century. As a convention, the mesnevi also consists of several
paratextual sections titled sebeb-i telif (purpose in writing) or sebeb-i tasnif (purpose
in re-arranging/compiling) or sebeb-i terceme (purpose in translation), and dibace
(introduction) and hatime (conclusion). In these sections, “poet-translators” (Paker
2002a) express their purpose in writing or translating and also provide information
about their ways of story-telling or translating. Thus, the paratexual sections of
mesnevis supply us with important data regarding the cultural functions and poetic
aspects of the text. They also inform us about the biographies of “poet-translators™ as
well as the patrons and cultural/literary/religious communities with which they were

associated.

2.2.4.1. Translation as Nazm nakl eylemek (To convey in verse), Be-tazmin
getiirmek (To take/appropriate from), Miitercem itmek (To translate) (14™ and
15™ Centuries)

Now I will first briefly examine three mesnevis: Hursid-name by Seyhoglu Mustafa

(1387), Cemsid i Hursid by Ahmedi (1403) and Cemsid ii Hursid by Cem Sultan
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(1478).° The paratextual information presented below indicates that “poet-
translators”’ referred as their sources to a fourteenth-century Persian poet, Selman
Saveci and his mesnevi of Cemsid ii Hursid written in 1369 (Emini: 1998: 77). The
tables below show the Turkish verbs on translation extracted from the paratexts of
the poet-translators, in particular from the poet-translators’ “purpose in writing” and

“conclusion” sections:

Hursid-name by Seyhoglu Mustafa (SM), 14™ century (in Ayan 1979)

Example I: from “Der Sifat-1 Nazm-1 Kitab ve Ahval-i Nazm” (Aspects in versifying the book)

Ki Tiirki nazm idem bir hos hikdyet [couplet no. 347]
(So that I may versify a fine story in Turkish)

Verb: Tiirki nazm etmek (to versify in Turkish)
Example II: from “Der Sifat-1 Nazm-1 Kitab ve Ahval-i Nazm” (Aspects in versifying the book)

Hak adiyle bu nazmi eylediim nakl [couplet no. 369]
(For the sake of God, I conveyed this verse)

Verb: nazmi nakl eylemek (to convey the verse)

Cemsid ii Hursid by Ahmedi (A), 15™ century (in Akalin 1975)

Example I: from “Der Sebeb-i Telif ve Nazm-1 Kitab-1 Cemsid ti Hursid” (Purpose in writing
and versifying Cemsid ii Hursid)

Bu dilce eyidesin (ani) Cemgid [couplet no. 391]

(So that you may tell the [story of] Cemsid in this Turkish language)

Verb: [Tiirkice] eyitmek (to tell in Turkish)
Example II: from “Hatime-i Kitab” (Conclusion of the book)

Getiirdiim ani burada be-tazmin [couplet no. 4761]
(I took/appropriated it [the source])

Verb: be-tazmin getiirmek (to take/appropriate from)

% My examination goes back to Zehra Toska’s M.A. course I attended in 2001 at Bogazigi University
Department of Turkish Language and Literature. This course was arranged as part of a research
project she coordinated under the title Early Ottoman Translations and Their Functions in the
Formation of Ottoman Literary Models and was supported by the Bogazici University Research Fund
between 1999 and 2001.

7 In Paker (2002a), “poet-translators” are examined as agents in “Ottoman interculture”, which is
defined by Paker as a “hypothetical site where poet-translators operated in the overlap of Turkish,
Persian, and Arabic cultures, an overlap that should be distinguished from the generally held notion of
a ‘common Islamic culture’” (Paker 2002a: 120). It is significant that Paker interprets the concept of
“interculture” in terms of a systemic entity.



127

Cemsid ii Hursid by Cem Sultan (CS), 15™ century (in ince 2000)

Example I: from “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Kitab” (Purpose in versifying the book)
1diip Selman kitabindan miitercem [couplet no. 1087]
(I translated it from Selméan’s book)

Verb: miitercem itmek (to translate)

Example II: from “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Kitab” (Purpose in versifying the book)
libas-1 nazm birle bu kitdbi / diizettiim kim safa vire hitabt [couplet no. 1086]
(I composed this book dressed in verse so that its content gives pleasure)
Verb: libds-1 nazm birle diizetmek (to compose [a book] dressed in verse)
Example III: from “Hatime-i Kitab” (Conclusion of the book)

Geyiip Riumi libdst oldi mahbiib [couplet no. 5324]
(Dressed in western (Anatolian) garment, it [his version] was loved)

Verb: Riumi libds: geymek (to dress in western (Anatolian) garment)

Verbs in couplets indicate that the poet-translators versified the story of
Cemsid and Hursid, the two protagonists, in Turkish by making use of a certain
source text. It is Seyhoglu who complains of the difficulties in conveying (nazmi
nakl eylemek) the original verse from Persian into Turkish, of “saying a Persian verse
in Turkish”. He also seems to imply that trying to retain what we would describe as
the “formal equivalence” brings about a difficulty in conveying (nakl) the subject
matter of the original. This reveals that Seyhoglu found expressing himself in
Turkish a problem. Furthermore, Cem Sultan also mentions that he translated
Saveci’s text by dressing it in a western (Anatolian) garment (Rumi libds) in the

process of accomplishing the translation (miitercem).

2.2.4.2. Translation as Tiirki suretinde soylemek (To tell in Turkish) (14th
Century)

The following is an excerpt from the conclusion section “Der Hatimet-i Kitab-1
Mantiku’t-Tayr” of Giilsehri’s translation of Ferideddin Attar’s Mantiku't-Tayr

(Conference of Birds):
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Mantiku’t-Tayr by Giilsehri, 14" century, (quoted from Toska and Kuran 1996: 253)

Example I: from “Der Hatimet-i Kitab-1 Mantiku t-Tayr” (Conclusion of the book Mantiku 't-
Tayr)

Amni Tiirk suretinde biz daki

Soylediik Tazi gibi Tanr1 haki

(For the sake of God, we told it [the story] in the likeness of Turkish)

Verb: Tiirki suretinde soylemek (to tell in Turkish)

Giilgehri, a fourteenth century poet-translator, translated Mantiku’t-Tayr by
the thirteenth century Persian poet Ferideddin Attar. In his conclusion section,
Giilgehri uses the verb “Tiirki suretinde soylemek” to describe his act of translation.
In her critical review of Kopriilii’s discourse on Giilgehri, Paker states that “Kopriilii
accepted Giilsehri’s self-assessment but ranked him not specifically as a translator
but as a poet who made an important contribution to Turkish poetry, especially by his
inventive use of additional poetic sources” (Paker 2002a: 130). In evaluating
Giilgehri’s translation of Attar’s Persian Mantiku’t-Tayr, Mehmed Fuad Kopriilii
concludes that Giilgehri “seems to have produced not a casual translation (gelisigiizel
bir terceme) but a work of his own”, and draws attention to Giilsehri’s statements in
which “[Gtilsehri] said that his work was not less worthy than the Persian Mantiku ’t-
Tayr and that no one before him had produced as fine a work in Turkish” (Paker

2002a: 130; Paker’s translation of K&priilii).
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2.2.4.3. Translation as Tiirkiye donmek (To turn into Turkish), Tiirkiye getiirmek
(To bring into Turkish), Tiirkice serh eylemek (To comment in Turkish) (14th
Century)

The following is an excerpt from various sections of Hoca Mesud’s translation

Stiheyl ii Nev-bahar:

Siiheyl ii Nev-bahdr by Hoca Mesud, 14™ century, (quoted from Dilgin 1991)

Example I: from “Agaz-1 Dastan” (Beginning of the story)

Doéne Tiirki’ye okiya has u ‘am

‘Inayet kilursa Hak ola tamam (couplet n0.376)

(Let it turn into Turkish so that learned and illiterate people read it. By the help of God, it will be
completed)

Verb: Tiirkiye dénmek (to turn into Turkish)

Example II: from “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Terceman-1 in-Kitab” (Purpose of the interpreter in
versifying this book)

Bir arada isiin yogiken otur

Diirisigor U Tiirki 'ye hog getiir (couplet n0.337)

(When you have spare time, try to bring it into Turkish)

Verb: Tiirkiye getiirmek (to bring into Turkish)

Example III: from “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Terceman-1 in-Kitab” (Purpose of the interpreter in
versifying this book)

Sunun bigi serh eyleyem Tiirkice

Ki Tat u Mogal ide sabas u ca (couplet no.365)

(Let me comment on it in Turkish like this so that non-Turks and Mongols may appreciate it)
Verb: Tiirkice serh eylemek (to comment on something in Turkish)

In Siiheyl ii Nev-bahar (Siiheyl and Nev-bahar), the first romance narrative in
Anatolia (Dil¢in 1991: 3), we find certain verbs associated with translation. This
work by Hoca Mesud, one of the greatest of the fourteenth century poets and
Seyhoglu Mustafa’s master is assumed to be a translation although the source text
has not been discovered (Dilgin 1991: 53-54). Hoca Mesud refers to himself as the
translator (tferceman), which is evidence for identifying his version as a translation or
interpretation (cf. serh). However, he gives neither the name of the source text nor
that of the original poet. In the section titled “Sebeb-i nazm-1 terceman-i in-kitab”

(The purpose of the interpreter in versifying this book), we find the verbs “Tiirki’ye
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donmek” (to turn into Turkish), “Tiirki'ye getiirmek” (to bring into Turkish), both of

refer to acts of translation (see also Paker 2002a: 133).

It 1is interesting that, in this section, the term ‘“terceman”
(translator/interpreter), the act of “versifying a book™ and “Tiirkice serh eylemek” (to
comment on in Turkish) should all be linked. All the verbs show that translating
(Tiirki’ye donmek, Tiirki’ye getiirmek) and doing a commentary (Tiirkice serh
eylemek) are interconnected practices, pointing once more to the culture-specific

concepts of translation in the fourteenth century.

2.2.4.4. Translation as Tiirkce nazm insa eylemek (To construct verse in
Turkish), Tiirkce kilmak (To make/render Turkish) (16™ Century)

The following is an excerpt from the section “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Kitab” (Purpose in

A%

versifying the book) of Sevda’1’s translation Leyli and Mecniin:

Leyli and Mecniin by Sevda’i, 16™ century, (quoted from Kavruk 2003: 79)

Example I: from “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Kitab” (Purpose in versifying the book)
Senden kilaruz buni temenna

Tiirk¢e bu nazmi eyle inga

(We wish you to construct this verse in Turkish)

Verbs: Tiirk¢e nazm insa eylemek (to construct verse in Turkish)

Example II: from “Sebeb-i Nazm-1 Kitab” (Purpose in versifying the book)

Kil Tiirkge an1 hiib ya’ni

Ta kim bileler okinsa ma’ni

(Make/render it in Turkish so beautifully that one can understand its meaning when it is read)

Verbs: Tiirkce kilmak (to make/render Turkish)

In the section “purpose in versifying” Leyli and Mecniin, Sevda’l uses the
phrases “to construct verse in Turkish” and “to make/render Turkish” which seem to
indicate the act of translation. In the section “purpose in versifying”, we see that he

was requested by his friends to render Persian Leyla vii Mecniin into Turkish verse.
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2.2.4.5. Translation as Tiirkice dibic giyiirmek (To dress in a garment of
Turkish), Diba-y1 Riami giyiirmek (To dress in a western (Anatolian) garment)
(16™, 18" Century)

The following is an excerpt from the section “Sebeb-i telif-i in-Menakib-1 Seniyye”

(Purpose in writing) of Semseddin Sivasi’s translation Mendkib-1 Imdam-1 A ‘zam:

Mendkib-1 Imdm-1 A ‘zam by Semseddin Sivasi, 16™ century, (quoted from Kavruk 2003: 103)

Example I: from “Sebeb-i telif-i in-Menakib-1 Seniyye” (Purpose in writing)
Arab dilinden itdiim an1 ihrac

Giyiirem pes ana Tiirkice dibdc

(I extracted it from the Arabic language so as to dress it in a garment of Turkish)

Verbs:
Arap dilinden ihrdc etmek (to extract from Arabic); Tiirkice dibdc giytirmek (to dress in a garment
of Turkish)

In some cases, verbs related to translation provide us with certain metaphors
or images attributed to that activity. In his Mendkib-1 Imdm-1 A ‘zam (Stories on The
Great Imam), Semseddin Sivasi, a Halveti sheikh and poet who lived in Sivas in the
sixteenth century, states that he extracted his version from Arabic and dressed it in a

garment of Turkish.

The following is an excerpt from the section “Der sebeb-i telif”” (Purpose in

writing) of Sabir Parsa’s translation Giil ii Nevriiz:

Giil ii Nevriiz by Sabir Parsa, 18" century, (quoted from ince 1998: 119)

Example I: from “Der sebeb-i telif” (The Purpose in Writing)

Ol mahbiba giyiir dibd-y1 Riimi

Ki ziynet-yab idiip bu merziibimi

(Making this homeland adorned, dressing it in a western (Anatolian) garment to that beloved)

Example II: from “Der sebeb-i telif” (The Purpose in Writing)

Veli ¢ok san‘at icra itdi hAmem

Heman asl-1 hikayetdiir miitercem

(After my pen performed a lot of skill, the original story was translated)

Verb: Dibd-y1 Rimi giyiirmek (to dress an Anatolian garment)
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There appears another garment metaphor in Giil i Nevriz (The Rose and
Nevriliz), a mesnevi by Sabir Parsa, the eighteenth century mystic thinker and poet. In
the part ‘Der sebeb-i teliff (The Purpose of Writing), he states that he translated
(miitercem) a story about Giil and Nevriiz, both of whom were formerly dressed in a

Persian garment.

So far we have observed in various sources the diversity of translational terms
and/or concepts from the pre-Ottoman period onwards. In Uyghur Turkish, i.e. East
Turkic, such verbs as evirmek, yaratmak, aktarmak, ¢eviirmek and déndermek denote
translation. In Anatolia from the fourteenth century onwards, we encounter such
verbs as dondermek, nakl eylemek, terceme/terciime olmak, terceme kilmak, terceme
itmek, tasnif itmek, tagyir itmek and these verbs in noun forms, i.e. dondermeklik,
terceme/terciime, miitercem, nakl, tazmin. The diversity which has been documented
above adds up to 11 variants in the form of collocational verbs from the fourteenth to
eighteenth centuries that refer to the act of translation: nazm nakl eylemek, be-tazmin
getiirmek, miitercem itmek, Tiirki suretinde soylemek, Tiirkiye donmek, Tiirkiye
getiirmek, Tiirkice serh eylemek, Tiirk¢e nazm insa eylemek, Tiirkce kilmak, Tiirkice

dibac giyiirmek, diba-y1 Rumi giyiirmek.

2.3. Identifying Translation in Lexicons in the Late Nineteenth Century

I will now turn to survey definitions of terceme/terciime (translation) in Ottoman
culture in the late nineteenth century. But first, let me explain the connection

between terceme and terciime observed in the previous sections.
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2.3.1. Two Orthographic Variants: Terceme and Terciime

In Ottoman Turkish, terceme (44> _5) signifies a loan word derived from Arabic and
made up of “t-r-c-m” letters in the fa ‘lale or dehrece meter. Even though terceme
seems at first glance to be an Arabic word, it has an Aramaic origin. In his Die
Aramdischen Fremdworter im Arabischen (The Aramaic Loan Words in Arabic)
Siegmund Fraenkel points out that ferceman in Arabic [as well as terceme] was
genealogically an Aramaic word which entered not only Arabic (Fraenkel 1962: 280)

but also Hebrew (Orhonlu 1993: 175; Oki¢ 1966: 29).

In his Studien iiber die Arabischen Lehnwdrter im Osmanisch-Tiirkischen
(An Investigation into Arabic Loanwords in Ottoman Turkish), Stanislaw
Stachowski, a Polish Turcologist, states that terceme, tercime and terciim had all
been identified as variants in Ottoman Turkish since the sixteenth century
(Stachowski 1981: 140). In the same vein, in his Thesaurus Linguarum Orientalium
Turcicae-Arabicae-Persicae (Thesaurus of Oriental Languages: Turkish, Arabic,
Persian) published in 1680, Franciscus a Mesgnien Meninski identified particular
variants of translation in the words terceme, terciime and tercime (Meninski
[1680]2000: 1144 in vol. 1). This was another significant dictionary in three volumes
in which Meninski offered seventeenth-century Ottoman Turkish with Latin,
German, Italian, French and Polish equivalents on a comparative basis. In the

dictionary, terceme is defined as “interpretatio, verfio, translatio, traductio” (ibid).

The above findings demonstrate that ferciime as well as variants of terceme
were in circulation and survived as the orthographic variants in the Ottoman/Turkish

languages. The fact is that terciime does not represent the modern orthographic
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variant of terceme but an erroneous usage, i.e. a galat, denoting a term introduced
into Turkish from other languages (especially from Arabic and Persian) with its
original meaning and/or orthography changed (Kagalin: 1996: 300). In his Defter-i
Galatat (Notebook of Erroneous Usages) (1906-1907/1322), lexicographer Ali Seydi
argues that ferciime as well as fercime were erroneous forms of “translation”

surviving in Ottoman Turkish. He states

Terceme is pronounced in three ways as stated in good dictionaries. But
since it is an infinitive that was composed in dehrece meter, its correct
pronunciation is terceme (Ali Seydi 1906-1907/1322).

[Terceme [vocalized as it was] liigat-i enfisede beyan olundugu iizere bunun
da li¢ suretle yani: (terceme, tercime, terciime) tarzinda telaffuzu haiz
oldugunu beyan edenler varsa da dehrece babindan masdar oldugu i¢in
kelime-i mezklrenin sahihi tercemedir. (Ali Seydi 1906-1907/1322).]

2.3.2. Terceme in Dictionaries Translated from Arabic

2.3.2.1. Translation as Tefsir (Exegesis) and Beyan (Stating/Expressing)

In this section, I will first scrutinize the definition of terceme in the well-known
dictionary of the late-sixteenth century known as Vankulu Liigati (Vankulu’s
Dictionary). This was a translated dictionary first published by Ibrahim Miiteferrika
in 1728, which served as a guide for the Ottoman literati (Furat 1988: 202-203). The
author Mehmed Vani Efendi, who was an Islamic jurisconsult (fakih) and
lexicographer, rendered his version from Cevheri’s early-eleventh century Arabic
into Arabic dictionary known as el-Sihah. In Vankulu Liigati, terceme (vocalized as

terceme) was defined as
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in derceme meter, it is to interpret one speech in another language (Mehmed
Vani (trans.) 1755-1756/1169: 408) (my italics).

[ala-vezn el-derceme bir kelamu lisan-1 aherle ftefsir etmek (Mehmed Vani
(trans.) 1755-1756/1169: 408) (my italics).]

In the dictionary, terceman (translator) was also defined as “a person who
interprets one’s word into another language” (“ta’nin ve cim’in fethiyle za‘feran
vezni lizre bir kelam lisan-1 aherle tefsir eden kimesne™) (ibid). In the definitions
above, terceme appears on the surface as an interlingual notion. However, the
definition also draws our attention to the close relationship between translation

(terceme), commentary (serh) and exegesis (tefsir) in Arabic culture and literature.

At this point, it is also illuminating to review a translated dictionary of the
early-nineteenth century known as El-Okyaniis el-basit fi tercemeti’l-kamiis el-muhit
(El-Okyants, The Simplified Translation of Kamiis el-Muhit) by Miitercim Asim. In

this dictionary, terceme (vocalized as terceme) was defined in a similar way:

in derceme meter, it is to interpret and fto state one speech in another
language (Miitercim Asim (trans.) 1817-1818/1233) (my italics).

[dehrece vezninde bir lisan1 aheriyle tefsir ve beyan eylemek manasindadir
(Miitercim Asim (trans.) 1817-1818/1233) (my italics).]

El-Okyaniis... was a bilingual version of the Arabic dictionary of the early-
fifteenth century by Ebu Tahir Muhammed b. Yakub Firuzabadi (see Aksoy 1962:
21; Paker 1998: 581). It was translated in the early-nineteenth century by Miitercim
Asim, a lexicographer, historian, poet and translator who was prominent in terms of
Turkish translation history. The translated version of El-Okyaniis... was published

between 1814 and 1817 and presented to Sultan Mahmud II. It also contained critical
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annotations that provided Turkish equivalents to some Arabic and Persian words. In
El-Okyanuis, we observe that terceme was defined in connection with (fefsir
(interpretation/exegesis) and beyan (explanation, statement). It seems important that,
according to this definition, a translator was expected to interpret, to explain and to
state the original in the target language. Thus possible additions, expansions or
omissions were also expected or demanded by the target culture. Therefore, with
regard to Vankulu Liigati and EIl-Okyaniis, we discover terceme to be a notion
associated with interpretation, explanation and statement. Both dictionaries also
provide us with certain bases for understanding the origins of Ottoman conceptions
of terceme which were imported from Arabic lexicographical discourse into Ottoman

culture via translation.

We can now move on to examine one of the significant Persian lexicons in
order to check any connections between ferceme (translation) in Persian and fefsir
(interpretation/exegesis). In Liigatndme, an early twentieth century Persian dictionary
by Dihhiida, an eminent Persian lexicographer, it is not surprising to find such a
connection. Providing items with examples compiled from various literary and non-
literary historical works, Liigatname is regarded as an important source dictionary in

Turkish Studies:

Translation (ferceme): to interpret one language in another, to state one’s
words in another language. To translate (terceme yapmak): to turn/translate
a word or writing in another language, to state one speech or an expression
in another language (Dihhiida 1337/1919, vol. 12: 560).

[Persian in Latin Transcription] [Terceme [vocalized as it was]: Tefsir
kerden zebani-rd be-zeban-1 diger. Beyan-kerden-i siithan-1 kesira be-zeban-1
diger (Dihhiida 1337/1919, vol. 12: 559). Terceme kerden: Giiftari ya
niivistei-rd ez-zebanl diger ber-gerdanden. Beyan-kerden-i kelami ya
ibareti-ra ez-zebani be-zeban-1 diger (Dihhiida 1337/1919, vol. 12: 560).]
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[Turkish Translation] [Terceme: Bir dili diger dil ile tefsir etmek. Bir
kimsenin soziinii diger dil ile beyan etmek (Dihhiida 1919/1337, vol. 12:
559). Terceme yapmak: Bir sozii veya bir yaziy1 diger bir dile dondiirmek.
Bir kelami veya bir ibareyi diger dil ile beyan etmek (Dihhiida 1919/1337,
vol. 12: 560).]

As seen above, terceme (vocalized as terciime) in Persian too was associated
with fefsir (interpretation) and beyan (explanation). This indicates that the definition
of terceme/terciime in lexicons have similar orientations both in Arabic and Persian

cultures, each of which is part of the “Ottoman interculture” (Paker 2002a).

In the rest of this section, I will examine definitions of terceme and offer a
chronogical survey of those in several Ottoman Turkish dictionaries which appeared
in the late-nineteenth century. Traces of the Arabic and Persian definitions of
terceme which we have examined in the dictionaries above will then become even

more evident.

2.3.3. Terceme in Ottoman Turkish Dictionaries

2.3.3.1. Translation Defined as 7Tefsir (Exegesis) and Beyan (Stating/Expressing)

In his flaveli Miintehabat-1 Liigat-t Osmaniyye (The Supplemented Collection of

Ottoman Words) published in 1880-1881/1298, Hiiseyin Hiisnii identifies terceme as

Expressing the sense of a word in another language [“kelimenin mealini
diger lisan iizere ifade etmek” (Hiiseyin Hiisnii 1880-1881/1298: 121).]

In his Liigat-i Ebiizziya (The Ebiizziya’s Dictionary) published in 1888-

1889/1306, Ebiizziya Tevfik offers a definition of terceme which is similar to those
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seen above. He defined translation in terms of interpretation, stating/expressing and

conveying:

To interpret and to state/express one language in another; words and
meaning which were conveyed from one language to another (Ebiizziya
Tevfik 1888-1889/1306: 319) (my italics).

[Bir lisan1 aheriyle tefsir ve beyan etmek; bir lisandan aher lisana nakl
olunan makal ve meal. (Ebiizziya Tevfik 1888-1889/1306: 319) (my
italics).]

In his two-volume dictionary Kamus-1 Osmani (Ottoman Turkish Dictionary)
published in 1895-1896/1313, Mehmed Salahi proposed Arabic and Persian as well
as French borrowings in Turkish. He defined terceme (vocalized as terceme) in terms

of stating/expressing and conveying:

To state/express one language in another; conveying words and speech of a
language to another (Mehmed Salahi 1895-1896/1313: 66 in vol. II) (my
italics).

[Bir lisan1 diger lisan ile beyan etmek; bir lisana ait kelam ve makali aher
lisana nakl (Mehmed Salahi 1895-1896/1313: 66 in vol. II) (my italics).]

It is also interesting that Salahi should define ferceme as the interlingual

transfer of the words (kelam) and speech (makal) of the original.

In his Miikemmel Osmanli Liigati (The Perfect Ottoman Dictionary)
[undated], Resad Faik also offers a similar definition “to express and state a language
in another language” (“bir lisam1 diger lisan ile beyan eylemek”) (Resad Faik

(undated): 208).
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In the same vein, in his Liigat-1 Naci (Naci’s Dictionary) published in 1899-
1900/1317, Muallim Naci defines terceme as “explaining and stating a language in
another one” (“Bir lisan1 diger lisan ile beyan”) (Muallim Naci 1899-1900/1317:

228).

In his Kamus-1 Osmani (Ottoman [Turkish] Dictionary) published in 1911-
1912/1330, Ali Seydi defines ferceme as parallel to the others: “to interpret,
express/state a language in another one” (“Bir lisan1 diger bir lisan ile tefsir ve beyan

eylemek™) (Ali Seydi 1911-1912/1330: 273).

The findings we obtained from the dictionaries cited above show that terceme
in Ottoman lexicons was commonly associated with exegesis, interpretation,
expressing/stating and conveying. Let me offer the table below for quick reference,

which demonstrates translation-bound terms in the lexical definition of terceme:

Examined Dictionaries Translational terms (verbs, conjugations,
nouns etc.) appearing around definitions of
terceme

Vankulu Liigati tefsir etmek

El-Okyaniis tefsir ve beyan eylemek

Liigat-i Ebiizziya tefsir ve beyan etmek

Kamus-1 Osmani (by Mehmed Selahi) beyan etmek, nakl

Miikemmel Osmanh Liigati beyan eylemek

Liigat-1 Naci beyan

Kamus-1 Osmani (by Ali Seydi) tefsir ve beyan eylemek

Lehg¢e-i Osmani nakl, beyan

Ilaveli Miintehabat-1 Liigat-1 Osmaniyye | ifade etmek

Kamus-1 Tiirki ¢evirme, nakl, diger tabiratla ifade

Mecmua-1 Lisan nakl

What is noteworthy in this table is that definitions indicate a regularity which
connects terceme in Arabic, Persian and Ottoman Turkish lexicons. The way of
defining ferceme also point out two aspects of translation in the nineteenth and the

early twentieth centuries: First it represents an interlingual transfer. Secondly it
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points to a function of translation expected to interpret, to express and to state the
original in the Ottoman intercultural system. I call the latter aspect intercultural
definition of translation (terceme). I think that these aspects need to be taken into
consideration not only in studying the terms and/or concepts of translation but also in

examining translations (zerceme) in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century.

2.3.3.2. Nakl (Conveying) Defined as Terceme (Translation)

It is obvious that nakl (conveying) of Arabic origin was also another term
corresponding to ferceme/terciime in Ottoman lexicons. In Vankulu Liigati, it was
defined as “to convey an object from one place to another” (“nun’un fethi ve kaf’in
stikunuyla bir nesneyi bir mevziden bir mevzie iletmek”) (Mehmed Vani (trans.)
1755-1756/1169: 360). Similarly, in El-Okyanus it was defined as “to convey an
object to another place” (“nun’un fetha ve kaf’in siikunuyla bir nesneyi aher yere
gecirmek manasindadir”) (Miitercim Asim (trans.) 1817-1818/1233). As seen above,
we observe nakl defined as conveying, passing or moving something to another

place.

However, in the lexicons in the late-nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
nakl was defined in connection with terceme but this did not apply to Vankulu Liigati
and El-Okyaniis. In Hiiseyin Hiisnii’s llaveli Miintehabat-1 Liigat-1 Osmaniyye (The
Supplemented Collection of Ottoman Words), we see that nakl corresponds directly

to terceme:

To transport/transfer from one place to another, to pass from one situation to
another, to tell, to recount, fo translate and to turn into another language, to
make a copy of, to migrate (Hiiseyin Hiisnii (undated): 493) (my italics).
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[Mahalden mahal-i ahere iletmek ve halden hal-i ahere gegirmek ve zikr ve
hikdye etmek ve terceme etmek ve baska lisana ¢evirmek ve bir yazinin
suretini yazmak, goc¢ etmek (Hiiseyin Hiisnii (undated): 493) (my italics)].

In this explanation, nakl was also related to writing a copy of a text, i.e. either
an original or translated text. We also observe the same aspect of nakl in Semseddin

Sami’s definition of nakl in his Kamus-1 Tiirki:

To take from one place to another, to carry to another place, to transport;
change place, to move, to migrate; to make a copy of a text or a picture, to
copy a story, account, rumour, fo transfer from one language to another, to

translate (Semseddin Sami 1899-1900/1317: 1469) (my italics).

[Bir yerden bir yere gétiirme, diger mahale gecirme, tagima; tebdil-i menzil
ve mekan etme, taginma, gog¢; yazi ve resim vesaire suretini ¢ikarma, aynini
alma, kaldirma; hikaye, rivayet; agizdan agiza veya kitaplar vasitasiyla vasil
olup bilinen ve akl ile bulunmasi miimkiin olmayan sey; bir lisandan diger
bir lisana gecirme, terceme (Semseddin Sami 1899-1900/1317: 1469) (my
italics).]

Here, nakl is defined as synonymous with terceme. Similarly, in Ali Seydi’s

Kamus-1 Osmant, nakl is defined:

To transport something to another place... to report a rumour, to recount...
to make a copy of something, to turn/translate one language into another
(Ali Seydi 1911-1912/1330: 1062).

[Bir seyi bir yerden kaldirip baska bir yere gdotiirmek... rivayet, hikaye
etmek... bir seyin suretini ¢ikarma, terceme etme, bir lisandan diger lisana
cevirme (Ali Seydi 1911-1912/1330: 1062).]

In his famous dictionary Lehge-i Osmani (The Ottoman Dialect) Ahmed
Vefik Pasha, diplomat, translator and lexicographer, also explains terciime (non-
vocalized) as a ‘“conveying/transferring from another language” (“baska dilden

nakl”) (Ahmed Vefik 1888-1889/1306: 1008).
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Let me also present two definitions which appeared in Mecmua-1 Lisan
(Language Magazine), a popular magazine which was published in 46 issues
between 1896 and 1898, and which organized several translation competitions. In the
magazine, we find two definitions of ferceme to explain the French terms version and
traduction. What is interesting in these definitions is that traduction signifies free
translation (mealen terceme) while version indicates literal translation (harfiyyen

terceme):.

Version, traduction: both signify conveying a syntactical unit, an article, a
work from one language to another. Traduction is a sense-for-sense
translation, paying attention to the sense of the original, making it closer to
the rules and style of the receiving language. Version is a word-for-word
translation, paying attention directly to the word order. Examples of
translation that include short conversations from French into Turkish or
from Turkish into French in schools are of the second group. As seen above
both have the same meaning, but of course there are great differences
between them (Mecmua-i Lisan, no. 10, pp.76).

[Version, traduction: Her ikisi de bir ibareyi, bir makaleyi, bir eseri bir
lisandan diger bir lisana nakletmek demektir. Traduction, asil manaya dikkat
edilerek nakl olunacak lisanin kavaidine, sivesine tevfike ¢alisilarak mealen
yapilan terceme oldugu halde, version dogrudan dogruya yalniz elfazin
tertib-i evveline riayet ederek harfiyyen olan tercemedir. Mekteplerde
Fransizcadan Tirkceye, Tiirkgeden Fransizcaya kisa muhaverelerden
miirekkeb talimlerin tercemesi bu ikinci ziimredendir. iste goriiliiyor ki her
ikisi de bir manaya geldigi halde aralarinda biiyiik, epeyce biiylik farklar
vardir (Mecmua-i Lisan, no. 10, pp.76).]

To sum up I would like to offer the table below, which demonstrates the

definitions of nakl in the dictionaries I examined above:
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Examined Dictionaries

Definitions of nakl

Vankulu Liigati

bir mevzie iletmek

El-Okyaniis

aher yere gecirmek

Liigat-i Ebiizziya

Kamus-1 Osmani (by
Mehmed Selahi)

diger bir yere gotiirmek, gecirmek, rivayet, takrir, hikaye, tebdil
etmek, goc etmek, taginmak

Miikemmel Osmanli Liigati

diger yere gotiirme, gegirme, suretini ¢ikarip alma, tebdil etme,
taginma, go¢ etme, terceme, baska lisana cevirme

Liigat-1 Naci

bagka bir yere gotiirmek, hikdye etmek

Kamus-1 Osmani (by Ali
Seydi)

bagka yere gotiirmek, hikaye etmek, suretini ¢ikarma, terciime
etme, diger lisana cevirme

Lehge-i Osmani

getirme, gecgirme, gegme, rivayet, terciime, diger yere alma,
suretini ¢ikarma, tebdil etme, taginma, nakl-i mekan eylemek

Ilaveli Miintehabat-1 Liigat-1
Osmaniyye

mabhal-i ahere iletmek, hal-i ahere gegirmek, zikr ve hikaye etmek,
terceme etmek, bagka lisana ¢evirmek, suretini yazmak, go¢
etmek

Kamus-1 Tiirki

baska bir yere gotiirmek, hikdye etmek, suretini ¢ikarma, terceme
etme, diger lisana cevirme

2.3.4. Translation Defined as Cevirme

In the lexicons of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, we find basic terms
which correspond to “translation”, such as terceme or terciime and nakl of Arabic
origin. What is highly interesting is that ¢evirme or a noun derivative ¢evirmek,
should also be used as a synonym of “to translate”. As pointed out earlier in the
discussion in this chapter, the genealogy of ¢evirme(k) can be traced back to Uighur
Turkish. However, the term ¢evirme(k) does not emerge again until the late
nineteenth century and reappears in modern Turkish discourse both as ¢evirmek

(verb) (to translate) and ¢eviri (translation).

In his well-known dictionary Kamus-1 Tiirki (Turkish Dictionary)

(1317/1899-1900), Semseddin Sami mentions ¢evirme in defining terceme (vocalized

as terceme):
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To turn/translate one language into another, conveying. Word-for-word
translation: to translate without excluding any words. Sense-for-sense
translation: to express in other words by taking only the sense (Semseddin
Sami 1899-1900/1317: 395) (my italics).

[Bir lisandan diger bir lisana ¢evirme; nakl. Harfiyyen terceme: Higbir
kelimesini birakmaksizin. Mealen terceme: Yalniz mealini alip, diger
tabiratla ifade (Semseddin Sami 1899-1900/1317: 395) (my italics).]

As seen above, Sami identifies two kinds of strategies, namely harfiyyen
(literal) and mealen (sense for sense), but noticeably without mentioning any other

translation strategies.®

Similar to Sami’s Kamus-1 Tiirki, in Resad Faik’s Miikemmel Osmanli Liigati

(The Perfect Ottoman Dictionary), the author also uses ¢evirme to define nakl:

Taking from one place to another, carrying, conveying, story, recounting,
copying out a writing or a picture, changing a place, transporting, moving,
translation, turning/translating one language into another (Resad Faik
[undated]: 944) (my italics).

[Bir yerden kaldirip diger yere gotiirme, ge¢irme, rivayet, takrir, hikaye,
yazinin veya resmin suretini ¢ikarip alma, hane tebdil etme, tasinma, gog
etme, terceme, baska lisana g¢evirme (Resad Faik [undated]: 944) (my
italics).]

It is significant that cevirme did not exist as a lexical item generally
representing the act of turning over/translating; as a dictionary item it signified “lamb
meat turned on a spit” (see Sami 1317/1899-1900: 525; Redhouse 1890: 741). As for
the verb cevirmek as a separate lexical item, it signified “to turn over” but without

any reference to translate (terceme/terciime etmek) or to convey (nakl etmek).

¥ Strategies of translation will be taken up in Chapter 3.
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For instance, in A Turkish and English Lexicon (1890), J. W. Redhouse defines the

verb cevirmek as

to turn, to turn round, to change one thing into another, to construct so as to
surround a thing or place, to surround and enclose, to manage, to withdraw
one’s favor from a person, to turn into ridicule (Redhouse 1890: 741).

In view of the above data, it becomes clear that ¢evirme implies only “the act
of turning over/translating”. It does not appear a unique lexical item corresponding to
terceme/terciime or nakl, but emerges as an explanatory item in the lexical discourse
of the late nineteenth century. As mentioned, ¢eviri in modern Turkish discourse
seems to be a neologism derived from ¢evirmek and intended to correspond to
“translation”. Paker (2002a: 122-123) and Tahir-Giir¢caglar (2001: 154-167) indicate
that ceviri gained importance after the Turkish language reform movement for
purism in the 1930s as a result of an ideological attitude towards Ottoman culture

and literature (Paker 2002a: 123; Tahir-Giirgaglar 2001: 206-208).

An examination of Tiirkgceden Osmanlicaya Cep Kilavuzu (A Pocket Guide
from Turkish to Ottoman Turkish) which was published by the Turkish Language
Association in 1935 also shows that ¢eviri did not appear as an item in Turkish
lexicons even in the 1935s. This pocket guide which proposed modern Turkish
equivalents for a number of words of Arabic and Persian origin was a supplement to
the former publication, known as Osmanlicadan Tiirk¢eye Soz Karsiliklar: Tarama

Dergisi (Review Journal of Equivalents in Turkish for Ottoman to Turkish).”

? The review journal was published in 1934 in two-volumes, of which the second provides an index of
the Turkish words listed for quick reference for those who wished to write with ‘pure Turkish’.
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The pocket guide and the review journal draw attention to certain attempts in
purifying Turkish since the late nineteenth century. The emergence of such
publications indicates that there was a gradual process of intra-lingual and intra-
cultural translation of Ottoman terms and concepts. We observe that these
publications carried the results of language questionnaires circulated in 1933, and of
attempts in compiling “Turkish” words since the 1930s. What is significant in this
period is that words of Arabic and Persian origin in Turkish were regarded as
linguistically and culturally foreign. Arabic and Persian lexical items were gradually
excluded from Turkish as a result of certain official and institutional interventions
since the 1930s. In 1935, we also see that Ulkii Mecmuas: published another guide
under the title Osmanlicadan Tiirk¢eye Karsiliklar Kilavuzu (A Guide to Equivalents

to Turkish from Ottoman Turkish).

Even though these guides have offered terms of Turkish origin instead of
those of Arabic and Persian origin, we observe that in Tiirk¢eden Osmanlicaya Cep
Kilavuzu and Osmanlicadan Tiirk¢eye Karsiliklar Kilavuzu, for instance some
French equivalents were added to the definitions of the Turkish items. In the
publication printed by Ulkii Mecmuasi, we find French equivalents added in the
definitions of the new Turkish terms. Let me present a table below which shows
items of Turkish origin offered during the 1930s as equivalents of Arabic and Persian

words in Ottoman Turkish:
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Source: Tiirkceden Osmanlicaya Cep Kilavuzu (A Pocket Guide from Turkish to Ottoman

Turkish), published by The Turkish Language Association in 1935

Replacing terms of Replaced terms of Arabic and Persian origin in Ottoman

Turkish origin in Turkish

republican Turkish

Cevirmek =1. Thata etmek=cerner, encercler, invester, enveloper, 2. Idare
@tmek, tedvir etrpek= driger, tourner, 3. kalbetmek, tahvil etmek, 4.
Imale etmek, 5. Irca etmek, 6. Terceme etmek [vocalized as
terceme]= traduire, 7. Tevcih etmek= driger

Cevirme =fhata

Aktarmak =Nakletmek= Transmettre

Dondiirmek =1. Tedvir etmek= Diriger, tourner, 2. Tahvil etmek

[-Evirmek] [-]

[-Ceviri] (-]

The above data demonstrate that cevirmek was offered as an item that

corresponded to terceme etmek in the early republican period. In other words, it was

intended to replace ferciime etmek. Another table below, obtained from the

publication by Ulkii Mecmuasi, it indicates clearly the replaced items of Arabic

origin with their replacing equivalents of Turkish origin.

Source: Osmanlicadan Tiirkceye Cep Kilavuzu (A Pocket Guide from Ottoman Turkish to
Turkish), published by Ulkii Halk Mecmuasi in 1935

Replaced terms of
Arabic and Persian
origin in Ottoman
Turkish

Replacing terms of Turkish origin presented with their
equivalents in French

Terclime etmek

=Cevirmek, (Fr.) Traduire

[-Terciime]

[-]

Nakl , nakliyat

=Tagima

Nakletmek

=1. Almak (Iktibas anlamina)=Extraire, 2=Anlatmak (hikaye
anlamina)=Raconter, 3=Gotiirmek, tagimak=Transporter,
4=Aktarmak=Transmettre, 5=G6¢mek=Déménager

On the basis of the above data, we should bear in mind the following point: it

seems possible that the intra-lingual and intra-cultural transition process in the

republican period resulted in narrowing down definition of terceme.
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2.4. Summary

In Chapter 2, I examined “translation” as terms and concepts through a historical
survey from the pre-Ottoman to the early Turkish Republican period. This serves as a
genealogy of terms transmitted from East Turkic sources in central Asia and a
lexicon of terms used in the paratextual sections of translations and later
lexicographical discourse, all of which help us in re-thinking the late Ottoman
concepts of ferceme against a historical background. This chapter also examined the
late nineteenth century definitions of translation (terceme) through Ottoman Turkish
lexicons that appeared in the late nineteenth century. Definitions in the lexicons
reveal  that  translation (terceme) was  generally  associated  with
exegesis/interpretation, commentary, stating/expressing and conveying; it also shows
that terms and concepts of translation were various, and that translational practices in
Ottoman culture need to be considered without overlooking their time- and culture-

bound characteristics.

Chapter 3 will concentrate on the particular aspects of Ottoman Turkish
discourse on literary translation in the late nineteenth century. It will investigate the
concepts and definitions of translation (terceme) through various materials. This
chapter will also discuss certain functions attributed to translation (terceme) by the
Ottoman writers or translators. It will also examine translation strategies practiced by
translators. Chapter 3 will focus additionally on several related topics such as the
notion of translatability, the problem of correspondence, and the quality of translators

in the Ottoman Post-Tanzimat period.
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Chapter 3

Aspects of Late Nineteenth Century Ottoman Turkish
Discourse on Literary Translation

In this chapter, I will examine Ottoman Turkish discourses on literary translation in
the late nineteenth century. I will concentrate for the first time on the concepts and
definitions of translation (terceme) by scrutinizing various primary sources in Arabic
script and I will further explore various culture-specific aspects of Ottoman

translation practices.

My main textual, extra-textual and/or paratextual sources will be articles
published in a number of newpapers and magazines such as Terciiman-1 Hakikat,
Ikdam, Irtika, the literary supplement of Maliimat and Mecmua-i Lisan, all of which
carried translations from western literatures. I will also use materials coming from
varied sources, such as the bibliographers and anthologists Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail
Hakki (1889-1890/1307); the writer, philologist, teacher and parliamentarian Necib
Asim (1893-1894/1311); the playwright and translator Manastirlh Mehmed Rifat
(1911-1912/1327); the poet, translator, teacher and editor of Mecmua-i Muallim
Muallim Naci (1884-1885/1302); the translator Mehmed Ata (1911/1329); and the
eminent translator, teacher and the member of the Supreme Council, Kemal Pasazade

Said’s series of Galatat-1 Terceme (Errors in Translation).
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I will also make use of several articles by Ahmed Midhat Efendi which
appeared in the “classics debate” of 1897 as well as some of his works. Thus in the
present chapter, his discourse will not be excluded from the examination of others on
literary translation. Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus of translations will be analyzed
in Chapter 4, while his summary translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid will be

taken up as a case study in Chapter 5.

In the present chapter, I will focus particularly on the period extending from
the 1880s up to the end of the 1800s, in other words, on a period that covers the final
quarter of the nineteenth century. First of all, in this period a gradual increase is
observed in the number of translations from the West, especially from French
literature." Secondly, the 1880s and the following decade also provide us with many
data for reviewing discourses that emerged on literary translation. One meets a
number of statements, evaluations as well as discussions on Ottoman translation
practices not only in newspapers and magazines but also in the prefaces and
introductions of translated books. Of course, all of these indications need to be
considered in relation to the changing society that witnessed major cultural, literary
and institutional transformations and reforms that had been undertaken since the

Tanzimat period.

On the basis of the materials used in this chapter, I will examine discourses

under various headings: concepts and definitions of translation, functions of

' For the gradual increase in the number of literary translations (terceme) from the Tanzimat period
onwards, see especially [Seviik] 1941; Alpay 1976; Kolcu 1999a; 1999b; Akbayar 1985. Among these
works, Kolcu (1999a; 1999b) offers a comprehensive bibliographical list of translated poetry from the
West in a period that covers both the Tanzimat and Edebiyat-1 Cedide. However, in spite of its
informativeness, his list seems to have some problems. In his presentation of the works, Kolcu
unfortunately tends to pay little attention to the culture-specific terms and/or concepts that emerge in
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translation, strategies of translation, the problem of translatability and the quality of

translators.

3.1. Concepts and Definitions of Translation

3.1.1. Terceme as a Metaphor

Kemal Pasazade Said draws attention to an interesting definition of translation
(terceme) in his well-known but hardly studied work Galatat-1 Terceme® (Errors in
Translation), which consists of eighteen notebooks serialized between 1888/1306 and
1906/1324. In his second notebook, he offers a metaphor expressed in Persian.” He

wrote:

Translation (ferceme) is to convey the sense of the words of one language
into the enveloping words of another language whereby the sense is regarded
as water according to the statement ‘the word is an envelope and sense is like
water’. Acceptable ornaments are like chemicals added to this water so as to
preserve it from new words that can damage the sense ([Kemal Pasazade]
Said 1888-1889/1306, 2™ Notebook).

[Terceme demek ‘harf zarfest ve meani hemcii ab’ [harf kiliftir ve mana su
gibidir] medliliince ab makaminda olan manayi, bir lisanin elfaz1 tarafindan
diger lisanin zuruf-1 elfazina nakletmek demek olup tecviz olunan tezyinat,
zarf-1 cedidin suyr bozmasi ihtimaline mebni muhafazaten bazi ecza-y1
kimyeviye katmak kabilindendir.” ([Kemal Pasazade] Said 1888-1889/1306,
2" Notebook).]

In this metaphor, which indicates a certain analogy between zarf (envelope)

and mazruf (enveloped), terceme is defined as conveying (nakl) the sense of the

the paratexts of the works, all of which could have provided us with significant data for the historical-
descriptive study of translations (ferceme) in Ottoman culture.

% In the title, terceme was vocalized as terceme.

3 Kemal Pasazade Said also cites this metaphor in the preface to his Musavver Kamus-1 Said (Said’s
Ilustrated Dictionary) which was published in 1918/1334 by Matbaa-i Amire but not completed. Only
22 fascicles up to the letter “n” were printed.



152

original by replacing words between languages. Said placed a strong emphasis on
preserving the meaning (mana) in terceme. He deployed water to represent the
meaning which would never lose its essential properties even when it was poured
into a new cup (zarf). Thus he presumed that meaning was ideally an invariant
element that remained unchanged even though words of the original were changed in
the process of translation (terceme and nakl). This demonstrates that terceme in his
mind represented only a kind of interlingual rewording. However, in defining
terceme in such terms, Said seems to have ignored the possibility of syntactic and
semantic changes or “obligatory shifts” (Popovi¢ 1970: 79-85; see also Bakker et al.
1998: 226-231) that would affect the construction of meaning in the target language.
Nevertheless, on the basis of Said’s definition, one may assume terceme a text which

has been conveyed (nakl) by preserving the meaning of its original.®

Nabizade Nazim, a Tanzimat writer, poet and translator, suggested a
“garment” metaphor for translation which appeared in the magazine Afak in 1882-
1883/1300. In the paratext of his translation from the English poet, translator and
literary critic Matthew Arnold, Nabizade Nazim identified his translation as a

European beauty dressed in an oriental garment. He wrote:

I believe that it is impossible not to be attracted to the beauty of this verse
which resembles a French woman dressed up in an oriental garment even if it
is a shapless/unsuitable one (quoted from Kolcu 1999a: 94).

[Sark kiyafetine sokulmus bir Frenk dilberi demek olan su manzumenin
letafet-i dil-firibine —kiyafetin bigimsizligi halinde bile- goniiller miincezib
olmamak miimkiin degildir itikadindayim (quoted from Kolcu 1999a: 94).]

* See section 2.3.3.2 in Chapter 2.

> Kolcu does not mention both the title of the translation and the original. There is also no reference to
this translation in Kolcu’s list of poems translated from western languages between 1859 and 1901
(Kolcu 1999a, 1999b).
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Nabizade Nazim’s metaphor, which echoes a similar metaphor from the
fifteenth, sixteenth and eighteenth centuries, indicates that a translation of verse may
exist in an oriental garment in terms of its appearance but at the same time it may
contain a western essence in terms of its internal nature. It is also significant that he

compares his translation (ferceme) to an attractive and desirable woman.

3.1.2. Ahmed Midhat Efendi and the “Classics Debate” of 1897: translation as
Terceme and Taklid (Imitation)

A number of illuminating discourses on translation (ferceme) in the final quarter of
the nineteenth century may be found out particularly in the so called “classics
debate” (“Klasikler Tartigmasi) of 1897. With important views aired by prominent
Ottoman writers and/or ‘writer-translators’, this debate offers a fruitful point of
departure for the understanding of the cultural, linguistic and literary interest in
translating from the West as well as its significance for Ottoman society (Levend
1972: 254). The debate prompts certain awareness for observing how the Ottoman
literati perceived translation in that period. In other words, it yields certain sources
through which we can make connections between discourses and Ottoman practices
of translation. In so doing, it sheds light on various aspects of translation related to its

definitions, terms and concepts as well as strategies.

At this point, I would like to propose my own interpretation of the “classics
debate” (Klasikler Tartigmasi) which has been used in order to refer to the important
literary dispute of 1897 on translating European classics into Turkish (Dizdaroglu
1950; [Tansel] 1953; Levend 1972; Kerman 1982; Giinyol (undated); Kaplan 1998;
Paker 2005a). The term “classics debate” is, of course, a designation attributed by

modern scholarship. However, 1 find this naming problematic. Firstly, although it
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was a literary dispute, the paratextual data such as the titles as well as the contents of
the articles by the participants indicate that the issue of translating European classics
was really perceived and hence discussed as a problem (mesele). That is why Ahmed
Midhat Efendi wrote six articles titled “Klasikler Meselesi Temhidat” (“The Classics
Problem, Amendments”), or why Cenab Sahabeddin’s contribution was titled
“Klasikler Meselesi” (“The Classics Problem™) (Kaplan 1998: 1-60). Eminent
literary historian Agah Sirr1 Levend too states that the debate was about “the problem
of translating classics into our language” (Levend 1972: 254) (my italic). Therefore
the term “classics debate” seems to conceal the conception of the issue as a
“problem” in the readers’ mind; it denotes the form but not the content. All the same,
the term “classics problem” does offer us a chance to perceive one of the cultural
and literary signs of the Ottoman society in a moment of encounter or confrontation
with Europe towards the turn of the twentieth century. However, although I find the
designation “classics debate” problematic, in the present thesis I will use the term for

the sake of scholarly consistency.

The “classics debate”, which continued approximately six months, was
sparked off by Ahmed Midhat Efendi with his initial article titled “Miisabaka-i
Kalemiyye Tkram-1 Aklam” (Writing Competition, Writers’ Gifts) that was published
in Terciiman-1 Hakikat on 24 August 1897/1313 (Kaplan 1998: 8). According to
Kaplan (1998), 33 articles were published in this period in the newspapers
Terciiman-1 Hakikat and Ikdam as well as the magazines I[rtika and the literary
supplement of Malumat (Kaplan 1998: 193-195). When Kemal Pagazade Said
became involved, possibly in October 1897/1313 (ibid), he published two lengthy

articles in opposition to Ahmed Midhat Efendi. Said’s articles appeared in his
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fifteenth and sixteenth notebooks (defter) of Galatat-1 Terceme (Errors in
Translation), the latter of which was probably published in November or December
1897/1313. Apart from Said, a number of Ottoman ‘pens’ participated in the debate,
thus responding to Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s invitation: Ahmed Cevdet (1861-1935),
Cenab Sahabeddin (1870-1934), Necib Asim (1861-1935), Ismail Avni (?), Hiiseyin
Danis (1870-1942), Ahmed Rasim (1864-1932), Hiiseyin Sabri (?). Kemal Pasazade
Said’s (1848-1921) intervention turned the debate into a polemic against Ahmed

Midhat Efendi (see Kaplan 1998: 8-12).

As the title of his initial article indicates, Ahmed Midhat Efendi called on the
‘talented pens’® of his time to make European classical works known to Ottoman
readers. His attempt to arouse interest in translating European classics goes back to
the idea he had launched in his preface to Sid’in Hulasasi (1890-91/1308) i.e. his
summary translation of Corneille’s Le Cid. In the preface, which will be examined in
Chapter 5, Ahmed Midhat Efendi placed a strong emphasis on the need for
translating European classical works for Ottoman readers; he also offered his
“huldsa” (summary) as a product comparable with translation (terceme). A few years
later, in the course of the “classics debate”, he again called attention to the same
issue and claimed that translations of such classical works -by European neo-
classical, but not Greek classical writers- would serve the progress (terakki) of
Ottoman readers. But what is interesting in his discourse is that, though he accepted
translating from neo-classical and romantic writers (i.e. Corneille, Goethe, Racine
and Shakespeare), he rejected translating the works of realist French writers such as

Zola, Richepin and Bourget. The reason behind this was his perception of realist

% Ahmed Midhat Efendi uses the following terms to indicate ‘talented pens’ of his time: “akldm-1

299

Osmaniyye, iidebd and suara” (Ottoman pens, writers and poets); see Ahmed Midhat 1897a/1313.
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writers as harmful in relation to Ottoman moral values at that time. Another
important point in his discourse is his conception of imitation (taklid), which he
discussed in relation to translating European classical works. It can be observed that
Ahmed Midhat Efendi approved the imitation (taklid) of French literary works if
they would serve as literary models (“bizce Frenk mukallidligi matlubdur”, Kaplan
1998: 47). But at the same time, he emphasized the significance of translation
(terceme) which, according to him, would very much serve Ottoman literary progress

(Ahmed Midhat 1897a/1313).

In the debate, Ahmed Cevdet, chief editor of the newspaper kdam, was the
first writer who not only responded to Ahmed Midhat Efendi but also drew attention
to the difference between nakl (conveying) and taklid (imitation). Participating in the
debate with one article only, Ahmed Cevdet argued that faklid (imitation) was
different from conveying a text into another language and that it should be
considered separately from translation (terceme) (Ahmed Cevdet 1897/1313).
Responding to Ahmed Cevdet’s distinction between nakl and taklid, Ahmed Midhat

defined nakl as follows:

We will say that ‘imitating a classical work is different from conveying it into
another language’. Furthermore, the ways of conveying it into another
language come only two types. Conveying word-for-word is different from
conveying sense-for-sense (Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).

[Diyecegiz ki ‘bir klasik eserin taklid edilmesi baska diger bir lisana nakl
olunmasi yine bagkadir’. Hatta diger bir lisana naklindeki baskalik dahi iki
tirlidiir. Harfi harfine nakletmek bagska mealen nakletmek dahi bagkadir)
(Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).]

Regarding the connection between ferceme and taklid as two related concepts
and practices in Ottoman culture, Cenab Sahabeddin, the poet of the Edebiyat-1

Cedide movement (New literature) who participated in the debate with two articles
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(see Kaplan 1998: 194), objected to imitating classical works of European literature
(“Zannimca bu taklid bilakis muzirdir” Cenab Sahabeddin 1897/1313). Criticizing
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s perception of what a “classic” was, he emphasized that the
works of Greek poets such as Euripides, Sophokles and Aristophanes should be
regarded as “the classics”, not those of European neo-classical writers. He thought of
imitating (taklid) the classics as harmful but supported the idea of translating
(terceme) them by way of examination (miitalaa). Here, his main emphasis was on
understanding the moral values and mental progress of mankind (Cenab Sahabeddin
1897/1313). That is why he emphasized the connection between translating and
imitating European classical works in terms of their benefits or harmful results for

Ottoman literary progress.

In a similar vein, Necib Asim, a philologist, considered that imitating (taklid)
the works of ancient writers (dsar-1 esldf) was harmful, whereas translating (ferceme)
and examining (miitalaa) their works were beneficial and necessary (Necib Asim
1897/1313). Proposing a classification of four possible strategies (tarik) of
translating into Turkish, he identified imitation (taklid) as a strategy practiced in

relation to the Ottoman terceme tradition (ibid.).

Statements in the debate on the connections between terceme and taklid
reveal that participants seemed generally to agree that European classics could or
should be translated (terceme) but not imitated (faklid). This idea, of course, points to
a principal difference in identifying translation (ferceme) by considering it separate
from the practice of imitation (taklid). However, what is important is that imitation
(taklid) was overtly discussed in relation to conveying (nakl) and translating

(terceme) European classical works. In other words, imitation (taklid) came up in
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connection with translation (terceme) in the discourse of the debate. It appeared as
part of Ottoman translation (terceme) practices used in conveying from the source to

the target language.

It may therefore be concluded that terceme, nakl and taklid represented
primary notions indicating particular ways of Ottoman translation practices in the
late nineteenth century. Necib Asim’s disapproval of imitation (Necib Asim
1897/1313) seems to indicate that in Ottoman culture there had been a tradition of
imitation (faklid) and that many Ottoman writers/poets had formerly imitated various
Arabic and Persian works which served as models. Muallim Naci’s attempt to create
Ottoman tragedy as a new genre by imitating western classics is a good example that
shows ways of translating from a foreign culture and literature. For instance, in his
article titled “Miisabaka-i Kalemiyye ikram-1 Aklim”, Ahmed Midhat Efendi reports

presumably Naci’s own words on such an attempt. He writes:

Sir! I wrote those works but could not make them similar to the classics. It is
possible to imitate Voltaire’s Henriade because it was a kind of mirror for
princes. But it will not be possible to imitate the tragedies of Racine and
Corneille (Ahmed Midhat 1897a/1313).

[Hazret! Bunlari yazdim ama yine klasiklere benzetemedim. Volter’in
Henriyat’im taklid miimkiindiir. Ciinkii bir nevi sehnamedir. Fakat Rasin’in
Korneyl’in trajedilerini taklid miimkiin olamayacak (Ahmed Midhat
1897a/1313).]

This statement indicates that French works were taken as models for
producing Ottoman texts via certain practices including imitation. What is significant
is that taklid existed as a “translation-bound concept” or, an Ottoman “culture-
specific concept of translation” (Paker 2002a: 120-127). Hence, the notion of
imitation reminds us that Ottoman literary modernization cannot be grasped without

paying special attention to “culture-bound concepts of translation”.
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3.1.3. Translation as Nazire (Emulation) in Prose

In the light of Toury’s translation postulates (Toury 1995: 33), one can safely
consider that the transfer relationship between a target text and its ‘assumed’ source
may also involve a “cross-textual” relationship. In other words, on the basis of the
transfer postulate, it may be inferred that one can make use of structural and/or
narrative elements of the original in the translational relationship with the source.
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s comments on the plot of his two novels Haydut Montari
(1887-1888/1305) and Hasan Mellah (1874-1875/1291), both of which have been
identified as indigenous works (see Koz 2002; Esen 1999) reveal that Ahmed Midhat

Efendi tended to forge cross-textual relationships with his French originals:

The plot of Hasan Mellah was not as extensive as the plot of Le Comte de
Monte-Cristo. Neither is the plot of this novel, Haydut Montari, as extensive
as the plot of the novel Simon et Marie which we have emulated (Ahmed
Midhat 1887-1888/1305: 3) (my italics).

[Vakia Hasan Mellah’in plan1 Monte Kristo’nun plan1 kadar vasi degildi. Bu

Haydut Montari romaninin plan1 da naziresi ittihaz eyledigimiz (Simon ve

Mari) romaninin planm1 kadar vasi degildir (Ahmed Midhat 1887-1888/1305:

3) (my italics).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s explanation indicates another translation-bound
concept: nazire (emulation). Of course, in terms of Ottoman poetry, nazire
conventionally meant producing a parallel, responsive or competitive verse
composed in the same meter and rhyme as its source (Dilgin 1992: 269; Koksal
2003: 216-221)". 1t also signifies a poetic genre which became prominent from the

fifteenth century on (Paker 2002a: 120; Toska 2000: 298-299; Andrews 2002: 17-

19). However, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s above explanation denotes that emulation

7 For a comprehensive study on the concept of nazire (emulation) and its tradition within classical
Turkish literature, see M. Fatih Koksal (2003).
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(nazire or tanzir etmek) was also practiced in generating prose narratives in the late
nineteenth century. Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s explanations in his preface to Haydut
Montari reveal that he not only translated but also emulated French writers and their

works. He said:

We have followed many great European writers, for instance, Alexandre
Dumas and his son, Octave Feuillet, Gaboriaux and even Paul de Kock. We
have not only translated but also emulated their works, and won the
appreciation of our respected readers with our industriousness in the art of the
novel (Ahmed Midhat 1887-1888/1305: 4) (my italics).

[Biz ki gah Aleksandir Diima’ya gah ogluna gah Oktav Foyye’ye gah Risburg
gah Gaboryo hatta Pol d6 Kok’a varincaya kadar bircok Avrupali eazima
peyrev ola ola ve eserlerini gdah terceme ve gah tanzir ede ede romancilik
sanatindaki ¢aligkanligimizi karilerimiz efendilerimize epeyce begendirmisiz
(Ahmed Midhat 1887-1888/1305: 4) (my italics).]

Thus, there existed certain texts in the domain of fiction and drama as well as
in poetry identified as nazire (emulation), which possessed intertextual relationships
with their French sources. Abdiilhak Hamid [Tarhan]’s play in verse will be

discussed in section 3.2.3.

3.2. Terceme Strategies in Translating Poetry

In this section, I will examine several verse translations from French poetry. I have
taken these translations from Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakki’s Miintehabat-i
Teracim-i Mesahir (1889-1890/1307), from Mecmua-i Lisan, a magazine published
in 46 issues between 1896 and 1898 and from Mehmed Ata’s Terceme Mecmuasi
(1911/1329). I will present the translations in comparison with their originals through
a descriptive analysis. My main focus will be on terms and concepts of translation

(terceme) if available in the paratext. On the basis of the data in my analysis, I claim



161

that terceme (translation) and iktibas (borrowing) are related concepts and terceme

(translation) may also be practiced by means of iktibas (borrowing).

3.2.1. Translation as fktibasen Terceme (Translation by Means of Borrowing)

I would first like to examine two translations published in Mecmua-i Lisan
(Language Magazine) in which many translations of proverbs and maxims of French
writers/thinkers were published in a series titled “Ciimel-i hikemiyye, durfib-1 emsal”
(Philosophical Sentences and Proverbs). The translations that I will examine were
presented in this magazine under a heading that indicated the translator’s strategy,
one of which was identified as “iktibasen terceme” (translation by means of
borrowing) and the other as “aynen terceme” (translation as “the same”). Both were
rendered from Boileau’s Art Poetique by Ispartali Mustafa Hakki, known as a

translator of poetry.

Reference: Mecmua-i Lisan, n0.42, pp. 206

Target Text (TT) Source Text (ST)
Title: “Ciimel-i hikemiyye, durib-1 emsal”
Subtitle: “/ktibasen tercemesi”

[1] Kendini satmak iizere her ebleh, [1] Un sot trouve toujours un plus sot qui
[2] Daha bir eblehan bulur her dem... I’admire.

[3] Dedirir fazlina ana, ya ya!

[4] Saydirir kendini biiyiik adam.
[5] Dolasir ¢oklar1 bu sevdada...
[6] Eski seydir bu eski diinyada.

It can be seen that Ispartali Mustafa Hakki translated from the French verse
by means of borrowing (iktibas), but explicitly identified his text as a translation
(terceme). Thus the concept of iktibas (borrowing) is translation-bound, hence

emerges as a terceme practice.
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As a strategy of translation, iktibas (borrowing) was used by Ispartali Mustafa
Hakki to explain the sense of the original poem in which fawning and flattery were
criticized. It is noteworthy that the TT appears as an expanded version which
includes six lines in comparison with its source that has only one. We can see that the
translator intended to give additional information in lines 3-6 by commenting and
expanding the sense of the original. When analyzed in terms of one-to-one linguistic

equivalence, it is obvious that lines 1 and 2 have an actual correspondence to the ST

material:
Linguistic elements in TT (line 1-2) Linguistic elements in ST
her ebleh un sot
bulur trouve
her dem toujours
daha bir eblehan un plus sot
kendini satmak {izere qui ’admire

However, Mustafa Hakki’s additions of lines 3-6 have zero correspondence
with the original. This reveals, on the one hand, that in iktibas (borrowing) there may
also exist some non-translational or irrelevant matrix in the TT in terms of linguistic
equivalence (Toury 1980: 63-70; 1995: 61, 85, 93). On the other hand, in such a
matrix, e.g. in lines 3-6, there evidently appears a contextual correspondence in
which the ST information is explicated within another matrix in the TT.
Consequently, this reveals that a borrowing (iktibas) may share certain features with
its source text in terms of cross-contextual transfer that can be conceptualized as

thematic import as well as cross-linguistic transfer.
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3.2.2. Translation as Aynen Terceme (Translation as the Same)

Now, I would like to present another verse translation by Mustafa Hakki which
provides clues for understanding the notion of aynen terceme (translating as the

same).

Reference: Mecmua-i Lisan, n0.42, pp. 206

Target Text (TT) Source Text (ST)
Title: “Ciimel-i hikemiyye, durlib-1 emsal”
Subtitle: “Aynen tercemesi”

[1] Namus, ugurum-1 ceziredir bir, [1] L’honneur est comme une ile escarpée et
[2] Sarp &yle sevahili kayalik, sans bords,

[3] Bir kere ¢ikan o yerden artik, [2] On n’y peut plus rentrer dés qu’on en est
[4] Tekrar olamaz duhiile kadir déhors.

The translation (terceme) was identified by Mustafa Hakk: in the subtitle as
the literal translation (aynen terceme) of its source. However, it is obvious that the
translation has four lines in comparison with its original that has only two. Mustafa
Hakki translated the first and second lines of the original by adding a clause to each,
thus producing four lines in his translation, which rhymed abba. The word “kayalik”
(rocky place) in line 2 in his translation has zero-correspondence to the ST. The word
“namus” (honour), i.e. the subject of the first line of the translation, is identified as “a
cliff of an island” (“ugurum-1 cezire”), whereas in the original it is identified as “an
island with cliffs and no borders” (une ile escarpée et sans bords). Obviously, certain
“shifts” (Popovi¢ 1970: 79-85) that have taken place indicate that the translator
deviated from correspondence in terms of form (cf. “textual equivalence” in Catford
1965: 27) and that translating as the same (aynen terceme) was violated at a
hypothetical level. So why was this text identified by Mustafa Hakk: as ‘translation
as the same’ (aynen terceme)? One possible explanation can be that, in contrast to the

translation examined in the previous section, in the TT there is no explanatory or
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additional matrix which results in non-translation or irrelevant segments in terms of

linguistic correspondence.

I will now examine an even more interesting case that sheds light on the
concept of translation as the same (aynen terceme): Muallim Naci’s pair of
translations of Sully Prudhomme’s “Les Yeux”, both of which are titled “Gézler”
(Eyes). Muallim Naci produced two texts from one ST, identifying one as literal
(aynen terceme) and the other as versified [translation] (razmen). “Gozler” first
appeared in Terciiman-1 Hakikat in 1883 (Kolcu 1999b: 17) and later it was also
published in Ategspare by Muallim Naci, in Miintehabat-1 Teracim-i Mesahir by
Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakki, in Mecmua-i Lisan and in Terceme Mecmuas: by

Mehmed Ata.

In Terceme Mecmuasi, Naci’s two translations of Prudhomme’s “Les Yeux”
were published together (Mehmed Ata 1911/1329: 40-43). The version that was
identified as aynen terceme (translation as the same) was only published in Terceme
Mecmuasi, implies that it was the versified translation (nazmen) that circulated more
frequently and was known as the more popular version of “Les Yeux”. The original
poem consists of 5 stanzas, in which the rhyme scheme is abab, cdcd, efef. Below, 1
will present the first stanza of the original and Muallim Naci’s two different

translations marked as TT1 and TT2.
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Target Text | (TT1)

Title: Gozler (Eyes)

Subtitle: Aynen Tercemesi (Translation as the
same)

Target Text 11 (TT2)
Title: Gézler (Eyes)
Subtitle: Nazmen (Versified)

Mai yahid siyah hepsi sevilmis hepsi giizel
Bi-hisab gozler safaki gormiislerdir

Onlar umuk-1 mekabirde uyumaktadirlar
Giines ise hala dogmaktadir

Mai siyah bir nice sevda-feza uyln
Etmis safak safasini sevk-aver-i dertin
Toprak iginde simdi o ¢esman-1 dil-fiirtiz
Hursid ziver-i ufuk olmaktadir heniiz

Source Text
Title: Les Yeux

Bleus ou noirs, tous aimé tous beaux,
Des yeux sans nombre ont vu I’aurore;
IIs dorment au fond des tombeaux

Et le soleil se Iéve encore.

In his two translations, Muallim Naci translated all five stanzas of the

original. In TT1, identified as aynen terceme (translation as the same), Muallim Naci

preserves the number of the stanzas in the original but in the last stanza he provides

two options presented in parentheses. As seen above, the literal version was

translated in free meter and has nearly one-to-one correspondence to the ST

elements:

Elements in TT1

Their correspondence in ST

mai yahtid siyah [blue or black]

hepsi sevilmis  [all loved]

hepsi giizel [all beautiful]

bi-hisdb gdzler [uncountable eyes]

safaki gormiislerdir [have seen daybreak]
umuk-1 mekabirde [in the tomb]

onlar uyumaktadirlar [they are sleeping]
giines ise [and the sun]

hala dogmaktadir [still rising]

bleus ou noirs

tous aimé

tous beaux

des yeux sans nombre
ont vu 1’aurore

au fond des tombeaux
Ils dorment

et le soleil

se léve encore

However, as the second version Naci proposed a versified translation in aruz

meter “mefulii-failatii-mefdilii-failiin® (--. / -.-. / .--. / -.-) i.e. a traditional Arabic

meter commonly used in classical Turkish poetry. What is significant in the TT2 here

is that Muallim Naci did not intend to follow a one-to-one correspondence to the
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original. Instead, he seems to have focused on rewording the theme as well as the
images of stanzas in the original and made some optional shifts. Thus his versified
translation appears to be an intra-lingual ‘“rewriting” of his literal translation
(Lefevere 1985: 233), in other words, a translation that fits the conventions of
Ottoman Divan (court) poetry. That must have been the reason why this versified

translation had a greater circulation on the literary market.

Elements in TT2 Their references in ST
mai, siyah [blue, black] bleus ou noirs

- tous aimé tous beaux
bir nice sevda-feza uylin [many eyes making love increased] des yeux sans nombre
etmis safak safasini sevk-aver-i dertin

[daybreak made its pleasure as bringing deep enthusiasm] -

- ont vu I’aurore

toprak i¢inde simdi [now under the soil] au fond des tombeaux
o ¢esman-1 dil-fiirGiz [eyes making heart shine] I1s

- dormant

hursid [the sun] et le soleil

ziver-i ufuk olmaktadir heniiz [yet becoming as adorning the horizon] se léve encore

The above table also reveals that Muallim Naci produced new expressions
with respect to the original while he was producing his versified translation. In this
sense, he tended to show his own artistic talents as a poet by generating a much more
“domesticated” (Venuti 1995: 19; 1998: 242) version that corresponded to the
traditional poetic conventions. However, his additions or omissions seem to have

zero-correspondence to the ST in terms of linguistic equivalence.

3.2.3. Translation as Nazire/Tanzir (Emulation) in Poetry

In this section, I will first examine Abdiilhak Hamid’s Nesteren, an emulation of
Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid, then Recaizede Mahmud Ekrem’s emulation (i.e. “Yad
Et”) of Alfred de Musset’s poem “Rappele-toi” as well as Nigar Binti Osman’s

translation (i.e. “Tahattur Et”) of the same original.
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Abdiilhak Hamid [Tarhan], prominent post-Tanzimat poet and diplomat,
identified his Nesteren (1878) as nazire (emulation) i.e. an emulation of Pierre
Corneille’s Le Cid. In the preface “Bir Ihtar” (A Notice), he identified his work as a
“pure-Turkish-rhymed tragedy” (facia) which was not only associated with western

and Arabic meter but also “written” on the basis of western poetic forms. He wrote:

Nesteren was written in Paris. Its story is about the struggle with one’s self
and conscience. At the same time, it is an emulation of the verse tragedy
which is well-known in Europe as Le Cid by Corneille, the great French poet.
In other words, Nesteren may be an emulation of Le Cid but the latter is not
the same as Nesteren. The whole difference between them can be understood
by those people who read both.

[Nesteren Paris’te yazildi. Mevzuu tecahiid-i nefs i vicdam tasvirdir. ikinci
derecede Corneille nam Fransiz sair-i ma’rifunun Le Cid unvaniyla
Avrupa’da istihar eden manzumesini tanzirdir. Tabir-i digerle Nesteren, Le
Cid’e nazire olabilir, fakat Le Cid, Nesteren’in ayn degildir. Beyinlerinde
olan fark-1 kiilli ikisini de miitalda edenlere ma’lim olur. (Abdiilhak Hamid
[Tarhan]’s preface in Enginiin 2002: 156).]

Hamid’s statements indicate that nazire/tanzir was related to cross-textual
transfer in which the emulator could make use of the story, theme or plot of the
original and modify it to fit in with the target cultural and literary environment.
Namik Kemal’s review of Nesteren shows that Hamid did, in fact, make use of the
textual-narrative elements of Corneille’s Le Cid. In other words, Kemal’s
assessments point out how Hamid in his work established a translational relationship
with the original. Namik Kemal, who was given a copy of Nesteren to review,
criticized Hamid on the grounds that he depicted a duel that resulted from a slap on
the face as a valid (“cari gostermek™) and acceptable eastern custom, whereas it was
in fact a western one (see Enginiin 1994: 406). In his memoirs, Abdiilhak Hamid

again speaks of his process of writing Nesteren:

...this work was a reflection/echo of the play Le Cid by Corneille, a famous
French poet. But it is neither the same reflection nor the inverse reflection of
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it, but a distant shadow. It is not Le Cid’s Turkish version. It is somewhat
closer to Le Cid in terms of the story, but distant from it in terms of
descriptions (Enginiin 1994: 405-406).

[...bu eser bana Fransiz sair-i meshuru Corneille’in Le Cid unvanl
tiyatrosundan in’ikas etmistir. Fakat onun aynen aksi degil, aks-1 ma’k{is da
degil belki bir zill-i baididir. Tiirkcesi degil baska tiirliisiidiir. Mevzuan ona
bir dereceye kadar mukarin ise de tasviren miitebayindir (Enginiin 1994: 405-
406)]

It is interesting that Hamid tends to define nazire as a mode of producing a
reflected text (in’ikds) without referring to translation as nazire (emulation) even
though his text was obviously based on a French source. What is noteworthy in
Hamid’s discourse is that he clearly regards nazire/tanzir (emulation) as
translational because he perceives this mode as a transfer strategy. This also
indicates that, in his view, the receiving culture may adopt many cultural, linguistic
or textual properties from the original source and use them in its own environment
for the purpose of nazire. Therefore I claim that nazire signifies a “culture-specific
concept” of Ottoman translation practice not only in earlier Ottoman literature (cf.
Paker 2002a: 123-128) but also in the late nineteenth century. Whether or not the
receiving culture names or identifies such an appropriation as nazire/tanzir
(emulation), it is obvious that there exists a translational relationship between the

emulation and its original.

“Yad Et” (Remember) by Recaizade Mahmud Ekrem, who emulated Alfred
de Musset’s “Rappele-toi”, needs to be examined in connection with a translation
(terceme) of the same original, known as “Tahattur Et” (Remember), which was
translated by Nigar Binti Osman, a woman poet and translator.® In Miintehabat-1

Teracim-i Mesahir (Selections from Famous Translations), one finds the original, the

¥ The translation (terceme) in the form of a prose poem first appeared in Efsiis in 1886-1887/1304, a
collection of the works of Nigar Binti Osman.
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translation (ferceme) and the emulation (tanzir), all of which were published together

(Ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakki [1889-1890]/1307: 88-90).

The compilers (“muharrir ve miirettibleri””) of this work provided a note
about the translation and emulation in the section titled “Nigar Hanim”. Here, they
also presented Recaizade Mahmud Ekrem’s emulation under the title “Ekrem
Beyefendi Hazretlerinin Tanzirleri” (The emulation by Ekrem Beyefendi) (ibid.).

They write:

The poem titled “Remember” (Rappelle-toi) by Alfred de Musset, famous for
his fine and simple style among French poets, was emulated by Ekrem
Beyefendi, the great master, who reveals the literary value of this original
poem. It was also translated by Nigar Hanim in a beautiful style that would
fill even the best translators with envy (ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakki
[1889-1890]/1307: 88-90).

[Fransa suarast meyaninda rikkat-i hiisn ve sadegi-i lislub ile sohret-siar olan
edib-i meshur —Alfred d6 Musse--nin (Rappelle-toi) “Yad Et” namindaki
manzumesi ki, kiymet-i edebiyyesi iistad-1 maali-semir Ekrem Beyefendi
Hazretlerinin tanzirine ragbet buyurmalariyla da miisbettir, Nigar Hanim
Efendi tarafindan —dakikasenc miitercimine bile gipta-aver olacak su suret-i

dil-nisin de terceme buyurulmustur (ibrahim Fehim and Ismail Hakk1 [1889-
18901/1307: 88-90).]

The original poem was consisted of three sections. Although Nigar Hanim
preserved the number of sections in her translation, there were six sections in
Recaizade’s emulation. The above quotation shows that, first of all, Alfred de
Musset’s “Rappele-toi” was not only translated but also emulated, which indicates
two related practices of translation (terceme). This suggests, interestingly, that
French poetry, similar to that in Arabic and Persian, was emulated in the Ottoman
literary system in the late nineteenth century. In his emulation, Recaizade Mahmud
Ekrem focused on “remembering”, which is the essential theme of the original poem,

as its title indicates. His poem is twice as long as the original and Nigar Hanim’s
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translation. For instance, Recaizade expanded his emulation to include 6 segments
contrary to the original and its translation by Nigar Binti Osman, both of which have
3 segments. It can also be seen that he took certain images from the original and
placed them in a new context which is also related to the theme of “remembering”.
Therefore, his emulation seems to be another poem which he generated on the basis
of a French source. The table below shows elements similar to both the translation

and emulation.

Recaizade Mahmud

Ekrem’s Nazire Nigar Binti Osman’s (terceme) Prose Translation _ Elements in ST
leyl-i siikin-niima leyl-i miitefekkir [pensive night] la nuit pensive

olur gazelhan zemzeme-han olacaktir [murmuring voice] murmurer une voix
yad et beni 0 zamanda  tahattur et o demde ki [remember when] rappele-toi quand
kalb-i refik-i natiivanla  bu kalb-i nevmid [despairing heart] ce ceeur désespéré

These points indicate that emulation (nazire) could contain within it certain
translational relationships to the source text. It could contain imported themes,
figures and/or motifs, all of which would serve to introduce images from a foreign
source. What is important in this case is that nazire emerges in connection with
translation (ferceme) and was practiced as part of the Ottoman terceme tradition.
Thus, it too appears as a “culture-bound concept” of translation (terceme) in the late

nineteenth century (cf. Paker 2002a: 123-128).

3.3. Functions Attributed to Translations (7Terceme) in the Late Nineteenth
Century Ottoman Discourse

In the late nineteenth century, discourses on literary translation were engaged mainly
with the question of what had to be expected in translating from Europe. Various
overt and covert statements on translation indicate that the cultural functions of

translation seemed to be the central issue. Generally speaking, literary figures tended



171

to think that translation (ferceme) contributed much to the progress of Ottoman
culture and literature where it could fulfil a number of useful functions. In this
period, translation was assumed to be a means of introducing new genres and
shaping new literary products. Furthermore, translation was attributed a function by
which it would not only improve Ottoman culture but also develop the target

language which had not yet been standardized.

3.3.1. A Need for Translating from the West: Translation and Progress

During the late nineteenth century, it can be observed that translation was indeed a
distinct subject in the Ottoman interculture. The “classics debate” indicates that
Ottoman literary as well as non-literary agents who expressed their views on
translation focused essentially on the significance of translating European literary
works into Ottoman Turkish. They held both explicitly and implicitly that translation
was an instrument for Ottoman cultural and literary development (ferakki) from the
Tanzimat period onwards. The most noticeable idea on translation in this period
seems to be the need for translating from the West and its decidedly formative roles

on Ottoman cultural and literary life.

Kemal Pasazade Said’s perception of translation (ferceme) is particularly
illuminating. Said was a teacher of translation, of constitutional law as well as
rhetoric at the Mekteb-i Sultani and Mekteb-i Miilkiye (School of Political Science).
He also wrote for the newspaper Vakit. As a well-known and authoritative translator
of the time, Kemal Pasazade Said defined translation (terceme) in its relation to the
cultural context in the preface he wrote to Miintehabat-1 Teracim-i Mesahir

(Selections from Famous Translations) by Ibrahim Fehim and ismail Hakk1. In the
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preface, he offered a very noteworthy definition of translation (ferceme),
foregrounding its innovative role in Ottoman socio-cultural progress from the

Tanzimat period onwards:

It is translation that conveys to us the progress of the West in its various
aspects. It is translation that provides military knowledge for our brave
soldiers who terrified the world with their swords. It is translation that makes
for improvement in education and serves the progress of our civilization from
day to day. It is translation that informs our people about the innovations
which appear every day through telegraphs conveyed into our language. It is
translation that reorganizes the conditions in Ottoman lands as well as in
several bodies of the state by disseminating scientific methods. Ninety
percent of the news and information in the newspapers is provided by
translations, thus it is translation that makes our people interested in political,
scientific and technical issues (([Kemal Pasazade] Said’s preface in Ibrahim
Fehim and Ismail Hakk1 1889-1890/1307: 3).

[Suver-i gunagun ile arz-1 cemal-i kemal edegelen terakkiyat-1 garbiyyeyi
bize nakl ve isal eden sey tercemedir. Darbe-i eydi-i siitunlar1 bir zamanlar
cihani lerzendk eyleyen bahadiran-1 asakirimizi maarif-i cedide-i askeriyye ile
arayig-yab-1 celdl eden sey tercemedir. Tarik-i maarif-perveride tayy-1
mesafat ettirerek yevmen-fi-yevmen esbab-1 temeddiiniimiizii istikmal eden
sey tercemedir. Zuhurat-1 yevmiyyeden halkimizi kiilli yevmin haberdar
eyleyen, telgraflart lisanimiza nakl ile umuma malGmat istihsal eden sey
tercemedir. Ulim ve flinun-1 haziranin vesait-i tatbikiyyesini miilkiimiize
tamim ile su’bat-1 umur-1 devlet ve memlekette i1slah-1 ahval eden sey
tercemedir. Gazetelerin havadis ve mebahisi ylizde doksan nisbetinde mahsul-
1 himem-i miitercemin olup halkimizi siyasiyat ve ilmiyat ve fenniyata
meyyal eden sey tercemedir. (([Kemal Pasazade] Said’s preface in ibrahim
Fehim and Ismail Hakki 1889-1890/1307: 3).]

Said’s definition sheds light on the context of how translation (terceme)
contributed to Ottoman society and served as a tool for Ottoman institutional and
cultural modernization. His explanations indicate that Ottoman society met its needs
through the import of both western progress and new ideas. His statements draw
attention particularly to those newspapers and journals which promoted translation.
According to Kemal Pasazade Said, such publications played pivotal roles not only
in providing Ottomans with reading materials but also in making western science and

culture known to Ottoman readers. Hence, in his discourse, from the Tanzimat period
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onwards translation (ferceme) was attributed certain roles which were closely
associated with the notion of ferakki (progress). His views also indicate that the
position of translations from the West was “primary” (Even-Zohar 1990b: 21) in a
period of about thirty or forty years after the first translational contact with European

cultures and literatures in the Tanzimat Period.

Ahmet Midhat Efendi’s discourse is also a good example illuminating how
translation was related to the notion of terakki in literature. He called attention to the
translation of classical works from the West as a means of acquiring European
literary development. In his preface to Sid’in Huldsas: (Summary Translation of Le

Cid), he wrote:

People who are not aware of these classical works cannot reach the great
progress of Europe (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 6).

[Filvaki bu “klasik asar dahi bu ciimledendir. Bunlardan haberdar olmayanlar
Avrupa’nin biiyiik kism-1 terakkisine vukuf hasil edememis olurlar (Ahmed
Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 6).]

In the preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s focus was on transferring European
classics and accepting them as models (mesk) to produce Ottoman texts comparable
to those of Europe. This notion also seems to be significant in terms of his
understanding of the translational contact with western literatures. Ahmed Midhat
Efendi tended to reiterate the view that European texts could also be appropriated.
His notion of megk (model) indicates that he had a particular approach to translating
(terceme) from European literatures by means of a number of strategies. But what is
significant is his perception of Europe as a source for importing new literary products

into the Ottoman interculture. He even suggested that the great works of Europe
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needed to be accepted and loved as literary models for Ottoman progress in

literature. He wrote:

European classics! Europe, which has reached the highest stage of progress
by experimenting with everything for three or four centuries, is a model for us
at all levels of material beauty. Literary classics are also the works of great
success that Europe is extremely proud of, and that need to be loved and
taken as model by us. Is it right that these works should be unknown to us?
(Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 4-5).

[Avrupa klasikleri! Ug¢ dort yiiz seneden beri herseyi tecriibbe ede ede
terakkiyatin hemen hemen mertebe-i gayesine varmis olan Avrupa bizim i¢in
muhassenat-1 maddiyyenin her cihetinde bir mesk demektir. Edebi klasikler
ise Avrupa’nin hakikaten en biiyiik iftihar eyledigi asar-1 muvaffakiyeti olup
bizce en ziyade temessuk ve adeta taassuk edilecek sey dahi bunlardir. Layik
midir ki bunlar bizce mechulattan kalsinlar? (Ahmed Midhat 1890-
1891/1308: 4-5).]

Generally speaking, the idea of taking European works as models reminds us
that there might have emerged an a priori discourse on the need for translating
foreign works for the benefit of target readers. Views in the “classics debate” point
out that agents participating in the debate obviously shared the need for translating
the great European works. It is noteworthy that they also focused on the pragmatic
benefits to be gained from translating such works. Cenab Sahabeddin, for instance,
stated that translating European texts would be beneficial in developing the moral
values of Ottoman readers. In his article “Klasikler Meselesi” (The Classics

Problem) he wrote:

The translation and study of classical works are, in fact, extremely beneficial.
These works show us the moral progress and spiritual struggle of mankind
and hence they educate us (Cenab Sahabeddin 1897/1313: 1004).

[Vakia klasik eserlerin terceme ve miitalaasi pek miifid olur, zira onlar bize
heyet-i beseriyyenin terakkiyat-1 ahlakiyyesini, miicadelat-1 kalbiyyesini ibraz
ve talim eder (Cenab Sahabeddin 1897/1313: 1004).]
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According to Cenab Sahabeddin, the ideas of western writers as well as the
intellectual experience in European culture would only be grasped through
translations. This is why he supported translating western classical works and
strongly rejected imitating them. On the one hand, Cenab Sahabeddin seems to have
opposed Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s notion of mesk and the strategy he offered in
translating works from western literature. On the other hand, he agreed with Ahmed
Midhat Efendi in expecting that translations from the West would serve Ottoman

cultural and literary progress.

It is also important to note that there were certain views which foregrounded
translating rather than producing indigenous (felif) works. Yusuf Neyyir, translator of
Graziella by Lamartine, emphasized in the late 1870s the very necessity of
translating rather than generating indigenous works. In the preface (“Mukaddeme”)
to his translation, he stated that Ottomans had to translate until they reached an
adequate level so as to benefit from the European scientific and cultural heritage
(“servet-i muktesebe-i ilmiyye):

We need to concentrate on producing translations rather than indigenous

works until we compensate for the lack of education and improve our

knowledge to such an adequate level (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-
1879/1296): 10).

[...nakayis-1 esbab-1 tahsili ikmal ve bu suretle vukuf ve maliimatimizi bir

nokta-i kifayeye isal edinceye kadar, teliften ziyade terceme cihetine sarf-1

efkar ve iktidar etmek lazim gelir (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-1879/1296):

10).]

It is evident that Yusuf Neyyir appreciated Europe as a civilized community
whose development in the sciences and arts had materialized (“maarif ve medeniyeti

bir suret-i muntazamada istikrar ve miikemelen irae-i asar etmis bir heyet-i

medeniyye” (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-1879/1296: 10). He considered that
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Ottoman society could satisfy its own essential needs as well as improve its sciences

and arts through translating from the West.

Necib Asim, philologist and writer, also pointed out the importance of
translation (terceme) in his Kitap (The Book) which was published in 1893-

1894/1311. He wrote:

Conveying a book in one language to another is a beneficial and even a
necessary service (Necib Asim 1893-1894/1311: 171).

[Bir lisanda bulunan bir kitab1 digerine nakletmek, faydali ve hatta elzem bir
hizmettir (Necib Asim 1893-1894/1311: 171).]

He drew attention to translation, devoting an entire chapter to it, titled
“Terceme” (Translation), in his Kitap. A few years later, he re-emphasized the
benefits of translating from other languages in his contribution to the “classics

debate” entitled “Klasikler” (The Classics):

It is quite harmful to imitate old works but extremely beneficial and necessary
to study and translate them... Trying to translate closer to the originals has
introduced virgin images to the language. Thus the language has been
expanded (Necib Asim 1897/1313: 979).

[Asar-1 eslafi taklid ne kadar muzir ise tedkik ve terceme de fevkalade miifid
ve elzemdir... Hatta bu tercemelerin asla takribine ¢alismak suretiyle lisana
bikr-i mazmunlar girmis, viis’at gelmistir (Necib Asim 1897/1313: 979).]

Even though Necib Asim objected to imitating, he established a certain
connection between translation (terceme) and the notion of progress. He also
emphasized the functions of translations (terceme) and argued that translations had
played important roles not only in the development of the target language but also in
the enrichment of the “Ottoman library”. In his second article in the debate titled

“Bizde Klasik Yok mu?” (Don’t We Have Any Classics?), he wrote:



177

These issues, which will undoubtedly affect the improvement of our language
and increase the number of Ottoman works, make all literati happy (Asim
1897b/1313: 977).

[Bahusus  lisammmizin  tevessiitine,  kiitiiphane-i ~ Osmaniyyemizin
genislemesine pek biiylik tesirati olacagindan istibah edilmemek lazim gelen
su bahisler, climle muhibban-1 maarifeti mesrir ve miibtehic eder (Asim
1897b/1313: 977).]

Necib Asim had a favourable view of translation and appreciated its benefits,
emphasizing that translation would serve in developing Turkish. He encouraged
translators to use intelligible Turkish. In fact, Asim had called attention to the
problem of intelligibility in translation since 1893-1894 i.e. the year Kitap was
published. He argued that “translation should be clear and useful” (“Tercemenin
vazih, sehlii’l-istifade edilir olmasi sarttir””) (Necib Asim 1893-1894/1311: 172). Of
course, his attitude towards the linguistic quality of translations seems to have

stemmed from the movements for plain Turkish which had begun by that time.’

In a similar vein, Semseddin Sami, novelist, journalist, translator and
lexicographer, argued that word-for-word translation (harfiyyen terceme) would lead
to the purification of Turkish rather than its distortion. In the preface titled “Ifade-i
Miitercim” (Translator’s Statement) to his famous translation in 1884-1885 of
Robinson Crusoe'’ by Daniel Defoe, he claimed that Turkish would not only be
made plain but also more beautiful by translating (ferceme) from European

languages. He wrote:

A great difference would be achieved by using clear expressions and short
sentences, and by making statements closer to spoken language, thus
deviating from the elaborate style of writing. In this way, our language would
become more simple and beautiful (Semseddin Sami 1884-1885/1302: 3).

? For a detailed examination of the movements for plain Turkish from the Tanzimat period onwards,
see Levend ([1949] 1972) and Oksiiz (1995).

' On the title page, below the title Robenson [in Turkish transcription], it was noted that the novel
was translated word-for-word from French (“Fransizcadan harfiyyen terceme olunmustur”).
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[Miimkiin mertebede kelami griftlikten kurtarip, citimleleri kisa kesmekle ve
suret-i ifadeyi sive-i kitabaneden kurtarip sive-i tekelliime kalb ve tefrikle, bu
farkin kism-1 kiillisi izale edilmis olup ve bununla beraber lisanimiz dahi
sadelesmekle beraber giizellesmis olur (Semseddin Sami 1884-1885/1302:

3).]

Regarding Asim’s and Sami’s discourses on the use of Turkish in translation,
it would not be wrong to say that translation (ferceme) was an important issue
discussed in connection with the target language. In other words, it was an issue that
involved political, cultural, linguistic and literary trends of the Ottoman society in the

late nineteenth century.

Semseddin Sami also questioned lacks and gaps in Ottoman literature with
respect to European literature in his article titled “Siir ve Edebiyattaki Teceddiid-i
Ahirimiz” (Our Recent Innovations in Poetry and Literature) (Semseddin Sami
1898/1314). Sami’s article was written in 1898, following a very significant literary
dispute known as the “debate on Decadents” in 1897."" He not only compared the
current position of Ottoman classical literature with its European counterparts, but
also looked critically at Ottoman cultural and literary progress, including the
question of imitation that the “New Literature” group was accused of. He stated that
Europeans were much more developed than Ottomans in technical, cultural and
literary matters and complained about the lack of “works in our language,
comparable to western works in terms of style and content, which could be read with

pleasure by the people with taste” (...lisinimizda garb asarina miimasil ve zevk-i

" The year 1897 witnessed two literary debates: the first on “the Decadents”, the second on “the
Classics”. Sami’s article was a response to those who attacked the New Literature i.e. edebiyat-i
cedide group. Opponents had accused the New Literature front of imitating French literature and had
argued that the edebiyat-1 cedide was foreign to the Ottoman literary tradition. They criticized not only
the foreign content and forms adapted from French literature but also the unusual style they derived
from breaking conventional rules of the current language. For the “debate on Decadents”, see Emil
(1959) and Paker (2005a).
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selim ve hiisn-i tabiat ashabi tarafindan kemal-i telezziizle okunur asar...) (ibid.).
Sami appreciated the efforts of the New Literature group since they took European
literary works as models but avoided imitating them (“Avrupa asar-1 ebediyesine

tebaiyet ve imtisal etmekle beraber, taklidten inhiraz”).

What is significant in Sami’s article is his rationale, based on a belief in
European literary progress. He argued that western cultures had achieved progress
through translating (nakl ve terceme) the great works of the East into their languages.
Sami suggested filling in the gaps by benefiting from (miistefid olmak) western
knowledge and literature. In summary, the examples of discourse presented above
reveal that the functions attributed to translation for the enrichment of Ottoman
culture, language and literature were still important issues at the turn of the twentieth

century.

3.3.2. Norms in Selecting Source Texts: Suitability to Moral Values

Ahmed Miinif, translator of the first detective novel in Ottoman Turkish (Uyepazarci
1997: 71), expressed interesting views concerning his expectation from Paris
Facialari, his translation in 1880-1881/1298 of Ponson du Terrail’s Les Drames de
Paris. In the preface titled “Ifade-i Mahsusa” (Special Statement), he emphasized
that he translated a novel that would not only sharpen moral values but also instruct

the readers:

It was a humane motivation that forced me to translate this novel, the first
part of which I succeeded in publishing. It contains many fine subjects and
philosophical considerations that will instruct humankind and elevate morals
(Ahmed Miinif (trans.) 1880-1881/1298).
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[Iste su tesvik-i miiriivvetmendanedir ki efkari terbiye ve ahlaki tezkiye
edecek birgok mebahis-i zarifane ve muhakemat-i hekimaneyi muhtevi olup
cliz-1 evvelini nesre muvaffak oldugum su roman dahi tercemeye, hame-i
cesaret olmaya mecbur eylemistir (Ahmed Miinif (trans.) 1880-1881/1298).]

Like Ahmed Miinif, Yusuf Neyyir too had emphasized the significance of
moral values in translating from the West, just a few years before Miinif’s translation
of Les Drames de Paris appeared. In his preface to his translation of Lamartine’s
Graziella, Neyyir underlined the importance of suitability to the socio-cultural values
of the target culture and proposed certain norms that needed to be followed in the

selection of a European text for translation. He wrote:

One or perhaps the most important of the requirements in the selection of
books for translation is their appropriateness in terms of intellectual and
wisdom and, in particular, our morals and customs. Otherwise, translating a
book which does not meet such conditions would bring about harm not
benefit. Thus utmost attention must be paid to the selection of books [for
translation] (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-1879/1296): 11-12) (my italics).

[Su kadar ki terceme edilecek kitapta aranilacak sartlarin biri ve belki en
mithimi o kitabin miindericatindan aklen ve hikmeten makbul olmasi ve
alelhusus bizim ahlak ve adatimiza tevafuk etmesidir. Yoksa su seraiti haiz
olmayan bir kitabin tercemesi, menfaati degil bilakis mazarratt mucib olur. Su
hale nazaran emr-i intihabin bir dikkat-i fevkalade dairesinden gegirilmesi
lazim gelir (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-1879/1296): 11-12) (my italics).]

Not only Ahmed Miinif’s but also Yusuf Neyyir’s views indicate that for
some writers and/or translators morality was an important issue that was regarded as
a “preliminary norm” in translation (Toury 1995: 58-60). It seems interesting that
they assumed ethics -even if imported from the West via translations- to be a means
to serve Ottoman cultural and literary progress. In this sense, Yusuf Neyyir argued
that one of the major tasks of literature was clearly to elevate Ottoman morals:

If it is unity that preserves the civilization of a nation, it is certainly morals

that provide its people with happiness. If it is the idea of unity that keeps the

people surviving as a nation, it is morals again that support this idea of
unity... If one of the essential tasks of literature is to provide moral
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instruction, it deserves a great deal of attention... It is obvious that this is
necessary for every society (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-1879/1296): 2-4).

[Bir kavmin daye-i medeniyyeti ittifak ise sermaye-i saadeti de ahlaktir. Bir
kavmin kavmiyyetini muhafaza eden fikr-i asabiyyet ise asabiyyet-i fikrini
veren de ahlaktir... Uliim-1 edebiyyenin vazife-i esasiyyesinden biri de ahlak
dersi vermek olmasina gore bu ilme ne kadar uluvviyyet isnad olunsa yeri var
ve bunun liizum ve viicubu... her cemiyyet-i beseriyye icin bedihi ve
derkardir (Yusuf Neyyir (trans.) 1878-1879/1296): 2-4).]

Neyyir’s arguments point to some essential cultural norms that he expected to
be adopted in the process of translation. One of the articles published in the
newspaper Hayal in 1874 clearly illustrates such a cultural expectation. In the article
titled “Kitap Modas1” (The Book Trend), one can find important views on translating
European novels into Turkish. Here, it is emphasized that the case of scientific and
literary progress in the Ottoman Empire calls for extensive translation from the West.
It is also recommended that certain norms be adopted when selecting source books

for translation for the benefit of Ottoman readers:

We should not translate European novels about love and relationships. But
this does not mean that we do not need translations. It is clear that we need
translations of both scientific and technical works and also of novels.
However, the novels that we need to have translated are not the ones we have
today, but those about history, science and morality... Those are what we
have a need for. There is no necessity for [the translations] of the works we
have mentioned in the first group. If we translate such novels, we make a
mistake. French morals are different from those of Muslims. Two thirds of
the moral values accepted in French culture would perhaps be regarded as
harmful in our culture. Thus it is wrong to translate such works. Before this
trend started, our stories were entirely of Persian style, but they stirred up
worse feelings than current translations. Unfortunately, their harm is now
being replaced by French morals [today] (Hayal, January 24, 1874 in [Ozon]
[1930] 1934: 334-335).

[Avrupalilarin agk ve aldka {izerine yazdiklar1 hikayeleri terceme
etmemeliyiz. Maamafih tercemeye ihtiyacimiz yoktur demek istedigimiz
anlagilmasin. Ulim ve flinun i¢in ihtiyacimiz giin gibi asikar olup ondan sarf-
1 nazarla hikaye tercemesine de muhtaciz. Fakat tercemesine muhtac
oldugumuz hikayeler simdiki halde terceme olunanlar gibi olmayip tarih ve
ilme ve ahlaka dair olanlardir... Biz tarih ve ilme ve ahldka ait olan
hikayelere muhtaciz. Yoksa birinci kisimdan olanlara muhtac olmadiktan
bagka tercemesinde hata etmis oluruz. Fransiz ahlaki baska, miisliiman ahlaki
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baska. Onlarda muhassenattan madut olan ahlakin belki de iicte ikisi bizde
muzirdir. Bu halde bdylelerini bizim terceme etmemiz abestir. Su modadan
evvel olan hikayatimizin kaffesi Acemane seyler oldugundan simdiki
tercemelerden daha fena hisler birakmakta idi... Fakat teesstif olunur ki
onlarin iras ettikleri fenaliklarin mahalline Fransiz ahlaki yerlesmeye kesb-i
istidat eyledi (Hayal, January 24, 1874 in [Ozén] [1930] 1934: 334-335)12]

The significance of this articles lies in the fact that it points to a cultural hence
epistemological distance between Christian and Muslim moral values and, even more
importantly, customs and that during the 1870s there was a considerable emphasis on
keeping the moral values of the Ottoman society free of European influence not only
in the production of domestic literature but also of translated literature. Thus, it can
be said that on the one hand, intercultural agents tried to modernize Ottoman culture
and literature through translations from the West but, on the other hand, they
attempted to preserve the ethical values of the receiving culture by drawing attention

: 1
to certain norms. 3

In his significant work Hikdye (The Novel), which was serialized in Hizmet
newspaper in 1887-1888 then published in book form in 1891-1892/1307,"* Halid
Ziya [Usakligil], an important Edebiyat-1 Cedide novelist and translator, approached
translation from a different angle and considered what kind of novels needed to be

translated for Ottoman readers. In his introduction “Mukaddime”, he wrote:

In this article, after providing a brief history of the novel, we will give
information about the status, types and functions of the novel, and then we

"2 For another version of this article in Latin transcription, see also Akbayar 1985: 450.

' This point corresponds to fits the epistemological bases of the Tanzimat novel. In her illuminating
work Babalar ve Ogullar: Tanzimat Romaninin Epistemolojik Temelleri (Fathers and Sons: the
Epistemological Bases of the Tanzimat Novel), Jale Parla examines the Tanzimat novel in terms of its
cultural and epistemological aspects. She identifies the culture and literature of the Tanzimat period as
miilemma which represents a problematic engagement with the West. She argues that what is
problematic in Ottoman culture is not only a wish to modernize but also a wish to define certain
boundaries to modernization. See Parla (1993): 9-21.

" For the Latin transcription and parallel intralingual translation of Hikdye by Nur Giirani Arslan, see
Usakligil 1998.



183

will explain what kind of novels should be translated or written (Usakligil
1998: 28-30).

[Iste bu makalemizde hikdyenin miicmelen bir tarihini yaptiktan sonra hal-i
hazirini, enva-1 muhtelifesini izah ve hikdyenin esasina, hizmetine dair ita-y1

malumat ederek ne yolda hikayeler terciime olunmak ve yazilmak iktiza
edecegini anlatacagiz (Usakligil 1998: 28-30).]

After Ahmed Midhat Efendi, Halid Ziya was the second major contributor to
the development of the Turkish novel and short story. As an advocate of the realistic
approach in the novel (Evin 1983: 98), he was also a significant translator who
rendered a number of stories from Finnish, Hebrew, Swedish, Russian and Sanskrit,
(presumably from their French versions) which were published in Hizmet, Mekteb
and Servet-i Fiinun." In Hikdye (The Novel), Halid Ziya not only surveyed the novel
as a genre in Ottoman literature but also reviewed western novels translated into
Turkish since the beginnings of the literary Tanzimat. In his essay on translation, he
evaluated the literature translated from the West with regard to a comparison he
made between romanticism (hayaliyyun) and realism (hakikiyyun). He criticized
romantic novels translated into Turkish in the late nineteenth century in terms of their
lack of literary value and intellectual quality. He stated that his intention was to
provide his readers with real life incidents rather than offer a fantastic and romantic
representation of life. This idea underlies his suggestion that realist novels of the
West should be translated into Turkish. His views show that romanticism and realism
were among the significant topics of discussion on translation in the literature of the

late nineteenth century. Thus, it can be perceived that debates on literary theories of

15 For detailed information, see Halid Ziya’s six-volume memoir, Kirk Yil, which was published
between 1916 and 1969. He also collected several of his translated short stories in Ndkil, which was a
four-volume anthology that contains 28 stories including some of his own. In Ndkil, he intended to
reproduce accurately and faithfully the content and the characteristics of the original writers “to test
and prove the flexibility and resourcefulness of Turkish as a literary medium” (Paker 1991: 29).
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the time also had a concrete impact on the production of translated literature in

Ottoman culture at the time.

3.4. Strategies of Translation in Late Ottoman Discourse

In his article in the Routledge Encyclopedia of Translation Studies, Lawrence Venuti
defines translation strategy as “basic tasks of choosing the foreign text to be
translated and developing a method to translate it” (Venuti 1998: 240). “Developing
a method” seems to be meaningful in the case of the Ottoman practice of translation
(terceme) in the late nineteenth century. On the basis of Venuti’s definition, each
translation strategy seems to point to a translation method in the Ottoman case. Thus,
it would not be wrong to consider translation strategies as methods, each of which
indicates a particular text-type of translation (terceme). It is interesting that writers
and/or translators spoke of various types of Ottoman translation practices, ranging
from harfiyyen (literal), aynen (as the same) to mealen (sense-for-sense) and fevsien
(expanded). Other methods were also practiced, such as huldsa (summary), taklid
(imitation), fanzir (emulation) and fahvil (conversion). Hence, I claim that translation
strategies in Ottoman culture in that period were multiple and need to be considered

‘beyond binary’ terms in a range extending from fidelity to freedom.

In the following sections, the various strategies will be examined as they
manifest themselves in the discourse on translation. For the sake of clarity I will

present them in terms of taxonomies.
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3.4.1. Two-Term Taxonomy in the Discourse on Translation: Aynen (as the
Same) and Serbest (Free)

In his work Kitap (The Book), Necib Asim pointed out that there should be two main
ways of translating (terceme): as the same (aynen) and free (serbest). He stated that
free translation (serbest) should be practiced mostly in translating scientific and
technical works in order to grasp scientific knowledge and produce an intelligible

text for the target readers. He wrote:

Translation is done in two ways. The first one is to translate freely, by which
a translator conveys the meaning of a book the way s/he pleases. Translating
scientific works in this way not only makes them intelligible but also takes a
very short time. That is why many translators prefer this way. But literary
works should be translated as the same i.e. identically. Therefore, those who
want to translate literary works should be extremely proficient in both
languages (Asim 1893/1311: 171-174).

[Terceme iki suretle olur: Birisi serbest tercemedir ki, bir kitabin mealini
miitercim kendi zevkine gore lisanina nakleder. Asar-1 fenniyyenin bu yolda
tercemesi, hem iyi anlasilmasini, hem de az zamanda isin i¢inden ¢ikilmasini
mucib olur. Bu sebeple ekser miitercimlerimiz bu yolu ihtiyar ederler. Asar-1
edebiyyenin ise, aynen tercemesi miiltezimdir. Binaenaleyh dyle tercemeye
heves edenlerin iki lisanda da fevkalade meleke sahibi olmalar sarttir (Asim
1893/1311: 171-174).]

It is evident that Necib Asim emphasized intelligibility, in other words a
pragmatic purpose, as the primary goal in free translation. He indicated that, in the
domain of science and technology, communication demanded free translations in
Ottoman culture. In the literary domain, however, he emphasized a literal strategy
(aynen) for translation. What is remarkable in his discourse on translating literature is
his proposal of literalness as a norm to be adopted. Necib Asim criticized the fact
that many translators conveyed (nakl) the writer’s ideas but not the figures of speech

and thought. He writes:

At all times, translated works have been regarded as the other side of their
originals. Translators have so far focused on conveying the ideas of the
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original writer, disregarding the rhetorical figures of original literary works.
As a result, translation appears to be almost derivation (Necib Asim 1893-
1894/1311: 169).

[Oteden beri 4sir-1 miitercemeye asillarinin ters yiizii nazariyla bakilarak,
tercemede aslin sanayi-i edebiyyesinden sarf-1 nazarla fikr-i miiellifin nakline
riayet olunagelmistir. Terceme su suretle adeta ihtira suretine girmis olur
(Necib Asim 1893-1894/1311: 169).]

Necib Asim seems to have discredited non-literal translation strategies which,
for him, resulted in simple derivation (iAtira) in translation. In other words, he

advocated fidelity as opposed to free translation in rendering literary works.

Semseddin Sami was also an advocate of fidelity in translating literary texts.
In his preface to his translation of Robenson, titled “Ifade-i Miitercim” (Translator’s
Statement), he explained what Toury would term the “initial norm” (Toury 1995: 56-

57) that he followed in translating Daniel Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe:

My readers know that when I write I take care to write in plain language, and
that when I translate I do my best not to deviate from the the original
(Semseddin Sami 1884-1885/1302: 3).

[Tenezziilen eserlerimi okuyanlarin malumudur ki yazarken birinci dikkat

ettigim sey sade yazmak ve terceme ederken en ziyade 6zendigim sey
aslindan ayrilmamaktir (Semseddin Sami 1884-1885/1302: 3).]

Like Semseddin Sami, Ismail Hakk1, the post-Tanzimat translator, mentioned
above, followed a literal strategy (aynen ve harfiyyen) in his translation of Raphael
by Lamartine in 1896-1897/1314. Rather surprisingly, he apologized to his readers

for his long and complex sentences in his translation. In the introduction, he wrote:

Some of my expressions have become rather complicated and long because it
is necessary in translation to convey words and sentences of the original
literally, as the same. For this reason if the reader does not read them
carefully, s/he might conclude that they are meaningless (quoted from
[Seviik] 1941: 230).
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[Tercemede ciimlelerin, kelimelerin aynen ve harfiyyen nakli iltizam
edildiginden bazi ibareler biraz muakkad ve uzun oldu. Bunun i¢in dikkatlice
okunmadan manasiz olduguna hiikmedilmemelidir (quoted from [Seviik]
1941: 230).]

When it came to translating texts as literal (aynen, harfiyyen) or free
(serbest), there also emerged certain historical connections between Ottoman and
Arabic translators. The discourse of Manastirli Mehmed Rifat, a military officer and
significant Tanzimat playwright and translator, is a case in point. In his preface to
Cevdhir-i ¢iharyar ve emsal-i kibar (Jewels of the Four Caliphs and Great Proverbs),
which includes his translations from Arabic and which was published in 1911-
1912/1327 in a series of “Hazine-i Hikemiyyat” (Philosophical Treasure), Manastirl
Mehmed Rifat drew attention to two strategies of translation practiced by several
Arabic translators. He stated that he had made use of the sense-for-sense (mealen)
strategy which was described by Salahaddin-i Safdi, an Arabic savant and translator
in the fourteenth century, in his commentary on Lamiyyetii'l-Acem (printed in Cairo
1888/1305). As seen in Mehmed Rifat’s preface, Arabic translators had followed two
kinds of strategy in translating (nakl ve terceme) Ancient Greek works into Arabic.
Referring to Salahaddin-i Safdi’s statements, Mehmed Rifat comments:

There are two ways to convey and translate. The first is the way followed by

Patrikzade Yohanna and Ibn Naimet al-Hamsi, in which synonyms of the

Greek words and their correspondences in Arabic were found and written one

by one. Thus sentences were conveyed word-for-word. The second is the way

followed by Huneyn bin Ishak and Cevheri and by some others, in which they
ignored similarities or differences between the words, studied sentence by
sentence what they wanted to translate, then conveyed the sense, which they

had grasped from the subject matter, into Arabic (Mehmed Rifat 1911-
1912/1327: 8).

[Nakl ve tercemede iki tarik vardir. Birisi Patrikzade Yohanna ve Ibn Naimet
al-Hamsi ve daha bazilarin tarikidir ki, kelimat-1 Yunaniyyenin birer birer
miiradiflerini ve o manaya delalet eden elfaz-1 Arabiyyeyi yegan yegan bulup
yazmak ve ciimleleri bu vechile kelime kelime nakletmek]tir]... Tarik-i sani
ise Huneyn bin ishak ve Cevheri ve sair erbab-1 vukuf usulleridir ki bunlar
elfazin miisavat ve muhalefetine bakmayarak tercemesini arzu ettikleri seyi
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climle ciimle miitalda ve giizelce anladiklar1 maddenin mealini lisan-1 Arab
sivesiyle nakletmektir (Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 8).]

It is evident that Arabic translators performed both word-for-word and sense-
for-sense translation (nakl ve terceme). Mehmed Rifat also stated that figures of
thought and metaphors could not be transferred to the target language using a literal
strategy. That is why he preferred sense-for-sense translation (mealen) and informed
his readers that he did not translate word-for-word (harfiyyen terceme ve aynen hall)

in his work:

As Manastirli Mehmed Rifat, the humble officer, I hereby state that I wrote
the texts in this collection by making use of the methods I mentioned in this
summary [of Salahaddin-i Safdi’s views]. I also state that I refrained from
performing a literal translation and from converting literally from verse to
prose.'® T offer this explanation so that some of the translations will not be
criticized because they are literal (Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 12).

[Isbu fakir, yani erkan-1 harb Manastirlh Mehmed Rifat dahi bu hulasadaki
tariklere tevessiil ederek isbu muktesebat mecmuasinin havi oldugu seyleri
yazmis oldugumu ve harfiyyen terceme ve aynen hallden miitevakki idiigiimii

beyan eyledim ta ki harfiyyen terceme zannolunup bazilarina tariz olunmasin
(Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 12).]

Mehmed Rifat’s discourse demonstrates that Arabic translators might have
served as a guide not only for this particular translator but also for other Ottoman

translators.

3.4.2. Three-Term Taxonomy in the Discourse on Translation: Aynen (as the
Same), Mealen (Sense-for-sense) and Tevsien (Expanded)

In his work titled S$éyle Béyle (Somehow), which was published in 1884-1885/1302
and included translations mostly from French poetry, Muallim Naci referred to
certain strategies, which he identified not only as the same (aynen) and sense-for-

sense (mealen) but also as translating by way of expansion (fevsien). It seems quite

16 «Conversion” will be discussed in Section 3.4.4.
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clear that Naci perceived each strategy as belonging to Ottoman translation (terceme)
practices and drew attention to ‘expanded translation’ (fevsien) as a particular form.

He wrote:

There are three types of translation, i.e. as the same, sense-for-sense, and
expanded. Our artful translation belongs to the third type... If some
expressions, which will not violate but adorn and explain the main intention
[of the original], are added to translation of the second type, the method of
translating leads to the third type (Naci 1884-1885/1302: 98)."

[Terceme —aynen-mealen-tevsien- olmak iizere ii¢ nev’e miinkasim olmakla
bu terceme-i mahiranemiz ii¢iincii nev’den addolunur... Ikinci yolda olan
tercemeler arasina, ifade olunacak maksad-1 asliyi ihlal degil, izah ve tezyin
eyleyecek bazi tabirat ilave edilecek olursa tarz-1 terceme ii¢lincli nev irca
edilmis olur (Naci 1884-1885/1302: 98)]

Naci’s explanations for ‘expanded translation’ (fevsien) clearly indicates that
he considered it to be a form of free translation in which the translator added
expressions that would serve to explain and adorn the sense of the original. A
noteworthy aspect of his classification of translation is his description of expanded
renderings as terceme and his identification of such a strategy as part of the Ottoman
practice of literary translation. In view of the above explanation, it is vital when
examining translated texts from the Ottoman period to follow a broad conception of

terceme as translation.

Like Muallim Naci, Saffet Nezihi, a post-Tanzimat translator, classified
translation strategies in his article “Tercemelerimiz” (Our Translations) which
appeared in the newspaper Malumat in 1902/1318. He identified three types of

translation (terceme): ‘full conformity with the original’ (aslina tatamen mutabik),

17 Agah Sirr1 Levend also refers to “expanded translations™ in his classification of four forms of
terceme in Ottoman culture in his Tiirk Edebiyat: Tarihi. Starting off Levend’s classification and his
discourse on translation, Paker offers an illuminating analysis of Levend’s conception of terceme and
his distinction between Ottoman ferceme and modern Turkish sense of ¢eviri. See Paker (2002a: 124-
128).
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‘sense-for-sense translation without being distant from the original’ (aslindan tebatid
edilmeksizin mealen) and ‘sense-for-sense with expansions’ (mealen ve tafsilen).
Recommending translators to follow one of these strategies, he also stated that each
could have certain pitfalls in conveying (nak/) literary texts from western languages.

He wrote:

Our translators must accept one of these ways in order to convey any book
into our language. However, there are faults and weaknesses of all three of
them. Translating subtle points of meaning in a foreign language in the
original style is an extremely difficult matter, almost impossible to perform
successfully. You may be sure that it is very difficult to find an example
which was entirely faithful to its original and in which the same beauty and
clarity of its original was preserved. I can even say that, if they are examined,
none of the examples to be found will be satisfactory (Saffet Nezihi
1902/1318).

[Herhangi bir kitab1 lisanimiza nakletmek i¢in miitercimlerimiz bu ii¢ usulden
birini kabule mecburdurlar. Halbuki bunlardan ii¢iiniin de mehaziri, nakayisi
var. Elsine-1 ecnebiyyedeki dekayik-1 meaniyi, o {islib ile tamamen terceme
etmek o derece miiskil bir keyfiyettir ki tamami-i muvaffakiyet adeta
miisteb’addir. Aslina tamamen mutabik olarak terceme edilmis olmakla
beraber iislibunda ayni selaset ayni letafet muhafaza edilebilmis bir numune
irae edilmek icab ederse intihabda pek biiylik miigkilat ¢ekilecegine emin
olunuz. Hatta sunu da sdylemeye cesaret ederim ki, sayan-1 intihab goriinen
numuneler hadde-i intikadden gecirilecek olursa higbirinin matliiba tevafuk
edemeyecegini anlarsiniz (Saffet Nezihi 1902/1318).]

3.4.3. Four-Term Taxonomy in the Discourse on Translation: Fidelity to Sanayi-
i Lafziyye (Figures of Speech) and Maneviyye (Figures of Thoughts), Mealen
(Sense-for-sense) and Taklid (Imitation)

In this section, I will discuss the four-term taxonomy in the discourse on translation,
based on Necib Asim’s important article “Klasikler” (The Classics) which appeared
in the course of the “classics debate” of 1897. A few years after he published Kitap
(The Book) in 1893-1894/1311, Necip Asim identified four strategies or paths (tarik)
in Turkish in his article which provides us with important data in understanding the

Ottoman practice of translation. Drawing our attention to the strategies of Ottoman
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translated-text production, this article also offers Asim’s perspectives on what should

be “assumed” as translation (terceme) in the late nineteenth century. He wrote:

There are four paths in [translating into] Turkish. [1] The first is to keep both
the figures of speech and figures of thoughts of the original as the same in
translation... [2] The second is to keep the figures of thoughts of the
original... [3] The third is the path, which is followed by some journalists and
novelists today who read a page or an article and convey what they grasped as
the sense. We can no longer identify this practice as translation. [4] The
fourth path is that of imitation such as the classical Ottoman romance
narratives, hamse [i.e. five mesnevis] and the first translation of Les Aventures
de Télémaque. Some of these works might be considered classics in
themselves but can not be taken into consideration here because they were not
translations of the originals (Necib Asim 1897/1313).

[Tiirkge hususunda bizde dort tarik erbabi var. [1] Birincisi asil niishanin
sanayi-i maneviyye ve lafziyyesini aynen tercemede muhafaza etmek
gayretidir... [2] Ikincisi sanayi-i maneviyyesinin muhafazasidir... [3]
Ucgiinciisii bu giin bilhassa gazetecilerle romancilardan bir kisminin tuttugu
usul-i tercemedir ki bir sahife veya makaleyi okuyarak g¢alakalem mealini
nakletmektir ki biz artik buna terceme namini veremeyiz. [4] Dordiinciisii de
takliddir. Eskiden viicuda getirilen hamseler, Telemak’in ilk tercemesi gibi.
Bunlarin i¢inde klasik derecesine ¢ikacaklart bulunabilir ise de asillarinin
tercemesi olmadiklarindan sadedimizden haric kalir (Necib Asim 1897/1313)]

As for the first path in translation, Asim drew attention to the strategies
followed in the production of “Turkish” translations, particularly from Arabic and
Persian. He referred to the translation of Makamat by Hariri, a twelve-century Arabic
writer and linguist, as a typical example of aynen terceme (translating as the same) in
which both the figures of speech and figures of thought of the original were entirely

preserved in translating in Ottoman interculture. He writes:

In the past, Hariri’s Makamat was translated into Turkish but it was indeed
easier to read the original rather than spend time to understand such a strange
translation. Arabic words were entirely preserved in its translation, and only
one or two Turkish words were injected among Arabic ones. Even though
such a translation could be regarded as suitable and satisfactory by those who
sell us Arabic and Persian as [valuable] goods, it would not have been
possible to translate in this way from languages other than Arabic and
Persian. Therefore this way of translation is rejected (Necib Asim
1897/1313).
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[...vaktiyle Hariri’nin Makamat’1 s6zde Tiirk¢eye terceme edilmis idiyse de o
ucubeyi anlamaya vakit sarf etmekten ise asli okumak daha kolay goriilmiis
idi. Ciinkii bu tercemede (...) lugat-i Arabiyye kamilen muhafaza edilerek
aralarina bir iki Tiirk¢e kelime sokusturulmus idi. Arabi ve Farislyi bize mal
satanlar i¢in boyle terceme kabil ve makbul olsa bile su iki lisanin
gayrisindan o yolda terceme imkéan haricindedir. Binaenaleyh merduddur
(Necib Asim 1897/1313).]

With respect to the second path, Necib Asim referred to several translations
of Sadi’s Giilistan into “Turkish” as another example of literal translation in which
only the figures of thought of the original were preserved in translating from Arabic
and Persian. Asim significantly recommended translators to follow the second

strategy too when rendering European classical works into Turkish.

As for the third path, Necib Asim drew attention to conveying (nakl) the
sense (mana) of the original, which appears as problematic in terms of his conception
of translation. Necib Asim claimed that some Ottoman writers/translators did not
produce “translations” (ferceme) but just conveyed (nakl) ‘the subject matter’ in the
way they understood the original. Interestingly, he considered conveying (nakl) the
subject matter of the original as a translating strategy but did not identify texts that
were generated in this way as translations (ferceme). Similarly, in his third category
of translating, he referred to both hamse (i.e. five mesnevis) and Yusuf Kamil Paga’s
‘translation’ of Terceme-i Telemak (of Fénelon’s Les Adventures de Télémaque) as
examples of imitation (taklid). Even though he referred to such works in terms of
translation (zerceme) -for instance he called Terceme-i Telemak a ‘translation’
(terceme)- he identified these works not as translations (terceme) but as imitations
(taklid) of the originals. This indicates that Asim tended to exclude the practice of
imitation from his definition of translation (terceme). In particular, his negative

views on translations promoted by newspapers and journals reveal that he favored
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translations which were close to their originals, in other words, texts in which the
textual and linguistic integrity of the original was preserved. In this context,
according to Paker, Asim “must be regarded as a precursor of the modern school of
‘translation as ¢eviri’ in Turkish translation history” (Paker 2005a: 17; see also Paker

2002a: 124-128).

On the basis of his classification of translation strategies, which was
obviously formulated on the basis of textual transfer, one can conclude that “paths”
[1] and [2] in his classification correspond to his conception of what translation
really was (terceme) while group [3] and [4] do not. Even though he intended to
exclude paths [3] and [4] from his notion of ferceme, the strategies he explained in
each category represent the culture-bound practice of Ottoman text production

through translation (terceme).

It is also interesting that Asim was critical of the practice of literal translation
in Ottoman interculture because of the very presence of Arabic and Persian
vocabulary in the translations. According to Asim, who was a philologist and
advocate of writing in plain Turkish, literalness in Category [1] resulted in a kind of
non-translation in Turkish (Paker 2005a: 15-19). It is a fact that, from the mid-
nineteenth century on, some Ottoman writers/translators gradually supported plain
Turkish usage and rejected the very presence of Arabic and Persian in Turkish
writing (Levend [1949]1972: 113-148; Oksiiz 1995: 13-34). This seems to be the
main reason why Asim suggested the second “path” as suitable for translating
European classical works in which only the figures of thought and not the figures of

speech of the original should be preserved. In conclusion, Necib Asim informed his
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readers about certain strategies of translation practiced in Turkish and proposed the

kind of texts that in his view could be assumed to be translation (ferceme).

3.4.4. Tahvil (Conversion) and Akd it Hall as Translation in the Late Ottoman
Discourse

In this section, I will focus on tahvil and akd ii hall as translation strategies. Tahvil
will be discussed in relation (i) to Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s discourse in his preface to
Konak ydhut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya Muhdrebdtinda Bir Hikdaye-i Garibe and
Amiral Bing, and (ii) to Semseddin Sami’s definition of the term in his Kamus-1
Tiirki. As for akd i hall, this term will be examined within the context of Manastirli

Mehmed Rifat’s discourse in his preface to Cevahir-i ¢cihdrydr ve emsal-i kibar.

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s preface to his Konak..., a translation of Adolf
Miitzelburg’s historical novel Der Held von Garika: Roman aus den Laendern des
Kaukasus, which will be examined in Chapter 4, indicates that tahvil corresponded to
“converting into Ottoman Turkish” (“Osmanlicaya tahvil etmek™). In his preface to
Amiral Bing, a novel possibly translated from Paul Foucher and Antoine Nicholas
Joseph Bovy’s play L ’admiral de [’escadre bleue drame historique en cing actes et
dix tableaux (which will also be examined in Chapter 4), Ahmed Midhat Efendi used
the term in the sense of conversion: “roman suretine tahvil etmek” (“converting [a

play] to a novel”).

In his Kamus-1 Tiirki, Semseddin Sami defined tahvil as “bir halden bir hale
koyma, degistirme, tebdil” (“converting something from one state to another,
changing”) and gave the following sentence as an example: “nesri nazma tahvil etti”

(“s/he converted prose to verse”) (Semseddin Sami 1899-1900/1317: 387).
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In the preface to Cevahir-i ¢ihdrydr ve emsal-i kibar (Jewels from the Four
Caliphs and Great Proverbs) by Manastirli Mehmed Rifat, which was discussed
above, we also find certain terms “akd” and “hall” related to translating from verse to
prose and vice versa. In this work, in which Manastirli Mehmed Rifat included
translations from Arabic into Turkish of proverbs attributed to the four Muslim
Caliphs, he stated that he translated many works from Arabic, Persian and French by
following several strategies, one of which he identified as “akd” and “hall”, both
signify converting or changing a text from one state to another. Manastirlt Mehmed
Rifat referred to akd as converting prose into verse and hall as converting verse into
prose and considered both as part of the Ottoman practice of translation (terceme).

He wrote:

At the time I was involved in literary matters. I not only translated several
useful works from Arabic, Persian and French but also wrote some by way of
conversion. | kept them all, and when I looked through them again I couldn’t
tear up any, thinking that someone might find them useful. Then I published
them in a collection under the title ‘Philosophical Treasure’. Since they
included both my translations and conversions, I considered it necessary to
explain in a preface the method of translation and the method of conversion
that the masters had used. In this way readers would see the method by which
[ translated through conversion (Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 6).

[Edebiyat ile istigal ettifim zamanlarda mucib-i istifade olan Arabi, Farisi,
Fransevi asarin birtakimini terceme ve bazilarini hall ederek yazmis ve
climlesini de muhafaza eylemis idim. Bir aralik gézden gec¢irdim. Higbirini
yirtip atamadim. Belki istifade eden bulunur dedim. Onun i¢in ‘Hazine-i
Hikemiyyat’ namiyle bir mecmuaya derceyledim. Bunlarin akd i hall
tarikiyle birtakim tercemelerden ibaret olduguna binaen, ‘usul-i terceme’ ile
‘akd 10 hal’ tarikine dair olan akval-i iistazani dahi mecmuanin basina
yazmaya liizum gordiim, ta ki tercemelerimle, hallin hangi usulde yapilmis
oldugu goriilsiin (Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 6).]

In his preface, Rifat identified his “method of translation” (usul-i terceme) as
well as his “method of conversion” (usul-i hall ii akd). As his translation method

(usul-i terceme), he suggested an assimilationist approach which indicates a kind of
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free translation or form of rewriting (fatbikan yeniden bir sey yazar gibi yazmak). He

wrote:

In this method of translation, the translator should have scientific and
technical knowledge on the necessary command of the subject of what s/he
will translate. After studying and fully understanding the subject in the other
language, the translator should rewrite it by adapting it to the register of the
receiving language (Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 11).

[Usul-i tercemede miitercim, terceme edecegi seyin miiteallik oldugu ilim ve
fenni geregi gibi bilmek sartiyla lisan-1 dherde olan ol maddeyi ariz {i amik
miitalda ettikten ve gilizelce anladiktan sonra hangi lisana nakledecekse o
lisanin sivesine tatbiken yeniden bir sey yazar gibi yazmaktan ibarettir
(Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 11).]

Like Necib Asim, here Manastirli Mehmed Rifat seems to have in mind
scientific and technical translation, which he perceives as rewriting. He also explains
his way of conversion (usul-i hall ii akd), which had been practiced frequently in the
art of eloquence in Ottoman interculture. 7ahvil (conversion) is a method closely
related to translating from one literary medium into another. In this sense, akd and
hall represent two kinds of translation practice. Manastirli Mehmed Rifat explained
that he made use of hall as a translation method to convert Arabic verse into Turkish
prose, and identified three types of Aall. In the first, identified as edna (inferior), the
original verse was converted to prose by keeping the same words of the original,
without resulting in any semantic loss. However, this strategy was considered to be
inferior since it gave rise to a kind of non-translation (cf. Necib Asim’s classification
of the first way of translating). In the second type, identified as tarz-1 mutavassit
(intermediary), the translator could change some of the words of the original, paying
attention not to violate its meaning. In the third type, which was not given a name,
the translator was in command of the sense of the original and tried to reshape it. In
other words, the translator was expected to produce a successful “rewrite” of the

original verse (Lefevere 1985: 233; 1992: 8§, 10). Mehmed Rifat’s views show us that
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usul-i hall functioned as a rewrite strategy in the intracultural and intercultural space
of Ottoman literature. Thus, tahvil (conversion) appears as one of the culture-specific

practices of Ottoman terceme tradition.

3.4.5. Hulisa (Summary Translation) as a Strategy in the Discourse on
Translation

In the intralingual or interlingual space of Ottoman interculture, there existed some
works generated as huldsa (summary) of other works. I will discuss huldsa as a
strategy in Chapter 5, in which I will examine and analyze the summary translation
of Corneille’s Le Cid as my case study. However, [ will discuss huldsa as a strategy
not only in relation to Le Cid but also to his Huldsa-i Humayunname and to Sir
James W Redhouse’s definition of the term huldsa in his A Turkish and English

Lexicon as well as Semseddin Sami’s definition in his Kamus-1 Tiirki.

3.5. The Problem of Translatability

The concept of translatability, unavoidably coupled with untranslatability, seems to
be one of the key issues in translation (terceme) in the late nineteenth century.
However it can be observed that translatability in Ottoman translation discourse was
generally discussed in relation to translating verse. Preserving the elegance (letafet),
impact (fesir) and merit (meziyet) of verse was considered to be a difficult, or even

an impossible task in translation (terceme).

In the “classics debate”, Ahmet Cevdet was the first writer who drew

attention to the notion of untranslatability in terms of impact, elegance and merit in
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translating verse. He argued that it was quite impossible to convey (nakl) the

European classical works, keeping the features mentioned above. He wrote:

The first question to be asked in this matter is the question whether the
classics could be translated at all. In taking classical works as models,
conveying them to another language without losing the subtle points and
rhetorical features of the original with all its elegance and impact is almost
impossible (Ahmed Cevdet 1897/1313).

[Zira bu mebhaste ilk varid olacak sual klasikler terceme olunabilir mi
meselesidir. Klasik eser megsk-ittihazina salih olmak icin hangi lisanda
yazilmis ise o lisanin dekayik ve mezayasini cami oldugu i¢in onu aslindaki
tesir ve letafet ile diger lisana nakl Adeta miistahildir (Ahmed Cevdet
1897/1313).]

Ahmed Cevdet formulated his conception of un/translatability with respect to
conveying (nakl) the poetic features of the verse original. He argued that such issues
as what was poetical, feelings, the power of language, meanings of words,
grammatical features and eloquence of speech and the rhetoric of the original were
all untranslatable in poetry translation. Thus his criteria for un/translatability are
associated with the problem of conveying (nakl) the poetical and rhetorical features
of the original. He also claimed that translatability would only be possible if the aim
of translation was simply to make the existence of literary works of European
cultures known to Ottomans:

If the purpose is to inform about European literature or to take their works as

models, it is obvious that translation cannot entirely fulfill both purposes. If

the purpose is to provide information about the works in a foreign language,
then whatever you want can be translated. Even in this case, many parts of
these works could be rendered by way of changing or emending, such as the
late Naci’s translations of several couplets from the classics (Ahmed Cevdet

1897/1313) (my italics).

[O milletin edebiyati hakkinda bir fikir vermek veyahud onlar1 mesk-ittihaz

etmek ise terceme ile bu iki maksadin ikisinin de tamami-i husuli kabil

olmadigi muhakkaktir. Eger maksad o lisandaki mahsulat-1 kalemiyye

hakkinda bir malimat vermek ise o halde istediginiz terceme olunabilir.
Hatta bu halde bircok yerlerini mahv ii isbat suretiyle gecmek de kabil olur.
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Naci merhumun bazi klasik ebyati tercemesi gibi (Ahmed Cevdet 1897/1313)

(my italics)]

It is rather interesting that Ahmed Cevdet tended to perceive translatability
through attributing a double function to translation (terceme): (i) translating for
adopting a model and (i1) translating for information. According to Ahmed Cevdet,
translatability could not be achieved if foreign works were taken as models (megsk-
ittihaz) by intercultural agents. He thought translatability possible only in the case of
translating for information. Thus he would allow translators to make certain

manipulations or changes (mahv ii isbat) to the original so as to inform their readers.

Ahmed Midhat Efendi considered translatability in terms of connections
between verse and prose and strategies of translation. He argued that translatability
could not be achieved in the literal translation (aynen terceme) of verse or prose. In
his response to Ahmed Cevdet, he wrote:

Our friend prefers translating verse as verse because he does not accept

translating verse as prose. Is it possible to translate verse literally if it is

almost impossible to translate even a prose work in the same way? In no way
can we consider translating a verse classic into verse in any language possible

(Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).

[Arkadasimiz bir eser-i manzumun nesren tercemesini kabul etmedigine gore

nazmen tercemesini arzu etmis oluyorsa da nesren bile terceme-i ayniyye

kabil olamadig1 halde nazmen terceme-i ayniyye kabil olabilir mi? Biz hicbir

lisandaki manzum klasiklerin higbir lisana nazmen tercemesi imkanini
hatirdan bile gegiremeyiz (Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).]

It is obvious that Ahmed Midhat Efendi thought of literal translation (aynen
terceme) as violating the intelligibility of the target text, thus giving rise to

unacceptable translations (terceme).
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In a similar vein, Necib Asim claimed that translating verse as verse was
difficult. According to Necib Asim, because it required making additions and/or
omissions, he considered that translating verse as verse was almost impossible while
translating verse as prose was quite possible. He proposed translating prose classics
from ancient Greek literature with annotations (havasi) if the goal was to inform the
readers. He advocated retaining the ‘virgin images’ of the original, thus bringing
source and target closer to each other. In his article “Klasikler” (The Classics), he

wrote:

Prose classics are also of two kinds. The first covers works like Xenophon’s
Cyropaedia and Anabasis, and Herodotos’s Histories. These works in prose
could easily be translated by adding some annotations in order to make them
intelligible for today’s readers... The most difficult thing in translating
classical works is rendering imaginative works originally in verse or prose. In
translating those works, it would be necessary to preserve the elegance of the
virgin images of the original and to keep both [the source and target]
languages as close to each other as possible (Necib Asim 1897/1313).

[Mensur klasikler de iki nevidir. Birisi Ksenefonun Keyropad’i ve
Onbinlerin Ricati, Erodot’un Tarih’i gibi seylerdir ki su zamanin karilerince
anlagilir bir hale girmeleri i¢in bazi havasi ilavesiyle tercemeleri
miimkiindiir... Klasik tercemelerin en giicii hayali olan manzum ve mensur
asar-1 edebiyyededir. Iste bunlarda bikr-i mazmunlar1 hiisn-i muhafaza etmek,
iki lisan1 birbirine miimkiin oldukca yaklastirmak icab eder (Necib Asim
1897/1313).]

Hiiseyin Danis, a poet and translator who participated in the “classics debate”,
also claimed that it was quite impossible to translate (ferceme, nakl, tanzir) an
original into another language while keeping the stylistic elegance, feelings, figures
of thought and expressions of the original. In his article titled “ikram-1 Aklam”,

which first appeared in Ikdam and was then reprinted in Malumat in 1897, he stated:

Those who are familiar with this matter know that able writers who translate,
convey or emulate cannot preserve either the elegance of the original tone or
the feelings of conscience (which make the work valuable) and terms
particular to the nation who produced the original. In translating classical
works, the guise is renewed but the antiquity of the original is lost. But if
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talented writers translate those works for the purpose of enriching Ottoman
writing and expanding it with new works, they naturally deserve our deepest
gratitude (Hiiseyin Danis 1897/1313: 1168) (my italics).

[Tercemeye, nakle yahud tanzire kadir kalemler zuhur edip de bu isleri
deruhte etseler bile aslindaki 1atif sivenin, eser-i aslinin tul( ettigi millete
mevcud hissiyat-1 vicdaniyyenin —ki kiymet-i eser onunla miitenasibdir—
1stilahat-1 mahsusa-i kavmiyyenin ash gibi bir nefhada eda edilemeyecegi,
birlikte nakl olunamayacagi az ¢cok bu zeminde tecriibe-i kalemle melGf
olanlarimiza miiberhendir. Eserde kisve teceddiid eder, fakat kiymet-i
atikiyyet gaib olur. Su kadar var ki bu yolda mesai-i fikriyye dokiilen bu gibi
tercemelere hame-ran-1 himmet olan erbab-1 iktidar bunu mahza kiitiibhane-i
Osmanilyi nev-be-nev taze-be-taze eserlerle tezyin etmek, zenginlestirmek
tasavvuruyla yaparlarsa herhalde meskuru’l-himemdirler (Hiiseyin Danis
1897/1313: 1168) (my italics).]

Here, it is important that Hiiseyin Danis regarded terceme (translation), nakl
(conveying) and tanzir (emulation) as related practices in terms of translation. Within
his conception of translation, all of these notions were part of the Ottoman terceme

tradition.

Responding to Ahmed Midhat Efendi in the “classics debate”, Kemal
Pasazade Said too emphasized that it was sufficient to translate verse by keeping the
verbal and figurative aspects of the original, and that if this was achieved it would be
greately appreciated. He wrote:

Everyone’s applause for poets who succeed in expressing so elegantly the

words and sense of an original couplet in translating verse as verse might be

enough to show the actual difficulties in translating poetically ([Kemal

Pasazade] Said 1897-1898/1315, Galatat-1 Terceme, 15" Notebook).

[Hele manzum asarin terceme-i nazmiyyesinde bir beytin mantuk ve

methumunu hiisn-i ifadeye muktedir olan suaranin muvaffakiyetlerine her

taraftan edilegelen alkiglar hakikaten sairane tercemedeki miiskilati... isbata

kafi olmalidir ([Kemal Pasazade] Said 1897-1898/1315, Galatat-1 Terceme,
15" Notebook). ]

In the light of the discourses presented and discussed above, it is evident that

poetry translation in Turkish at that time was considered to be a difficult or even an
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impossible task which required adherence to the elegance, impact and rhetorical

merits of the original.

3.6. The Problem of Terminological Correspondences in the Discourse on
Translation

Generally speaking, the problem of terminology (istzlahat) became a major topic
discussed at the end of the nineteenth century when a movement for plain Turkish
gained considerable momentum. Parallel to the movement for writing in plain
Turkish, some Ottoman writers began to emphasize the importance of using Turkish

terminology instead of loanwords from Arabic and Persian.'®

In this cultural context, the problem of correspondences also appeared as a
significant subject of discussion on translation activity in the late nineteenth century.
Some Ottoman writers and/or translators were involved in finding correspondences
to certain French terms and concepts. Kemal Pasazade Said appears as the first
person to focus particularly on the problem of terminology in translation (terceme).
In his preface to Nezaret Hilmi’s dictionary Osmanlicadan Fransizcaya Cep Liigati
(Ottoman-French Pocket Dictionary) (1886-1887/1304), he drew attention to
erroneous usages in Turkish and the need for producing Turkish terminology and. In

a section in that work titled “Istilahat Maddesi” (On Terminology), he wrote:

It is obvious that one of the most important matters abused in [our society] is
that of terminology. A number of scientific, technical and political terms have
been used erroneously. As known by those who are engaged in translation,
the most difficult translations are those which necessitate using special terms
(Said’s preface in Nezaret Hilmi 1886-1887/1304).

[Bizde en ziyade su-i istimal olunmus seylerden biri de istilahat maddesi
olundugu maltimdur. Pek cok istilahat-1 ilmiyye ve fenniyye ve siyasiyye

' For a survey concerning the problem of terminology in the late nineteenth century, see Agah Sirri
Levend’s Tiirk Dilinde Gelisme ve Sadelesme Evreleri, pp. 194-243.
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nabemecel ve yanlis olarak ittithaz ve istimal olunmustur. Terceme ile istigal
edenlere hafl olmadig: {izere en ziyade zahmeti mucib tercemeler, 1stilahat-1
mahsusa istimaline ihtiya¢ gosteren tercemelerdir (Said’s preface in Nezaret
Hilmi 1886-1887/1304).]

From this point of view, Said’s series of Galatat-1 Terceme (Translation
Errors) is also significant. Galatat-1 Terceme, which was published in 18 notebooks'’
between 1888-1889/1306 and 1908-1909/1324, is a good example that points to
efforts in finding Turkish equivalents, especially for French terms. In the title page of
the third notebook, Said introduced his work to Ottoman readers as an explanatory
work which not only corrected erroneous usages (galatat), especially in translating
(nakl ve terceme) from French into Ottoman Turkish, but also proposed a number of

equivalents (mukabil):

This is a work which corrects erroneous usages in conveying and translating
several French words and expressions into Ottoman language, which
demonstrates their accurate correspondences and usages in Turkish, and
which defines and explains many other details of the French language
([Kemal Pasazade] Said 1888-1889/1306, Galatat-1 Terceme, 31 Notebook).

[Fransizca birtakim elfaz ve tabiratin lisan-1 Osmaniye nakl ve tercemesinde
vuku bulan galatati tashih ve elfaz ve tabirat-1 mezkirenin Tiirk¢e asil
mukabillerini irae ve makam-1 istimallerini tayin ve lisan-1 mezklrun daha
bir¢ok gavamiz ve dekayikini tarif ve izah eder bir eserdir ([Kemal Pasazade]
Said 1888-1889/1306, Galatat-1 Terceme, 3™ Notebook)™’]

In the preface to the first notebook titled “Kaffe-i Miitercimin” (To All
Translators), Said mentioned that he had been studying foreign vocabulary (liigaf)

for about 25 years prior to the publication of his first notebook in 1888-1889/1306 to

1 Akbayar 1988, Kolcu 1999a and Kaplan 1998 indicate that Galatat-1 Terceme consists of 17
notebooks. But during my research I discovered that there also exists an 18" notebook which was
published in 1908-1909/1324 by Hilal Matbaas: in Istanbul.

%% From the fifth to the eighteenth notebook in the series of Galatat-1 Terceme, the expression of
“lisan-1 Osmani” was replaced with the expression of “Tiirkgeye” in the title pages: “Fransizca
birtakim elfaz ve tabiratin Tiirk¢eye tercemesinde vuku bulan galatat tashih ve elfaz ve tabirat-1
mezkirenin Tiirk¢e asil mukabillerini irae ve makam-1 istimallerini tayin ve lisan-1 mezk{run daha

bir¢ok gavamiz ve dekaikini tarif ve izah eder bir eserdir”.
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be able to propose Turkish equivalents to foreign words and their usages in
translation. This indicates that from the beginning of the cultural, linguistic and
literary contact with Europe, there were at least some intercultural Ottoman agents
who engaged in translation practice and who were involved in the problem of
seeking proper equivalents and their usages in translation. However, Said’s
explanations in Galatat-1 Terceme reveal that no agreement had crystallized on the
use of Turkish terminology in the linguistic and literary circles of the time. It is
worth noting that he called on Ottoman contemporary writers of his time to review
his suggested equivalents in Turkish. In the series of Galatat-1 Terceme, Said
proposed Turkish equivalents as well as (partial) translations from the works of
famous French writers, some of which were presented to exemplify his suggestions.
In the preface to his second notebook titled “ifade-i Mahsusa” (Special Statement),
Said called on translators to pay special attention to his phrases, sentences as well as

vocabulary and advised them to use those in translation. He wrote:

I advise translators to read carefully the sentences and compounds I wrote,
and to study with much attention every word I used in each translation
(preface in [Kemal Pasazade] Said 1888-1889/1306 Galatat-1 Terceme, ond
Notebook).

[Yazilan terkibat ve ibarata gayetle dikkat olunmasini ve her tercemede
istimal ettigim elfaza atf-1 nazar-1 miilahaza edilmesini miitercimlere tavsiye

ve nasihat ederim (preface in [Kemal Pasazade] Said 1888-1889/1306
Galatat-1 Terceme, 2™ Notebook)]

The first five notebooks of Galatat-1 Terceme appeared in 1888-1889/1306.
The year 1888-1889/1306 was also important because two responses to Said’s work
were published in the same year: Tedkik-i Galatat-1 Terceme (Review of Galatat-1
Terceme) by Mehmed Halid, a language instructor at Mekteb-i Harbiye-i Sahane, and

Hatiyat-1 Terceme (Translation Errors) by Mustafa Fatin Thsan, a member of the
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editorial board of the Istanbul newspaper.”' In his preface titled “ifade-i Mahsusa”
(Special statement), Mehmed Halid claimed that some of the equivalents which were
offered by Said needed to be questioned in terms of whether they provided improper
equivalents. He argued that some of Said’s terms were inappropriate in Turkish.” In
a similar vein, Mustafa Fatin Thsan asked translators not to consider some of Said’s
suggestions as proper equivalents in translating from French. In the title page of his
Hatiyat-1 Terceme, Mustafa Fatin Ihsan stated that he had devoted his book entirely
to the errors in Said’s Galatat-1 Terceme: [“Bu ciizii saadetlii Said Bey Efendi
hazretlerinin Galatat-1 Terceme namiyle tanzim ve telif buyurduklar1 eserde vaki

olan hatiyata hasr olunmustur’]

Galatat-1 Terceme was also regarded as a guide which would serve translators
in producing literal translations (terceme-i ayniyye). For instance, Ahmed Midhat
Efendi, who was criticized by Kemal Pasazade Said in the “classics debate” of 1897,
stated that Galatat-1 Terceme provided grounds for the literal rendering of French. In

his article titled “Yine Tkram-1 Aklam”, Ahmed Midhat Efendi wrote:

If our dear brother Said’s Galatat-1 Terceme is read carefully, only one thing
can be understood, that the matter on which he has been working is a way of
translating literally. If he pleases to explain his illuminating statements on this
matter, this fact will be completely clarified (Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).

[Biraderimiz saadetlii Said Beyefendi Hazretlerinin ‘Galatat-1 Terceme’leri
im’an ile okunur ise goriiliir ki iistad-1 miisariinileyhin ¢alistiklar1 sey bilahare
su terceme-i ayniyyeye vasil olacak yolu tehieden ibarettir. Bu mesele
hakkindaki nazariyyat-1 muallimanelerini liitfen serh i izah buyursalar bu
hakikat tamamiyle meydana ¢ikar (Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).]

2!In his Tiirk Dilinde Gelisme ve Sadelesme Evreleri, Agah Sirri Levend points out that Galatat-1
Terceme attracted considerable interest at that time. He says “Galatat-1 Terceme’yi ¢ikaran Sait Bey,
Galatat’n her defterinde ¢eviri yanlislarina isaret etmekte ve bu yayimlar ¢evrede derin bir ilgi
uyandirmaktadir”. See Levend [1949] 1972: 199-200.

*? For instance, see the debate between Kemal Pasazade Said and Mehmed Halid on translating the
French term, accablé (in Akbayar 1988). Akbayar provides some excerpts from the debate in Latin
transcription.
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The phrase that appears on the title page of the third notebook of Galatat-i
Terceme supports the idea that Kemal Pasazade Said’s real aim was to offer the
“proper Turkish equivalents for the French vocabulary and terms” (cf. “elfaz ve
tabirat-1 mezkarenin Tiirkce asil mukabillerini”). Therefore, it would not be wrong to
consider Galatat-1 Terceme a guide for professional translators of the time. The
content, structure and composition of Said’s work indicate that, criticizing the
erroneous usages of French terms in Turkish, he proposed many Turkish terms for

those who were engaged in translating (ferceme) texts, especially on law.

3.7. The Quality of Translators: Competence in Target and Source Languages

In the sixteenth notebook of Galatat-1 Terceme, Kemal Pasazade Sald complained of
the erroneous usages of some official translators who worked especially in the
administrative domain. According to Said, competence was extremely important not
only in the source language (SL) but also in the target language (TL). He maintained
that a number of the benefits of translating European works into Ottoman culture

could only be provided by means of qualified translators. He wrote:

As is well known, the light of truth is obtained through the collision of
thoughts. It is therefore especially necessary to speak of and to review
methods of translation. To speak of this matter is to wish an important service
for the instruction of the country, since translations done by many translators
are still full of numerous mistakes. Some of these translations are actually
meaningless for people who do not know French. If remedies are not found
for correcting these translations, it is obvious that we will not have the
opportunity to benefit from western works through translation in the future.
Besides the mistakes seen especially in the official translation done by
translators who are incompetent in both languages, there is also a great deal
of strangeness in their way of expression [Kemal Pasazade] Said 1890-
1891/1308: 77-78).

[Ciimleye malum oldugu vechile nur-1 hakikat miisademe-i efkar ile hasil
olup alelhusus usul-1 terceme gibi alakaya ve tarz-1 takdire siddet-i taalluku
olan ve belki sirf onlarla kaim bulunan bir maddede miidavele-i ebhas
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mitehattim idiglinden bu babda miibaheseye girismek istemek maarif-i
vataniyyeye hizmet-i ciddiye arzusunda bulunmaktir. Ciinkii hala nice
mitercimlerin tercemeleri nice nice galatat ile mal-a-mal ve asar-1
miitercemenin birtakimmi Fransizca bilmeyen adamlara gore hakikaten
bimeal olup tercemelerine ¢are-i hiisn-i 1slah bulunmaz ise asar-1 garbiyyeden
terceme tarikiyle istifademize ileride imkan kalmayacag1 derkardir. Hususiyle
resmi tercemelerde iki lisanin ikisinde de meleke-i tammeleri olmayanlarin
ettikleri hatalardan maada sive-i ifadece tesadiif olunan garabetler bihadd i
payandir [Kemal Pasazade] Said 1890-1891/1308: 77-78).]

We note that Said was critical of translators since 1886-1887/1304, the year
he wrote the preface to Nezaret Hilmi’s Ottoman-French pocket dictionary, where he
complained about translators who added long explanations and hence translated with
improper equivalents. Said’s statements above indicate that the lack in necessary
terminology was experienced by translators not only in the literary field but also in
other fields in Ottoman society such as philosophy, theology, politics, economics,

medicine and the military field.

Several discourses regarding translators also show that writers were sensitive
about the quality of translators, who were expected to be competent and
knowledgeable about translation. Ahmed Cevdet, for instance, drew attention to the
need for qualified translators. On conveying (nakl) European classics, he argued that
literary translators needed to be proficient in both source and target languages. He

wrote:

If the aim is to convey classical works to our language in all their elegance, a
translator should be competent in both languages in order to have the right to
start translating. For this purpose, there is a need for translators whose
Turkish is as good as the late Naci’s, and whose French is as good as I don’t
know whose. I hope that such translators will appear and carry out this work
(Ahmed Cevdet 1897/1313).

[Klasiklerin kaffe-i mezayasiyla lisanimiza nakli matlib olmasiyla bile yine
her iki lisanda maliimat sahibi olmalidir ki tercemeye siirua hak kazanilmis
olsun. Bunun i¢in Tiirk¢eyi merhum Naci Efendi kadar bilir ve Fransizcay: da
artik bilmem kimin kadar bilir miitercimlere ihtiyacimiz vardir. Thtimal ki
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boyle miitercimlerimiz ¢ikarlar da bu isi ifa ederler (Ahmed Cevdet
1897/1313).]

Ahmed Cevdet’s comment reveals that the translator’s proficiency in Turkish
was also regarded as an important matter. He criticized translators working for
newspapers and magazines who were generally incapable of using Turkish as their

native language. He wrote:

Although translating for newspapers is the most popular form of translation in
our society, we would like to ask how many people can perform this work at
an adequate level. Many people who apply to us as translators make
intolerable mistakes in Turkish or French. What is worst is that they do not
even know Turkish (Ahmed Cevdet 1897/1313).

[Bizde en islek yol gazete miitercimligi iken onu bile hakkiyla ifa edecek kag
kisi var sorariz. Bir miitercim 1azim olunca bulmak kabil olmuyor. Niceleri
miitercim olmak {izere geliyorlar da Tiirk¢ede yahud Fransizcada affolunmaz

hatalar ediyorlar. En fenas1 Tiirkgeyi bile bilmiyorlar (Ahmed Cevdet
1897/1313).]

Mehmed Celal, a poet, translator and critic, focused on errors made by
translators in a series of ten articles which appeared in /7tika in 1900-1901/1316. In
his first article, titled “Kelimeler Aynen” (Words as they are), Mehmed Celal started
by examining Atamyan’s translation of Médecin des folles by Xavier de Montépin
under the title Mecnuneler Tabibi. What he criticized in Atamyan’s translation
(terceme) was the lack of proficiency in Turkish, but the problem he identified was
also clearly related to the problem of finding proper and acceptable solutions in the
target language. It is known that at that time Turkish had not yet been standardized
and transformed into a plain language usable in public and official writing (Levend

1972: 113-148, 194-240; Oksiiz 1995: ix-xv, 13-15). Mehmed Celal wrote:

The most important problem concerning our literature today is translation. If
only such inexperienced translators, who are completely incompetent in
Turkish, would try to learn how to express themselves accurately before they
began to perform their skills! It is ridiculous to attempt translating without
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knowing Turkish, but also damaging to the fame of the original writer
(Mehmed Celal 1900-1901/1316: 166).

[Bugiin edebiyatimiz1 istigal eden en mithim mesele terceme meselesidir.
Tiirkge lisana bihakkin vakif olamayan bu gibi acemi miitercimler biraz
diizglincesine sOylemeyi Ogrenseler, ondan sonra eser-i maharetlerini
gosterseler! Tiirkge bilmeden eser tercemesine kalkismak giiliing oldugu
kadar miiellifin sohretine nakisa irad etmek mazarratini da tevlid eder
(Mehmed Celal 1900-1901/1316: 166).]

In his article titled “Terciime Hakkinda Tarihe Miistenid Bir Miitalaa” (A
Historical Comment on Translation), which also appeared in [rtika in 1899-
1900/1315, Bolulu H. Talat, a translator, also dwelt on the problem of language. He
claimed that only competent translators should translate (nakl ve terceme) texts from
Arabic or European languages. He also underlined the necessity for a translator to be

familiar with the subject being translated. He wrote:

...European languages too have to be translated, but by experienced
translators. If a person who does not know algebra goes and translates a book
on that subject, there will be a huge difference between that translation and
one done by someone who knows the subject. Therefore, any book on science
or technology must be conveyed and translated by a person who is familiar
with that subject (H. Talat 1899-1900/1315: 10).

[...Avrupa lisanindan da terceme olunmali fakat erbabi terceme etmeli.
Bugiin hi¢ cebir okumamis bir kimse Fransizcadan bir cebir kitabi terceme
etse o ilme agina biri de ayni kitabi terceme etse bu iki terceme arasinda
daglar kadar fark goriiliir. Binaenaleyh herbir ilme, herbir fenne dair bir eseri
o ilmin, o fennin ehli nakl ve terceme eylemeli (H. Talat 1899-1900/1315:
10).]
As was seen in a previous section of this chapter, Manastirli Mehmed Rifat
likewise, emphasized the importance of the translator’s familiarity with the subject of
the original. In the preface to his Cevahir-i ¢cihdryar ve emsal-i kibar, he claimed that

translators needed to be knowledgeable about what they were conveying (nak/) into

the target language.
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According to the method of translation, the translator should have the
necessary scientific and technical knowledge about the subject to be
translated. After studying and understanding the subject in another language,
the translator should rewrite it by adapting it to the tone of the receiving
language (Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 11).

[Usul-i tercemede miitercim, terceme edecegi seyin miiteallik oldugu ilim ve
fenni geregi gibi bilmek sartiyla lisan-1 aherde olan ol maddeyi ariz i amik
miitalda ettikten ve giizelce anladiktan sonra hangi lisana nakledecekse o
lisanin sivesine tatbiken yeniden bir sey yazar gibi yazmaktan ibarettir
(Mehmed Rifat 1911-1912/1327: 11).]

In Bolulu H. Talat’s statements, it is interesting to find some clues to the
ways Europeans domesticated some Arabic works in translation. He pointed out that
some Arabic works were translated by Europeans in conformity with their own way

of living and thinking. He wrote:

There are some books in Europe today which were once translated from
Arabic. But these books were not translated and conveyed in the form of their
originals in Arabic culture. Europeans arranged and translated these works
according to their own way of life, feelings and customs (H. Talat 1899-
1900/1315: 10).

[Bugiin Avrupa’da vaktiyle Araplardan terceme olunmus bazi kitaplar vardir
ki asli lizere nakl ve terceme edilmemistir. Zira onlar kendi yagsadiklari1 hayat
dahilindeki efkar ve adata goére yazip o yolda tertib ve terceme etmislerdir (H.
Talat 1899-1900/1315: 10).]

In some discourses we also find definitions of the profession and the task of a
translator. For instance, Ali Kemal, a literary figure and critic of the time, reflected
on what a translator should follow in the process of translating and compared
‘translating a text’ with ‘writing an indigenous text’. According to Ali Kemal,
translating was an act as difficult as writing an indigenous text. It seems noteworthy
that he advised a translator not merely to convey (nakl) but to perform like the author

of an original text. He wrote:

In my humble opinion, being a translator is as difficult as being a writer. If
translators merely convey, then their translations are cold and lacking. On the
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other hand, if they consider themselves writers or perform as writers, then
their translations become colorful and elegant (quoted from Kolcu 1999b:
113).

[Fikr-i acizaneme gore miitercimlik miielliflik kadar miigkildir. Bir miitercim
sade nakilden bagka bir is gérmezse o terciime soguk olur, nakis olur. Fakat
miitercim adeta miiellif gibi diisiiniir, 0yle kalem yiiriitiirse, 0yle yorulursa

eser-1 miitercem de o derece revnak, letafet bulur (quoted from Kolcu 1999b:
113).]

3.8. Summary

In Chapter 3, I have examined and analyzed Ottoman Turkish discourses on literary
translation in the late nineteenth century. I dealt with the concepts and definitions of
translation (terceme), focusing on metaphors, the concept of imitation (taklid) and
emulation (nazire) in various discourses. Findings in this part of the chapter indicate
that there was no uniform and homogenous definition of translation in terms of the
conception of Ottoman translation (terceme) practices. I this chapter, I also discussed
functions attributed to translation by Ottoman writers/translators at the time. The
expected functions and norms in selecting source texts have been highlighted too.
Scrutinising the strategies followed by translators, I drew attention to various ways of
translating from other cultures and literatures such as harfiyyen, aynen, mealen,
mealen ve tafsilen, serbest, tevsien, nakl, iktibas, taklid, tanzir, tahvil and
huldsa/telhis. In addition, I touched on several aspects of translation such as the
notion of translatability, the problem of terminological correspondences and the

quality of translators.

Chapter 4 will focus on the culture-specific aspects of terms and/or concepts
of translation in the works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi. I will offer a descriptive

analysis of two bibliographical works which supply data on his works in general. In
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this part, there will be a special emphasis on the identification of his works by the
two bibliographers. I will concentrate on rethinking the Turkish notions of translation
in space and time, based on certain connections between “geviri” (translation) and
“terceme” (translation). The analysis will also shed light on various aspects of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s discourse on translation (ferceme). Through the examination
of the paratextual material in his works, Chapter 4 will also reveal how he identified,
described and named his translations. It will also pinpoint the terms he used —both

verbs, nouns and collocations- based on a review of his paratextual discourse.
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Chapter 4

Analyzing Culture-Specific Aspects of Translation
in the Works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi

This chapter presents findings on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus of translations
excluding those related to Sid’in Huldsas: (Summary Translation of Le Cid) which

will be the subject of my case study in Chapter 5.

In this chapter, I will propose a descriptive analysis of two works which
provide the most comprehensive bibliographical information on Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s works: Koz (2002) and Esen (1999)." My main intention is to establish what
has been regarded as translation (“geviri”’) and what has not, using as a case study the
works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi. I will also offer another descriptive analysis of the
paratextual data of certain works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi so as to identify and
investigate culture-bound term/s and/or notion/s of translation (“ferceme’). My main
argument is that “ceviri” (translation), a modern Turkish concept of translation, i.e. a
time-bound and culture-specific notion, does not entirely cover “ferceme”
(translation), the Ottoman concept of translation, i.e. another time-bound and culture-

specific notion (Hermans 1995; Paker 2002a). Thus, I claim that neither of them

' The following other works also provide bibliographical information on the works of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi: ismail Hakki (1890-91), Rizaeddin bin Fahreddin (1913), Ismail Hikmet (1932), ismail Habib
[Seviik] (1941), Mustafa Nihat [Ozon] (1936; 1942), Murat Uraz (1940-1941), Tiirker Acaroglu
(1951), Mustafa Baydar (1954), Hakk: Tarik Us (1955), Fevziye Abdullah [Tansel] (1955), Ahmed
Hamdi Tanpar ([1956] 1988), Cevdet Kudret (1962), Sevket Rado (1986), Behcet Necatigil (1971),
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represents entirely the same concept and practices as the other, and both need to be
regarded without overlooking their “culture-bound and time-bound” aspects in the

historical study of translations into Turkish (Paker 2002a: 127).

4.1. An Analysis of Two Bibliographies

In his article titled “Ahmet Mithat Efendi’nin Eserleri” (The Works of Ahmet Mithat
Efendi), which was published in Kitap-lik, a monthly literary magazine, Sabri Koz
(2002) offers a comprehensive and detailed bibliography.” He lists 228 works by
Ahmet Midhat Efendi, citing various volumes and/or different reprints of the same
work as separate items. However, if we count only the names of the works, ignoring
different volumes and reprints of the same work, we get 172 items which can be
regarded as constituting the entire corpus. Among these 172 items, Koz identifies 26
works as having a translational relationship with a foreign source, and presents those
works with several descriptions. Below I present a table showing Koz’s list of

translational works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi as well as his descriptions for them:

Title of the work® _identified as “ceviri” (translation) Bibliographer’s description*
Alayin Kraligesi “Fransizcadan ceviri” (p.162) [“Translation from French”]
Amiral Bing “Ceviri” (p.162) [“Translation”]

Antonin “Alexandre Dumas Fils’ten ¢eviri” (p.162) [“Translation

from Alexandre Dumas Fils”]

Bilgi¢ Kiz “Hector Malot’tan” (p.163) [“From Hector Malot”]

Tiirk ve Diinya Unliileri Ansiklopedisi (1983), Orhan Okay (1989; 1991), Isin Bengi (1990), Sabri
Esat Sivayusgil (1993), Tanzimat tan Bugiine Edebiyatcilar Ansiklopedisi (2001).

? Koz lists the works of Ahmet Mithat Efendi in alphabetical order and supplies the bibliographical
information generally in the following way: the title of the work, the name of the publishing house,
the place of publication, the publication date and the total number of pages. He gives the publication
date first in hegira, together with the date in the Christian calander in brackets. In some cases, he also
gives additional information and explanations (see Koz 2002: 160).

* For the title of the ST and the English translation of the title of the TT, see Appendix.

* Words in bold are mine.



Bir Fakir Delikanlinin Hikdyesi

Bir Kadinin Hikdyesi

Gabriel’in Giinah

Hokkabaz Kitab

Hiisrevname

Kamere Asik

Konak yahut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya
Muharebatinda Bir Hikdye-i Garibe

La Dam O Kamelya

Lii ‘lii-i Asfer

Merdid Kiz

Niza-1 Ilim ve Din '
(J.V. Draper’den geviri)-Islam ve Ullim
(Ahmet Mithat Efendi)

Orsival Cinayeti

Papasdaki Esrar

Peceli Kadin

San ‘atkdar Namiisu

Udolf Hisdrt
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“Octave Feuillet’ten ¢eviri” (p.163) [“Translation from
Octave Feuillet”]

“Alexandre Dumas Fils’ten ¢eviri” (p.163) [“Translation
from Alexandre Dumas Fils”]

“Charles Mérouvel’den ¢eviri” (p.166) [“Translation from
Charles Mérouvel”]

“Fransizcadan  ¢eviri... Isim yazmamakla birlikte
‘Miitercim’ imzali ‘Mukaddime’ye bakilarak A.M.
Efendi’ye mal edilmistir” (p.167) [“Translation from the
French... It was regarded as a work by Ahmed Midhat
Efendi on the basis of the anonymous designation
‘miitercim’ (translator) in the ‘Introduction’”]

“Xenéphon [sic.]’dan, Dassier [sic.]’den Fransizca
cevirisinden ¢eviri” (p.167) [“From Xenéphon, translation
from Dacier’s French translation”]

“Paul de Kock’dan ¢eviri” (p.168) [Translation from Paul
de Kock™]

“Adolf Mugelburg’dan ¢eviri, Vizental [sic.] ile birlikte”
(p.169) [“Translation from Adolf Miitzelburg, done
together with Vizental [sic.]”]

“Aleksandr Dumazade’den ceviri, La dame aux camelias,
Alexsandre Dumas Fils” (p.169) [“Translation from
Aleksandr Dumazade, La dame aux camelias, Alexsandre
Dumas Fils”]

“Georges Pradel’den ceviri” (p.169) [“Translation from
Georges Pradel”]

“Emile Richebourg’tan ¢eviri” (p.169) [“Translation from
Emile Richebourg”]

“J.V. Draper’in kitabinin ¢evirisi ile Ahmet Mithat
Efendi’nin bu kitaba cevabi birbirini izleyecek bigimde ve
i¢ ige yaymmlanmustir” (p.170) [“The translation of J.V.
Draper’s book and Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s response were
published together in a consecutive format™]

“Emile Gaboriau’dan ¢eviri” (p.170) [“Translation from
Emile Gaboriau”]

“Léon de Tinseau’dan ¢eviri” (p.170) [“Translation from
Léon de Tinseau™]

“Emile Richebourg’tan ¢eviri” (p.170) [“Translation from
Emile Richebourg™]

“Octave Feuillet’den ¢eviri” (p.171) [“Translation from
Octave Feuillet”]

“Marie Anne Radcliff’ten ¢eviri” (p.172) [“Translation
from Anne Radcliff”’]
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Ug Yiizlii Kart “Paul de Kock’tan ¢eviri, Ebiizziya Tevfik ile birlikte”
(p-172) [“Translation from Paul de Kock, done together
with Ebiizziya Tevfik”]

Kismetinde Olanin Kasigina Cikar “Arsene Houssay’dan ¢eviri-uyarlama” (p.169)

[in Letaif-i Rivayat’] [“Translation-adaptation from Arsene Houssay”’]

Title of the work not identified as “ceviri” (translation) Bibliographer’s description®

Aleksandr Stradella “Flutov’un “stradella” operasindan iktibas” (p.162)

[“Borrowing from Flutov’s [sic.] opera ‘Stradella’’]
Tki Hiid’akdr [in Letaif-i Rivayat) “Konusu bir Fransiz gazetesindeki kisa bir yazidan
alinmistir” (p.167) [“The subject matter was taken from a

short article in a French newspaper”]

Sid’in Huldsasi “Pierre Corneille’den diizyaz1 o6zet” (p.171) [“Prose
summary of Pierre Corneille’s work™]

Seytankaya Tilsimi “Bir Fransizca eserden esinlenerek yazilmistir” (p.171)
[Inspired by a French work™]

Similarly, Niiket Esen (1999) offers another comprehensive bibliography in
Ahmed Midhat Kari Koca Masali ve Ahmet Mithat Bibliyografyasi.” In her
bibliography, she lists 202 works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi, including different
volumes of the same work. If we do as we did with Koz and count only the names of
the works whilst ignoring the different volumes of the same work, we arrive at

approximately 158 works which can be regarded as the entire corpus. In her list,

> Letaif-i Rivayat [Finest Stories] is a collection of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s short stories, which was
published as 25 series (ciiz) between 1870 and 1895. It consists of 29 short stories and 1 play, totally
30 pieces. Some of the short stories are identified as translations (“geviri”) (cf. also Esen 1999: 191-
196).

% Words in bold are mine.

7 Esen gives the bibliographical information in the following way: she classifies the works of Ahmed
Midhat Efendi first according to their fields, then sorts the items in each group into a chronological
order. She gives the publication date first in hegira, and then using the Christian calander, separating
the two with a slash. Then she offers the total page number and the size of the work. In her list,
however, she does not give the name of the publishing house because in the preface she mentions that
all were published by Kirkambar and Terciiman-1 Hakikat. She also occasionally provides brief
pieces of information about the contents of the works (Esen 1999: 8). Unlike Koz, Esen categorizes
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s works under several titles as follows: “Hikaye” (Story), “Roman” (Novel),
“Tiyatro” (Drama), “An1” (Memoirs), “Seyahatname” (Travel Writings), “Mektup” (Letter),
“Monografi” (Monography), “Tarih” (History), “Felsefe” (Philosophy), “Sosyoloji, Psikoloji,
Pedagoji, Ekonomi, Askeriye” (Sociology, Psychology, Pedagogy, Economics, Military), and “Ders
Kitaplar1” (Textbooks). At the end of her bibliography, she classifies several works under the title
“Ceviri” (translation) using three subtitles, namely “Roman” (Novel), “Tiyatro” (Drama) and “Yazari
Bilinmeyenler” (Writers Unknown). In the part titled ‘writers unknown’, she lists 4 translations
(ceviri) whose [original] writers were unknown and could not be identified clearly by her (see p.215).
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Esen identifies 39 works out of 158 as being derived and translated entirely from a

foreign source. The table below demonstrates her itemisation as well as the

descriptions she proposed for these works:

Title of the work identified under
the title of “ceviri” (translation)

Bibliographer’s description®

Alayin Kraligesi

Friedrich von Flotow, Aleksandr Stradella

Altin A51klar19

Amiral Bing

Ana Kiz [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Alexandre Dumas pere, Antonin

Hector Malot, Bilgi¢ Kiz

Octave Feuillet, Bir Fakir Delikanlinin Hikdyesi
Bir Kadinin Hikayesi

Cankurtaranlar [in Letaif-i Rivayat|

Cifte Intikam [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Cinli Han [in Letaif-i Rivayat|

Victor Hugo, Derebeyleri 10

8 Words in bold are mine.

Ceviri, Yazar bilinmeyenler: “Fransa’da Revue
de Dumond’da ¢ikmig bir hikdye. Yazan
belirtilmiyor...” (p.215) [“Translation, Writer
unknown: A story published in Revue de
Dumond in France. Its author is not specified”]

Ceviri, Roman: “Friedrich von Flotow aldi
Alman bestecinin Stradella baglikli operanin
librettosonun hikaye hali...” (p-215)
[“Translation, Novel: A version of the libretto of
the opera titled Stradella by Friedrich von
Flotow, German composer”]

Ceviri, Yazar bilinmeyenler: “Avrupa’da gecen
bir olay anlatiliyor.” (p.215) [“Translation,
Writers unknown: It is about an event which
takes places in Europe”]

Ceviri (p.214) [“Translation”]

Ceviri, Hikaye: “Avrupa’da gegiyor...” (p.196)
[“Translation, Story: It takes place in Europe”]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Hikaye: “Avrupa’da gecen l¢ kiigiik
hikaye” (p.196) [“Translation: Three short stories

set in Europe”]

Ceviri, Hikaye: “Avrupa’da gegen bir hikaye”
(p-195) [“Translation: A story set in Europe™]

Ceviri, Hikaye: “Fransa’da gecen bu

hikayede...” (p.194) [“Translation: In the story
set in France...”]

Ceviri, Tiyatro (p.215) [“Translation, Drama”]

? This work is identified as a non-translation in Koz’s bibliography of Ahmed Midhat Efendi.
' This work is completely absent from Koz’s bibliography of Ahmed Midhat Efendi.



Diplomali Kiz [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Charles Merouvel, Gabriel 'in Giinah

Goniil [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Beydeba, Hulasa-i Humayunname

Ksenophon, Husrevname

Iki Hudakar [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

11
Jenovefa

Alexandre Dumas fils, Kamelyal: Kadin

Paul de Kock, Kamere Astk

Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar
[in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Adolf Mugelburg, Konak

Georges Pradel, Liilii-i Asfer

Merdud Kiz

Emile Aufier, Nedamet mi? Heyhat! 12
Anne Radcliffe, Odolf Hisar

Emile Gobariau, Orsival Cinayeti
Leon de Tinsau, Papastaki Esrar

Emile Richeborg, Pegeli Kadin
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Ceviri, Hikdye: “Kadmlarin egitilmesinin
gerekliligi ile ilgili bir hikaye...” (p.196)
[“Translation, Story: about the need for women
to be educated...”]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]

Ceviri, Hikaye: “Avrupa’da gecen smf farklar
hakkinda bir hikaye” (p.192) [“Translation,
Story: about class differences in Europe™]

Ceviri, Roman: “Kelile ve Dimne’nin hasiyeli
terciimesi’ (p.214) [“Translation, Novel: An
annotated translation of Kelile and Dimne”’]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]

Ceviri, Hikaye: “Avrupa’da gecen ve bati ahlaki
ile adetlerini elestiren bir hikaye” (p.196)
[“Translation, Story: set in Europe, critical of
western customs and morals™]

Ceviri, Yazari bilinmeyenler: ‘’Rumcadan
tercime  olunmustur’  deniliyor”  (p.215)
[“Translation, Writer unknown: ‘It is noted that
the translation was from Greek’”’]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Hikaye: “Arsene Houssay’in bir
kitabindan ahimnma Avrupa’da gecen bir hikaye”
(p.195) [“Translation, Story: set in Europe, taken
from one of Arsene Houssay’s books™]

Ceviri, Roman: “Almanca’dan ceviri Vizental ile
birlikte. ‘Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya muharebatinda
bir  hikdye-i  garibe’  deniyor”  (p.213)
[“Translation, Novel: A translation from German
in collaboration with Vizental. It is noted that the
story is a strange one about Seyh Samil’s war in
the Caucasus’”]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.215) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.215) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]

"' This work is completely absent from Koz’s bibliography of Ahmed Midhat Efendi.
'2 This work is completely absent from Koz’s bibliography of Ahmed Midhat Efendi.



Octeve Feuillet, Sanatkar Namusu

Seytankaya Tilsimi

Pierre Corneille, Sid’in Hiilasast

Su-i Zan [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Hasan Ata b. Mehmed, Terbiyeli Bald"

Paul de Kock, Ug Yiizlii Kart

Title of the work not identified under
the title of “ceviri” (translation)
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Ceviri, Roman (p.215) [“Translation, Novel”]

Ceviri, Yazar1  bilinmeyenler: “QGiriste,
‘Fransizca yazilmis bir fikrayr degistirerek
yeniden yazdim’ diyor” (p.215) [“Translation,
Writer unknown: there is the following note in
the introduction: ‘I rewrote this, changing an
anecdote in French’”’]

Ceviri, Tiyatro: “Le Cid trajedisinin sahne sahne
nesirle hikdye biciminde 6zet g¢evirisi” (p.215)
[“Translation, Drama: Summary translation of Le
Cid tragedy in the form of a scene-by-scene
prose story”’]

Ceviri, Hikaye: “Evli bir kadmin bir adama
randevu verdigini sanan birisinin yanildigini
anlamasmim  giiliing  hikékeyesi...” (p.191)
[“Translation, Story: A comic one about a man
realizing he was wrong about a married woman
setting up a date with a man”]

Ceviri, Roman (p.214) [“Translation, Novel”]
Ceviri, Roman: “Ebiizziya Tevfik ile birlikte”

(p.213) [“Translation, Novel: with Ebiizziya
Tevfik”]

Bibliographer’s description*

Nasib [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Niza-1 Ilm i Din

Hikaye: “Konusu Fransizca bir kitaptan alinan
masal” (p.194) [“Story whose subject matter was
taken from a French book”]

Felsefe: “Terciime ve telif karisik bir eser.
William John Draper’in Conflict Between
Religion and Science adli katolikleri tenkid eden
kitabinin terciimesi Niza-1 IIm ii Din, ve Ahmet
Mithat’in uzun araya girislerle kendi goriislerini
anlatmasi. Ahmet Mithat’in cevaplarindan olusan
kitabm ad1 islam ve Ulum. Yani kitabin iki adi
var. Iki kitap birbirinin iginde...” (p.209)
[“Philosophy: A combination of translated and
indigenous work. It includes Niza-1 flm ii Din,
which is the translation of William John Draper’s
Conflict Between Religion and Science, critical
of Catholics, and Ahmet Mithat’s own responses
in the form of long interventions. The title of the
book including Ahmet Mithat’s responses is
Islim ve Ulum [Islam and Science]. In other
words, this work has two titles. There are two
books, one placed inside the other...”]

"3 In Koz’s bibliography of Ahmed Midhat Efendi, this work appears obviously as an indigenous work
by Ahmed Midhat Efendi. Koz mentions that it was published in 1303/1886 under the title Terbiyeli
Cocuk Miibtediler I¢in Kiraat Kitabi, and translated by Hasan Ata b. Molla Medmed Kazani into the

Tatar dialect [of Turkic language] in 1889.

" Words in bold are mine.
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Here I would like to compare the above data, which are provided by the two

bibliographies, and present the following results:

(1) 21 works which were identified as “geviri” (translation) in Koz
(2002) overlap with the ones identified as “ceviri” (translation) in
Esen (1999):

Alaymn Kraligesi, Amiral Bing, Antonin, Bir Fakir Delikanlimin Hikdyesi, Bir Kadinin
Hikdyesi, Gabriel’in Giindhi, Hiisrevndme, Kamere Agik, Konak ydhut Seyh Samil’in
Kafkasya Muharebdtinda Bir Hikdye-i Garibe, La Dam O Kamelya, Lii li-i Asfer, Merdid
Kiz, Niza-1 Ilim ve Din, Orsival Cinayeti, Papasdaki Esrdr, Peceli Kadn, San ‘atkdr Namiisu,
Udolf Hisari, Ug Yiizlii Kari, Bilgic Kiz, Kismetinde Olamin Kagsigina Cikar [in Letaif-i
Rivayat]

(i1) 4 works which were not identified as “geviri” (translation) in Koz
(2002) are regarded as “geviri” (translation) in Esen (1999):

Aleksandr Stradella, Iki Hiid akar [in Letaif-i Rivayat], Sid’in Huldsasi, Seytankaya Tilsumi

(iii) Esen (1999) describes Niza-i fIm i Din as a work that is both
“terciime” (translated) and “telif” (indigenous) and has two titles.
But she gives only one title [cf. Niza-1 {im i Din-Islam ve Ulim]. She
excludes this work from her list of translated (“¢eviri”’) works. On
the other hand, Koz (2002) identifies Niza-1 /lm ve Din as “geviri”
(translated) and gives both titles of this: “Niza-1 /lim ve Din (J.V.
Draper’den geviri)-Islam ve Uliim (Ahmet Mithat Efendi)”.

(iv) Koz (2002) cites only 2 stories in Letaif-i Rivayat, one of which is
identified as “geviri-uyarlama” (translation-adaptation) and the
other not identified as “ceviri” (translation):

Kismetinde Olanin Kasigina Cikar [identified as “ceviri-uyarlama” (translation-adaptation)]

Iki Hiid akdr [not identified as “ceviri” (translation)]

v) Esen (1999) cites 10 stories in Letaif-i Rivayat, nine of which are
identified as “ceviri” (translation) including those identified as such
by Koz (2002), and one of which is not identified as “geviri”
(translation):

Ana Kiz, Cankurtaranlar, Cifte Intikam, Cinli Han, Diplomali Kiz, Géniil, Iki Hudakar,
Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar, Su-i Zan

Nasib [not identified as “ceviri” (translation)]

(vi) 13 works which were identified as “ceviri” (translation) in Esen
(1999) are missing in Koz (2002):
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Altin Asiklart, Ana Kiz, Cankurtaranlar, Cifte Intikam, Cinli Han, Derebeyleri, Diplomali
Kiz, Géniil, Hulasa-i Humayunname, Jenovefa, Nedamet mi? Heyhat!, Su-i Zan, Terbiyeli
Bala

(vii) The following work, which is an intralingual translation, in other
words a re-translation of another Turkish translation, is absent from
Koz (2002) and not identified as “geviri” (translation):

Hulasa-i Humayunname

(viii) The following work, which was identified as “ceviri” (translation)
in Koz (2002), is absent from Esen (1999):

Hokkabaz Kitabt

(ix) The title of the following work is identified in a different way:

Kamelyali Kadin in Esen (1999); La Dam O Kamelya in Koz (2002)

According to Koz’s list, we see that he identifies 21 works out of 26 as
“ceviri” (translation) and 1 work out of 26 as “geviri-uyarlama” (translation-
adaptation). However, he excludes 4 works out of 26 from the category of “ceviri”
(translation) and uses the following descriptions for those works (cf. Koz’s list):

(1) “iktibas” (borrowing)

(i)  “konusu ...’dan alinmistir” (taken its subject matter from...)

(i)  “...’den diizyazi 6zet” (a prose summary from...)
(iv) “...”den esinlenerek yazilmistir” (written as a result of being inspired

by...)

In a similar vein, we see that Esen classifies 37 works out of 39 under the
heading “Ceviri” (Translation). This demonstrates that she identifies 37 works as
“ceviri” (translation). It is also apparent that, contrary to Koz, her conception of

“ceviri” includes the texts which have the following descriptions (cf. Esen’s list):

(1) “hasiyeli terclime” (annotated translation),

(11) “[yabanci bir] kitaptan alinma” (taken from [a foreign] book),
(iil))  “Ozet ¢eviri” (summary translation)

(iv) “degistirerek yeniden yazma” (changing and rewriting)
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Morevover, she excludes 2 works out of 39 from the list of “geviri”
(translation). She identifies Nasib, a story in Letaif-i Rivayat, not as “ceviri”
(translation) but describes it as a story whose subject matter is taken from a French
book (“konusu Fransizca bir kitaptan alinan masal”, Esen 1999: 194). Similarly, she
does not include Niza-1 flm ii Din in the list of “ceviri” (translation), although she
identifies it as “terclime” (translation) (“Terclime ve telif karigik bir eser”, Esen
1999: 209; “William John Draper’in Conflict Between Religion and Science adli

katalokleri tenkid eden kitabinn terciimesi Niza-1 Ilm ii Din”, ibid.).

Consequently, in both bibliographies, not only the identification of the texts
but also the use of certain terms and/or concepts deserves critical examination. We
see that Koz and Esen use the term “ceviri” (translation). In other words, they label
retrospectively the range of translational works of Ahmed Midhat Efendi as “ceviri”
(translation), but their identification of “geviri” (translation) differs from and/or
agrees with each other, depending on the texts which they offer us. This indicates
different criteria for “ceviri” (translation), which are not clearly expressed by Koz
and Esen when identifying certain texts by Ahmed Midhat Efendi (see Paker 2002a;

Hermans 1995).

In a similar vein, we encounter some terms and/or concepts apart from
“ceviri” (translation) which are used in descriptions and which seem to indicate some
varieties of the translational behaviour of Ahmed Midhat Efendi. For instance, Esen
describes several texts as “iktibas” (borrowing), “hasiyeli terciime” (annotated
translation), and “hiilasa” (summary), and regards these texts as “geviri”

(translation). Similarly, Koz makes the same references to these texts with the terms
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“iktibas” (borrowing), “ézet” (summary), and “esinlenmek” (inspiration). But unlike

Esen, he does not identify such texts as “geviri” (translation).

To sum up, we observe that some of the works obviously overlap under the
term “ceviri” (translation) according to both researchers but some others do not. That
is the reason why we can speak of an obvious difference in the way Koz and Esen
interpret the term “ceviri” (translation), a problem which needs to be formulated.
Therefore, the following questions gain importance: why do we encounter such a
difference between the two lists? Is this problem related to researchers’ criteria for
‘assuming’ certain texts to be “ceviri” (translation) or not to be “geviri” (‘assumed
translation’ in Toury 1995: 31-35; Paker 2002a: 123)." If so, what were the criteria
that led one researcher to assume that a text was a “geviri” while the other assumed it
was not? Are we in fact considering the problem of defining the notion of “ceviri”
(translation) with respect to other notion/s of “translation” which we can observe in
the continuity/discontinuity of ‘Turkish culture’ from the empire to the republic? Can
we speak of diverging conceptions in the way researchers look at Ottoman
translation practices? Are these diverging conceptions based on any culture- and

time-bound notions within the Ottoman translation tradition? (Paker 2002a).

To establish a basis for answering these questions, I will first take Saliha
Paker’s article (2002a), titled “Translation as Terceme and Nazire: Culture-bound
Concepts and their Implications for a Conceptual Framework for Research on
Ottoman Translation History” as my point of departure. Following that, I will discuss

Hermans (1995), which Paker (2002a) refers to, and then Hermans (2002).

'* In neither list was any information given about the criteria a text was assumed to be “geviri”
(translation) or not.
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4.2. Rethinking Turkish Notions of Translation in Space and Time: Translation
as “Ceviri” or “Terceme”

In her article, Paker proposes “a conceptual framework for research to break through
restrictive approaches that arise from ideological concerns or modern concepts of
translation” (Paker 2002a: 120). In other words, her article offers us a framework for
understanding the culture-specific aspects of the terms and concepts, and hence the
difference between “geviri” and “terceme” in “the historical-descriptive and
interpretative study of Ottoman literary translation practices” (ibid). Suggesting a
field of research on Ottoman translation practices, Paker calls for research “to engage
in in-depth investigation into the activity of poet-translators and their texts which
have been identified as translations or which researchers can assume to be
translations, depending on the evidence in tradition or in modern scholarship” (ibid.)
(my italics). In this framework, she problematizes Ottoman literary translation
practices in terms of “terceme” (translation) and “nazire” (parallel and competitive
poetry). In addition, she also questions “the ‘de-problematization’, in scholarly
discourse, of terceme as a culture-specific concept covering a wide range of Ottoman
translation practices from the 13" to the 20" century” (ibid) (my italics). Based on

the quotations, I would like to underline the following points:

(1) According to the evidence in tradition or in modern scholarship, there are
certain texts by Ottoman literary translators, some of which have been
identified as translations and some which modern researchers may assume to
be translations.

(i) Terceme (translation) as a culture-specific concept covering a wide range
of Ottoman translation practices from the 13™ to the 20™ century can be
overlooked by scholarly discourse.
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Moving on, I would like to concentrate on the second section of the article
titled “Translation as ferceme and nazire”. In this section, Paker draws attention to
her observations of two kinds of texts in Ottoman translation practices. In reviewing
the range of Ottoman translations of romance narratives (mesnevi) in the 14™ and 15™
centuries, she homes in on the aspects of the literary texts which lead her to

‘problematize’ the concept of terceme (translation) in Ottoman culture. She says

The need to problematize terceme was prompted by thoughts and discussions
arising from two interconnected sources: from the research seminars in the
History of Translation in Ottoman/Turkish Society in the Department of
Translation and Interpreting at Bogazig¢i University, which materialized
thanks to the contributions of specialists in Ottoman Turkish literature, and
from the joint interdisciplinary projects initiated by the same department and
that of Turkish Language and Literature. In order to view the range of
Ottoman translations for observations of their functions, we began by
computerizing a catalogue of texts from all centuries, which was followed by
a subsidiary project to form a corpus of translations of romance narratives in
the mesnevi genre of poetry from the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. While
some of the works were paratextually designated as translations (in terms of
terceme and of related verbs of Arabic, Persian and Turkish origins), and
some others could only be distinguished as having some intertextual relation
with Persian/Arabic sources... (Paker 2002a: 123).

What is significant in Paker’s statements above is her concluding formulation.
Looking at the literary texts in our Ottoman past (here in the fourteenth and fifteenth

century), she raises the question:

What would our criteria be for ‘assuming’ certain texts as translations in
Ottoman culture?

and gives the following explanation:

In other words, we were faced with the problem of defining Ottoman notions
of what we call ‘translation’ in English, and ¢eviri in Turkish today? (ibid).

Keeping her concluding remarks in our mind, I would like to draw attention
to the following point. First of all, the difference that we observe in Koz and Esen,

who identify the works of Ahmet Midhat Efendi in terms of “ceviri” (translation),
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seems to call for the asking and answering of similar questions. Needless to say,
Paker’s questions also apply to the historical-descriptive study of literary translations
in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century. When we turn to look at the
activity of Ottoman ‘writer-translators’ such as Ahmed Midhat Efendi and their texts
which have been identified as translation (¢eviri) or which can be assumed to be
such, the issue of “what we call ‘translation’ in English, and ‘geviri’ (translation) in
Turkish today” (ibid.) becomes all the more salient. Paker’s recognition of terms
and/or concepts of translation as “culture- and time-bound” (Paker 2002a: 127),
which is based on her conceptual framework for research into Ottoman translation

history, can prove fruitful in this regard.

Now I would like to dwell on my second point, which is about Paker’s critical
assessment of Agah Sirr1 Levend’s statement on “terceme” (translation), which is
presented in the 3™ section under the subtitle “The problem of definition:
problematizing terceme”. Her analysis of Levend seems to be important in terms of
delineating contradictory aspects in scholarly discourse, namely the disunity which is
between the conception of Ottoman “terceme” and the notion of ‘translation proper’
suggested by the term “geviri” (translation) (Paker 2002a: 126). Paker starts by
taking issue with the following statement by Levend -“In our old [i.e. pre-Ottoman &
Ottoman] literature, terceme signifies more than what we mean by ceviri today”
(quoted from Paker’s translation of Levend in Paker 2002a: 124)'°-, after which she

examines Levend’s classification of four forms of terceme.

Analyzing his discourse, she mentions first that Levend hints at a distinction

between “Ottoman terceme and the modern Turkish sense of ¢eviri” with his initial

16 For Levend’s statement in Turkish, see Levend 1988: 80.
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statement (ibid.). Focusing on his explanation of “expanded translations” (ibid.; cf.
‘genisletilerek yapilan ceviriler’ in Levend 1988: 80), she mentions that he tends “to
define terceme as an Ottoman practice of translation in opposition to ¢eviri which, in
his mind, seems to stand for something like ‘translation proper’” (ibid). Indicating
terminological imprecision in his explanation, she draws attention to one of his
statements so as to observe his “indiscriminate reference to ¢eviri” (ibid). Then she
demonstrates how such references to “terceme” and “ceviri” represent two different
notions of translation practice in his mind. Analyzing his review of several works by
some Ottoman ‘poet-translators’ (Paker 2002a: 120), Paker shows the difference
between Levend’s identification of these texts as “terceme” and “ceviri”. She
mentions that Levend regards the works which he cites not as “translation proper”
[by saying ‘tam bir ¢eviri degildir’] (Paker 2002a: 124; see also Levend 1988: 81). In
this manner, according to Paker, he makes an indiscriminate reference to “ceviri” and
hence considers those works which he identifies as not being ‘translation proper’ as
existing in opposition to “geviri” in his mind (ibid.). In particular, referring to
Levend’s review of Ali Sir Nevayi’s Lisanii 't-Tayr (Language of the Birds), which is
a Chagatai version of Feridiiddin Attar’s Mantiku t-Tayr (Conference of the Birds) in
Persian, she comes to the conclusion that Levend is talking about a particular form of
“terceme” practice in Ottoman culture which does not fit his modern sense of
“ceviri” (translation) (‘¢eviri bile sayilmaz’ ibid.; see also Levend 1988: 81). Hence,

in her analysis, she arrives at the following findings:

Levend’s explanation of this particular form of terceme practice is indeed
formulated in opposition to the notion of ¢eviri as ‘translation proper’. We
can conclude that groups (a) and (b) in his classification conform with his
notion of ‘translation proper’, the modern Turkish concept of translation, but
group (d) does not. In other words, according to Levend, in groups (a) and (b)
terceme and ¢eviri are understood to overlap as concepts and terms, but this is



228

not the case in group (d), where terceme is described as Ottoman culture-
bound (Paker 2002a: 124-125).

In line with this, Paker concludes that “Levend identifies some forms of
Ottoman translational behaviour as conforming to the modern Turkish concept of

¢eviri, others as not” (Paker 2002a: 127).

One of the significant outcomes of her analysis could be said to be her
uncovering of the fact that translation (terceme and ceviri) appears as a culture
specific concept within scholarly discourse in retrospect. If we remember the
changes that occurred thanks to the dynamics of the cultural turn from the empire to
the republic, this outcome gains considerable importance for research on Ottoman
translation history, --especially when we are both concerned with, and confused by,
terms and/or concepts of Ottoman and Turkish origin, which we find within
utterances. At this juncture, Paker reminds us of the archaic term “terceme”
(translation), which tells the changing context in rethinking the “rupture with

Ottoman past and subsequent alienation” (Paker 2002a: 122). She says

In modern literary-historical discourse on Turkish literature they
[tercemelterciime and c¢eviri] can be used interchangeably. Terciime,
gradually lost its place to ¢eviri, a modern Turkish neologism, which denotes
(like terciime) the concept, process, and product of translation and derives
from the verb ¢evir-mek, to turn (transitive). Such neologism began to gain
ground with the Turkish language reform movement for purism in the 1930s.
Ceviri has displaced ferciime in modern discourse on translation, but terciime
is still in use e.g. with reference to commercial translation, and to indicate a
traditionalist stance, which sometimes, not always, implies also a certain
ideological antagonism towards republican reforms. In Levend’s literary
history (1984: 80-90) the section on translation combines all three, the
archaic, the modern and the traditional: it is headed “Terciime”, and discusses
translation in terms of both terceme and ¢eviri (Paker 2002a: 122-123).

Here, I would like to mention another significant outcome of Paker’s analysis

which relates to her emphasis on the consensus of “geviri” (translation) as the
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modern Turkish notion of translation. Citing Sehnaz Tahir-Giir¢aglar’s research
(2001)"7, she underlines that the “modern Turkish notion of translation was construed
over at least four decades of debate and discussion on the functions, definitions and
strategies of translation, using both the old terms terceme or terciime and the modern
verb ¢evir-mek and its various derivatives” (Paker 2002a: 127) [cf. ‘gevirmek’
(translation) as an old Turkic verb in the Uighur period]. In this manner, Paker draws
our attention to two principal notions of translation in the continuity of Turkish
culture. Emphasizing a difference in one point, she understands the relationship
between “terceme” (translation) and “ceviri” (translation) as representing the similar
one between fraductio (i.e. terceme) and translatio (i.e. ceviri) (ibid.)."® However,
according to her, the relationship between “terceme” and “geviri” needs to be taken
not only as culture-bound but also as time-bound. The idea behind her Turkish
distinction is related to her emphasis on the Turkish context in turn. Thus, she
reminds us that in the Turkish case, there was the process of modern nation-building
and the ideological republican revolution, the basic principle of which was a political

and cultural break with the Ottoman past (ibid.).

So far, I have raised certain questions, especially based on Koz’s and Esen’s

identification of the texts by Ahmed Midhat Efendi as “geviri” or not “geviri”

'” Sehnaz Tahir Giir¢aglar’s doctoral research examines the politics and poetics of translation in
Turkey in the period between 1923 and 1960. In the 3™ chapter, she focuses on the Turkish discourse
on translation. Using the extratextual materials that she obtains from oral statements, commentaries
and critiques on translation, she also demonstrates diverging definitions and conceptions of translation
expressed with various terms and/or concepts of Ottoman and Turkish origin.

'® In her analogy, Paker makes reference to André Lefevere, a distinguished scholar in Translation
Studies, who died in 1996, and one of his articles, titled “Translation: Its Genealogy in the West”
(1990). He says that the old Latin word for translating is translatare which is an exchange of
signifieds without overmuch regard for the connotations carried by the actual signifiers (p.17). He
mentions that translatio can be seen as characterizing the ideal of faithful translation for those who are
intent on providing the right image of the source text in a different language (p.17-18). But he points
out that translatio is impossible. Also mentioning its polar opposite which can be designated by a
Latin word that never existed, traductio, he says that traductio represents not translated but rather
transported (p.18).
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(translation). I have tried to find answers to several questions. Then I referred to

Paker (2002a), which problematizes literary translation practices in Ottoman culture

in terms of “terceme” and ‘“nazire”, and I outlined Paker’s analysis of Agah Sirr

Levend’s discourse on translation, focusing on certain points. Needless to say, Paker

(2002a) is valuable since it constitutes a major contribution to research on Ottoman

translation history. First of all, it diverts our attention to terms and/or concepts as

culture-bound and time-bound notions of translation, and sets a ground for

understanding the changing paradigms in translation in Turkey.

To sum up, I would like to underline certain points provided by this article:

(1)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

)

(vi)

“Terceme”, “terciime” and “ceviri” in Turkish and “translation” in
English are all culture-bound and time-bound notions, like many
others that we can encounter evidently in tradition and in scholarly
discourse.

In Ottoman culture, there can be some texts which are paratextually
designated as translations (in terms of terceme, terciime, and of related
verbs of Arabic, Persian and Turkish origins)

In Ottoman culture, there can be some other texts which can only be
distinguished as having some kind of intertextual relationship with
certain sources

We are faced with the problem of defining Ottoman notions of
translation

Some forms of Ottoman translational behaviour can conform to the
modern Turkish concept of “ceviri” while some forms cannot.

Recognizing the rupture between the Ottoman past and the republic
today enables us to appreciate that there are two principal notions of
translation: “terceme” and “ceviri”

Returning to my questions, I would like to pose another question, based on

Hermans 1995, which Paker (2002a) refers to: does the modern Turkish concept of

translation (¢eviri) really translate the Ottoman concept of translation (terceme) in

every circumstance? It is obvious that this question puts an emphasis on the cultural
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specificity of terms and concepts. At this juncture, Paker reminds us of Theo
Hermans’s significant question below which he asked in revisiting Gideon Toury’s

‘classic’ In Search of a Theory of Translation (1980) (Hermans 1995: 215):

If we are trying to gauge Ambharic tirgum [which incidentally is identical in
etymology with terceme, SP], do we take translation [i.e. the culture-bound
“concept of translation as it exists in modern English usage”] or translation,
[as an assumed universal, supra-lingual concept] as a basis? (quoted from
Paker (2002a: 127))

Hermans arrives at that question as a result of examining the definition of
translation in Gideon Toury’s empirical, target-oriented approach (Hermans 1995:
220). In connection with Toury (1995), he proposes a reassessment of Toury’s
‘classic’ i.e., In Search, based on three topics which “were regarded by reviewers and
fellow researchers as presenting problems for one reason or another” (Hermans 1995:
218). He focuses first on Toury’s famous reformulation that ‘translations as facts of
the target culture’ (see Toury 1995: 29), then discusses Toury’s concept of the
Adequate Translation (AT), which he regards as ‘a most unfortunate invention’
(Hermans 1995: 219). Thirdly he deals with Toury’s definition of translation, which
he regards as remaining insoluble even in Toury (1995). Now, in an attempt to deal
with the above question, I would like to concentrate particularly on Hermans’s final

point related to the definition of translation.

Hermans mentions that Toury comes up with an assumption by which
translation is defined to be “a form of interlingual, more particularly inter-textual
transfer, resulting in a certain relation between the source and the target text”
(Hermans 1995: 220). He points out, however, that Toury does not elaborate on
translation as a form of transfer, but instead he places an emphasis on the empirical

side of translation as a product, in other words, as an observable fact (ibid).
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According to Hermans, this leads Toury to define translation “as being any text
which is regarded as a translation by and within the target culture” (ibid). Although
he considers this definition to be ‘bold and liberating’ for practical research purposes
(ibid.), he finds Toury’s definition problematic on the basis of the following issue.

He writes:

On the one hand there was the issue of certain operations being called
translation by certain groups of people in whose midst these operations were
being performed. On the other, the question of the researcher identifying
certain forms of human behaviour which he or she labelled translation. This
latter concept, which we might term translation,, would have to refer to a
kind of universal human activity, the common demominator extrapolated
from all occurrences of translational action through space and time (ibid.)

This explanation indicates that Hermans has two denotations of translation in
mind, both of which are related to the target culture. One refers to certain practices
called translation by certain people who are engaged in such practices, and the other
refers to the perspective of the researcher who identifies certain forms, labelling them
as translation. What seems significant here is that he sees an obvious difference
between (i) translation and (ii) translation;,, to which he refers as a ‘universal, supra-
lingual concept’ (ibid.; Paker 2002a: 127). Thus, according to him, the words which
one can encounter in individual cultures such as English translation, French
traduction, German Ubersetzung, Spanish traduccién, [let us add Turkish ceviri and
terceme] are all culture-bound manifestations of translation,. Additionally, he
indicates that culture-bound manifestations of franslation, can sometimes conform to
those of other individual cultures and sometimes cannot. That is the point, why he
needs to pose the following question: “how do we know that English transiation

translates the French traduction?” (Hermans 1995: 221).
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In answering this question, he looks at the relationship between English
translation and French traduction. According to Hermans, English translation
translates French traduction if the English-language cultural community agrees that
translation [in English] constitutes a legitimate translation of traduction [in French].
In other words, he says that one can only translate traduction as translation on the
basis of the modern English concept referred to in English as translation (ibid.). He
also draws our attention to the reverse situation of the case when the English-
language cultural community does not agree with the legitimacy of this translation,
or if one is not translating according to a concept compatible with the English
concept of translation. At this point, he raises the prospect that it can be called

translation, commenting

when an Ethiopian gives us the Ambharic tirgum for our word translation, we
have no way of knowing if he is translating according to a concept
compatible with our English concept of translation; and if he is not, what is
he doing, and can we call it translation? (Hermans 1995: 221).

On this matter, Hermans suggests that his concept of translation; needs to be
taken into consideration together with three assumptions which Toury proposed in
explaining his notion of ‘assumed translation’ (see Toury 1995: 31-35). The basis for
his suggestion is a problem which he sees in translating ‘culture-bound concepts of
translation, traduction’ [let us say, terceme and ¢eviri] (Hermans 1995: 221). That is
why he asks which term, translation or translation,, can be taken as a basis to
“gauge” Ambharic tirgum (Hermans 1995: 221). That is also why Hermans suggests
that we understand terms as parts of specific cultures which “construe” the concept
of translation in a certain manner (ibid.). At this juncture, he notes the understanding
of the “otherness of other cultures” which, according to him, may lead translation

scholars dealing with cultural otherness to “renewed questioning of exactly what
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kind of cultural translation they are performing when they are interpreting...different

concepts of translation” (Hermans 1995: 222).

This point is also related to Paker’s suggestion that we bear in mind that “the
cultural specificity of terms and concepts needs problematizing rather than glossing
over” in historical translation studies carried out in English and in Turkish (Paker
2002a: 128). But it should be noted that Paker also applies Hermans’s framework to
the Turkish intracultural context. She tries to formulate the relationship between
terceme (translation) and ¢eviri (translation) in the context of the modern nation-
building process and ideological revolution in Turkey in the early twentieth century
(Paker 2002a: 127). That is why, departing from the conventional Turkish scholarly
discourse, she emphasizes that terceme (translation) and ¢eviri (translation) signify
culture-bound and time-bound notions and that each indicates “the other’s cultural
otherness” (ibid.). In looking at ‘culture-bound manifestations of translationy’
(Hermans 1995) from Ottoman to modern Turkish culture, Paker argues that there
are two principal notions of translation: ferceme and ¢eviri (Paker 2002a: 127).
Therefore, from her point of view, it is crucial when considering terms and concepts
of translation in Turkish-oriented historical studies today not to overlook the
differences between the modern and Ottoman cultural domains. In this way, in her
preface to Translations: (re)shaping of Literature and Culture (Paker 2002b), Paker
also draws attention to a major shortcoming in the historical study of Turkish

translations. She writes:

...the modern concept of translation in terms of terciime and c¢eviri has
interfered with or even blocked the recognition of the Ottoman culture-
specific concept of translation practice called ferceme, which as both a
concept and a term had currency from its beginnings in the thirteenth century
upto the mid-twenteeth century. (Paker 2002b: xvii) (my underline)
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Taking up this point, Paker cites Hermans who refers to the problematic issue
of “translating according to our contemporary, culture-bound concept of translation”
(Hermans 2002: 192). In this article, Hermans examines a two-version Duch
translation of Boethius’s Latin De Consolatione Philosophiae (Consolation of
Philosophy) produced in 1653 by a Flemish Catholic priest Adrianus de Buck
(Hermans 2002: 187; Paker 2002b: xvi). He reviews de Buck’s translation based on
the system theory of German sociologist Niklas Luhmann. What is significant in
Hermans’s examination is that he considers de Buck’s translation to be “the
discourse about translation [which] translates the practice of translation”. He claims
that “we translate according to our contemporary, culture-bound concept of

translation, and into our concept of translation” (Hermans 2002: 192).

At this point, let me return to my question: does the modern Turkish concept
of translation (¢eviri) really “translate” (cf. Hermans 1995: 221; 2002: 192) the
Ottoman concept of translation (terceme) in every circumstance? To answer this
question, I suggest following Paker’s way of thinking while examining the
intracultural relationship between ¢eviri (translation) and terceme (translation). At
this point, Paker’s analysis of Levend’s discourse on translation (¢eviri and terceme)

helps us understand the relationship in a clear way:

terceme and ceviri
(translation) overlaps

ceviri
zone of

translation
proper

terceme
(translation)
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We see that “geviri” (translation) and “terceme” overlap in terms of
translation proper, but the two do not signify exactly the same concept and practices.
Thus I think that a question still exists: what would be our universal concept in
Turkish today while we are discussing “translation” that may cover both “geviri”
(translation) and “terceme” (translation) as concept and practice? I suggest that
“ceviri” (translation) may only translate “terceme” (translation) if we use the term
“ceviri” (translation) to be a Turkish universal concept of translation today
(translation;). On the other hand, if we use “ceviri” (translation) as a ‘culture- and
time-bound concept’ (Paker 2002a), it will obviously signify a different notion and
practice from what “terceme” (translation) signifies. Hence, if we refer to culture-
bound notions and practices, “geviri” (translation) can no longer be said to
“translate” (cf. Hermans 1995: 221; 2002: 192) “terceme” (translation). In this case,
we have to bear in mind what we are addressing: a “culture-bound manifestation”, or

a “supra-lingual, universal concept™? (Hermans 1995).

With regards to Koz and Esen, I believe that the essential difference between
their interpretations of the term “ceviri” (translation) seems to be related to the
definition of “geviri” (translation) when applied in retrospect, that is, whether it is a
universal concept or a culture- and time-bound notion. I consider that Koz tends to
use “geviri” as standing for something like ‘translation proper’, i.e. a modern Turkish
concept of translation. On the other hand, Esen intends to see ‘“geviri” as
encapsulating a wide range of practices including not only proper translations (¢eviri)

but also other forms of Ottoman translation practice (terceme).

In the next section, I would like to concentrate particularly on the ‘paratexts’

(Genette 1997; Tahir-Gtir¢aglar 2001; 2002; Bengi 1990) of certain works by Ahmed
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Midhat Efendi which Koz and Esen identify either as “¢eviri” (translation) or not as
“ceviri” (translation). My specifiying question will be as follows: what kind of
culture-bound term/s and notion/s of translation (ferceme) are there in the paratexts
which may indicate various options in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translational

practice?

4.3. Culture-bound and Time-bound Terms and/or Notions of Translation
(Terceme) in Paratexts

Before my analysis, it is opportune to mention two studies that use paratextual data
in their analyses of translated texts in Turkey: Bengi (1990) and Tahir-Giirgaglar

(2001).

In her doctoral thesis, Isin Bengi (1990) re-evaluates the concept of
translation equivalence in the literary translations of Ahmed Midhat Efendi (Bengi
1990: 2). She proposes a corpus of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translations that covers
not only texts in which he refers to himself as the translator (“miitercim”) but also
some others which are assumed by some literary historians to be translations (Bengi
1990: viii). Examining Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s corpus of translations, Bengi aims to
identify the appropriate status of these works within the framework of Translation
Studies. She also intends to make explicit Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s “self-
interrogation” as a translator and to reveal different approaches of literary historians
to his translations (Bengi 1990: viii). She also carries out a case study with a
comparative textual analysis of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translation of Alexandre
Dumas Fils’s novel La Dame aux camélias with respect to both definitions of

translation and translation equivalence. What is particularly important in her study is
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that she makes use of paratextual data in an attempt to reconstruct Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s translational norms.

In her study, Bengi points out that there is no consensus among scholars on
what one can consider Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s literary translations and what should
not be considered as such (Bengi 1990: 86). In this sense, she refrains from working
with prescriptive definitions of translation, and instead she takes “all of the texts in
which he claims to have taken partially or in full from a foreign source as the corpus
of his translated literature” (Bengi 1990: 87). Thus she identifies 32 works as the
corpus of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translated literature (see Bengi 1990: 95-157). In
17 works out of this 32 (cf. Koz and Esen), Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself
as the translator (“miitercim”), and in the other 15 works he refers to himself as the

. . 1
writer (“muharrir”)'’:

Works identified as “translation” Works identified as “ceviri” (translation)
in Bengi (1990) in Koz (2002) and in Esen (1999)
Alayin Kraligesi “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Aleksandwr Stradella not “geviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Amiral Bing “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Ana Kiz not “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Antonin “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Bilgi¢ Kiz “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Bir Fakir Delikanlinin Hikdyesi “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Bir Kadinin Hikayesi “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Can Kurtaranlar not “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Cifte Intikam not “ceviri” (translation) “ “geviri” (translation)
Cinli Han not “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Diplomali Kiz not “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Gabriyelin Giinahi “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Goniil not “geviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Henriyet - -
Tki Hiid akar not “geviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Kamere Asik “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Kismetinde Olamin Kasiginda Cikar “ceviri-uyarlama” “ceviri” (translation)
(translation-adaptation)
La Dam O Kamelya “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Lulu-i Esfer “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Madarin Marifeti - -
Merdud Kiz “geviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)

"% In this sense, Bengi (1990) was the first researcher in Translation Studies to examine translations of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi in terms of the notions of “miitercim” (translator) and “muharrir” (writer).
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Nedamet mi? Heyhat! - “ceviri” (translation)
Orsival Cinayeti “geviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)
Papazdaki Esrar “geviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)
Pecgeli Kadin “geviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)
Sanatkar Namusu “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)

Seytankaya Tilsimi not “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)

Sidin Hiilasast not “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Su-i Zan - “ceviri” (translation)
Ug Yiizlii Bir Kart “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Udolf Hisar “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)

The following works are those not included in the corpus of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s translated literature in Bengi (1990) whereas they are in Koz (2002) or Esen

(1999):

Works not present Works identified as “ceviri” (translation)
in Bengi (1990) in Koz (2002) and in Esen (1999)

Altin Asiklar - “geviri” (translation)
Derebeyleri - “ceviri” (translation)
Hokkabaz Kitabi “ceviri” (translation) -

Hiilasa-i Humayunname not “geviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Husrevname “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Jenovefa - “ceviri” (translation)

Konak yahut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya

Muhdrebdatinda Bir Hikdye-i Garibe “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)
Nasib not “ceviri” (translation) not “ceviri” (translation)
Niza-1 Ilm ii Din “geviri” (translation) not “geviri” (translation)

In her analysis on the corpus of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translations, Bengi
concentrates particularly on translational norms. Especially to understand his
preliminary norms, she scrutinises title pages, prefaces and epilogues (if available) of
the texts. She raises and answers several questions related to Midhat Efendi’s choice
of a specific text for translation as well as his general choice of genre, author and
source literature. She also questions his choice of translating from a specific primary
or an intermediate language (Bengi 1990: 92-94). In order to reconstruct his
preliminary and initial norms, she proposes a chart which demonstrates paratextual

data, thus giving essential clues about Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translation strategies
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and his definitions of translation and translator. What is important is that she thinks
of paratextual data as definitely reflecting the cultural/literary constraints which are
necessary for the understanding of the target literary system at that time (ibid.). In
order to reconstruct Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s operational norms, she performs a
comparative analysis on La Dame aux camélias and its translation so as to determine
matricial norms which are active during the process of translation. Therefore, it
should be noted that Bengi reconstructs Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s preliminary and
initial norms through the paratextual analysis of 32 works, and his operational norms

through the comparative textual analysis of La Dame aux camélias and the TT.

Of course, Bengi’s findings and concluding remarks are very important since
she was the first scholar to examine Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translated literature
within the framework of linguistics and translation studies. On the basis of her
paratextual analysis and of a case study, she reaches certain conclusions which are
presented from certain perspectives: (i) from the point of view of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi, and (ii) from the point of view of scholars on Ahmed Midhat Efendi, and (iii)
from the point of view of translation theory (Bengi 1990: 226-230). Let me look, in
particular, at that part of the conclusion which is presented from Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s point of view:

i)  Translation is that which draws from a foreign source and which aims
at transferring to the TT the majority of the linguistic, structural aspects of
the ST. In other words, if Midhat names a text as a translation, then it is a
full translation.

ii)  If transference is not done in full because the translator wants to make
intentional shifts at various levels which he thinks would serve a definite
function, then that transference cannot be named a translation. Actually in
the texts in which Midhat employs such shifts, he refers to himself as the

writer of the text, not as the translator of the text although he makes
reference to either the title of the ST or to its writer, or both.
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ii1) As a direct consequence of this attitude to translation we understand
that the type of equivalence relation that Midhat seeks in those texts of his
in which he refers to himself as a translator (and of course to the text as a
translation) is that of adequacy. (Bengi 1990: 226-227)

At this point, I would like to interpret those conclusions in terms of the
framework of Paker (2002a) and Hermans (1995) which I outlined in the preceding
section. It seems clear in Bengi’s study that there are basically two kinds of texts
resulting from Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s translation practice. Some of these are
paratextually designated as translations (terceme) (based on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
reference to himself as a translator “miitercim”). In connection with Bengi’s
conclusion (iii), those texts could be well identified as “translation proper” (Hermans
1995) since they have been assumed to meet the requirements of “full”ness and of
“adequacy”. This type of texts forms a zone which fits our modern Turkish concept
of translation i.e., “ceviri”. In other words, “terceme” (translation) and “geviri”
(translation) overlap as concept and practice in this case (Hermans 1995; Paker

2002a).

However, based on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s reference to either the title of the
ST or to its writer, or both, it should also be noted that there are some other texts
which cannot be regarded as full translations by Ahmed Midhat Efendi and which
can only be distinguished as having an intertextual relationship with foreign sources.
These texts have intentional shifts at various levels and therefore could not be termed
translation (terceme) by Ahmed Midhat Efendi since in his view they were not full
translations. It is obvious that this forms another zone of texts which does not fit the
modern Turkish concept of translation i.e., “ceviri”. But in this case, it is important
that Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s text production appears as an Ottoman culture-bound

practice. In other words, his translation practices, inevitably point to a culture- and
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time-bound concept. Thus we come to the point at which two kinds of texts and

practices need to be regarded as part of the Ottoman terceme (translation) tradition.

With regards to the use of paratextual information in the study of Turkish
translations, Tahir-Giircaglar (2001) is also significant. In her doctoral research, she
aims to reveal the politics and poetics that shaped the field of literary translation
activity in Turkey between 1923 and 1960 and to explore how translation contributed
to cultural processes in early republican Turkey. She borrows from Gérard Genette
(1997) the concept of ‘paratext’, which is defined as “liminal devices and
conventions, both within the book (peritext) and outside it (epitext), that mediate the
book to the reader: titles, subtitles, pseudonyms, forewords, dedications, epigraphs,
prefaces, intertitles, notes epilogues, and afterwords” (ibid.; see also Tahir-Giir¢aglar

2002a: 44).%°

Thus similar to Bengi (1990), she makes use of the paratext to be another
form of discourse in addition to others i.e. ‘textual’ and ‘extratextual’ defined by
Toury (1995) (Tahir-Giirgaglar 2001: 70). But in her research, the titles, subtitles,
forewords, prefaces, notes, reviews etc. are all subjected to examination, especially
with an eye to tracing the translator’s visibility, so as to cover specific ways in which
texts place themselves and relate to their readers (Tahir-Glirgaglar 2001: 326).
According to her, paratexts provides important clues in understanding a culture’s
definition of translation, and have a strong influence on how a text will be received
(2001, pp.326). She emphasizes that the first impressions of what distinguishes a

translation from a non-translation are shaped by the way in which that text is

*% Tahir-Giirgaglar is also critical of Genette’s conception of translation as ‘paratext’. She claims that
his conception is in contradicrion with a perspective which regards translation as initiating in the
target culture and intending to satisfy a need at that pole. See Tahir-Giirgaglar 2002a: 46.
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packaged and presented. In other words, she mentions that the reception of a
translation or a non-translation starts before the process of reading the actual texts
begins (Tahir-Giircaglar 2002a: 45). That is why she suggests that paratextual
materials need to be included in any study entailing the analysis of translations

(Tahir-Giirgaglar 2001: 326).

As I mentioned, I will offer below a descriptive analysis of the paratextual
data of certain works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi. From among this corpus, I take
especially the works which could demonstrate well various aspects of his discourse
on translation (ferceme). My special focus will be on identifying and investigating
culture-bound terms and notions of translation (ferceme) in this discourse. Thus, in
my analysis, how texts are identified, described and/or named by Ahmed Midhat
Efendi will gain much importance. In addition, terms connected with translation
(terceme) in the form of verbs, nouns and/or collocations will also be underscored,
depending on the discourse in paratexts. Such terms will help us to recognize the
variety of ways in which terceme was practised. In the particular sense, they will
provide us with a wide scope in observing the various options in enlarging the
literary repertoire of his time by means of these options. Thus we will gain insights
into different forms of terceme practices, which may prevent us from equating ¢eviri

(translation) with terceme (translation) in terms of concept and practice.



4.3.1. Translation as fktibas (Borrowing)

4.3.1.1. Diplomal Kiz |Girl with a Diploma]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Diplomali Kiz [in Letaif-i | not “ceviri” (translation) | “geviri” (translation)
Rivayat]
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Diplomali Kiz was published as the 19" in the series titled Letaif-i Rivayat (Finest

Stories) (cf. “Ondokuzuncu ciizii ‘Diplomali Kiz’ ismiyle bir hikayeyi havidir”).?' On

the title page, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the “muharrir” (writer).

There is a preface titled “ifade” (Statement).

In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi calls his text a “roman” (novel) and

informs readers about his source:

What makes me write this novel is an anecdote written by a writer by the
name of “Dik May” which I read in the newspaper Levant Herald published
on the seventh day of the January according to the Gregorian calendar (p.2).

[Bu romani bana ihtar eden sey “Dik May” naminda bir muharririn yazmis

oldugu bir fikradir ki kanun-1 sani-i efrencinin yedinci giinii nesr olunan
Levant Herald gazetesinde okumusumdur (p.2).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi also gives information about his translational

relationship with his source from which we learn how he made use of the ST:

Do not consider that I am translating this anecdote as the same or pouring it
into the mould of the novel by means of expanding and spreading out. If I had
never let on that I wrote this novel based on the idea of the original, nobody
would be able to figure out whether it was borrowed or stolen. Even if they
figured this out, nobody could make such a claim. Even though I did not
make use of the anecdote written by “Dik May” [in Turkish transcription] to a

! It is noted that this “novel” was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published separately in

the form of “risale” (pamphlet) in Istanbul in 1307/1889-1890 by Kirk Anbar Matbaas1 with the
permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile” (The Sublime Ministry of Education).
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proportion of even 1 out of 10, I expanded this proportion 500 times. Do you
see? There is nothing remained from “Dik May” (p.2).

[Fikray1 aynen terceme ediyorum veyahut onu bast ve temhid ile bir roman
haline ifrag eyliyorum zann etmeyiniz. Yalniz ondan aldigim fikir iizerine su
romani yazarak aslin1 hi¢ de ihbar etmemis olsa idim hi¢bir kimse de bunun
muktebes veyahut miisterak oldugunu anlayamaz idi. Anlasa idi bile boyle bir
iddiada bulunamaz idi. Zira ben Dik May’in [in Turkish transcription] yazdigi
fikradan 10°’da 1 istifade etmedigim halde bu 10°da 1’1 kendimden 500 misli
biiyiittiim. Anladiniz ya? Dik May’dan hemen higbir seyi kalmadi (p.2).]

The data related to TT and ST on the title page and the preface indicate that

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi does not perform a literal translation (aynen
terceme) in this text

(i)  he does not pour the ST into a mould (ifrag) by expanding (bast) and
spreading it out (temhid)

(ii1))  he identifies his text as a borrowing (muktebes) or stolen text
(miisterak)

(iv)  he writes this text by taking the idea from the ST

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:

Verbs

“aynen terceme etmek” (to translate as the same)

“bast ve temdih ile roman haline ifrag eylemek” (to pour into the mould of the novel by
means of expanding and spreading out)

“fikir iizerine roman yazmak” (to write a novel based on an idea [of
the original])

Nouns
“muktebes” (to be borrowed from)
“miisterak” (to be stolen from)

4.3.1.2. iki Hiid’akér [Two Cheats]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Iki Hiid’akdr [in Letaif-i | not “ceviri” (translation) | “geviri” (translation)
Rivayat)

Iki Hiid’akdr was published as the 21* in the series of Letaif-i Rivayat (Finest

Stories) (cf. “Yirmibirinci ciiz ‘Iki Hiid akdr’ {invaniyla bir hikdye-i latifeyi
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havidir’).”? On the title page, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the

“muharrir’ (writer). There is a preface titled “Mukaddime” (Introduction).

In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi describes this text as a “roman” (novel)

and gives readers information about his source on which he has based his own text:

The subject matter of this novel titled “Iki Hiid’akar” was based on an
anecdote which I read in a French newspaper 7 or 8§ months ago (p.2)... The
work from which I borrowed was not signed. But there were only two letters
as initials which indicate the name or nickname of the original writer. I have
also forgotten those letters (p.4).

[Su “Iki Hiid’akar” serlevhali romancigin zemini 7, 8 mah mukaddem bir
Fransiz gazetesinde okumus bulundugum fikracik teskil etmektedir (p.2)...
Muktebes-i anhamiza imza konulmamis. Yalniz iki harf yazilarak bunlar dahi
miiellifin isim ve mahlasinin ilk harfleri olduklar1 derkar ise de hangi harfleri
olduklar1 da hatirnmizdan ¢ikmistir (p.4).]

He also explains his translation strategy that he has performed on texts from

the West:

For many years, my readers have been familiar with my approach, by which I
perform many adjustments on the novels I appropriate from Europe by
translation, and then recommend for the sake of Ottoman morals... I make
the idea of changing more advanced, especially with respect to the issue of
borrowing. I have never been like a prisoner within the borders of the works I
have borrowed. Taking only the idea [of the original], I rewrite a new work
based on that idea. Not only the novel I imported to Letaif-i Rivayat under the
title “Diplomali Kiz” but also many others were created by means of
borrowing. Similarly, the novel “iki Hiid’akar” was also created in this way

(pp.2-3).

[Fakat bunca yildir... karilerim, mutad-1 acizanemi bilirler ki “terceme”
suretiyle bile Avrupa’dan aldigim romanlar {izerinde daima bircok tadilat icra
ederim de badehu onlar1 ahldk-1 umumiyye-i Osmaniyyemize tavsiye
ederim... Hele iktibas hususunda bu fikr-i tadili daha ileriye gotiiriirim.
Muktebes-i anhamin hududu dahilinde hi¢ mahbus kalmam. Onlardan yalniz
bir fikri alip badehu o fikir lizerine yeniden bir eser kaleme alirim. “Diplomal
Ki1z” namiyle isbu Letaif-i Rivayat meyaninda ithal etmis oldugum roman ile
sair birgoklar1 hep dyle iktibas suretiyle meydana geldikleri gibi, bu “Iki
Hiid’akar” dahi o surette viicud buldu (pp.2-3).]

2 It is noted that this “novel” was first published in Istanbul in 1311/1893-1894 by Matbaa-i Amire
with the offical permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile” (The Sublime Ministry of Education).
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The data pertaining to TT and ST on the title page and preface indicate that

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi takes many novels by translation (terceme) [as

well as in other ways] from Europe

(11) he always performs many adjustments on the texts [even on those he

identifies as translation (ferceme)]

(i11)  he has the idea of making adjustments in his borrowings (iktibas)
(iv)  he identifies ‘borrowing’ (iktibas) as taking the idea from the ST and

rewriting it on the basis of that idea

v) he identifies Diplomali Kiz and Iki Hiid akdr as borrowings (iktibas)
which were imported (ithal) into [the target system]

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:

Verbs

“terceme suretiyle Avrupa’dan roman almak”
“tadilat icra etmek”
“[aslin] fikrini almak”

“o fikir lizerinde yeniden bir eser kaleme almak”

“iktibas suretiyle meydana gelmek”
“ithal etmek”

Nouns

(to appropriate the novel from Europe
by translation)

(to perform adjustments)

(to take the idea from the original)

(to rewrite a new work based on the idea
of the original)

(to create by means of borrowing)

(to import)

“terceme”
“muktebes”
“fikr-i tadil”

(translation)
([the text] to be borrowed from)
(the idea of changing or amendment)

4.3.1.3. Ana Kiz [Mother and Daughter]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list

in Esen’s list

Rivayat]

Ana Kiz [in Letaif-i | not “ceviri” (translation) | “geviri” (translation)

Ana Kiz was published as the 25™ in the series of Letaif-i Rivayat (Finest Stories) (cf.

“Yirmibesinci ciiz ‘Adna Kiz’ ismiyle bir hikdye-i latifiyeyi havidir”).”® On the title

> It is noted that this “story” was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published in the form of
“kitap” (book) in Istanbul in 1312/1894-1895 with the offical permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile”

(The Sublime Ministry of Education).
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page, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the “muharrir” (writer). There is

also a preface entitled “Ifade” (Statement).

In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi calls his text a “hikaye” (story) and
gives some clues revealing his translational relationship with the texts he read in

European journals:

My readers are familiar with the fact that I take many ideas by way of stories
and novels from European newspapers and then I expand and spread out
those ideas by myself (p.2).

[Avrupa gazetelerinden hikdye ve roman yollu pekg¢ok fikirler aldigimi ve
bunlar1 bildhare kendi tarafimdan ne surette bast ve temhid eyledigimi
karilerim bilmez degildir (p.2).]

He also states that the incidents in this story were based on an anecdote he

read in a European newspaper:

Some of the incidents which provided the basis for this story were borrowed
from a particular anecdote I read in European newspapers. It includes only a
proportion of 1 out of 5 with respect to the [original] story. The rest is my
creation (p.2).

[Bu hikayenin zeminini teskil eyleyen vak‘anin yalniz bir kismi1 Avrupa
gazetelerinde okudugum bir fikra-i mahsusadan iktibas edilmistir ki o da
hikayenin tamamina nisbetle ancak 5’te 1 kismini tegkil eder. Bakiyyesi kendi
mahsul-i karthamdir (p.2).]

The data related to TT and ST on the title page and preface indicate that

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi takes many ideas from the stories and novels in
European journals

(i1))  he expands (bast) and spreads (temhid) the ideas of his source texts

(ii1))  his translation strategy is well know by his readers

(iv)  he identifies this text as a borrowing (iktibas)

We find only the following translational terms in his statement, which appear

in the form of verbs and collocations:
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Yerbs

“hikdye ve roman yollu fikir almak” (to take an idea by way of story and novel)
“bast ve temhid eylemek” (to expand and to spread out)

“vakay fikradan iktibas etmek” (to borrow incidents from an anecdote)

4.3.1.4. Aleksandr Stradella | Alessandro Stradella]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Aleksandr Stradella [in | not “ceviri” (translation) | “geviri” (translation)
Turkish transcription]

Aleksandr Stradella [in Turkish transcription] is given as the title.** On the title page,
Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the “muharrir” (writer). There is also a

short preface entitled “Ifade-i Mahsusa” (Special Statement).

In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi terms his text a “hikaye” (story) and
gives clues about his source as well as his translational relationship with the ST:

We write this story by means of borrowing from Stradella, a famous opera

composed by the master Flotow. Incidents of the story stem from the

sixteenth century, i.e. three centuries before our time (p.2).

[Bu hikayeyi Flotov nam iistadin Stradella serlevhasiyla tertib etmis oldugu

meshur operasindan biliktibas yaziyoruz ki havi oldugu vakayi, on altinci asr-
1 miladiye yani bundan {i¢ asir mukaddeme ait vakayidendir (p.2).]

The data about TT and ST on the title page and Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s

preface point out that

(1) he borrows his story from an opera
(1)  and he modifies the discourse of the ST into a narrative discourse, i.e.
a story

** It is noted that this “story” was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published in the form of
“kitap” (book) in Istanbul in 1307/1889-1890 with the permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile” (The
Sublime Ministry of Education).
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We find only the following translational term in his statement, namely a verb:

Verbs
“bi’l-iktibas yazmak” (to write by means of borrowing from)

4.3.1.5. Seytankaya Tilsimi [Devil-rock Talisman]*

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Seytankaya Tilsimi not “geviri” (translation) | “ceviri” (translation)

Seytankaya Tilsimi is given as the title.® On the title page, Ahmed Midhat Efendi
refers to himself as the “muharrir’ (writer). There is also a short preface titled

“Ifade-i Mahsusa” (Special Statement).

In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi labels his text a “roman” (novel) and
gives clues about his source as well as his translation strategy:

We arranged and wrote this beautiful novel using a French anecdote, which

we expanded and spread out (p.2).

[Su giizel roman1 Fransizca yazilmis bir fikray bast ve temhid suretiyle tertib
ve tahrir eyledik (p.2).]

The data related to TT and ST on the title page and his short preface point out
that
(1) he borrows his story from an anecdote (fikra) in French

(11) he arranges (tertib) and writes (tahrir) the ST by expanding (bast) and
spreading (temhid) it out

% In his preface to his emulated novel (“nazire” p.3) Haydut Montari (1305/1887-1888), Ahmed
Midhat Efendi identifies Seytankaya Tilstmi as a borrowing (“iktibas”); see Ahmed Midhat
(1305/1887-1888). In his preface to Haydut Montari, he also identifies another of his novels, Hasan
Mellah (1291/1874-1875), as an emulated novel (“nazire” ibid.) of Alexandre Dumas’s novel Le
Comte de Monte-Cristo (1844).

%% 1t is noted that this “novel” was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat then published in the form of
“kitap” (book) in Istanbul in 1307/1889-1890 with the permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile” (The
Sublime Ministry of Education).
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In his statement, we find only the following translational term, a verb:

Verbs
“bast ve temhid suretiyle tertib ve tahrir eylemek” (to arrange and write by expanding
and spreading)

4.3.1.6. Nedamet mi? Heyhat! [Remorse? Alas!]|

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Nedamet mi? Heyhat! - (completely missing “ceviri” (translation)
from the list)

Nedamet mi? Heyhat! is given as the title.”” Under the title it is noted that it was a
“roman” (novel) and acquired (iktibas) from Emil Ojye [Emile Augier] (in Turkish
transcription) (cf. “Emil Ojye’den muktebes”, “Roman”). On the title page, Ahmed
Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the “muharrir” (writer). There is also a long
preface titled ‘“Mukaddime Makaminda Bir Hasbihal” (A Friendly Talk in an

Introduction) in the text.

In the long preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi firstly gives information about the
history of the novel in France. Then he also reviews the novel as a new developing
genre in Ottoman literature and illuminates how ‘Ottoman pens’ (“erbab-1 terceme ve

telif” p.3) had intertextual relations with European [mostly French] sources. He says

What is important for us, and deserves much attention, is that, for instance,
developments in the novel which took place over 50 to 60 years in Europe
have appeared in their entirety in a period of only 15 to 20 years in our
society. Our pens producing translations and indigenous works either
translated or imitated not only [European] novels of 60 years ago but also
those more recently written. That is why our knowledge of the novel of the

"1t is noted that this novel was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published in the form of
“kitap” (book) in Istanbul in 1306/1888-1889 with the permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile” (The
Sublime Ministry of Education).
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present is a third of our knowledge of the European novel of 60 years ago
(p-3).

[Hala bizim i¢in en ziyade dikkat olunacak sey mesela 50, 60 sene zarfinda
Avrupaca romancilik hususunda goriilen ahvalin bizde yalmiz 15, 20 sene
zarfinda hemen kamilen goriilmiis olmas1 kaziyyesidir. Ciinkii erbab-1
terceme ve teliften olanlarimiz bir yandan 60 senelik romanlart ya terceme
veya taklid eyledikleri gibi bir yandan dahi daha diinkii add olunacak kadar
yeni olanlarini da terceme veya taklid etmis bulunduklarindan bizde roman
denilen seye dair mevcud olan fikir Avrupaca 60 senelik bir zamanin 3’te 1
nisbetinde tenkisi suretinde peyda olmustur (p.3).]

He gives information on the structure and literary aspects of the ST as

follows:

This work by Emile Augier was not a novel but actually a play. But not a
mundane play that will be forgotten after it has been performed a few times!
First of all, it is a play in verse not one in prose... And it is such poetry with
the quality of the beautiful poetry to be seen in the verse plays of the classical
French masters such as Corneille and Racine. This verse is a most fine one,
each line of which requires expanding and spreading out with annotations for
several pages even for French readers (pp.9-10).

[Meger Emil Ojye [in Turkish transcription] cenablarinmn bu eseri bir roman
degil bir tiyatro oyunu imis. Ama Oyle birka¢ defa oynandiktan sonra kuse-i
nisyana atiliverilecek derme catma oyunlardan degil! Evvela nesir degil bir
eser-i manzumdur... Korney, Rasin [in Turkish transcriptions] gibi
Fransa’nin “klasik” addolonan esatizesinin manzum tiyatrolarindaki letafet-i
siiriyye derecesinde miithim metn-i {istadane-i tahrirane bir siir ki ehl-i lisan
olan Fransizlar i¢in bile her bir misraim1 birkac sahifelik serh ve hasiye ile
bast ve temhide sayan bir eser-i nefis! (pp.9-10).]

Furthermore, Ahmed Midhat Efendi acquaints his readers with his translation

strategy, indicating that he is not for literal translation (“terceme-i ayniyye”):

We are not in favour of translation as the same. We read a sentence, a
statement, or even a page written in French and rewrite it independently in
Ottoman. That is why our translations appear as if they were originally
written in Ottoman. Let us translate Emile Augier’s Serseri in that way. But
this work was not written with such an ordinary prose... We actually
considered a great deal how we could translate such a work written so
meticulously. Then suddenly we remembered the novel Amiral Bing, which
we had written previously by way of translation (p.9).
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[...biz terceme-i ayniyye taraftar1 degiliz. Fransizca bir climleyi, bir kelami
hatta bir sahifeyi okuruz. Ne anlar isek onu miistakillen yani yeniden
Osmanlica yazariz. Iste bunun igin bizim tercemelerimiz resen Osmanlica
yazilmis gibi olur. Haydi Emil Ojye’nin [in Turkish transcription] Serseri’sini
de boyle terceme edelim. Fakat bu eser Oyle asar-1 adiyye-i mensureden
degil.... Bu kadar itinal1 eserin ne yolda tercemesi layik olacagi bizi bihakkin
disiindiirmeye bagladi. Derken aklimiza vaktiyle terceme yollu yazmis
oldugumuz “Amiral Bing” romani geldi (p.9).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi states that he has transformed the ST, i.e. a verse play,

into a novel, a strategy which he identifies as “fahvil” (conversion).

Based on our studies, we wrote Amiral Bing, converting it to novel... We
found it necessary to follow the same procedure for Emile Augier’s Serseri as
well. We even found it necessary to make a complete change to the title
Serseri. Do you ask “why”? Actually, for such an elegant, philosophical and
fine work, we found the name Serseri undeserving... We entitled the novel
Nedamet mi? Heyhat! (p.10).

[Iste bu miitaldaya mebni Amiral Bing’i romana tahvil ederek yazmis idik...
Emil Ojye’nin [in Turkish transcription] Serseri’si hakkinda da bu kaideye
riayete liizum gordiik. Hatta Amiral Bing’in ismince de biraz tadil oldugu gibi
Serseri’nin ismini kiilliyen tebdile kadar liizum gordiik. “Ni¢in?” mi dediniz?
Dogrusu o kadar nazikane, hikemiyane bir eser-i latif i¢in bu Serseri ismini
biraz liyakatsiz bulduk.... Romana Nedamet mi? Heyhat! ismini verdik.

(p.10).]

The data connected with TT and ST on the title page and Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s preface the reader that

(1) there are a group of people (“erbab-1 terceme and telif’) who either
translate from or imitate European novels in the Ottoman target
culture

(ii)  Ahmed Midhat Efendi is not in favour of literal translation (“terceme-i
ayniyye’)

(iii))  he rewrites directly in Ottoman Turkish what he understands from a
sentence, a statement or a page.

(iv)  he had writtten Amiral Bing by means of translation (“terceme yollu
yazmak”) and transformed (“fahvil”) it into a novel

(v) he identifies Nedamet mi? Heyhat! as a borrowing (“muktebes’)

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s statements:
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Yerbs
“[Avrupa romanlarini] terceme veya taklid eylemek” (to translate from or imitate
[European novels])

“yeniden Osmanlica yazmak” (to rewrite in Ottoman Turkish)

“terceme yollu yazmak” (to write by way of translation)

“ne yolda terceme [eylemek]” (how to translate)

“romana tahvil ederek yazmak” (to write by converting to novel)

“ismini kiilliyen tebdil [etmek]” (to change totally the name [of the
original])

Nouns

“terceme” (translation)

“muktebes” ([the text] to be borrowed from)

4.3.1.7. Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar [Whatever is your lot will
turn up on your spoon]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Kismetinde Olanin
Kasiginda Cikar
[in Letaif-i Rivayat]

“ceviri-uyarlama” “ceviri” (translation)
(translation-adaptation)

Kismetinde Olanmin Kagiginda Cikar was published as the 18" in the series of Letaif-i
Rivayat (Finest Stories) (cf. “Onsekizinci ciiz ‘Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar’
ismiyle bir hikdyeyi havidir”).® On the title page, that Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers
to himself as the “muharrir” (writer). There is not a preface but a short note that

precedes the story.

In this short note, Ahmed Midhat Efendi calls this text a “hikaye” (story) and
gives readers information about the source which constituted the basis for the text he

had written:

We based our story on an anecdote that we read in a novel titled “Paris’in
Biiyiik Madamlar1” or “Le Grandes dames de Paris” (p.2).

[Su hikdyemizi “Le Grand Dam de Pari” [in Turkish transcription] yani
“Paris’in Biiylik Madamlar1” serlevhali bir romanda gordiiglimiiz fikra
lizerine bina eyledik (p.2).]

* It is noted that this “story” was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat then published in the form of
“kitap” (book) in Istanbul in 1304/1886-1887 by Kirk Anbar Matbaasi.
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The data pertaining to TT and ST on the title page and his short note reveal
that

(1) he constructed his text on the basis of an anecdote (fikra) which he
read in a French novel

(11) he gives the name of the source text and its literal translation in
Turkish

We find only the following translational term, a verb or collocation, in his

statement:

Verb
“fikra iizerine bina eylemek” (to base on an anecdote)

4.3.1.8. Cifte Intikam [Double Revenge]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Cifte Intikam [in Letaif-i | not “ceviri” (translation) | “ceviri” (translation)
Rivayat]

Cifte Intikam was published as the 16™ in the series of Letaif-i Rivayat (Finest
Stories) (cf. “Onaltinct ciiz “Cifte Intikam’ ismiyle bir hikdyeyi havidir”).” On the
title page, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the “muharrir” (writer). There

is not a preface but a short note that precedes the story.

In this short note, Ahmed Midhat Efendi labels this text a “hikaye” (story)

and gives readers information about the source he had used when writing his text:

The basis of our story was set up partially on an anecdote that we read in the
newspaper Moniteur Oriental (p.2).

[Su hikdyemizin zeminini kismen ‘“Monitdér Oriyantal” [in Turkish
transcription] nam gazetede okumus bulundugumuz bir fikra teskil eyliyor

(p-2).]

¥ It is noted that this story was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published in the form of
“kitap” (book) in Istanbul in 1304/1886-1887 by Kirk Anbar Matbaasi.
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The data about the TT and ST on the title page and Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s

short note show us that

(1) he bases his text on an anecdote (fikra) which he read in a French
journal

We find only the following translational term, a verb, in his statement:

Verb
“zemini fikra teskil eylemek” (to set up an anecdote as a base)

4.3.2. Translation as Terceme (Translation)

4.3.2.1. Amiral Bing |L’admiral de I’escadre bleue drame historique
en cing actes et dix tableaux)|

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list
Amiral Bing [in Turkish “ceviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)
transcription|

The title of this text is Amiral Bing [in Turkish transcription].® On the title page,
Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as the “miitercim” (translator). But he gives
neither the name of the ST writer nor the title of the ST.*' There is also a preface

titled “Mukaddime” (Introduction).

3 It is noted that this novel was serialized first in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published in the form of
“risale” (pamphlet) in Istanbul in 1298/1880-1881.

3! In his preface to Nedamet mi? Heyhat!, Ahmed Midhat Efendi describes Amiral Bing as a a play
which he had transformed into a novel. He underlines that Amiral Bing had a great interest in that time
(p-10). He also states that the original play was performed by some of the theater companies in Turkey
(ibid.). Departing from this finding, our investigations show that Mardiros Minakyan’s “Osmanli
Dram Kumpanyasi1” (Ottoman Drama Company) had performed a play titled “Alicenap Amiral Bing
yahut Portsmouth Vakasi yahut Amiral Bing” (Magnanimous Admiral Bing or the Porstmouth Case or
Admiral Bing), [possibly since the 1870s] (And 1972: 444). Not only the finding in And (1972) but
also Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s statement to the effect that he made some changes to the title of the ST
[probably due to a long title] indicate that the ST of his translation is likely to have been a French play
titled L ‘admiral de I’escadre bleue drame historique en cing actes et dix tableaux which was written
by Paul Foucher and Antoine Nicholas Joseph Bovy and published by Michel Lévy Fréres in 1858 (?)
(see WorldCat, OCLC Online Computer Library Center, Inc, 2001-2004, available at
http://www.worldcatlibraries.org/wcpa/ow/16a91408b9c9097bal9afeb4da09e526.html, visited on
December 27, 2004).
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In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to his text a “roman” (novel) and

states that he acquired (“iktibas’) it from a play:

This novel which I present to our readers was borrowed from a drama that
was arranged to be staged (p.2).

[Karilerimizin nazar-1 ragbetlerine arz etmekte oldugum bu roman, tiyatroda
oynanmak i¢in tanzim olunmus bir faciadan iktibas edilmistir (p.2).]

He also gives information about why he chose the ST for translation:

The reason why I chose [this work for translation] is not just related to the
arrangement of its incidents in a good way... The perfection of this work
derives from its use of an historical event. The incident takes place at a time
in which France becomes involved at one stage in the great battle between
England and America. Thus the play was not only set up on a strong base,
rarely to encounter. And many significant heroes of this great historical event
were also included in the story as dramatis personae (p.2).

[Intihabimin sebebi yalmz vak‘anm pek giizel tertib edilmis olmasindan
ibaret degildir... Iste bu eserin miikemmeliyeti dahi mahza tarihin
yardimindan neset eylemistir. Zira vak‘a bir zamanda vukua geliyor ki
Ingiltere ile Amerika arasinda zuhur eden muharebe-i azimeye Fransa dahi
miidahale ederek bir¢ok asirlarda bir diismeyecek surette ala bir zemin tehiye
eylemis olduktan bagka, o vakayi-i azime-i tarihiyyenin bir¢ok eazim-1 eshasi
dahi bu hikayenin aza-y1 vak‘as1 meyanina dahil oluyor (p.2).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi provides us with certain explanations which illuminate
his translational norms and the strategy he performed in changing the ST, a historical

play, into a novel:

Then I remembered that it was necessary to translate the work as a play again
in order not to remove it from its original form. But in this case, in order to
get pleasure from the staging, one would have to be very familiar with this
historical period. This is not something that could be said of everyone. So I
preferred to convert [the play] into the form of a novel.

I have not changed the essential arrangements and divisions of the original.
Could I ever do such a thing? This work is the outcome of the imagination
and contemplation of five people who will not accept us as their apprentice.
Thus, if T have been successful in converting [the play] into the form of a
novel without changing its basic divisions, I can consider myself successful

and happy (p.2).
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[Eseri aslindan ¢ikarmamak i¢in yine bir tiyatro drami olmak iizere terceme
eyleme liizumu varid-i hatir olmus idi. Lakin o dramin temasasindan liizumu
vechile lezzet almak i¢in tarihin bu fasillarini giizelce bilmek lazim gelip bu
ise herkese miiyesser olamadigindan izahat-1 lazimeye yol bulmak iizere
roman suretine tahvil etmeyi miireccah gérdiim.

Mahaza eserin tertibat ve taksimat-1 esasiyyesini hemen tagyir etmedim.
Tagyir edebilir miyim ki bu eser herbiri bizim gibileri ¢irakliga bile kabulden
bihakkin istigna gosterir bes zatin’® ittihad-1 efkdr ve hayaliyle viicuda
gelmistir. Binaenaleyh taksimat-1 esasiyyesini tagyir etmeksizin miimkiin
mertebe nazar-1 ragbete sayan olabilecek bir surette roman haline tahvile
muvaffak olabilir isem kendimi yine muzaffer ve bahtiyar add edebilirim

(p-2).]

The data connected with TT and ST on the title page and Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s preface reveal that

(1)
(i)

(iii)

(iv)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

he identifies his action as borrowing (“iktibas™) and states that his text
was acquired from a play.

Item (i) indicates that a text which is identified as a translation
(“terceme”) in his discourse can also be identified as a borrowing
(“iktibas”).

he changes a play into a novel, and identifies such a change as
“tahvil” (conversion).

Based on item (ii) and (iii), translation (“terceme”) can appear as
“iktibas” (borrowing) and “tahvil” (conversion).

he concurs that to be faithful to the original, a play needs to be
translated (“ferceme eylemek”) as a play not as a novel.

To provide his readers with necessary explanations, which help supply
background historical information, he prefers to transform the ST into
the form of a novel (“roman suretine tahvil etmek”).

Item (v) and (vi) indicate that in Amiral Bing there are necessary
explanations, which involve additions and/or omissions to the textual
body of the TT.

he does not change the essential arrangements and divisions (“fertibat
ve taksimat-1 esasiye”) of the original play in the TT.

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:

32 Here, Ahmed Midhat Efendi mentions five people as the writers of the original play. But if we take
Paul Foucher and Antoine Nicholas Joseph Bovy as the original writers, then we must conclude that
he was mistaken in counting their names.
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Yerbs

“iktibas etmek” (to borrow from)

“eseri aslindan ¢ikarmamak” (to breach [the original] work)
“terceme eylemek” (to translate)

“roman suretine tahvil etmek (to convert into the form of a novel)

“tertibat ve taksimat-1 esasiyesini tagyir etfme]mek” ([not] to change essential
arrangements and divisions [of the

original])
Nouns
“iktibas” (borrowing)
“terceme” (translation)
“tahvil” (conversion)
“tagyir” (change)

4.3.2.2. Bilgi¢ Kiz [Educated Girl]|

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Bilgi¢ Kiz “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)

The title of this text is Bilgi¢ Kiz.** There is also a subtitle “Bir Hikaye-i Askeriyye”
(A Military Story). Ahmed Midhat Efendi gives the name of the ST writer “Hector
Malo” [Hector Malot] and on the title page, he refers to himself as the “miitercim”
(translator). There is also a preface titled “ifade-i Muharrir” (Statement of the
Writer), whereby it is striking that Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as
“muharrir” (writer) in the title of the preface in contrast to his self-description as a

“miitercim” elsewhere.

In this preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to his text as both a “hikaye”
(story) and a “roman” (novel). He gives information about his source text and
mentions that the title of the ST was “Miilazim Bone” [Le Lieutenant bonnet] which

was serialized in the newspaper Le Figaro. He says that, contrary to a fashion of

33 It is noted that this was first serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat, then published in the form of “kitap”
(book) in Istanbul in 1305/1887-1888.
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writing criminal and scientific novels in French culture at that time, “Miilazzim Bone”
was about “highest feelings of love” (“hissiyat-1 safiye-i asikane”) and thus attracted
great interest among French readers, particularly those in the military circle. He also
states that for this reason it was published eight to ten times in book form after being
serialized. All these features of the ST give an indication of why he chose this text

for translation.

Ahmed Midhat Efendi also states that a person who read this novel in Le

Figaro requested him to translate “Miilazim Bone”. He remarks:

Last year, a person who cut the story out of the pages of Figaro requested me
to translate it. But the lengthy novel which I was translating by Paul de Kock
under the title “Kamere Asik” did not allow me to do that. Then “Amerika
Doktorlar1” also intervened. At last, I have now started translating the story
with amendment (p.3).

[Gegen sene hikadye-i mezkilreyi Figaro niishalarindan kesmis olan bir zat bu
mubharrir-i acize ihda ederek tercemesi iltimasinda da bulunmus oldugu halde,
“Kamere Agik” serlevhasiyla Pol dé Kok’tan [Paul de Kock] terceme
edilmekte bulunan diger biiyiik roman buna meydan vermemis idi. Badehu
araya “Amerika Doktorlar1” girdiginden nihayet simdi hikaye-i mezkureyi
“Bilgi¢ Kiz” serlevhasiyla tadilen tercemeye bagladik (p.3).]

We see that Ahmed Midhat Efendi names his translation not “Miilazim
Bone”, which would be a literal translation of the original title. Instead he prefers to
title it “Bilgi¢ Kiz” (Educated Girl) and explains why he changed the title. According
to him, “Bilgi¢ Kiz” represents the content of the original novel better than Malot’s

preference of “Miilazim Bone” [Le Lieutenant bonnet]. He explains:

The reason why I changed the title [of the original] is that I thought a girl who
was proud of her pedantry had a more important place than lieutenant Bonnet,
who was taken by the original writer as the most important of the four
characters in the novel (p.3).

[Isminin tebdilinden maksat hikdye icindeki dort mithim zattan en ehemmi,
romanin mirettibi tarafindan Miilazim Bone olacagi tahayyiil edilmis iken
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bilakis bilgi¢ligine magrur olan bagka bir kizin Miilazzim Bone’ye
ehemmiyetge faik gdriilmesinden nasidir (p.3).]

The data pertaining to TT and ST on the title page and the preface show that

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi identifies his text as a translation (“terceme”)
(i1))  he performs a translation with amendments (“fadilen terceme’)
(ii1)  he does not translate the title of the ST literally

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:

Verbs

“terceme etmek” (to translate)

“tadilen terceme [etmek]” (to translate by amending)

“[ismini] tebdil etmek” (to change the name of [the original])
Nouns

“terceme” (translation)

“tadilen terceme” (amended translation)

4.3.2.3. U¢ Yiizlii Bir Kari [La Femme aux troix jupons]

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Ug Yiizlii Bir Kart “ceviri” (translation) “ceviri” (translation)

The title of this work is Ug Yiizlii Bir Kari.** Under the title there is also a subtitle
naming the ST writer (“muharrir’), Pol d6 Kok [in Turkish transcription]. Two
names are given as the translators (“miitercimleri’): Ahmed Midhat and Ebiizziya

Tevfik. There is also a preface titled “Kariine” (to Readers).

** It is noted at the bottom of the title page that this was published in Istanbul in 1294/1877 by Mihran
Matbaasi, located at no.28 in Bab-1 Ali Caddesi, with the permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i Celile” (The
Sublime Ministry of Education
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In the preface, the translators designate their text a “hikaye” (story) and give

readers information about their source writer and text:

This story titled U¢ Yiizlii Bir Kari, which is presented here for your
consideration, was written or described in a style known to those who have
been interested in new published books up to now. The style of description
and writing, as well as the author Paul de Kock, may still be unfamiliar to
some of you... The author is a French prose writer whose absence would
have been regarded as a lack not only by French people but also by people all
over Europe (p.2).

[Nazar-1 ittilamza arz eyledigimiz (Ug¢ Yiizlii Bir Kart) iinvanh su hikaye
simdiye kadar i¢imizde matbuat-1 cedide miitaldasini merak edenlerin iilfet
edegeldikleri tarzda tasvir ve tahrir olunmustur. Cilinkii gerek bu tarz-1 tasvir
ve tahrir ve gerek musavvir ve muharriri olan Pol d6 Kok hentiz bazilarimizin
mechuliidiir... Bu zat --yalmiz mensup oldugu millet indinde degil
zamanimizca fikdani biitin Avrupa halkinca zayiat-1 azimeden madud
olabilecek-- bir Fransiz miinsisidir (p.2).]

It is evident that Ahmed Midhat Efendi and Ebiizziya Tevfik translated Paul
de Kock’s novel La Femme aux troix jupons and with regard to the ST title they
rendered the title of their Turkish translation literally. They also draw attention not
only to the style but also to the original writer since both are unknown to the target
readership. Thus they introduce Paul de Kock to Ottoman readers as a French prose-
writer (“Fransiz miingisi”’), well known in France as well as in other European

countries, who writes tragic works (“facia”) in particular.

Then they also give information about the translation strategy they follow in
translating La Femme aux troix jupons. They mention that they did not perform a
word-for-word translation (“harfiyyven terceme”) because they considered that it was
nearly impossible to make a literal translation. They also emphasize that it would
have been difficult to convey (“nakl”) each property in the SL to the TL through
literal rendering. But they state too that they did not perform a free translation since

they believed that those who have not lived in Paris could not understand the beauty
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(“letafer”), the signs (“rumuz”) and the wits (“nikat”) inherent in Paul de Kock’s

novel. At this point, they explain their choice of translation strategy as follows:

Therefore, we rewrote the sense of the original story in Turkish... Our
success is due to never distorting the style and story-line of the original, and
to demonstrating both the structure of the story and the various manifestations
of humankind in the same way Paul de Kock did.

[Binaenaleyh biz hikayenin hiikmiinii Tiirk¢e yeniden kaleme aldik... kail
oldugumuz maharet, aza-y1 vak‘anin tavir ve misvarlarini asla bozmayip
ebna-y1 beserde renk renk cilveger olan tecelliyat-1 fitrati bu hikdyenin
dairesini... Pol do Kok’un goéstermek istedigi yolda gosterebilisimizden
ibarettir (ibid).]

The statements of the translators draw our attention to the relationship

between translation (“terceme”) and rewriting (“yeniden kaleme almak’). We see that

they followed a certain translation strategy they defined as “rewriting the sense of the

original” in the target language. It is also extremely significant that they announce to

their readers that they would follow the same strategy in translating other stories

written in this new style, as well as those by Paul de Kock. They write

that

We are not content with just presenting to you this story by Paul de Kock. We
shall also continue to translate in the same way the sense of his 80 or so
stories, among which are both various examples of the style that you will see
in this story and other types of stories, we shall do this either through
translation and writing or examining and purchasing (p.3).

[Biz Pol d6 Kok’un size yalniz su hikayesini arz ile iktifa etmeyecegiz. Bu
hikdyede numunesini goreceginiz tarzin daima enva-1 adidesini musavver
olan, miktar1 seksen parcaya varan sair hikayelerini dahi gerek terceme ve
tahrir ve gerek miitalaa ve istira cihetlerince bir ehveniyyet olmak i¢in yine
bu yolda hiikmiinii tercemede devam edecegiz (p.3).]

The data related to TT and ST on the title page and the preface demonstrate

(1) translators identify their text as a translation (“terceme”).
(i)  they speak of a new style and a new French writer unknown to
Ottoman readers
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(ii1)  they say that they performed neither a literal nor a free translation in
rendering Ug Yiizlii Bir Kari

(iv)  they state that the strategy they followed consisted of “rewriting the
sense of the ST” in the target language.

v) they say that they never distorted the structure and action-line or plot
of the ST

(vi)  Their rewriting strategy seems to be related to both translation
(“terceme”) and writing (“tahrir’) as well as examining (“miitalaa’)
and purchasing (“istira”)

(vii)  thus, judging from items (iv) and (vi), rewriting can appear as
translation (“terceme’)

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in the translators’

paratextual comments:

Yerbs

“terceme etmek” (to translate)

“Tiirk¢ede hiikmiini yeniden kaleme almak” (to rewrite the sense of the original in
Turkish)

“hiikmiinii terceme etmek” (to translate the sense [of the original])

“aza-y1 vakanin tavir ve misvarlarint asla bozmamak™ (never to distort the structure and
story-line [of the original])

Nouns

“harfiyyen terceme” (word-for-word translation)

“mealen terceme” (free translation)

“terceme ve tahrir cihetince” (from the point of view of translation
and writing)

“miitalaa ve istira cihetince” (from the point of view of examining

and purchasing)

4.3.2.4. Hiisrevname |Cyropaedial

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Hiisrevname “ceviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)

The title of this text is Hiisrevname.” There is also a subtitle indicating that “this was
an old work written 2000 years ago by Xenophon who was among the famous old

Greek writers” (“Mesahir-i kudema-y1 Yunaniyeden Ksenofon’un 2000 sene evvel

% It is noted at the bottom of the title page that it was published in the form of a book (“kitab”) after
being serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat in 1302/1884-1885 with the permission of “Maarif Nezaret-i
Celile” (The Sublime Ministry of Education).
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yazdig1 bir eser-i kadimedir”). Thus Ahmed Midhat Efendi gives the name of the
original writer, “Ksenofon” [in Turkish transcription], and points to one of his great
works, Cyropaedia.®® On the title page, Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself as
the “miitercim” (translator). There are also two prefaces in the text, one of which is
titled “Ahmed Midhat Mukaddimesi” (Ahmed Midhat’s Introduction). The other is
titled “Miitercim Dasye’nin Mukaddimesi” (Introduction by the translator “Dasye’™’
[in Turkish transcription]). The presence of this second introduction indicates that
Ahmed Midhat Efendi translated Hiisrevname from a mediating language: French.
Indeed, he mentions that Hiisrevname was translated into many ‘European
languages’ at several times. Pointing to four translations of Xenophon’s Cyropaedia

in French, he notes that he takes “Dasye’’s [in Turkish transcription] translation as his

source text but, unfortunately, he does not mention the title of this translation:

This book has been translated into nearly all European languages several
times. There are at least four translations in French. For the purpose of our
translation, we took the version by Dacier, a member of the French Academy,
whose work was published 108 years ago (p.2).

[Bu kitap Avrupa elsinesinin kaffesine defaat ile terceme olunmustur. Yalniz
Fransizca dort tercemesi vardir. Biz, Fransa Akademiyasi azasindan
“Dasye”nin eseri olup bundan 108 sene evvel basilmig olan niishayi intihab
eyledik (p.2).]

3% The Cyropaedia, in eight books, is a kind of political romance, the basis of which is the history of
the Elder Cyrus, the founder of the Persian monarchy (see “Xenophon” in The Internet Encylopedia of
Philosophy at http://www.iep.utm.edu/x/xenophon.htm, visited on January 25, 2005). It is a political
and philosophical romance which, although describing the boyhood and training of Cyrus, hardly lives
up to its name and constitutes instead for the most part an account of the beginnings of the Persian
empire and of the victorious career of Cyrus its founder. The Cyropaedia in fact contains the author's
own ideas regarding training and education, as derived conjointly from the teachings of Socrates and
his favorite Spartan institutions. It was said to have been written in opposition to the Republic of Plato
(see“Xenophon” in Encyclopedia Britannica, vol 28, 11" ed., pp. 885-887 at
http://www.xenophongi.org/milhist/greece/xenolife.htm, visited on January 25, 2005).

37 The translator might be Bon-Joseph Dacier (1742-1833), a philologist and member of the French
Academy who translated Cyropaedia into French in 1777 (see http://www .kereso.hu/yrk/Erinv/38698,
visited on February 3, 2005.
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In the preface titled “Ahmed Midhat Mukaddimesi” (Ahmed Midhat’s
Introduction), the translator asserts that /e is not writing a private history of a brave
man who lived in Iran approximately 2000 years ago although the title implies such a

history. Then he states that he will provide Xenophon’s feelings and remarks on

“Hiisrev” [Cyrus] by means of a “literal translation” (“aynen terceme” ibid.) of his

book that was written 2000 years ago. He writes:

Readers who have seen the title Hiisrevname should not think that we are
writing today a private history of a brave man who lived in Iran two thousand
years ago... In this book, we will not serve as a historiographer for our
readers. Instead, we will translate for you as the same a book which was
written two thousand years ago. In this way, we will show how a brave man
like Hiisrev was imagined two thousand years ago and what was written
about him by a person whose corpse might lie anywhere the sun (p.2).

[“Hiisrevname” serlevhasini goren karilerimiz iki bin bu kadar sene evvel
fran’da zuhur etmis bir cihangirin bugiin tarih-i hususisini yaziyoruz zann
etmemelidirler... biz bu kitapta karilerimize bir tarih-niivis gibi hizmet
etmeyecegiz. Belki bundan iki bin sene evvel yazilmis bir kitab1 kendilerine
aynen terceme ederek Hiisrev gibi bir cihangir hakkinda iki bin sene
mukaddem diisiinmekte olan ve simdi topragi bile kimbilir arzin hangi
tabakatinda kaldig1 tayin olunamayan bir kafanin ne gibi hissiyat ile ne yolda
muhakematta bulundugunu gosterecegiz (p.2).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi places an emphasis on his purpose of presenting such a
book to Ottoman readers. According to him, Hiisrevname is a book which includes
sublime philosophical thoughts in comparison with those of his own time in Ottoman
culture. He believes that it still keeps its importance even though it was written many
years ago. Describing it as an “ancient book on religion and philosophy” (“antika-i
diniyye ve hikemiyye”, p.2), he believes that Hiisrevname would truly adorn the
Ottoman library (ibid). In this sense, it is important that he compares Xenéphon’s
Cyropaedia | Hiisrevname] with Fénelon’s novel Les Aventures de Télémaque, which

was first translated into Turkish using ornate prose style (insa) in 1859 by Yusuf
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Kamil Pasa, Grand Vizier, and later circulated in manuscript form (see Paker 1991:
21). Ahmed Midhat Efendi claims that Hiisrevname is much greater than Téléemaque
in terms of providing Ottoman readers with considerable experience on wisdom and
moral admonition. What is also important in his statements is that he invokes

Hiisrevname as the Turkish equivalent of Xenophon’s Cyropaedia:

Hiisrevname 1s the work of Xenophon who was one of the most talented of
the great Greek writers. With respect to both the philosophical experience and
examples which it provides for its readers, Fénelon’s Télémaque seems like
an ordinary work in comparison (p.2).

[Hiisrevname Yunan kadim-i ricali meyaninda behre-i kalemiyyeyi,
meziyyat-1 seyfiyyeye zamm etmis olan “Ksenofon”un eseridir. Okuyanlara

verecegi ders-1 hikmet ve gosterecegi numune-i ibret yaninda Fenelon’un [in
Turkish transcription] Telemak’1 adeta bayagilasir (p.2).]

Then, Ahmed Midhat Efendi presents “Miitercim Dasye’nin Mukaddimesi”
(Introduction of the translator Dacier). In this part, it is unclear whether or not he
performs a ‘proper translation’, but it is obvious that he does not provide a full
translation. He states in a sub-section titled “Tenbih” (Advice) that he omits some
parts in which Dacier gives information about other three French translations of the

ST.

In the lines below, the translator, Dacier, gives information about three
translations that had been done prior to him, he names the translators and
points out the sense in which he finds these translations faulty (p.9).

[Miitercim Dasye [in Turkish transcription] bundan asagi satirlarinda
kendisinden evvel edilen ii¢ tercemenin kimler tarafindan oldugunu ve ne

cihetlerce noksani bulundugunu izah eyliyor ki bizce liizumu olmadigindan
tayy olundu (p.9).]

In his introduction, Dacier mentions three historiographers, i.e. Herodotus,
Xenophon and Ctesias of Cinidus, who all wrote different histories of Hiisrev

[Cyrus]. But he concentrates particularly on Herodotus and Xenophon, and tends to
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compare only the historical information contained in these two works. In this sense
he seems to question which work can be taken as a source that provides accurate
historical information on Cyrus. He claims that since Cyropaedia was written as a
model to serve as a ‘mirror for princes’, Xenophon remains faithful to historical
reality and manages to give several lectures on moral excellence and justice (p.8). He
also considers Cyropaedia to be a philosophical novel, even one of the greatest

works in the literary heritage to survive from ancient times down to the present.

The data pertaining to TT and ST on the title page and the preface point out

that

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi identifies his text as a translation (“terceme”).

(i1) he refers to himself as a translator (“miitercim’)

(ii1))  he states that he performs a literal translation (“aynen terceme”).

(iv)  the purpose in choosing this text for translation points to a need for
texts on wisdom, morality and ‘mirror for princes’

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:

Verbs

“aynen terceme etmek” (to translate literaly)
“terceme olunmak” (to be translated)
“terceme eylemek” (to translate)

Nouns

“terceme” (translation)
“miitercim” (translator)

4.3.3. Translation as Muhavere (Conversation/Dialogue)

4.3.3.1. Niza-t Ilm ii Din — Islim ve Ulim |Conflict Between
Religion and Science — Islam and Science)

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Nizd-1 [lm ii Din-Islam ve |  “geviri” (translation) | listed outside the category
Ulim “ceviri” (translation)
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There are two titles and two writers on the title page of this work.*® One of the titles
is Nizd-1 Ilm i Din, and J. V. Draper [in Turkish transcription] is designated the
“muharrir’ (writer) of this work and introduced as a professor at the New York
School of Science (“Nev York Darii’l-maarifi muallimlerinden J. P. Draper”). The

other title given below is Isldm ve Uliim. Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to himself

as the “muharrir” (writer) of Islam ve Ulim. There are also several prefaces in this
work titled as follows: “Ihtar” (Warning), “Bizim Mukaddimemiz” (Our
Introduction), and “Draper’in Mukaddimesi ve Miitaalatimiz” (Draper’s Introduction
and our Examinations). The paratextual information on the title page implies that

there are two works packaged together in one volume.

In the preface titled “Ihtar” (Warning), we see that Ahmed Midhat Efendi is
conscious of such a presentation. He says that he offers two titles, therefore
presenting two works in one volume. He mentions that the first title is the literal
translation (“terceme-i ayniyye”) of Draper’s book Les Conflits de la science et la
religion. He also states that the second title represents his work, which consists of his

response to Draper’s work including his commentary and critique:

We put two titles above, one of which is below the other. The first is the
translation as the same of the title of Draper’s book Les Conflits de la science
et la religion. The other is the title for my statements, which were written in
the form of commenting and partially criticizing. For that reason, the book
consists of two books packaged in one volume (pp.2-3).

[Yukariya birbirinin altina iki sername koyduk. Bunun birisi Draper’in Les
Conflits de la science et la religion diye kendi kitabina koydugu sernamenin
terceme-i ayniyyesidir. Digeri dahi o kitabi1 dahi kismen serh ve kismen
intikad yollu taraf-1 acizanemizden yazilan sézlere mahsus bir sernamedir. Bu
halde su kitap bir cild i¢inde iki kitap hitkmiinii almistir (pp.2-3).]

3 It is noted at the bottom of the title page that it was published in 1313/1895-1896 in Dersaadet in the
form of a book (“kitab”) after being serialized in Terciiman-1 Hakikat with the permission of “Maarif
Nezaret-i Celile” (The Sublime Ministry of Education).
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What is interesting about this work is its overall arrangement. Ahmed Midhat
Efendi draws attention to the fact that it is an intermixed (“miitedahil”) work, and
this is why he arranged it in a fragmentary fashion. We see that he first presents
certain parts from Draper’s work in translation (“ferceme”) printed in a small font.
Then he offers his responses printed in relatively big fonts. He suggests that if one
wishes to obtain the translation of Draper’s work, or his own response in their

entirety, one should gather together the parts printed with either small or big fonts:

Specifically, this work consists of two books whose topics are intermixed.
But one of them, i.e. the translation of Draper’s text, was printed in a small
font, and if those parts with small fonts are read continuously, one is able to
read Draper’s book in its entirety. Since our examination was printed in a big
font, if the various parts of it are read continuously, one can also have access
to our examination of the related matter in full (p.3).

[Su kadar ki mebahisi yekdigerine miitedahil iki kitap ama birisi yani
Draper’in tercemesi kii¢iik huruf ile dizilmis oldugundan yalniz o huruf ile
miirettep olan bendler miiteselsilen okunurlar ise Draper’in kitabi
miiteselsilen goriilmiis olur. Bizim miitalaat-1 acizanemiz dahi biiyiik huruf ile
dizildiginden o huruf ile miiretteb olan aksam miiteselsilen okunmus olur ise
ait olduklart mesail hakkindaki miitaldat-1 acizanemiz dahi yekpare olarak
goriilmiis olur (p.3).]

In the second preface, titled “Bizim Mukaddimemiz” (Our Introduction),
Ahmed Midhat gives information about the source writer and the content of his
work. He also explains the reasons why he is responding to Draper’s main claim,
which is based on the notion that there is a conflict between religion and science. He
introduces Draper to Ottoman readers as an important writer who won fame
particularly with his book on the history of European philosophical progress that had
also been translated into French, German, Italian, Russian and Serbian (p.5-6). We
see that the essential reason for his choosing to translate Les Conflits de la science et

la religion is related to the content. He considers that Draper’s work was written
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deliberately against the institution of religion. Thus we see that Midhat Efendi takes
a defensive attitude in responding to this work, and tries to prove that there is no such
conflict but rather harmony between religion and science in the case of Islam which

is lacking in the case of Christianity.*’

Alternatively, if we discuss the position of Islam in relation to science, it will
be seen that there is no conflict but harmony between Islam and science as
opposed to the relationship between Christianity and science. That is why we
hope that the opinion of the advanced and civilized nations of Europe and
America with regard to Islam will change (pp. 11-12).

[Biz ise bilakis su kitap miinasebetiyle ulima mukabil islamiyetin ne mevki
ve halde bulundugunu meydana koyacak olur isek nasraniyyet ile ulim
arasinda niza ve cidal noktasi denilen seylerin Islamiyet ile ulim arasinda
bilakis nukat-1 mutabakat ve muvafakat olduklari goriilerek Avrupa ve
Amerika milel-i miiterakkiye ve miinevveresinin Islamiyetimiz hakkindaki
nazari daha ziyade bagkalasacagini timid eyliyoruz (pp. 11-12).]

In this preface we also understand that Ahmed Midhat Efendi aims to arrange
this work in the form of a conversation (“muhavere suretine koymak” p.12). In this
sense, he states that he does not offer a full translation of Draper’s work:

After translating the statements from Draper’s book as much as is necessary,

we will present our account as a response to Draper’s. We hope that a

discussion carried out in such a way will not make our readers feel tired

(p.13) (my italics).

[Draper’in eserinden liizumu kadar sozleri bitterceme onlar1t bir “s6z”

eyledikten sonra tarafimizdan sOylenecek sozler dahi bir “cevab” teskil

edeceklerinden bu surette yiiriitiilecek miibahesenin tab-1 kariine kelal dahi
vermeyecegi iimit olundu (p.13) (my italics).]

He mentions that he translates necessary words [or sentences, parts etc.]

uttered by Draper. Importantly, in the cases when Draper repeats himself, Ahmed

Midhat Efendi states that he omits such repetitive and useless parts, and follows the

% For a piece of research on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s views on the relationship between science and
religion in this work, see also Sema Ermis (2004), an unpublished M.A. thesis titled “Ahmed Mithat
Efendi’nin Niza-1 flm ii Din Eserinde Din Bilim Iliskisi”.
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strategy of “abridgement” (“tarik-i ihtisar” p. 13). But he underscores that he still

does not shift any way from Draper’s main idea.

There are many repetitions in Draper’s statements. According to me, some of
them also defeat his purpose. It has been regarded as necessary to shorten
those ineffective elements rather than translating them. However, Draper’s
main aim and opinions have never been changed. There has never been any
deviation from the faithfulness that is necessary for interpreting (pp.13-14).

[Draper’in sozleri meyaninda pek ¢cok miikerrerat vardir ve bazi sozler dahi
bizce bilkiilliye haric-i ez maksattir. Bu miikerreratin tarafimizdan dahi tekrar
olunmamasi ve bu ma-la-yanilerin tercemelerinin terk edilmesi bir tarik-i
ihtisar add olundu ise de muallim-i mumaileyhin asil merami, asil fikri asla
tebdil olunmayip tercemanlik i¢in 1abiidd ve lacerem olan sadakatten ser-i mu
inhiraf edilmedi (pp.13-14).]

What is of utmost significance here is that he calls attention to the essential
task of an interpreter (“ferceman” p.13) which he defines as interpreting faithfully
the original utterance of a person. This reminds us that Ahmed Midhat Efendi tends

to regard himself as an interpreter in his conversation with Draper.

The data related to the TT and ST on the title page and in the preface can be

summarised thus:

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi identifies his text as an intermixed work
(“miitedahil”) in the form of conversation (“muhavere’)

(i1))  thus he states that his text includes not only some translated parts from
a foreign work (“terceme”) but also his response (“cevap”) to that
work which constitutes indigenous writing.

(iii))  he does not perform a full translation and in some cases he carries out
certain abridgements to the ST material

(iv)  item (iii) indicates that, although he does not make a full translation,
he may identify his act of translation and hence his product as
terceme.

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:
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“muhavere suretine koymak”
“bitterceme”
“asil fikri tebdil etmemek”

“kismen serh ve kismen intikad yollu yazmak”

Nouns

(to put into the form of dialogue)

(by translating)

(not to change the main idea [of the
original])

(to write by way of commenting and
criticizing partially)

“terceme”
“terceme-i ayniyye”
“tarik-i ihtisar”
“tercemanlik”
“sadakat”

4.3.4. Translation as Nakl (Conveying)

(translation)

(literal translation)

(way of carrying out abridgement)
([the profession of] interpreting)
(faithfulness)

4.3.4.1. Konak yahud Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya Muharebatinda Bir
Hikdye-i Garibe [Der Held von Garika: Roman aus den

Laendern des Kaukasus)

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list

in Esen’s list

Samil’in Kafkasya
Muhdrebdatinda Bir
Hikdye-i Garibe

Konak yahut Seyh “geviri” (translation) “geviri” (translation)

The title of this text is Konak ydhut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya Muhdrebatinda Bir

Hikdye-i Garibe.*® There is also a note indicating that it was transferred (nakl) from

German into Ottoman Turkish (“Almancadan Osmanlicaya nakl olunmustur”). We

also see two names on the title page: Ahmed Midhat Efendi and “Vizental” [in

Turkish transcription], both of them refer to themselves as the “nakil” (one who

transfers). There is also a preface titled “Mukaddime” (Introduction).

It is noted at the top of the title page that this work was part of the “Yeni Kiitiiphane” (the New
Library) which includes the serials of Terciiman-1 Hakikat. It was also noted at the bottom that it was
published by Kirk Anbar Matbaasi in Istanbul in 1296/1878-1879.
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The ndkils mention that they serialize by translating (“bitterceme™) a
historical novel by Adolf Miitzelburg [“Adolf Mugelburg” in Turkish transcription]
who is introduced to Ottoman readers as a famous German writer, and who is
reported as having written a story about Seyh Samil’s war in the Caucasus under the

title “Konak™' (Mansion):

In today’s issue, we have started serializing the novel titled “Konak”, which
was based on a historical anecdote about Seyh Samil’s war in the Caucasus
and written by Adolf Mugelburg [in Turkish transcription], one of the most
famous and talented German pens, and which has been translated into
Ottoman (p.2).

[Almanya mesahir-i erbab-1 kaleminden Adolf Mucelburg [in Turkish
transcription] “Konak” serlevhasiyla Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya muharebatindan
bir fikra-i tarihiyye iizerine mebni olarak kaleme aldig1 bir roman1 Osmanh
lisanina bitterceme bugiinkii niishamizdan bed ile tefrikamiza derc etmeye
basladik (p.2).]

They also explain why they chose this novel for translation. We see that they
present it as a beautiful novel which provides the reader with striking and judicious
information on Caucasian history and geography. They also admire the original
writer because of his success in depicting Seyh Samil, his commanders and their

glories, while remaining faithful to real historical events.

Ahmed Midhat Efendi and “Vizental” state that they aim to collaborate (“say-

i miisterek™) in translating “Konak™:

One of the things we actually wish to present our readers herein is to show an
example of what Europeans call “collaboration™, i.e. “working together”

(p-4).

*! The original of this translation is Adolf Miitzelburg’s (1831-1882) historical novel Der Held von
Garika: Roman aus den Laendern des Kaukasus that was published in Leipzig in 1866. I am grateful
to Dr. Astrid Menz Beygii for her help in finding the original writer and his novel. For more
information about the original writer, see also http://mdz.bib-
bvb.de/digbib/lexika/adb/images/adb023/@ebt-link?target=idmatch(entityref,adb0230119), visited on

May 5, 2005.
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[Burada karilerimize asil arz etmek timidinde bulundugumuz bir sey dahi
Avrupalilarin “kollaborasyon” tabir eyledikleri “sa‘y-1 miisterek” usuliinden
bir numune gostermektir (p.4).]

Therefore, they draw attention to the benefits and significance of

collaboration in translating foreign works into Ottoman Turkish. They say

We say the following things to our readers in order to explain clearly the
importance and necessity of this method of collaboration. Even though we are
two different men, one of us does not know German and the other does not
know Ottoman to an adequate level. Therefore, if this form of collaboration
did not unite us, we would not be able to convert such a German work into
Ottoman. Because this way of collaboration united us to such a great extent, it
led to the formation out of the two of us of such an able translator who knows
German as well as a German and Ottoman as well as an Ottoman (pp.4-5).

[Isbu sa‘y-i miisterek usuliiniin ne kadar miihim ve nafi oldugunu karilerimize
giizelce tethim igin sunu soyleyelim ki iste biz ayr1 ayr1 iki adam oldugumuz
halde birimiz Almanca bilmez digerimizin dahi Osmanlicast bu nama seza
olacak derecede degildir. Su halde sa‘y-i miisterek usulii ikimizi tevhid
etmemis olsa idi boyle Almancadan bir eseri su suretle Osmanlicaya tahvil
edemez idik. Ama sa‘y-i miisterek usulii bizi bu iste ol suretle mezc ve tevhid
eylemistir ki ikimizden bir Alman kadar Almanca ve bir Osmanl kadar dahi
Osmanlica bilir bir muktedir miitercim ¢ikmustir (pp.4-5).]

What is significant is that they call for Ottoman writers to follow

collaboration in translation, especially for those who wish to fulfill the need for

indigenous works in the target pole:

that

We herein present another method which provides assistance to sons of the
nation, who will serve the need for indigenous works for our people. We hope
that the respectful people amongst us will consider this way to be a way that
should be followed (pp.5-6).

[Iste milletimizin telifce olan ihtiyacatina hizmet edecek evlad-1 vatan igin su
kadar suhuleti mucib bir tarik daha irae eyliyoruz. Umid ederiz ki kadir-
sinasan bu tariki, sayan-1 siilik bir tarik bulurlar (pp.5-6).]

The data pertaining to TT and ST on the title page and in the preface point out
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(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi and Vizental refer to themselves on the title
page as “nakil” but not “miitercim”.

(11) they also refer to themselves in the preface as “miitercim” (translator)
and identify their text as a translation (“ferceme’).

(ii1)  they also identify the act of translation as “tahvil” (conversion).

(iv)  they call for collaborative translation

V) they point to a need for indigenous works in the target culture

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:

Verbs

“Osmanl1 lisanina bitterceme” (through translating into Ottoman
Turkish)

“Osmanlicaya tahvil etmek” (to convert to Ottoman Turkish)

Nouns

“terceme” (translation)

“miitercim” (translator)

“say-1 miisterek usulii” (collaboration method)

4.3.5. Translation as Huldsa (Summary)

4.3.5.1. Huldsa-i Humayunname [Summary of Humayunname)

Target Text (TT) in Koz’s list in Esen’s list

Huldsa-i Humayunname [a non-translation] “geviri” (translation)

The title of this text is Huldsa-i Humayunname.** On the title page, Ahmed Midhat
Efendi refers to himself as the “miilahhis” (one who summarizes). There is also a

long preface of 11 pages titled “Ifade-i Mahsusa” (Special Statement).*’

It is noted on the title page that it was published in Istanbul in 1886-1887/1304 by Matbaa-i Amire
with the supreme permission of the Majesty, the Caliphate (“Ba-irade-i seniyye-i Hazret-i Hilafet-
penahi Matbaa-i Amire’de tab olunmustur™).

* For the Turkish intralingual translation of Huldsa-i Humayunname with Latin script, see M. Atd
Catikkas’s (1999) edition, which was published by the Turkish Ministry of Culture under the title
Ahmed Midhat'in Kelile ve Dimne Terciimesi (Hulasa-i Humayunndme). In his edition, Catikkas
identifies this work as “terciime” (translation) and also provides information on other works written as
Humayunname in Turkish literature.
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From the preface, we understand that Ahmed Midhat Efendi is offering an
intralingual summary translation (huldsa) of Ali Celebi’s Humayunname, which was
a sixteenth century Turkish version of Kelile ve Dimne (Toska 2004).** He notes that
Ali Celebi’s translation (“terceme”, see p.2 and 6) was an old version in Ottoman
Turkish (“Osmanlica” ibid.). He also points out that Kelile ve Dimne in Sanskrit, the
original text, had managed to survive for many years through translations in several

languages:

Among the older works of Ottoman library there is a work known as
Hiimayunname. 1t relates many things about wisdom through many excellent
stories attributed to both humankind and animals. Thus it entertains readers a
great deal and, on top of that, also provides them with lots of benefits. For us,
the Ottoman version of this work can be seen as an old work, and its original
is very much older than that. Known as Kelile ve Dimne, the original was
written in Sanskrit, of an ancient Indian language, and then it reached the
Ottoman language through translation after translation (p.2).

[Kiitibhane-i Osmaniyyemizi teskil eyleyen asar-1 kadime meyaninda
“Hiimayunname” denilir bir kitap vardir ki hikmet-i ameliyyeyi gerek
insanlara ve gerek hayvanlara isnad olunan bir¢ok latif hikayeler ile tasvir
ederek okuyanlar1 hem ziyadesiyle eglendirir ve hem de eglendirdiginden
daha ziyade olmak lizere miistefid eyler. Bu kitabin Osmanlicas1 bizce kitab-1
kadimeden add olundugu gibi ash bilkiilliye kadimedir. Zira asil nam-1
kadimi “Kelile ve Dimne” olmak tizere Hind’in “Sanskrit” denilen eski lisani
lizerine telif olunarak badehu tercemeden tercemeye Osmanlicaya kadar
gelmistir (p.2).]

Based on explanations in the preface Ali Celebi wrote for Humayunname,
Ahmed Midhat Efendi gives important information on the history of translations of
Kelile ve Dimne into Persian (also into Pahlavi, i.e. old Persian), Arabic and Turkish

(p. 6). He gives the following information.

I thank Zehra Toska for answering my questions and sharing with me her opinions on Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’s ideas in Hulasa-i Humayunname. She presented a paper [forthcoming] on that matter
in the Symposium on Ahmed Midhat, organized by Bogazigi University’s Department of Turkish
Language and Literature in 2004.



278

The original text was written (“telif eylemek”, p.3) by “Bidpay” [in Turkish
transcription], a Brahman who presented his text to the king “Debselim” [in Turkish
transcription]. Then it was translated (“bitterceme” p.4) by “Buzurcumiihr” from
Sanskrit into Pahlavi and presented to the ruler, “Nusirrevan™. He states that it was
also translated (“terceme ettirmek”, ibid.) from Pahlavi into Arabic by “Abdullah bin
Mukaffa” who was commissioned to propose an understandable version in Arabic by
“Ebu Cafer Mansur”, the second Abbasid caliphate. Ahmed Midhat mentions that,
after the invasion of Iran by Muslim Sasanians, the Pahlavi version of Kelile ve
Dimne was translated (“terceme ettirmek”, p.4-5) into Persian at the request of
“Ebu’l-Hiisn Emir bin Nasir bin Ahmed”, a Sasanian ruler, since it was not
understandable any more due to the linguistic gap between Pahlavi and Persian. For
this reason, it was conveyed from prose to verse by a Persian poet “Rudegi”
(“nesirden nazma nakl edilmek” p.5). Because Rudegi’s translation (“terceme-i
mezkure” p.5) was considered to be distant from its source as the prose source had
been conveyed into verse, “Ebu’l-Muzaffer Behramsah”, a Gaznevi ruler,
commissioned “Nasrullah bin Mehmed bin Abdiilhamid” to make another translation
(“tercemesini” p.5) and to take as a base “Abdullah bin Mukaffa”s version in Arabic
(“ntisha-i Arabiyesi” p.5). But Ahmed Midhat Efendi points out that this translation
(“terceme” p.5) was also regarded as unclear and incomprehensible (ibid.). He
mentions too that Emir Siiheyli, a commander surveying under Sultan Hiiseyin
Baykara then commissioned Mevlana Hiiseyin bin Ali El-Vaiz to write another
comprehensible version in Persian (“...bu kitabin anlagilir bir lisanla tekrar

yvazilmasina...”, p.6).
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Ahmed Midhat Efendi goes on to inform the reader that Mevlana Hiiseyin bin
Ali El-Vaiz (also known as Kasifi) titled his fifteenth century version of Kelile ve
Dimne in Persian Envdar-1 Siiheyli (Lights from Siiheyl?) (Dogrul 1960: viii-ix). He

writes:
Kasifl wrote his work in a beautiful manner, as well as using a very clear and
understandable language. That is why it has acquired much more fame than
the previous translations, even more than its Indian original. The title Envar-1
Siiheyli he created has also acquired great fame to the extent that the title of it
has made Kitab-1 Kelile ve Dimne forgotten.
[[Kasifi] onu gayet selis ve vazih bir lisanla o kadar giizel yazmustir ki
mukaddema edilen tercemelerden ve belki niisha-i Hindiyyesinden daha
ziyade meshur olarak “Envar-i Siiheyli” diye tesmiye eyledigi nam dahi
“Kitab-1 Kelile ve Dimne” namin1 bastirmak derecesinde sohretgir-i afak
olmustur (p.6).]
Ahmed Midhat Efendi mentions that it was Envar-1 Stiheyli which was taken
for translation by Ali Celebi, who named his translation (“terceme” p.6)
Humayunname. He also states that Humayunname was presented to Siileyman the
Magnificent. Of special importance is the fact that Midhat Efendi thinks of
Humayunname as being incomprehensible for the readers of the late nineteenth
century because of its ornate and long sentences. That is why he emphasizes that its
ornate style and unclear language led to it being neglected by Ottoman reading
circles over a period of approximately 300 years (p.8). And that is why he was
commissioned by Sultan Abdiilhamid II to produce a simplified and explicatory
summary (“telhis” p.9), which would help renew Kelile ve Dimne and make its
benefits spread out within Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century. He says
Our emperor Sultan Abdiilhamid the second ordered Ahmed Midhat, his

slave, to summarize this work with a fluent style of our time in order to renew
the name of this great work and to disseminate its benefits (p.9).

[...Abdiilhamid Han-1 sani Efendimiz Hazretleri bu kitab-1 celilin namim
tecdid ve fevaidini tamim igin asr-1 sahanelerinin tarz-1 selis ifadeleriyle



280

telhisini bu ¢aker-i hak-beraberleri Ahmed Midhat kélelerine irade ve ferman
buyurmuslardir (p.9).]

It is also important that Ahmed Midhat Efendi was equipped with a norm to
write (“yazmak” p.10) in clear and understandable Turkish. Furthermore, he was also
given license, where necessary, to comment (“sers” ibid.) and explain (“izah” ibid.)

certain points in the source story:

The Sultan said “Let Ahmed Midhat take this copy and make his summary
from that. Let him not generate unclear statements. Let him write this work in
as simple, beautiful and understandable way as the other books he wrote. If
he considers it necessary, let him comment and explain the wisdom to be
acquired from the stories in his concluding remarks.” (p. 10).

[“...Ahmed Midhat isbu niishay1 esas tutsun da yapacagi huldsay1 ona gore
yapsin. Istilah-perdazlik kiilfetine girismesin. Sair yazdig: kitaplar gibi bunu
da sade, giizel ve sehliilfehm bir yolda yazsin. Hikayelerin netayicinde
istintac olunacak hikmetlerden sayan gordiiklerini serh ve izah dahi eylesin”
diye ferman buyurmuslardir (p. 10).]

The data about TT and ST on the title page and the preface indicate that

(1) Ahmed Midhat Efendi identifies his text as a summary (huldsa) and
refers to himself as “miilahhis” (one who summarizes)

(i1))  he identifies his source text as a translation (terceme) whose language
was regarded as incomprehensible in the late nineteenth century

(iii)  he also identifies renderings from Pahlavi to Persian, i.e. intralingual
translations, as terceme (translation)

(iv)  he identifies, for instance, Rudegi’s versified version in Persian as
terceme (translation), although he considers it to be distant from its
source

v) item (iii) and (iv) reveal that he can identify a target text as terceme
(translation) even though it can be distant from its source.

(vi) in the discourse of the commissioner, we see that the act of
summarizing (telhis) is related to the act of writing (yazmak)

(vii)  additionally, we also see that ‘to comment’ (serh) and ‘to explain’
(tavzih) are regarded as acceptable acts during the process of
summarizing (huldsa) a source text

We find the following translational terms and/or concepts in his statements:
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Yerbs

“Pehlevi lisanina bitterceme” (through translating into Pahlavi)

“lisan-1 Arabiye terceme ettirmek” (to have translated into Arabic)

“Farisiye terceme ettirmek” (to have translated into Persian)

“nesirden nazma nakl edilmek” (to be conveyed from prose to verse)

“anlagilir bir lisanla tekrar yazmak” (to rewrite in an understandable
language)

“selis ve vazih bir lisanla yazmak” (to write in a clear and understandable
language)

“hulasa yapmak” (to make a summary)

“sade, giizel ve sehl’iil-fehm bir yolda yazmak™ (to write in a simple, beautiful and
understandable way)

“serh ve izah eylemek” (to comment and to explain)
“reng-i aslisinden ¢ik[ar]mak” (to violate the color of the original)
Nouns

“terceme” (translation)

“terceme-i muglaka” (incomprehensible translation)
“hulasa” (summary)

“telhis” (a making of summary or abstract)
“miilahhis” (one who summarizes)

4.4. Conclusions

So far I have analyzed the paratextual data of certain works by Ahmed Midhat
Efendi, in some of which he refers to himself as the translator (“miitercim”) in others
of which he refers to himself as the writer (“muharrir’) (cf. Bengi 1990) as well as
the conveyor (“ndkil”) and the one who summarizes (“miilahhis). My essential
focus was on identifying and investigating culture-bound term/s and notion/s of
translation (terceme) in his discourse. The findings based on the descriptive analysis

of the selected corpus carried out in this chapter indicate the following conclusion.

First of all, we see an obvious variety in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s

identification of text types, as follows:

“terceme” (translation) e.g., Amiral Bing, Bilgic Kiz, U¢ Yiizlii Bir Kari,
Hiisrevname, Konak yahut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya Muhdrebdtinda Bir
Hikaye-i Garibe

“nakl’ (conveying) e.g., Konak ydhut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya
Muhdrebatinda Bir Hikdaye-i Garibe
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“iktibas or muktebes” (borrowing or borrowed from) e.g., Diplomali Kiz, Iki
Hiid akar, Ana Kiz, Aleksandr Stradella, Seytankaya Tilsimi, Nedamet mi?
Heyhat!, Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar, Cifte Intikam

“miisterak” (stolen) e.g., Diplomali Kiz

“muhavere” (dialogue and the translator’s response “cevap” as part of
dialogue) e.g., Niza-1 Iim ii Din-Islam ve Ulim

“huldsa” (summary) e.g., Huldsa-i Humayunname, Sid’in Hulasast

“tahvil” (conversion) e.g., Amiral Bing, Sid’in Huldsas: [to be examined in
Chapter 5)

“tanzir’ (emulation) e.g., Haydut Montari, Hasan Mellah (see footnote 23 in
this chapter)

Secondly, when we look at his discourse on translation with special attention
to the verbs, which provide solid indications of his conception of translation, we also
encounter variety. I think that such variety in verbs provides us with important clues
in making the necessary connections with variety in his translation practice. It also
helps us observe culture-bound and time-bound notions of Ottoman concept of
translation (terceme) with respect to “ceviri”, a modern Turkish concept of
translation. Ahmed Midhat Efendi uses the following collocational verbs to identify

his translational relationships with his source texts:

collocations centering on “ferceme” (translation):

“terceme suretiyle Avrupa’dan roman almak” (to appropriate the novel from
Europe by translation), “terceme yollu yazmak” (to write by means of
translation), “/Avrupa romanlarini] terceme veya taklid eylemek” (to
translate or to imitate [European novels)]), “terceme ve tahrir [etmek[” (to
translate and to write), “hitkmiinii terceme etmek” (to translate the sense of
the original), “tadilen terceme etmek” (to translate by amending), “aynen
terceme etmek” (to translate as the same), “harfiyyen terceme [etmek]’ (to
translate word-for-word), “mealen terceme [etmek]” (to translate the sense),
“Osmanli lisanina terceme etmek” (to translate into Ottoman Turkish),
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collocations centering on “iktibas” (borrowing):

“iktibas suretiyle meydana gelmek” (to create by means of borrowing), “bi’l-
iktibas yazmak” (to write by means of borrowing), “iktibas etmek” (to
borrow), “vakayt fikradan iktibas etmek” ‘“to borrow incidents from an
anecdote),

collocations centering on “al/mak” (to appropriate, to take):

“hikdye ve roman yollu fikir almak” (to take an idea by way of story and
novel), “fashn] fikrini almak” (to take the idea from the original), “miitalaa
ve istira [etmek]” (to examine and to purchase), “fikra iizerine bina eylemek”
(to base on an anecdote), “zemini fikra teskil eylemek” (to set up an anecdote
as a base),

collocations centering on “yazmak” (to write) and/or “yeniden yazmak” (to

rewrite):

“fikir iizerine roman yazmak” (to write a novel based on the idea [of the
original]), “o fikir iizerinde yeniden bir eser kaleme almak” (to rewrite a
new work based on the idea of the original), “yeniden Osmanlica yazmak”
(to rewrite in Ottoman Turkish), “Tiirkcede hiikmiinii yeniden kaleme
almak” (to rewrite the sense of the original in Turkish), “kismen serh ve
kismen intikad yollu yazmak” (to write by way of partially commenting and
criticizing), “selis ve vazih bir lisanla yazmak” (to write in a clear and
comprehensible language), “anlasitlir bir lisanla tekrar yazmak™ (to rewrite
in an understandable language), “romana tahvil ederek yazmak™ (to write by
converting into a novel),

collocations centering on “serh eviemek” (to comment) and “bast eylemek”

(to expand):

“serh ve izah eylemek” (to comment and to explain), “bast ve temhid ile
roman haline ifrag eylemek” (to pour into the mould of a novel by means of
expanding and spreading out), “bast ve temhid suretiyle tertib ve tahrir
eylemek” (to arrange and write by expanding and spreading out), “bast ve
temhid eylemek” (to expand and to spread out),

collocations centering on “tahvil etmek” (to convert) and “nakl etmek” (to

convey):

“Osmanlicaya tahvil etmek” (to convert into Ottoman Turkish) “romana
tahvil ederek yazmak” (to write by converting into a novel), “roman suretine
tahvil etmek” (to convert into the form of a novel), “nesirden nazma nakl
etmek” (to convey from prose to verse),
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collocations centering on ‘“tebdil etmek” (to change), “tagyir etmek” (to
change). “tadil etmek” (to adjust):

“[ismini] tebdil etmek” (to change the name [of the original]), “[/ismini]
kiilliyen tebdil etmek” (to change totally the name [of the original]), “tadilat
icra etmek” (to perform adjustments), “tertibat ve taksimat-i esasiyesini
tagyir etfmeJmek” ([not] to change essential arrangements and divisions [of
the original], “asi fikri tebdil etmemek” (not to change the main idea [of the
original]), “aza-yt vakanin tavir ve misvarlarini asla bogzmamak™ (never to
distort the structure and story-line [of the original]), “reng-i aslisinden
ctklar[mak” (to violate the color of the original),

collocations centering on “muhavere”’ (dialogue):

“muhavere suretine koymak” (to put into the form of dialogue),

collocations centering on “huldsa” (summary):

“huldsa yapmak” (to summarize)

collocations centering on “ithal” (import):

“ithal etmek” (to import)

Thirdly, there is also variety in his reference to himself. In one way or
another, his reference words indicate a certain translational relationship with a
foreign and/or indigenous text, all of which points to culture-bound and time-bound
aspects of translation in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century. In this sense,
Ahmed Midhat Efendi uses the following terms to refer to himself with respect to his

relationship with his sources:

“miitercim” (translator), “muharrir’ (writer), “nakil” (conveyor),
“miilahhis” (one who summarizes).

Finally, if we recognize especially his discourse on his translation (terceme)
of Amiral Bing, we see that Ahmed Midhat Efendi makes a significant connection
between the practice of “terceme” (translation) and “iktibas” (borrowing). Thus it

needs to be born in mind that “iktibas” (borrowing) was also identified as “terceme”.
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4.5. Summary

This chapter has presented two descriptive analyses. One was carried out on the two
bibliographical works which provide the most comprehensive information on Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’s works. The main focus in this section was on the bibliographers’
identification of his works. Their lists were analyzed in terms of what was
assumed/regarded to be “translation” and what was not. The descriptive analyses of
the bibliographies raised a series of questions about the controversial use of the term
“ceviri” (translation) and the bibliographers’ review of the range of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s translational works. The divergent aspects in their identification of Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’s works led to another descriptive analysis, which was performed on
the paratextual data of some of his works through a selected corpus that reflected
well the various aspects of his discourse on translation (terceme). In Section 4.3.1,
the works were analyzed with special attention to terms, collocations and on the basis
of how texts were identified, described and/or named by Ahmed Midhat Efendi
himself. This analysis indicates that there was an obvious variety in Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s practice of translation and points to different forms of ferceme practices,
some of which do not conform to our modern notion of translation, i.e. “geviri”. The
detailed chart indicating non-linear, beyond-binary translational relationships
between terms and concepts in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s discourse displays the wide
range of options that was generated via translation in the writing practices which

made up the Ottoman literary repertoire in the late nineteenth century.

Chapter 5 will offer a case study of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary

translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid. The findings of the case study illuminate the
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nature of such texts, identified as “hulasa” (summary) by Ahmed Midhat Efendi.
Hence the case study will draw attention to “hulasa”, as one of the culture-specific
ways in which terceme was practiced. The case study will also encourage us to
rethink diverging perspectives as well as different definitions related to “terceme”
(translation) in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century and “ceviri”

(translation) today.
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Chapter 5
Case Study:

Translating in Dialogue with Europe:
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Summary Translation'
of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid

The present chapter is a case study of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation,
Sid’in* Huldsasi, of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid (1637), a French neo-classical verse
tragedy of the seventeenth century. I have chosen this particular work to concentrate
on as my case study because Sid’'in Huldsasi combines in a single work both
paratextual and translation discourse that lend themselves to the analysis of a
particular kind of Ottoman text production via translation. My main intention in this
chapter is to try to analyze the Huldsa on the basis of the following question: what

kind of translational practice was the summary translation the result of?

! For the transcription of the full text of Sid ’in Huldsasi, which I prepared for this thesis, see Appendix
5.

% As is well known, in Ottoman script not all of the vowels are written; hence it is possible to
transcribe the letters “s 1d” (3) in the title of Sid in Huldsast (=l dyn) in two ways: “Sid” and
“Seyyid”. The Ottoman Turkish dictionaries of the time reveal that “Seyyid” was actually a unique
lexical item whereas “Sid” was not. This indicates that “Sid” is a proper translation of the French term
“Le Cid”, whose pronunciation was kept accurately in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation
in Turkish. Thus in my study I prefer to use “Sid” instead of “Seyyid”, because in his summary
translation Ahmed Midhat Efendi tends to keep French pronunciations of the proper names. There are
also other Turkish translations of Le Cid. One of the translations was in prose, done by Ismail Hami
Danismend and published under the title Seyyid by Siihulet Kitabevi in 1938 (see Danismend 1938).
Another was a verse translation by Nedim Mazhar Yiizak, published in 1974 (2™ ed.) under the title
Le Cid (with a subtitle L6 Sid Bes Perdelik Manzum Trajedi) by T.C. Istanbul iktisadi ve Ticari
[limler Akademisi Nihad Sayar Yayin ve Yardim Vakfi Yayinlar:.
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As I mentioned in my comments on the methodological framework in
Chapter 1, my analysis in the present chapter will be based mainly on the concepts
and methodology developed in Descriptive Translation Studies. During my
examination I will focus mainly on translational features/norms as they emerge not
only from the paratextual elements, but also from the textual material (see Toury
1995: 65). What is defined by “extratextual” by Gideon Toury does indeed include
the “paratexts” referred to by Gérard Genette. First, I will consider the paratextual

elements surrounding Sid ’in Huldsasu.

As defined by Gérard Genette, paratexts consists of elements such as titles
and subtitles, pseudonyms, forewords, dedications, epigraphs, prefaces, intertitles,
notes, epilogues, and afterwords (Genette 1997: 1; Macksey 1997: xviii). As Tabhir-
Giirgaglar indicates, the concept of paratext offers us valuable insights in
understanding the production, presentation and reception of translated texts (Tahir-
Giircaglar 2001: 70; 2002: 44). It will help us examine changing concepts and
definitions of translation in a specific period within a culture, for paratexts also
provide valuable clues in understanding a culture’s definitions of translation. As
Sid’in Huldsasi contains two paratextual parts, namely “Ifade” (Statement/Preface)
and “Sid’in Intikad1” (Critique of Le Cid), 1 will first examine those to set the context
for Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s preliminary norms in his summary. Then 1 will
concentrate on the text of the tragedy itself in order to analyze the operational norms

defined by Toury as follows in his Descriptive Translation Studies and Beyond:

Operational norms, in turn, may be conceived of as directing the decisions
made during the act of translation itself. They affect the matrix of the text —
i.e., the modes of distributing linguistic material in it —as well as the textual
makeup and verbal formulation as such. They thus govern -directly or
indirectly- the relationships as well as that would obtain between the target
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and source texts; i.e., what is more likely to remain invariant under
transformation and what will change (Toury 1995: 58).

In my analysis of the tragedy, I will try to reconstruct Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s operational norms through the matricial features that shape or govern the
matrix of the text such as the fullness, distribution and segmentation of the target text
(henceforth referred to as TT). The textual and/or linguistic manipulations in the TT
will not only help us explore how Ahmed Midhat Efendi -who identified himself as
the “muharrir” (writer) on the title page- worked on his text and language, but will
also provide us with clues for the understanding of his cultural and literary aims. In
analyzing the matricial features/norms, I will compare the TT with the source text
(henceforth referred to as ST) in order to observe the structural and textual

distribution and shifts.

5.1. Looking at Paratextual Elements

5.1.1. The Preface: “ifade” (Statement) (Appendix 5, pp.384-386)

Ahmed Midhat Efendi published Sid’in Huldsas: in 1890-91/1308 with a preface and
an annotated critique (intikad) he added to the end. Though the ST was of about 75
pages, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary translation added up to a total of 222 pages;
Sid’in Huldsast included the summary itself (of about 131 pages) and two important
paratextual sections, titled “Ifade” (Statement) (of about 14 pages) and “Sid’in

Intikad1” (Critique of Le Cid) (of about 76 pages). Ahmed Midhat Efendi identified

3 For my case study, I have used the Librairie Hachette edition of 1922 (17" edition) Le Cid, edited
with notes and analysis by L. Petit Julleville.
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his version paradoxically as a summary (huldsa) comparable with a translation

(terceme).

In A Turkish and English Lexicon, “hulasa” (summary) is defined as “the
purified substance left after the removal of mixture or alloy, an extract, a summary”
(Redhouse 1890: 858). The definition, in Kamus-1 Tiirki, is very much the same: “bir
seyin en ruhlu ve kuvvetli kismi, posasi, ve fazla seyleri ¢ikarildiktan sonra kalan
giizidesi (Semseddin Sami 1899-1900/1317: 585). Semseddin Sami also adds the
following: “uzun bir bahis ve makalenin az sozle ifade olunan methumu, netice”

(“the concise sense of a long work or article”).

In the Kamiis-1 Fransevi Dictionnaire Frangais-Turc, Semseddin Sami
defines “huldsa” as the equivalent of the French “extrait” whose explanation is given
in Ottoman Turkish as “...bir kitap vesaireden ¢ikarilmis bend veya makale, hulasa-i
meal, mufassal bir yazinin muhtasar1” (“a passage or article extracted from a book,
summary of the sense, of an abridged form of an extensive work™) (Semseddin Sami

1901: 1020).

In the intralingual or interlingual space of Ottoman interculture, there existed
various works generated as huldsa (summary) of other works.” Within this genre,

Ahmed Midhat Efendi emerges as an important literary figure who followed

* See Eski Harfli Tiirkce Basma Eserler Bibliyografyas: (Bibliography of Printed Works in Turkish
with Arabic Script) in CD form brought out by the Turkish National Library in 2001. This
bibliography gives the following items under the keyword “hulasa” (summary): “Don Kisot do la
manj (Cervantes 'ten huldsa) (undated); Huldsa-i Cebir, Mehmed Arif, Istanbul 1874/1291 (baz1
Tiirkge ve Fransizca cebir risalelerinden huldsadir); Huldsa-i Humdyunndme, Beydeba, (Ceviren
Alaaddin Ali Celebi, 6zetleyen Ahmed Midhat), Istanbul 1887/1304, Matbaa-i Amire; Huldsa-i
Mantik, (Ceviren Ahmed Muhtar), Istanbul 1895/1312, Ahmed Thsan ve Siirekas1 Matbaasi;
Huldsatii’l-Vefai serhi’s-Sifa. Sifa-i Serif Terciimesi. Kadi ivaz Ebu el-Fazl Musa bin Yahsibi
(Ceviren ve serh eden Ibrahim Hanif), Istanbul 1897/1314, Cemal Efendi Matbaas1.”
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“huldsa” as a translation strategy in the late nineteenth century.’ In the preface to his
summary translation of Le Cid, Ahmed Midhat Efendi opens a dialogue with an
imaginary reader. What is interesting in this dialogue is that the respected reader
questions the reasons for Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s selection of Le Cid and his
translation strategy. The imaginary person in the dialogue functions as an implied
reader who expresses a demand for the translation of European classics. Addressing
the Ottoman writers of his time in his preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi tries to give his

reasons for pursuing the huldsa strategy:

You know well that there are two essential features of a classic. The first is
the imaginative content and the other is rhetorical eloquence. If, in terms of
both features, a literary work is not superior to others then it will not be
considered a classic. Whether its translation is the same or free, there is no
way that the rhetorical eloquence of the original can conveyed... If our
purpose is to know the great European works as much as is necessary for us,
then shouldn’t my summary of Le Cid be considered adequate? (Ahmed
Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 7-9).

[Iyi ama elbette bilirsiniz ki klasik denilen eserlerde baslica iki meziyet
bulunup bunun birincisi hayal, ikincisi belagattir ki ikisi de biitiin emsalinden
daha miimtaz olmaz ise o eser icin klasik olmak ehemmiyeti uzak kalir.
Terceme denilen sey ister aynen olsun, ister serbest terceme suretinde
bulunsun mutlaka miitercem-i anhanin belagatini aynen naklettiremez... Eger
maksad Avrupa enafis-i asarini bizim i¢in liizum ve viicubu dairesinde
tanimak ise iste Sid icin yaptigim hulasa kadar1 kafi goriillemez mi? (Ahmed
Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 7-9).]

According to Ahmed Midhat Efendi, it was important to make such European
works known to Ottoman readers. Here it seems that Ahmed Midhat Efendi followed
particularly the huldsa (summary-translation) strategy which, he thought, would best

serve his informative and pragmatic purposes.

> Ahmed Midhat Efendi translated two works into Turkish in the form of summary. The first in which
he referred to himself as “miilahhis” (one who summarizes) is his intralingual summary translation of
Ali Celebi’s Humayunndme, which was examined in Chapter 4. The other is his summary translation
of Corneille’s Le Cid in which he referred to himself as “muharrir” (writer). For an examination of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Huldsa-i Humdyunndme, see Toska (2004) [forthcoming].
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A few years after he wrote his preface to Sid’in Huldsasi, Ahmed Midhat
Efendi reiterated the importance of the summary translation strategy in the “classics
debate” of 1897. In his article titled “Yine Ikram-1 Aklam”, he explained this strategy
and suggested that it needed to be taken as a solution for the difficulties of literal
translation (harfiyyen nakl ve terceme). He even referred to serh (commentary) and
tahsiye (annotation) as other methods of translation (terceme) practiced in French

literature in translating (nakl ve terceme) Ancient Greek works. He wrote:

...both commentary and annotation have also been used for lessening the
difficulties in translating and conveying as the same. The Greek words of
several famous writers for instance Plato, Socrates and Xenophon are written
on the upper side of the left page. The right page is divided vertically into two
columns. In the first column, the Greek is written word-for-word and
sentence-for-sentence. Their French translations are written in the right
column point-by-point, just opposite the words and sentences on the left.
Because these translations are far from being beautiful, let alone intelligible,
their summary translations too are produced in plain French and placed below
on the page on the right. Literal translation is done to demonstrate the subtle
points and elegance of the original language, and the difficulties are solved in
this way (Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).

[...harfiyyen nakl ve terceme meselesindeki gii¢liikleri hafiflendirmek igin
‘anotasyon’ dedikleri serh ve tahsiye suretine de miiracaat olunmustur.
Felatun, Sokrat, Ksenofon vesaire gibi mesahirin ibare-i Yunaniyyesi sol
sayfanin yukariki nisfina aynen derc olunduktan sonra sag sahife boylu
boyuna iki siituna bi’t-taksim birinci siituna kelime-be-kelime cilimle-be-
climle Yunani ibareler ve onlarin mukabiline ikinci siituna dahi noktasi
noktasina Fransizca tercemeler yazilmigtir. Bu tercemeler okunsa letafetini
bulmak sdyle dursun, anlasilmak bile kabil olamayacagindan, hulasa-i
terceme halis Fransizca ile bir daha kaleme alinarak o da sag sayfanin asagiki
nisfina derc olunmustur. Teracim-i ayniyye, o lisanin hakayik ve dekayiki
letafetine vusul i¢gin oldugu cihetle bu yoldaki miigkilat iste bu surette bertaraf
edilmistir (Ahmed Midhat 1897b/1313).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s explanations reveal that he was aware of certain
methods and/or strategies practiced in French literature, which he seems to have
adopted as models. It is also significant that translation strategies such as literal
(harfiyyen), free (serbest, mealen) or summary (huldsa) appear to be closely

connected to the notion of intelligibility. In this context, it makes sense why Ahmed
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Midhat Efendi referred to the importance of the summary strategy for producing

comprehensible versions. As a writer and publisher of Terciiman-1 Hakikat, his

rationale for the summary strategy may have been connected to his identity and

activity as a journalist who valued a communicative language and immediate

intelligibility.
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The title page of Sid’in Huldsas:

Sid’in Huldsas1 was published in a series of
“Enafis-i Asarin Hulasalar” (Summaries of
the Great Works) by Ahmed Midhat Efendi
himself. It seems that this series was
initiated by Ahmed Midhat Efendi and this
paratextual information is an important clue
to the then current need for publishing

summaries of works of great literary merit.

In the preface, Ahmed Midhat Efendi first focuses on the question of

translating European classics by following various lines of argument about (i) the

need for translation to make great European classical works known to Ottoman

readers, (ii) the method of translation, (iii) the function and purpose of generating

hulasa.
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It is obvious that Ahmed Midhat Efendi thought of European civilization as
the one that had reached its highest stage of progress through “extensive
experimentation with everything for several centuries”. The core of his argument
centers on accepting European great works as models (megsk) that genuinely deserve
to be appreciated by Ottomans. Ahmed Midhat Efendi argues that if the aim is to
know the great European works, Sid’in Huldsasi would have to be taken as an
adequate version of Le Cid. If not, it would be a great loss for the Ottomans to be

unaware of the European classics. He wrote:

Since we are also European and interested in European literature, it is a great
shortcoming if we are unfamiliar with the classics (Ahmed Midhat 1890-
1891/1308: 14).

[Zira biz dahi Avrupali oldugumuz ve Avrupa edebiyatiyla miistagil
bulundugumuz halde klasikleri tanimamak bizim i¢in biiylik bir nakisadir
(Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 14).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi claimes that in summarizing Le Cid he has not
produced a version which could be identified as the literal rendering of Le Cid
(harfiyyen/aynen terceme) because the original was a tragedy in verse. Ahmed
Midhat Efendi expected to find two essential features in classical works: the
rhetorical eloquence (beldgat) and imaginative content (hayal). He emphasizes that it
is almost impossible to convey the rhetorical eloquence of verse by literal translation.
According to Ahmed Midhat Efendi, there remains the imaginative content to be
transferred, which he considered comparatively possible to translate. Ahmed Midhat
Efendi also claims that he prefers not to render Le Cid as a free translation (serbest
terceme) and underlines that free translation would result in a version of inordinate
length and would not provide the serious benefits expected from rendering such

European classical works into Turkish. He offers his summary (huldsa) as an
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adequate version of Le Cid which would avoid the problems of rendering verse as
verse. He pleads:
Please, be gracious! Could you expect any serious advantage from translating
those works in great length as by way of free translation since there exists
only their subject matter [to be conveyed]? If the purpose is for us to know
the great European works as much as is necessary, then shoudn’t my
summary of Le Cid be considered adequate? (Ahmed Midhat 1890-
1891/1308: 9).
[Inayet buyurunuz! Is yalniz mevzulardan ibaret kaldigma gore velev ki
serbest terceme suretinde olsun asar-1 mezkireyi uzun uzadiya tercemeden de
bir faide-i ciddiye bekleyebilir misiniz? Eger maksat Avrupa enafis-i asarini

bizim i¢in lizum ve viicubu dairesinde tanimak ise iste Cid i¢in yaptigim
hulasa kafi goriilemez mi? (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 9).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi was a novelist not a poet; hence, it seems reasonable
that it would be a difficult task for him to render Le Cid literally as verse. This seems
to be the essential reason why Ahmed Midhat Efendi followed other strategies (e.g.
huldsa) in translating verse into Turkish. The discourse in the preface reveals that
Ahmed Midhat Efendi foregrounded three points related to the strategy he followed

in conveying Le Cid into Turkish. This can be outlined as follows (Appendix 5:

pp-384-386)
1) He did not translate Le Cid but summarized
i) He did not give a literal rendering of the verse

1) He did not favour free rendering of the verse

Ahmed Midhat Efendi also pointed out the function and purpose of his
summary. In terms of his transference strategy, he mentions that his prose version
would serve to make Corneille’s Le Cid clear and intelligible to the target readers
who had not watched such plays. In line with Ahmed Midhat Efendi, his imaginary

reader also justifies the advantage of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s version in
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understanding the textual composition as well as the cultural background of the

original:

Fine! Fine! Here is the summary of Le Cid which meets all the conditions. By
reading this summary, an Ottoman will have a perfect knowledge of Le Cid,
in fact as much as is necessary. Your service to an Ottoman who knows
French is even more beneficial. After becoming familiar with Le Cid in your
summary, you will understand the French original completely. Now, we have
no other request except that you apply the service you have offered by Le Cid
to other classical works (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 12-13).

[Ala! Ala! Iste Cid’in huldsasi bu seraitin kaffesini camidir. Fransizca
bilmeyen bir Osmanli bu huldsay1 okumakla Cid’i tanimis olur. Hem de pek
ala ve liizum-1 hakikisi derecesinde miikemmelen tanimis olur. Fransizca
bilen bir Osmanliya hizmetiniz bundan daha nafidir. Zira bu suretle eseri
tanidiktan sonra Fransizca olan aslini okur ise o zaman bihakkin anlar. Simdi

Cid i¢in ettiginiz himmeti sair klasiklere de tamiminizden bagka ricamiz
kalmadi (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 12-13).]

Presuming that Le Cid is culturally unfamiliar to the target reader, Ahmed

Midhat Efendi offers not only to summarize the original but to explain it. He states:

On the one hand, it should be summarized as necessary as without changing
its original, on the other hand, it should be written as a commentary and
explanation to make it intelligible. Such benefits for the people can never be
denied (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 13-14) (my italics).

[...bir yandan ashin1 degistirmeksizin derece-i kafiyede hulasa etmekle
beraber diger taraftan tefehhiimiine medar olmak i¢in serh ve tavzih ederek
vazmali. Bununla beraber asla inkar edilemez ki halk i¢in faidesi pek biiyiik
olacaktir (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 13-14) (my italics).]

The above quotation shows that Ahmed Midhat Efendi intended to remain
close to the original play in his summary. At the same time, he declares another
strategy: writing in the form of commentary and explanation (serh and tavzih).
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s rationale in explaining his purpose and the functions of his
text seem to have been based on the assumption that French culture was distant from
Ottoman culture. That is why he starts off by pointing out the lack of a literary genre,

such as tragedy in verse, that was foreign to the receiving system.
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5.1.2. The Supplement: “Sid’in Intikad1” (The Critique of Le Cid) (Appendix 5,
pp-416-429)

“Sid’in Intikad1” (Critique of Le Cid) is the paratextual section in which Ahmed
Midhat Efendi offers a critical commentary on Le Cid. His criticism was voiced as a
response to the debate on Le Cid which involved some of the members of
L’Académie Francaise, who were Corneille’s contemporaries. Generally speaking,
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s attempt in publishing his summary with a critical
commentary appears as a deliberate action. His attitude in this section indicates that
he actually intended to set a literary, historical and cultural context of Le Cid for the

Ottoman readers of his own time. He confides:

Before making certain criticisms known to our readers, we will give some
information about the origins of this work (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308:
148).

[Biz burada intikadat-1 vak‘adan karilerimizi haberdar etmeye baslamazdan

evvel bu eserin zemini hakkinda bazi malimat verecegiz (Ahmed Midhat
1890-1891/1308: 148).]

It is interesting that, similar to Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s version which sparked
off the “classics debate” of 1897, Le Cid had also been the subject of a famous
debate known as “La querelle du Cid” (the quarrel of Le Cid) which continued for six
months after the staging of the play in 1637 in France (Bagley 1937: 176, 204;
Lockert 1957: 4-7; Julleville 1922: 10; Ay 1941: 205°). Le Cid was regarded as a
play opposing the conventions of French drama of the seventeenth century. In the
course of the debate on Le Cid, Corneille’s literary opponents such as Georges de
Scudéry, Mairet, and Claveret launched a campaign against the play and claimed that

it lacked good taste and had many faulty verses, some of which were plagiarized

% In Terciime (1941) magazine, Liitfi Ay provides the translation of the introduction of Corneille’s Le
Cid (“Avertissement du Cid”) that was added to its second edition in 1648. Ay also supplies the
Turkish translation of Scene I, Act V.
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(Bagley 1937: 204). Hence, Corneille was accused not only of drawing his story
from Spanish history but also of borrowing the plot from a Spanish play of the
sixteenth century, Las Mocedades del Cid (The Youthful Exploits of the Cid) (1599)
by Guilhem de Castro’. Responding to such criticisms, Corneille submitted his case
to the French Academy, the institution of which was momentous event in the
development of French language and literature in the seventeenth century during the
reign of Louis XIV (Bagley 1937: 19). The Academy proposed a long criticism and
published its views in Sentiments de [’Académie sur le Cid (Opinions of the
Academy on the Cid) in 1638, which was written by Chapelain, a member of the
Academy. The critique by the Academy was regarded as neither favorable nor
unfavorable, and centered essentially on grammar and style as well as breaches of the
rules for drama derived from Aristotle. It is thought that the Academy’s critique
helped Corneille improve the classical form in his following plays such as Horace

and Cinna (Bagley 1937: 184-186).

Reviving the so-called quarrel in the Ottoman target pole, Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s intikad (critique) appears as a return to the French past and can be identified
as a kind of metatext i.e. a text which has been produced using other text/s (see
Popovi¢ 1976 in Shuttleworth & Cowie 1997: 105). In “Sid’in Intikad1”, Ahmed
Midhat Efendi provides his own response to the French Academy, seemingly
participating retrospectively in the debate of 1638. Therefore, Ahmed Midhat Efendi
not only conveys Le Cid through summary translation but also the discourse on it to a

new literary environment that was culturally foreign.

7 A Spanish dramatist (1569-1631), who became a member of a local literary academy called
Nocturnos. His Las Mocedades del Cid was regarded as his most popular drama that made his
reputation. See Encyclopedia Britannica, 11™ ed. vol. 5. Cambridge: University Press 1910, pp.484-5.
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5.1.2.1. Analysis of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Critique of Le Cid

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s organization of the intikad (critique) is divided into five
main parts, each of which is marked with asterisks in the target text. It is apparent
that in his intikad, Ahmed Midhat Efendi drew primarily on the critique of the
French Academy, making use of a 42-page French article which was possibly the
eighteenth century reprint of Sentiments de 1’Académie sur le Cid.® This article,
which Ahmed Midhat Efendi said he obtained from the Kiitliphane-i Kebir (The
Grand Library), had two important parts published with an introduction. Ahmed
Midhat Efendi seems to have rewritten the article which included comments taken
from Voltaire’s critically review of Le Cid. As seen in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
statements of the article, Voltaire appears to be very critical of the Academy, hence
supporting Corneille. In intikad, Voltaire’s analysis of Le Cid provides Ahmed
Midhat Efendi with an outstanding reference point. It is worth noting that, between
the lines, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s voice sometimes seems to fuse with that of

Voltaire.

Ahmed Midhat Efendi appears to have concentrated mainly on the first part
of this article which offered a discussion on the foundations (zemin) of Le Cid. He
rewrote this part in which the Academy launched its main arguments and
justifications for the critique of Le Cid but intentionally disregarded the second part
of the article in which some of the verses from Corneille’s Le Cid were subjected to a

critical evaluation by the Academy in terms of their quality in French.

¥ Unfortunately, Ahmed Midhat Efendi does not mention the name of this article. But since Voltaire’s
review (Voltaire, 1694—1778) is referred to in the article, it is most likely that the article was printed at
least in (or after) the eighteenth century.
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The noteworthy point here is that Ahmed Midhat Efendi regarded the second part of
the article as useless for Ottoman readers who were unfamiliar with or inadequate in
French. Of course, this can be seen as related to Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s main
purpose in setting the cultural and literary background of Le Cid for the benefit of
Ottoman readers. But this also seems to be related to the difficulties Ahmed Midhat
Efendi would have possibly faced in translating certain verses that were examined by

the Academy into Turkish. He comments:

...the first part includes information on the foundation of Le Cid, and the
second part is about the critique of couplets in terms of their quality in
French. It is obvious that the second part is not beneficial for those like us
who do not know that language. Thus we have to concentrate particularly on
the first part of the article written by the [French] Academy (Ahmed Midhat
1890-1891/1308: 174-175).

[...kism-1 evvel Sid’in zeminine, kism-1 sanisi Sid’deki ebyatin hangileri
Fransiz lisan1 nokta-i nazarinca sayeste-i muaheze ve intikad olduklarina
dairdir. Bu ikinci kisim intikadin bizim gibi o lisanin ehli olmayanlara faide
vermeyecegi derkardir. Binaenaleyh biz asil nazari-1  ehemmiyeti

Akademiya’nin  yazdigi = makalenin  kism-1  evveline  hasretmek
mecburiyetindeyiz (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 174-175).]

In this critique of Le Cid, Ahmed Midhat Efendi first begins with a discussion
on the historical identity of the protagonist, Rodrigue (Rodrig), who was a hero from
Spanish history well-known as Cid (Sid). According to Ahmed Midhat Efendi, Cid,
the hero, did not first emerge in Corneille’s play but had surfaced in many historical-
literary legends of the Spanish troubadours for years before Corneille. Ahmed
Midhat Efendi also points out that some of those legends had even been translated
into French. But interestingly he regarded those works as misleading, because they

did not provide true historical information about Rodrigue and his wife Chimeéne.

Ahmed Midhat Efendi seems to have paid special attention to the possibility

of certain differences that one could find between the biography of Rodrigue as a
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historical figure and the story of Rodrigue, the protagonist in Corneille’s Le Cid.
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s main emphasis is on the unacceptability of expecting an
overlap between historical truth and fictional reality. For this reason, he claims that
one should not expect Corneille to have based his play on history. While discrediting
such expectations, he acknowledges that Corneille did not totally deviate from the

historical truth, commenting:

We cannot criticize Corneille on the basis of the difference between the
origins of Le Cid he wrote and the historical information we have given
above about the Cid. First of all, there is no need for writers to keep to
historical events in such works. This point has been debated about one
thousand times and accepted as such (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 158).

[Korney’in yazmig oldugu Sid’in zemini ile yukaridaki fikrada Sid hakkinda
dermiyan eylemis oldugumuz malimat-1 tarihiyye arasindaki miibayeneti
gorerek Korney’i bununla muahezeye hak bulamayiz. Bir kere bu misiillii
asarda iidebanin tarihe mahkum kalmalar1 hi¢ 1dzim gelmez. Bu nokta bin

defa bahse cekilmis ve hemen kaffesinde ittifak-ara ile bodyle hiikm
olunmustur (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 158).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi also focuses on the argument that Le Cid had been
plagiarized from Guilhem de Castro, and hence was an appropriation. In this regard,
it is interesting that certain scholarly examinations of Le Cid have demonstrated that
Corneille’s play includes several parts generated precisely by means of particular
translational practices such as imitation.” According to Ahmed Midhat Efendi, such a
claim was among the stronger arguments of critics like Georges de Scudéry who
argued that 72 verses of Le Cid appeared as if they had been translated from Castro’s

Spanish original.'’ Referring to Scudéry, Ahmed Midhat Efendi writes:

[Scudéry] deeply insulted Corneille by writing a special volume and claiming
that there was no man more ignorant than Corneille and no work worse than

? L. Petit de Julleville’s edition which includes a detailed introduction, notes and analysis on Le Cid,
suggests that certain verses were either imitated or translated by Corneille in his Le Cid. Julleville
examines those in comparison with the verses by Castro (see Julleville 1922: 84-93).

' For Scudéry’s analysis of Le Cid, see also his work, Observations sur le Cid that was published in
1637 and is available at http://www.chass.utoronto.ca/~wulfric/academie/scud_cid.htm
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Le Cid. He stated that 72 couplets of Le Cid were something like a translation
from the Spanish original, thus assuming that the whole work was translated
from Spanish and that it was a bad translation (Ahmed Midhat 1890-
1891/1308: 166-167).

[...bir cild-1 mahsus kaleme alarak Korney’i o kadar tahkir etmis idi ki artik
diinyada Korney’den daha cahil ve Sid’den daha fena hicbir eser
bulunmadigini1 hilkkme kadar varmis idi. Sid’in 72 beyti Ispanyolca aslindan
terceme gibi bir sey oldugu beyaniyla bu halde tekmil-i eserin Ispanyolcadan
terceme demek olacagini ve o tercemenin de fena bir terceme bulundugunu
hilkmetmis idi (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 166-167).]

From Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s point of view, Scudéry was Corneille’s
foremost opponent, whose criticism typified that of the other members of the French
Academy. For Ahmed Midhat Efendi, it was Scudéry who attacked Corneille
conceitedly in order to fawn on Cardinal Richelieu, the founder and charter member
of the Academy who instituted the critique of Le Cid. However, unlike Corneille’s
opponents, Ahmed Midhat Efendi follows lines of argument that can be outlined as
follows: (i) Corneille used Castro’s work Las Mocedades del Cid only as the basis
(zemin) for his Le Cid, (ii) Corneille did not do a literal rendering (aynen terceme) of
Castro’s work, but (iii) generated a different version. Ahmed Midhat Efendi states:

Two Spanish poets had also written a tragedy under the same title before

Corneille. One of them was Guilhem de Castro. The two works are not

similar to each other. Although Corneille took Guilhem’s work as his basis,

he wrote a different work of his own, deviating from it in many parts without
translating it as the same (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 157-158).

[Korney’den evvel dahi iki Ispanyol sairleri bu nama birer trajedya
yazmuglardir ki birinin adi1 Gilhem de Kastro’dur. Bunlar yekdigerine asla
benzemeyip Korney bunlardan Gilhem’i kendisine zemin ittihaz eyledigi
halde o dahi Gilhem de Kastro’yu aynen terceme etmeyip pek cok yerlerde
ona muhalefet ederek kendiligince bir baska eser yazmistir (Ahmed Midhat
1890-1891/1308: 157-158).]

Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s lines of argument also provide significant clues
about the translational relationship between Corneille’s play and his own way of

summarizing it in Turkish. Ahmed Midhat Efendi mentions that he too appropriated
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Le Cid as a source in order to make a European classic known to Ottoman readers,
and that he did not render Le Cid literally but generated a prose version of it in the
form of a summary (huldsa) that was regarded as unusual and comparable with a

translation in the late nineteenth century.

One of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s letters, which he sent to Nigar Binti Osman
on September 9, 1324 (September 22, 1908) sheds light on what Ahmed Midhat
Efendi thought of Corneille’s play and what he was expecting from the translation of

Le Cid several years after the “classics debate” of 1897. He wrote:

My Dear Lady... I have just remembered that there was an annotated
[French] edition of Le Cid. I found it yesterday... You will find much
information as well as many critical assessments in this edition. You will
benefit more from this than from a copy of Le Cid itself. You see, the purpose
is not to translate from Corneille but to get to know tragedy as a genre. If we
like, we could also say “Nigar too rewrote Corneille’s Le Cid”. Oh! But we
still forget to remember that Corneille did not invent Le Cid, but took it from
Spanish. First, please read it, then we will get together and talk about it
(Bekiroglu 2004).

[Seyyidem... Sid’in annote bir tabi1 oldugu hatirnma geldi. Diin onu
buldurdum... Bu kitabin notlar1 i¢inde pek ¢ok intikadat ve maliimat
bulacaksiniz. Sade Sid’den ibaret bir niishayr okumaktan ziyade miistefid
olacaksiniz. Maliim a, murad Korney’i terceme degildir. Trajedya usuliinii
gormektir. Canimiz ister ise “Nigar dahi Korney’in Sid’ini sdyle yazmis”
deriz. Ha! Bakiniz hala hatirnrmiza gelmiyor. Korney dahi Sid’i icad etmemis,
Ispanyolca’dan almis. Siz bir kere sunu okuyunuz da yine goriisiir,
konusuruz.... (Bekiroglu 2004).]"

As can be seen, Ahmed Midhat Efendi seems to have encouraged Nigar
Hanim to translate Le Cid into Turkish, possibly to produce a version in verse, and
sent her the annotated French edition. What seems noteworthy is Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s emphasis on the significance of making a foreign literary genre (trajedya

usulii) known to Ottomans rather than translating the play itself.

"I thank Professor Sema Ugurcan, a scholar of modern Turkish literature, for letting me see and work
on the Turkish transcription of this letter. The original letter with Arabic script is also available at the
Tevfik Fikret Museum in Asiyan, Istanbul.
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Most of the pages in “Sid’in Intikadi” were devoted to Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s critique of the Academy, whose claims he assumed generally to be unfair
and driven by an alterior motive. Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s main emphasis is
essentially on the dramatic and poetic success of Corneille’s Le Cid. Hence, in his

intikad, Ahmed Midhat Efendi seems generally to have adopted a defensive stance.

His response to the Academy’s rationale draws our attention to Ahmed
Midhat Efendi’s notion of literary criticism which he regarded as a crucial activity
that contributed much to the development of literature in a given culture. He also
discussed the criteria that make a literary work elegant and adequate. According to
Ahmed Midhat Efendi, a literary work should be regarded as elegant only if it is
appreciated by the public (umumat), even though there might be men of taste who
dislike it. Ahmed Midhat Efendi pursued the following lines in responding to the
Academy: (i) a critique on the foundations of Le Cid, (ii) a critique on the chief
characters, and (iii) critical assessments of whether any of the characters were
unnecessary. In the following section I will concentrate only on the critique on the
foundations of Le Cid because it shows clearly Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s adoption of a

defensive stance.

5.1.2.1.1. On the Foundations of Corneille’s Le Cid

In his critique of the foundations of Le Cid, Ahmed Midhat Efendi honed in on three
critical points made by the Academy. First of all, he focused on certain incidents that
were regarded by Corneille’s opponents as neither extraordinary nor ordinary in Le
Cid. Chiméne’s acceptance to marry the champion of the duel between Rodrigue and

Sanche and the King’s pressure on Chiméne to marry the champion were both
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perceived as unacceptable events by the Academy which claimed that the
foundations of Le Cid were weak and unsuccessful in terms of the rules of classical
tragedy. However, contrary to the Academy, Ahmed Midhat Efendi considered those
developments to be extraordinary incidents. Ahmed Midhat Efendi interestingly
presented his arguments with reference to two Aristotelian definitions which were
identified by Ahmed Midhat Efendi as “ahval-i acibe” (extraordinary incidents) and
“ahval-i ddiye” (ordinary incidents). Quoting from Aristotle, he wrote:

Aristotle says that ordinary incidents are those which people can encounter

under the conditions in which they live... Extraordinary incidents are also

those which are unexpected but probable at all times (Ahmed Midhat 1890-
1891/1308: 188).

[Aristo diyor ki: Ahval-i adiye denilen sey insanlara hal ve sanlarina gore
alelade vaki olan ahvaldir... Ahval-i acibe ise intizarin hilafina fakat daima
imkan dahilinde olarak vukua gelen ahvaldir (Ahmed Midhat 1890-
1891/1308: 188).]

In terms of the composition of dramatic incidents, Ahmed Midhat Efendi
generally found the foundations (zemin) of Le Cid quite sound. He even claimed that
in the construction of a neo-classical play such as Le Cid, Corneille had faithfully

followed certain principles that were enunciated by Aristotle. He wrote:

If the individual actions of Rodrigue, Chiméne and the King... are examined
one by one, it will be seen that they are ordinary incidents. However, a real
extraordinary situtation and strangeness appear due to the sequence of the
incidents which follow each other. This shows that Corneille did not deviate
from Aristotle’s principle (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 192).

[Filvaki Rodrik ve Simen ve Kral vesairenin hareketleri... ayr1 ayri tahlil
edilecek olur ise herbiri ahval-i adiyeden oldugu goriilerek binaenaleyh asil
fevkaladelik ve garaib dahi bunlarin teselsiiliinden peyda oldugu taayyiin eder
ki o halde Korney dahi Aristo’nun vaz eylemis oldugu kaideden tebaiid
etmemis olur (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 192).]
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However, examining Corneille’s plays from Le Cid to Polyeucte, Charles R.
Bagley, a scholar of seventeenth century French literature, argued that Le Cid was

not a regular tragedy. According to Bagley, a regular classical tragedy would be

a play in alexandrine verse, containing five acts of approximately the same
length, subdivided into scenes which are linked together. The action, largely
psychological, hinges on one moral crisis, [such as Chiméne’s dilemma
whether to pursue for revenge on Rodrigue who killed her father or to accept
reconciliation with him] and takes place in twenty-four hours or less within a
restricted area —often a single room. The verse is lyrical; the tone of the plays
is aristocratic and conforms to the conventions of seventeenth century polite
society. The main characters are of noble blood, often of royal lineage, and
their deeds are heroic. Their speech is dignified and heroic also, especially as
compared with the language of the romantic drama. The story is generally
taken from antiquity, though there are outstanding exceptions. The first two
or three acts are a preparation for the final catastrophe, which normally occurs
near the end of the play (Bagley 1937: 183)."

In Le Cid, the death of Count Don Gomeés, Chiméne’s father, who is killed in
a duel with Rodrigue, Chiméne’s beloved, marks the catastrophe of the play, but
occurs early in the second act, not near the end of the play. Moreover, the rest of the
dramatic action centers on the reconciliation of the troubled lovers, Rodrigue and
Chiméne. In view of the conventions of French neo-classical tragedy, Le Cid
appeared to have some technical faults of construction, which indicated essentially

not a pure tragedy in form but a tragi-comedy (Bagley 1937: 184).

Another of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s important objections to the Academy
centered on whether true historical events in the play needed to be modified in view

of their potential influence on the public (halk). The Academy had criticized

2 We do not yet know if Aristotle’s Poetics was translated in part or in its entirety into Ottoman
Turkish. Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s sources could have been either the Academy’s publication
Sentiments de I’Académie sur le Cid or a collection which includes French translations of several
works by ancient Greek writers such as Plato, Socrates and Xenophon. Ahmed Midhat Efendi refers to
that collection in one of his articles that appeared in the course of the “classics debate” titled “Yine
Ikram-1 Aklam” (Kudema-y1 Yunaniyenin teracim-i sarindan miitesekkil bir kolleksiyona malikiz ki
Felatun, Sokrat, Ksenofon vesaire gibi mesahirin ibare-i Yunaniyesi...”) Ahmed Midhat (1897b/1313).
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Corneille for not modifying true historical events in the light of their negative
influence on the moral values of readers and spectators. According to the Academy,
Don Gomes (Chiméne’s father) should not have been killed in the duel, neither
should Chiméne have been married Rodrigue as a suitable solution for the sake of the
kingdom. Ahmed Midhat Efendi, however, declared that these incidents were all

necessary to show the loyalty and bravery of Rodrigue and Chiméne in Corneille’s

play.

The most significant criticism of the Academy with respect to Le Cid had
concerned Corneille’s disloyalty to the seventeenth century interpretation of
Aristotle’s so-called principle of the unity of time. Corneille was accused of
composing a play overloaded with incidents which could hardly be condensed into
twenty-four hours. The Academy considered that Rodrigue’s killing of Chiméne’s
father and the ensuing reconciliation with Chiméne could not have actually happened
within a day. Conversely, Ahmed Midhat Efendi emphasized that Chiméne’s tender
duty and revenge would become invalid once the duel between Rodrigue and Sanche
was over and Rodrigue generously refused to take the life of Sanche who loved
Chimeéne. Interestingly, Ahmed Midhat Efendi considered that it would be quite
comic if Chimene had still persisted in her revenge. In his view, it would also have
been historically inaccurate if Chiméne had committed suicide so as not to marry
Sanche or if the final would have been oppositely resolved as Rodrigue had been
killed. Ahmed Midhat Efendi also thought that Le Cid conformed to the Aristotelian
rules of the unity of time and that the Academy’s critique was due to ignorance. He

wrote:

In tragedies, it is customary that all the incidents take place in twenty four
hours. Contrary to other literary genres, action that continues for years is not
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recounted in tragedies. If there is such a prolonged series of incidents, they
are implied but the main story includes an incident or incidents that take place
in twenty four hours. Of course, the Academy is aware of that (Ahmed
Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 201).

[Trajedyalarda biitiin vukuatin yirmidort saat zarfinda giizar etmesi mutaddir.
Yani sair asar-1 edebiyye gibi trajedyalardan bir meselenin senelerce suret-i
devami hikaye veyahud irae olunamaz. Onu Oyle bir tasvir etmeli ki senelerce
siirmiis olan vakayi var ise bile onlar hatirda bulunmak {izere asil zemin
yirmidort saatlik bir vak‘a veyahud vakayi olsun. Akademiya bunu bilmiyor
degildir (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891/1308: 201).]

5.2. Analyzing the Matricial Features of the Summary Translation of Le Cid

Ahmed Midhat Efendi translated Corneille’s verse play into a prose narrative

interspersed with dialogue and direct speech.'

In this section, I will present a comparative analysis (1) of the structural
distribution of the TT in relation to the ST, (2) of the matricial features of the TT and
the ST with regard to the narrative makeup of the TT in terms of (a) introductory
explanations to individual scenes, (b) paraphrases of individual scenes, dialogues and
long utterances, (c) translations in one-to-one correspondences with ST utterances,
(d) one-to-one correspondences in translating verse speeches and dialogues, (3) of
the aspects of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s narrative technique in his summary

translation, and (4) of the use proper names.

5.2.1. Comparative Analysis of the Structural Distribution in TT and ST

The source text i.e. Le Cid consists of five main acts, each of which is divided into
several scenes. Sid’in Huldsasi keeps the same number of acts (perde) and scenes

(meclis) except those in the first act. Ahmed Midhat Efendi introduced each

13 See my Romanized transcription of Sid in Huldsas: in Appendix 5.
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individual act and scene referring to their sequence in numbers e.g. “Birinci Perde”
(Act 1), “Birinci Meclis” (Scene I). Table 1 below shows the distribution of the

scenes in the TT with respect to the ST at the macro-structural level:

Table 1
The distribution of | (Birinci (ikinci (Ugiincii (Dordiincii | (Besinci
the scenes in the acts | Meclis) Meclis) Meclis) Meclis) Meclis)
Actl Act Il Act 111 Act IV ActV
Sid’in Hulasast (TT) | 7[5] 8 6 5 7
Le Cid (ST) 6 8 6 5 7
Table 2 demonstrates the structural change in Act [ in TT:
Sid’in Huldsasi (TT) Le Cid (ST)
Birinci Perde Actl
Birinci Meclis > Sceénel

[Simen, Elvir] [Chiméne, Elvire]

ikinci Meclis
[Urrak, Leonor, Mabeynci] T
+

[Donna Urraque’s prayer referred to as Ugiincii Meclis]

v

Scéne I1
[L’Infante, Léonor, Page]

v

Scene 111
[Le Comte, Don Di¢gue]

Dordiincii Meclis
[Don Gomes, Don Diyeg]
+

[Don Diegue’s suffering referred to as Besinci Meclis] Scéne IV
[Don Diegue]
Altinc1 Meclis > ScéneV

[Don Diyeg, Don Rodrig] [Don Diégue, Don Rodrigue]

v

Yedinci Meclis
[Don Rodrig]

Scéne VI
[Don Rodrigue]

First of all, the table indicates that there are no shifts in the stage appearances
of the dramatis personae in any of the scenes in the first act. Such regularity is also
observed in the scenes throughout other acts. However, shifts are seen in the
structural arrangement of the scenes in the first act. L’ Infante’s monologue at the end

of Scene II in the ST is merely referred to in the TT as Scene III without being
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translated. Similarly, Don Di¢gue’s monologue in Scene IV in ST is referred to in the
TT as Scene V but not translated. Thus there are 7 scenes in the TT but 6 in the ST.
The reason for such shifts, both of which involve monologues, might be that Ahmed
Midhat Efendi had followed an edition of Le Cid which was different from
Julleville’s edition that I have used as my ST. These shifts may be taken as an

indication of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary strategy.

5.2.2. Comparative Analysis of the Matricial Features of the TT and the ST with
regard to the Narrative Makeup of the TT

5.2.2.1. Introductory Explanations to Individual Scenes

As Ahmed Midhat Efendi indicated in his preface to Sid’in Hulasasi, he took care to
inform the readers about the details of the staging of the play by explaining the stage
movements of the characters and the underlying reasons for their actions before he
went on to translate. Such explanations which are consistent in his narrative might be

regarded as part of his summary strategy.

The quotation below is an example from Act I, Scene II (Appendix 5: p.388):

Ikinci Meclis - Prenses Urrak, yaninda miirebbiyesi Leonor, mabeyncisi
oldugu (21) halde saha-i temasaya girip mabeynciyi Simen’i ¢agirmaya
gonderdikten sonra kendisi miirebbiyesiyle yalniz kalinca hasbihale baslar. O
da Rodrig’e asik ama bunu heniiz miirebbiyesinden bile sakliyor. Binaenaleyh
miirebbiyesi, Prensesi sdyletmek i¢in:

- Efendim! Hergiin sizi Simen ile goriismek arzusu icbar ve tazyik eyliyor.
Hem goriiyorum ki her defa meseld katinizda sevdasinin derecesini
soruyorsunuz!

deyince Prenses:

- Evet! Bu suallerim sebepsiz degildir....
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5.2.2.2. Paraphrases of Individual Scenes, Dialogues and Long Utterances

An examination of the TT reveals that Ahmed Midhat Efendi paraphrased as a means

of translation not only dialogues and long utterances but also individual scenes. In

certain scenes, translation took in the form of detailed paraphrasing without

establishing a one-to-one translational relationship in dialogues and/or monologues.

(A) The following is a translation by means of paraphrase of the entire Scene VI

in Act III between Don Diegue and his son Rodrigue in TT:

(Appendix 5: pp.405-406)

Altinc1 Meclis — Ihtiyar Diyeg ogluna sarilip 6pmek, koklamak ister ise de o
gen¢ kahramani pek meyus bulunca tereddiit eder. Su ak saglartyla dugar
oldugu hakaretten kendisini kurtaran ve kontun o namuslu ylize siirdiigii
lekeyi yine onun kaniyla yikayan oglu bircok medh ii sena eyledikten sonra
“Gel o temizledigin yiizli 0p” diye davet eyler ise de Simen’den meyus olan
Rodrig bu taltifatin hi¢ (99) birisiyle mutmain olamaz. Filvaki babasina
mukabil vazife-i ferzendaneyi ifa edebilmis oldugundan dolay1 kendisi de
kendini bahtiyar buluyor ise de bu vazifeyi ifa edebilmek icin cihanda vari,
yegane iimid-i bahtiyarisi olan Simen’i ebediyen kaybetmis oldugu i¢in higbir
seyle miiteselli olamayacagini babasina anlatir.

Below, I would like to offer two tables, one of which shows the distribution

of the scenes translated by means of paraphrase in the TT, while the other illustrates

the length of utterances in the ST paraphrased in the TT:

Table 3
The distribution of Act ] Act II Act 11 Act IV ActV
scenes translated by Scene 7 - Scene 5 Scene 3 Scene 2
means of paraphrase
in Sid’in Huldsas: Scene 6
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Table 4
Sid’in Hulasasi (TT) Characters whose utterances
were paraphrazed Number of the verse lines in ST
Act1, Scene 7 Rodrig (Don Rodrigue) 60
Act 111, Scene 5 Diyeg (Don Di¢gue) 20
Act 11, Scene 6 Diyeg (Don Diégue) 78 [52+26]
Rodrig (Don Rodrigue)
Act IV, Scene 3 Kral Fernand (King Fernand) 122 [31+91]
Rodrig (Don Rodrigue)
Act 'V, Scene 2 Prenses Urrak (Dona Urraque) 32

When the structure of Act II in the ST is analyzed, we find that Act II was
made up of shorter verse passages uttered by the characters. This shows that Ahmed
Midhat Efendi tended to translate long utterances in paraphrase, whereas in the case
of short utterances, he translated in one-to-one correspondence with the ST and

embedded them in his narrative.

(B) In the excerpt below from Act IV Scene III, it is the utterances by Don
Diegue, Don Fernand, Don Arias, Don Rodrigue and Don

Sanche that are translated by means of paraphrase:

(Appendix 5: p.408)
Act 1V, Scene 111

Uciincii Meclis — Bu meclis Kral Fernand’in huzurunda Don Diyeg, Don
Ariyas, Don Rodrig ve Don Sang dahi mevcut oldugu halde vukua gelir. Kral
Rodrig’i tekrimat-1 faika ile huzuruna kabul ederek bunca namdar
kahramanlarin mehdi olan sanli bir familya oglu olduguna su muvaffakiyeti
burhan-1 azim olduguna ve devlet (110) ve millete ettigi hizmeti bihakkin
miikafatlandirabilmek kendi kudret-i hiikiimranisinin de fevkinde idiigiinii ve
fakat demincek huzuruna getirilen magribi serdarlar kendisi i¢in “Sid” demis
olduklarindan ve onlarin lisaninca bu kelime “Seny0r” manasini ifade
eylediginden iste bu hizmet-i azimesinin miikafati olmak iizere badema
Rodrig’e “Sid” iinvaniyla hitap olunmasina karar verdigini ciimle huzurunda
kemal-i tevkir ve ihtiram ile beyan eder.
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Nevbet-i kelam Rodrig’e geldikte kemal-i tevazu ve iftikar ile hiikiimdarina
ifa-y1 vazife-i ubudiyet ederek o kadar nagiz bir hizmet i¢in bu kadar biiyiik
bir miikafat1 mahza inayet-i hiikiimranilerin muktezast oldugunu
mahgubiyetinden (111) kizararak arz eyler. Badehu vukuatin nasil oldugunu
Kral[1n] sual etmesi iizerine Rodrig dahi gece nehir tarikiyle Kastil’i basmaya
gelen magribiler iizerine evveld babasinin besyliz nefer dostlar ile giderek
fakat esna-y1 rahta kendisine iltihak edenler ile miktarlarinin ii¢ bine vardigini
ve nasil pusular tertip ederek diisman ile nasil siddetli muharebeler ettiklerini
ve gece karanliginda galip ve maglup[un] bile fark olunamayacak kadar
miigkilat ¢ekildigini ve nihayet Araplar gemilerine tekrar girerek akint1 asagi
ricat edip serdarlar1 da gemilere girmislerdir zanninda bulunduklar1 halde
serdarlar disarida kaldiklarini ve onlarin nasil kahramanane cenk ederek
nihayet yanlarindaki adamlart (112) climlesi yere serildikten sonra
“Serdarimnizi ¢agirin da ona arz-1 teslimiyet edelim” dediklerini ve o zaman
kendisi bunlarin karsisina varip teslimiyetlerini kabul ettiklerini uzun uzadiya
hikaye eyler.

(C) In the example below, Chimene’s and Rodrigue’s utterances are rendered

both in paraphrase and in one-to-one translational correspondence.

(Appendix 5: pp.410-411)
Act 'V, Scene I

Birinci Meclis — Rodrig, Sans ile miibarezeye gitmezden evvel son vedamni
icra etmek lizere Simen’e gelmis. Boyle giipe giindiiz kendi hanesine gelmis
olmasi kendi namusunu halk nazarinda bilkiilliye berbat edecegi beyaniyla
Simen hemen ¢ikip gitmesini rica eyliyor ise de Rodrig:

- Oliime gidiyorum! Olmeye gidiyorum. Son vazife-i ubudiyeti ifa etmeyim
mi?

deyince Simen:
- Olmeye mi?

diye miibarezede kendisi 6lmeyip Don Sang’in heldki de muhtemel oldugunu
anlatmak (124) ister, fakat Rodrig bunu anladig1 halde de:

- Evet Olmeye! Hiss-i intikammizi heldkimle mutmain edebilmek
bahtiyarligina!

der ki bu soz iizerine artik Simen teessiirat-1 agikanesine maglup olarak Don
Sang’in bu kadar m1 cesur ve kendisinin bu kadar mu korkak oldugunu ve
babasina ve magribilere karsi kendisini o kadar kuvvetli eden kim olup simdi
Don Sans’a kars1 bu derecelerde zayif eyleyen de kim idiigiinii sorar. Bunun
iizerine Rodrig anlatir ki cesareti hep o cesaret, kuvveti hep o kuvvet ise de
helaki sevdiginin arzu eyledigi bir sey oldugu icin meydan-1 miibarezede
mukavemet (125) etmeyecek, belki Don Sans’in kilici ucunda kendi helakini
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arayacak. Don Sang sevgili Simen’ine vekaleten diivello etmekte oldugundan
ona mukavemet Simen’e mukavemet sayilacaktir. Don Sang Simen’in sanini
muhafazaten dogliseceginden kendisini bundan men Simen’i sansiz
birakacaktir. Herhalde gogsiinii acip oliimii sevinerek kabul edecektir. Zira
herhalde sevgili Simen’i mutmain ve mahfuz etmis olmak icin 6lecektir.

5.2.2.3. Translations in one-to-one Correspondence with ST Utterances

The example below is taken from Act II Scene 1. According to Table 3 above, Act 11
in TT was not paraphrased. What is particularly noteworthy here is that in this act
Ahmed Midhat Efendi both (a) expanded on the actions and emotions of the
characters, describing how they interact with each other and (b) translated utterances

in one-to-one correspondence to the TT.

(Appendix 5: p.392)
Act I1, Scene 1

Birinci Meclis — Kralin bendeganindan Don Ariyas ile hir¢in Don Gomes
arasinda vukua gelir. Gomes’in Diyeg gibi bir pir-i gohret-siara ettigi hakaret
Kralin malimu olunca pek ziyade miiteessir olarak emr etmis ki Gomes
lizum ve layiki vechile Diyeg’e bir tarziye versin. Eger bu emre itaat
etmeyecek olursa Gomes i¢in her ceza, her siddet hazirdir demis. Don Ariyas
bunu teblig eyledikte Gomes:

- Aramizda bir suret-i mahremanede itiraf ederim ki o dakikada kanim
biraz ziyadece kanayarak namusuma dokunacak bir kelimeyi derece-i
ifrata kadar blyliltmiisiim. Fakat (39) bir kere hakaret vukua gelmis
olduktan sonra artik tarziye filan gibi hi¢bir ¢aresi bulunamaz.

diye kusurunu itirafla beraber ettigi hakaretten donmiiyor, tarziyeyi filani
kabul etmiyor. Don Ariyas bu taazziim[iin] Kralin higmimni arttiracagindan
bahisle sahib-i emr olan hiikiimdaran-1 zisana itaat-i mutlaka liizumundan
bahs eyliyor ise de Don Gomes devlet ugrunda bu kadar hiisn-i hidemat1 sebk
etmis oldugu halde boyle yegane bir kusurdan dolay1 Kralin kendisine hism-1
sedid gdstermesi muvafik olamayacagini beyan eyliyor, buna mukabil Ariyas:

- Devlete millete hizmet etmek insan (40) i¢in vazifesini ifa etmis olmaktir.
Hizmetimizden dolayr magrur olmaya selahiyetimiz yoktur. Bir Kral
hicbir kimsenin hizmetinin minnetdar1 olmaz. Daima bendegan
efendilerinin minnetdar-1 inayati olarak herbir emr 1 nehylerine
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gerdendade-i itaat ve inkiyad olurlar ise san-1 ubudiyyetlerine asil bu cihet
sayan ve muvafik diiser.

diye hikmet-i ubudiyeti anlatmaya calisiyor ise de Gomes taazziim ve
tekebbiirii gittikge artirarak giiya devletin bekasi kendi viicuduna miitevakkif
bulundugu derecesine kadar vardirir. Herhalde tarziye i¢in Kralin verdigi
emre itaat etmeyecegini sOyler. Don Ariyas meyusen avdet (41) edip o
gittikten sonra da Gomes:

- Oliimden korkmayan bir adamin sair higbir idbardan da korkusu olmaz.
Namusum bir tezelziil ile berbat olduktan sonra idbar i¢inde de
yasayabilirim. Yahut namus ve vakarim ile geberir giderim!

diye Ariyas’a adem-i itaat cevabi verdiginden dolay1 pek isabet eyledigini
hiikmeder.

The table below demonstrates the total number of utterances in Sid’in

Huldsasi translated in one-to-one correspondence with the ST.

Table 5
Actl ActII Act III ActIV ActV Total
Sid’in Huldsast 20 38 46 21 23 148
Le Cid 58 113 87 59 46 363

We can see that Ahmed Midhat Efendi translated approximately 40% of the
ST utterances. This means that he paraphrased nearly 60% of the ST material. This
might be an indication of why Ahmed Midhat Efendi tended to identify his version
as a huldsa (summary) but not as a terceme (translation) and referred to himself on
the title page of Sid’in Huldsas1 as a muharrir (writer) instead of as a miitercim
(translator)."* This might also be an indication of why his imaginary reader in the
preface found the huldsa (summary) longer and why Kemal Pasazade Said identified

the work as an unusual case of transfer in the course of the “classics debate”: “an

' In this regard, it would be revealing to investigate why Ahmed Midhat Efendi designated himself as
miilahhis in his Huldsa-i Humayunname.
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emulation by way of translation of a published heroic work” (“terciimeten nesr
buyur[ulan] Hamzaname’yi tanzir edivermek” [Kemal Pasazade] Said 1897-

1898/1315: 13-14).

5.2.2.4. One-to-one Correspondence in Translating Verse Speeches and
Dialogues

Ahmed Midhat Efendi appears as a translator (miitercim) in the parts where he offers
direct translations of utterances. It is quite obvious that in those parts which generally
have short utterances, Ahmed Midhat Efendi gives both literal and free renderings. In
his literal renderings he tends to keep one-to-one correspondence with the ST
linguistic material. But he also makes small modifications so as to transfer the sense
of the ST material in an intelligible way. Below, I would like to offer a descriptive

analysis of some translations selected from several scenes of the summary.

Act I, Scene V
ST Don Diegue: Rodrigue, as-tu du cceur? (p.150)

[Act I, but in Scene VI]
TT Don Diyeg: Rodrig! Sende yiirek var mi? (p.34)

Here, it can be observed that Ahmed Midhat Efendi performs a close
rendering of the ST material. Reminding Rodrigue of his filial duty, Ahmed Midhat
Efendi puts an exclamation mark just after Dieque’s appeal to Rodrigue. He also

renders “as-tu du cceur?” by transforming the genitive suffix to locative.

Act II, Scene VIII
ST Don Fernand:  Prends courage, ma fille, et sache qu’aujourd’hui
Ton roi te veut servir de pére au lieu de lui (p. 180)

TT Kral: Cesaret kizim, cesaret! Biliniz ki su anda Kraliniz Gomes’e bedel
babalik etmeye hazirdir. (pp.66-67)



318

In the example above, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s rendering appears to be in full
conformity with the ST material. He seems to keep the order of the verses in the ST.
But he repeats “courage” (“cesaret”) twice and uses “Gomes” instead of the personal

pronoun marked by “lui” in French.

Act III, Scene I
ST Elvire: Rodrigue, qu’as-tu fait? ou viens-tu misérable? (p.185)

TT Elvir: Rodrig sen ne yaptin? Nereye geldin ey bedbaht! (p.75)

This example too is in close conformity with the ST material. Ahmed Midhat
Efendi only adds the expression “ey” so as to reinforce Elvire’s indignation towards

Rodrigue when she sees him in her room after he has killed her father.

Act III, Scene 111
ST Elvire: Quittez, quittez, Madame, un dessein si tragique;
Ne vous imposez point de loi si tyrannique (p.191)

TT Elvir: Boyle faci‘ bir emelden vazgeciniz efendim! Bu kadar zalimane bir
kanuna tevfik-i muamele etmeyiniz. (p.81)

In this example, Ahmed Midhat Efendi provides a close translation of the ST
material, but does not repeat the verb “quitter” (to leave, to give up) twice. He uses
“Efendim”, which is a polite form of address in Turkish, as the equivalent to
“Madame” in French. He also translates the verb “imposer” (to impose, to force)
idiomatically as “tevfik-i muamele etmek” (to bring about an agreement, to cause to

agree).

In parts where the translation seems free, Ahmed Midhat Efendi tends to
perform an explicatory translation which must have helped him strengthen the sense
of the ST as well as the context of the utterances. Here, let me offer Chiméne’s

speech in the first scene of the fifth act as an example of free and explicatory
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translation. In this scene, Chiméne begs Rodrigue to rescue her from a hateful

marriage with Sanche who was willing to enter a duel with Rodrigue:

Extract from Act V. Scene I of the ST (Julleville 1922: 233)

Chiméne
[1] Puisque, pour t’empécher de courir au trépas,
[2] Ta vie et ton honneur sont de faibles appas,
[3] Si jamais je t’aimai, cher Rodrigue, en revanche,
[4] Défends-toi maintenant pour m’6ter & don Sanche;
[5] Combats pour m’affranchir d’une condition
[6] Qui me donne a I’objet de mon aversion.
[7] Te dirais-je encore plus? va, songe a ta defense,
[8] Pour forcer mon devoir, pour m’imposer silence,
[9] Et si u sens pour moi ton cceur encore épris,

[10] Sors vainqueur d’un combat don’t Chiméne est le prix.
[11] Adieu: ce mot lache me fait rougir de honte.

The translation of this part in the TT (Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891: 128-129)

[Simen]:

- [1T1 Rodrig! [2] Sevgili Rodrig! [3] Anladim ki ugrumda feda-y1 candan seni higbir
miilahaza men edemeyecektir. [4] Fakat diisiin ki sen helak olursan beni Sang’a
tezvig edecekler! [5] Sana olan sevda-y1 pakime hiirmeten askimiz askina beni bu
beladan kurtar. [6] Benim intikamima hizmet i¢in Sans’a kars1 miidafaasiz
duracagina beni Sang’tan kurtarmak i¢in miidafaa et! [7] Gonliimiin nefret eyledigi
bir taahhiitten bir vaatten beni halas etmek i¢in cenk et! [8] Daha ziyadesini de mi
soyleyeyim? [9] Haydi git miibareze et! [10] Fakat kendini kurtarmaya bak. [11]
Eger gonliinde benim igin zerre kadar muhabbet kalmig ise miikafati Simen’in dest-i
tezevviicli olan su cenkte galip ¢ikmaya calig! [12] Adiyd! [13] Su sozleri nasil
yiiziim kizararak ne kadar maglubane bir mecburiyetle sdyledigimi gordiin ya?

First of all, it is evident that Ahmed Midhat Efendi translated 11 lines of the
ST verse into 13 sentences in Turkish. He reinforces “cher Rodrigue” in the third line
in the ST by placing it at the end of Chimene’s speech. Apart from this, Ahmed
Midhat Efendi translates two lines from the ST with one sentence in the TT and adds
some sentences which do not correspond to the ST material. The table below

demonstrates shifts and manipulations the example given above:
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Sentences in TT Their corresponding sentences in ST
(3] [1] and [2]
(4] -
[5] and [6] [3] and [4]
[7] [5] and [6]
[8],[9] and [10] [7] and [8]
[11] [9] and [10]

[12] [11-]
[13] [11-i1]

It is clear that sentence [4] appears as an addition. Hence, Ahmed Midhat
Efendi generates semi-equivalent sentences in relation to the ST material. For
instance, in sentences [5] and [6] in the TT, the first half of sentence [5] i.e. “Sana
olan sevda-y1 pakime hiirmeten askimiz askina” has more or less the same elements
as the ST, but the rest of this sentence i.e “beni bu beladan kurtar” appears as an
addition which serves to reinforce the context of the ST utterance. Similarly, the first
half of the sentence [6] i.e. “Benim intikamima hizmet i¢in Sans’a kars1 miidafaasiz
duracagma” emerges as having a zero-correspondence whereas the rest i.e. “beni
Sang’tan kurtarmak icin miidafaa et!” has an equivalence relationship with the line

“Combats pour m’affranchir d’une condition” in the ST.

5.2.3. Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Narrative Technique in His Summary
Translation

The analyses above point to the fact that Ahmed Midhat Efendi pursued two
strategies in rewriting verse drama in prose: (a) paraphrasing ST utterances and (b)
translating them in one-to-one correspondence. The table below sums up the textual-
structural relationships between Corneille’s tragedy and Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s

narrative summary-translation as shown above.
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Table 6
TT ST
prose verse
narrative drama
ummary with a narrator dialogues/monologues
speaking in the 3" person of the characters,
uttered in the 1%
ranslation by means of person
paraphrase in the 3™ person
ranslation in one-to-one
correspondence with
utterances in the 1% person,
embedded in the narrative
summary
explanation, expansion and
description
I

In Sid’in Huldsasi, Ahmed Midhat Efendi emerges as an omniscient and
reliable narrator who recounts the summary of the events in the original play. Thus,
he places himself outside the story and speaks in a third-person singular. He also
participates in the play as a witness whose voice becomes explicit, as a narrator who
knows everything that needs to be known about the actions and events. In some
cases, he appears to be accessing the characters’ thoughts, feelings and motives as a
witness. At this level, he paraphrases some of the utterances as if they were his own
statements. In this manner, Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s narrative offers readers not only
a bare synopsis of the temporal order of what happens in the play but also
appropriates the dramatic motives and actions in the original scenes. At this level of

paraphrasing, it is significant that Ahmed Midhat Efendi is faithful to the action line

and the sense of the original play.
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As indicated above, the narrative is 60% paraphrase, into which are
embedded translations with one-to-one correspondence. Such a dual aspect in the
structure of the target text gives the impression of two-temporal axes: one is the time
of the original utterances which strike one as part of a foreign work in translation.
The other is the time of the summary, which appears to be another text by the
narrator, who is obviously not foreign. If we look at the narrative as a whole, except

for the indications of acts and scenes, Sid 'in Huldsas: can be regarded as a novel.

5.2.4. Treatment of Proper Names in TT

In his summary, Ahmed Midhat Efendi provides a phonetic transcription of the
proper names in Turkish. Below is the list of the dramatis personae. Ahmed Midhat
Efendi supplies this list in a section titled “Eshas-1 vaka” (Dramatis Personae) which

follows the preface.

Sid’in Hulasasi (TT, Ahmed Midhat 1890-1891: 15)
Don Fernand Kastil’in birinci krali

Enfant Urrak Kastil Prensesi

Don Diyeg Don Rodrig’in babasi

Don Gomes Simen’in babasi ve Gormas kontu
Don Rodrig Simen’in muhibbi

Don Sang Simen’in agig1

Don Ariyas Kastil senyorlerinden

Don Alonz Keza Kastil senyorlerinden
Simen Don Gomes’in kizi

Leonor Prenses Urrak’mn miirebbiyesi

Elvir Simen’in miirebbiyesi
Prensesin bir mabeyncisi

Le Cid (ST, Julleville 1922: 130)

Don Fernand
Dona Urraque
Don Diegue
Don Gomes
Don Rodrigue
Don Sanche
Don Arias -
Don Alonse JL
Chiméne
Léonor

Elvire

Un page de I’Infante

premier roi de Castille

infant de Castille

pére de don Rodrigue

comte de Gormas, pére de Chiméne
amant de Chiméne

amoureux de Chiméne
gentilshommes castillans

fille de don Gomeés
gouvernante de I’Infante
gouvernante de Chiméne
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It seems that Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s list of the dramatis personae is the same
as the list in Julleville’s edition of Le Cid. Such closeness both in the order and
descriptions of the characters seems to indicate that Ahmed Midhat Efendi might
well have taken Julleville’s edition as his source for his summary translation. Ahmed
Midhat Efendi keeps the same pronunciation of the names of the dramatis personae
in Turkish. In this sense, he preserves the original, but some of his designations do
not exactly correspond to those in the ST. The table below demonstrates designations

in the TT as compared with the ST.

References in the TT Their correspondences in the ST
Kral [King] le roi

Kral Hazretleri [your majesty] - [i.e., zero correspondence]
Enfant I’Infant

Prenses [Princess] -
Kont [Count] le comte

miirebbiye [governess] -
muallime [woman tutor] -

In Sid’in Huldsasi, there are also some orthographical variations in the
translation of proper names in French. For instance, the orthography of Don Alonse,
one of the noblemen of Castille in the play, is written either as Don Alonz (J35) 0s9)

or as Don Alonzo (s34 ¢s2).

In translating the names of the countries mentioned in the ST, which
illustrated in the table below, Ahmed Midhat Efendi generally replicates the original
except in the case of the translation of “les Mores”, for which he provides two
equivalents. But in Act V Scene I, he also uses ‘“Masriki”, an Ottoman term that

represented people of the East. This is an addition indicating zero-correspondence:
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Sid’in Huléasasi (TT) Le Cid (ST)

Magribi [Moorish] les Mores (e.g.: line 1477; line 1559; line 543, 610)
Afrikali [African] |

Magriki [Eastern] -

Navarlt Navarrais (e.g.: line 1559)
Kastilli Castillans (e.g.: line 1559)
Ispanya I’Espagne (e.g.: line 1560)

5.3. Summary

In this Chapter, I have carried out a descriptive analysis of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s
summary translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid. The summary translation was
analyzed in terms of its paratextual and matricial features. Comparative analysis of
the matricial features was performed with respect to the structural distribution in the
TT and ST and the narrative makeup of the TT. In the analysis of the narrative
makeup, I examined Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s strategies of translation, which the
writer-translator referred to in his preface as writing in the form of commentary
(serh) and explanation (favzih). Thus, the above analysis of the matricial features
reveals that Ahmed Midhat Efendi performed the following translational strategies in
Sid’in Huldsasi: summary, translation by means of paraphrase, translation in one-to-
one correspondence with ST utterances, explanation, expansion and description.
Although Ahmed Midhat Efendi identified his work as Auldsa (summary) and stated
that (i) he did not translate Le Cid but summarized it, that (ii) he did not give a literal
rendering of the verse, and that (ii1) he did not favour free rendering of the verse, the
discourse of his preface and the above analysis of his main translational strategies

indicate that Sid’in Huldsasi is a translation.
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Sid’in Hulasast may be regarded as an “invention” (Even-Zohar 1997: 358;
2004d: 223)" produced to introduce a literary genre, a neo-classical verse tragedy,
(cf. Abdiilhak Hamid’s emulation Nesteren) into the Ottoman literary “repertoire”
(Even-Zohar 1997: 355; 2002: 166) which lacked such a poetic genre. In this sense
Sid’in Huldsas: may be thought of as an “option” offered by Ahmed Midhat Efendi.
However, this work cannot be considered a “transfer” in Even-Zohar’s terms.
Although Corneille’s Le Cid was “imported” in the form of a summary and might
have been read and found useful by ordinary readers, it met with the criticism of the
writers of the time because it was not a verse translation. Hence it cannot be

considered to have achieved success as a “transfer” and as a model to be followed.

' See Section 1.2.2. in Chapter 1.
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Conclusion

In this part of the thesis, | will offer my conclusions regarding the findings of my
research. So far, | have explored and analyzed concepts of translation in Ottoman
culture in the late nineteenth century, an examination which was carried out on
various levels. On one level, 1 have investigated the implications of various
discourses for literary translation activity and examined the ways in which
translation/s contributed to the making of Ottoman literary repertoires in connection
with European culture and literature. On the other level, | examined culture-specific
aspects of Ottoman translation practices with a special focus on terms and concepts.
As an exemplary corpus for rethinking translation in terms of diverse writing
practices, | analyzed a number of works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi and set out to
demonstrate the diversity, culture-bound and time-bound notions in his translation

discourses and practice.

My study of the different dimensions of translation discourse and practice in
Ottoman society has shown that the field of translation was closely connected with
the socio-cultural context. The notions of options and repertoires helped me
demonstrate how translations from European culture contributed to the making of the
Ottoman culture repertoire and provided a number of options for the organization of

Ottoman cultural and literary life.
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In the thesis, | started out by setting a general context for rethinking
“translation” through the examination of the discourses of literary histories (from
1888-1889 to 1969) on Ottoman translational activity. Further findings led me to
establish a genealogy and lexicon of translational terms in Turkish from Uyghur up
to the Tanzimat periods. Taking these findings as a point of departure, | examined
aspects of late nineteenth century Ottoman discourse on literary translation in terms
of definitions, functions and strategies of translation. | also discussed issues related
to translatability, the problem of terminological correspondences and the quality of
translators. As a transition to my case study on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary
translation in prose of Pierre Corneille’s verse tragedy Le Cid, | analyzed the
bibliographical discourse on Ahmed Midhat Efendi, looking critically at the
terminology used therein, from the point of view of the modern Turkish concept of
“ceviri” (translation). Here, I was guided by my paratextual findings regarding
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s own discourse. Finally, I studied Sid 'in Huldsas: (Summary
of Le Cid) as a special case of culture-specific translation practice, including in my
analysis the two paratextual sections included in the Auldsa. My main foci of analysis
were the matricial features of the summary translation of Le Cid, Ahmed Midhat

Efendi’s narrative technique and his treatment of proper names in the iuldsa.

In the first section of Chapter 1, | surveyed literary histories between 1888-
1889 and 1920 and their representation of late Ottoman translation activity. This was
the period in which the first attempts at historiography of Ottoman literature and
compilations of translation anthologies appeared. My survey revealed that the
periodization of Ottoman literature was an important issue in that period and
historians tried to focus on Ottoman literature chronologically in connection with the

great moments of Ottoman socio-cultural history. My survey also demonstrated that,
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from the Tanzimat period onwards, historians tended to interpret both literature and
translation on the basis of cultural and literary renewal as a result of contact with
Europe. My findings indicated that the notion of teceddiid (renewal/innovation) was
the most significant notion in relation to which translation (ferceme) appeared as a
literary practice in Ottoman culture from the mid-nineteenth century onwards. In
Section 1.1.2, | surveyed the republican representation of the late Ottoman context
through the literary histories from the 1920s up to 1969. This section illustrated that
there was a gradual shift in the titles of the literary histories. Starting with the 1920s,
titles started to change from histories of ‘Ottoman literature’ to histories of ‘Turkish
literature’. Such changes in the titles may be taken as an indication of the emergence
of national literary histories, in the process of the transformation from empire to
nation-state. This led to the formulation of a question as to whether the changing
titles, marked a shift in the representation of Ottoman literary and translation history

in terms of nationalistic inclinations.

My survey revealed that the genitive “our” became a visible feature in the
discourse of the republican historians’ representation of the recent past. Literary
historians of this period rewrote the history of their “Turkish” literature with a
special emphasis on translation activity from the West since the mid-nineteenth
century. They also drew attention to the role of translations from the West in the
making of a new “Turkish” culture, literature and language. They were very
interested in the Ottoman context of progress (terakki) and renewal and placed
emphasis on the Tanzimat period as the initial phase of the “Turkish” cultural and

literary modernization.
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My survey demonstrated that historical studies, especially in the 1930s and
the 1940s, were also very interested in translation in the recent Ottoman past. Some
of these studies presented inventories of translated corpora, mainly of works from the
West. This led me to the conclusion that literary histories in the 1930s and the 1940s
served to provide young republican generations with a “Turkish” cultural and literary
background. The findings also indicated that there was a discourse of continuity from
empire to republic in which “Ottoman” was replaced with “Turkish”. This discourse
may be formulated as follows: modern “Turkish” culture and literature originated
from western literature and was established mainly through translations from

European culture from the mid-nineteenth century on.

My survey in this section also indicated that after the 1920s there was a shift
in the interpretation of cultural and literary contact with Europe. The discourse on
importing literary materials from the West was interpreted on the basis of what has
been termed the influence paradigm, in other words, western acculturation. Ottoman
literature since the Tanzimat period was interpreted as imitative, which implies a
negative attitude towards western influence. According to those who adopted this
attitude, imitative practice restricted the evolution of a domestic national literature.
Such interpretations led me to look at the practice of “imitation” to see whether it
could be considered a site of Ottoman translation practices that could provide new
options for Ottoman literature, a site that was not yet “national” but in the process of
re-organization and renewal. My survey of historians’ conceptions of translation also
demonstrated that a binarist approach was dominant in assessing Ottoman translated
texts, which can be summed up as the distinction between fidelity and non-fidelity to
the integrity of the original text. Such a mode of reasoning could result in potential

restrictions in observing the diversity in the strategies of translation in the late
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Ottoman interculture. The findings also indicated that some historians judged certain
translations without textual analysis. On this basis, it could be inferred that literary
historians focused on paratextual information and did not demonstrate how they
arrived at a particular conclusion. Hence their assessments, value judgments and
binarist approaches to translators and/or actual translations needed to be questioned
in terms of interpreting translation (terceme) and related text production in Ottoman

culture.

In Chapter 2, | surveyed terms and concepts of translation from the pre-
Ottoman to Ottoman periods, in other words, from East to West Turkic, and provided
a lexicon of Turkish terms and concepts for “translation”. My genealogy highlighted
the diversity in translational terms and concepts. In the pre-Ottoman period, which
represents a formative period in literature in West Turkic in Asia Minor, texts were
translated not only from Persian and Arabic but also from other vernaculars of
Turkish into West Turkic, that is, Old Anatolian Turkish. This led me to conclude
that there existed in the literature of that period not only translational terms of
Turkish origin but also those of Arabic and/or Persian origin. My survey of
translational terms/concepts in the paratextual discourse of literary and non-literary
works showed that tasnif (re-arrangement/compilation or rewrite) came up in
connection with translation (dondermek, terciime/terceme itmek) in the fourteenth
and fifteenth centuries; hence | analyzed tasnif as a culture-specific concept of
translation in the pre-Ottoman period, and as a practice indicating a structural and

thematic import or re-arrangement/compilation or rewrite via translation.

My survey in the pre-Ottoman period also indicated that translational terms

and concepts were diverse, especially in the discourse of verse narratives (i.e.
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mesnevi) which had a translational relationship with an original text and hence
should be assumed as translations. This led me to examine a number of such verse
narratives so as to establish a lexicon of terms used in their paratextual sections. My
examination of verse narratives demonstrated that there were translational
terms/concepts in their paratextual sections which implied translating/turkifying

Persian and Arabic texts.

In this chapter, | also examined the late nineteenth century definitions of
translation (zerceme) through lexicons translated from Arabic into Ottoman Turkish
in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries as well as those that appeared
in the late nineteenth century. My examination of Ottoman Turkish lexicons
indicated that definitions of translation had more or less similar orientations with
those in Arabic and/or Persian, and that translation (terceme) was generally
associated with exegesislinterpretation, commentary, stating/expressing and
conveying. This led me to conclude that terceme in the discourse of lexicons in the
late nineteenth century indicated two aspects of “translation”: first, it pointed to
interlingual transfer and secondly to translation’s functions to interpret, comment,
state and explain an original text in Ottoman Turkish. My examination of lexicons
showed that terms/concepts of translation were many and varied and that
translational practices in Ottoman culture in the late nineteenth century needed to be

considered without overlooking their time- and culture-bound characteristics.

In Chapter 3, | examined Ottoman Turkish discourses (other than those in
lexicons) on literary translation and analyzed the concepts and definitions of
translation in the late nineteenth century. I also examined the functions of translation,

norms in selecting source texts and strategies of translation as well as a number of
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issues related to translation phenomena. My examination showed that a number of
discourses on literary translation in the final quarter of the nineteenth century
converged particularly in the “classics debate” of 1897. The discourse of the
“classics debate” revealed that participants generally agreed that European classics
had to be translated but not imitated. This implies an important trend in considering
terceme separate from taklid, which had started to crystallize in Ottoman translation
practice. But in the course of the debate, because “imitation” was discussed in
relation to conveying (rnakl) and translating (zerceme) European classics into
Ottoman Turkish, it was still a part of Ottoman text production via translation. In
other words, terceme, nakl and taklid were among the primary notions that reflected

particular varieties of Ottoman translational practice in the late nineteenth century.

My examination of discourses on literary translation demonstrated that
Ottoman writers/translators also imported themes, figures and/or motifs from
European texts by way of emulation (nazire). This pointed to a particular imitative
relationship with an original text and showed that emulation was also practiced as
part of Ottoman terceme tradition, hence remained a culture-bound concept of
translation at the turn of the twentieth century. My examination of terms/concepts of
translation showed that iktibas (borrowing) was an additional translation-bound
concept. A text could be translated into Ottoman Turkish by means of borrowing, not
only in translating verse but also in rendering prose, as in the case of Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s diverse writing practices. In the late nineteenth century, discourses on
literary translation also centered on expectations in translating European texts. My
examination indicated that the cultural roles of translation constituted the central
issue. Ottoman writers/translators emphasized that translation contributed to the

progress of Ottoman culture and literature and that it was a means of introducing new
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models and genres, and of shaping new literary products. The findings indicated that
translation was attributed a function by which it would improve not only Ottoman
material culture but also Ottoman Turkish which had not yet been standardized. In
the late nineteenth century, translation was indeed a distinct subject of discussion and
my examination on the discourse of the “classics debate” indicated that Ottoman
literary and non-literary agents presumed translation to be an instrument that could
contribute to Ottoman cultural and literary development (terakki) from the Tanzimat

period onwards.

The idea of taking European works as models was dominant and pragmatic
benefits were expected from translating great European works. During the 1870s
there was a considerable emphasis on keeping Ottoman moral values not only in the
production of domestic but also of translated literature. Intercultural agents tried to
achieve Ottoman cultural and literary modernization through translations from the
West but they also tried to preserve the moral values of the receiving culture,

proposing certain norms.

The discourse of Ottoman writers and/or translators indicated that there were
various types of Ottoman translation practices, ranging from harfiyyen (literal),
aynen (as the same) to mealen (free) and tevsien (expanded) as well as other
procedures such as huldsa (summary), taklid (imitation), tanzir (emulation) and
tahvil (conversion). This indicated that translation strategies in Ottoman culture in
that period were multiple; they also needed to be considered as being beyond-binary,
and thus existing in a range extending from fidelity to freedom. My examination in
this chapter also revealed that translation strategies such as harfiyyen, serbest,

mealen or huldsa were closely related to the notion of intelligibility. There were also



334

discourses on the importance that the intelligibility of translated popular literature
had in making literature accessible to the reading public. These kinds of discourses
indicated that comprehensibility was an initial norm much emphasized in translating
(nakl and terceme) western works into the target literature. The concept of
translatability was also one of the key issues in the late nineteenth century.
Translatability in Ottoman discourse was generally discussed by literary figures in
relation to the translation of verse. Preserving the elegance (letafet), impact (tesir)
and merit (meziyet) of a verse work was considered a difficult, even an impossible

task.

In Chapter 4, | analyzed culture-specific terms and concepts in a number of
works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi. I carried out two descriptive analyses, one of which
was on two modern bibliographical works, which were examined with an eye to
seeing what was regarded as translation (¢eviri) and what was not. The divergent
aspects in the bibliographers’ identification gave rise to another descriptive analysis
in which the prefaces, title pages i.e. the discourse of Ahmed Midhat Efendi himself
were examined so as to explore his diverse writing practice and translational

relationship with his foreign sources.

This chapter showed that not only the self identification of works by Ahmed
Midhat Efendi but also the bibliographers’ use of certain terms and concepts were
controversial. The bibliographers reviewed the range of translational works of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi in terms of “ceviri” (translation), but their identification of
“ceviri” works (translation) differed from each other, depending on the texts they
selected. This indicated that they followed different criteria —albeit ones not clearly

expressed- in labelling certain texts by Ahmed Midhat Efendi. It was observed that
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some of the works were classified as “ceviri” by both bibliographers while others
were not. This suggested an obvious difference, hence a problem in the way
bibliographers interpreted the term “ceviri” (translation). It emerged as possible to
account for this problem on the basis of the hypothesis that terceme and ¢eviri are
time-bound and specific to Ottoman and modern Turkish cultures respectively. It was
also possible to see the bibliographers’ interpretation of the term “ceviri”
(translation) as a universal concept, not as a Ottoman culture- and time-bound notion.
This was the reason why | paid special attention to the analysis of the paratexts of
certain works by Ahmed Midhat Efendi which were identified by the two
bibliographers as “ceviri” (translation) or not as “geviri” (translation). My analysis
revealed that, in some of his works, Ahmed Midhat Efendi referred to himself as
miitercim (translator) while in others variously as muharrir (writer), ndkil (conveyor)
and miilahhis (one who summarizes). This indicated an obvious variety in self-
designation of authorship. An obvious variety was also observed in his identification
of certain text types. My analysis of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s discourse on translation
with special attention to verbs and collocations signifying empirical indications of his
acts of translation also revealed variety. Ahmed Midhat Efendi made a significant
connection between the practice of “terceme” (translation) and “iktibas” (borrowing)
in his writings, by identifying “iktibas™ (borrowing) as “terceme” in his discourse on
translation. The variety in my findings led me to draw up a detailed chart indicating
the non-linear, beyond-binary translational relationships among terms and concepts
in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s discourse. The chart may also be regarded as
representative not only of “options” generated by Ahmed Midhat Efendi but also by
other writers/translators who built up the Ottoman literary repertoire in the late

nineteenth century.
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In Chapter 5, I carried out a case study on Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s summary
translation of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid as a special form of text production that
combines in a single work both paratextual and translation discourses. | examined the
summary translation in terms of its paratextual and matricial features. The latter were
examined in a comparative analysis between TT and ST and the narrative technique
of the TT. In the analysis of the narrative makeup, | also examined Ahmed Midhat
Efendi’s strategies of translation which he identified in his preface as “writing in the
form of commentary (serh) and explanation (tavzik)”. My analysis of the matricial
features lead to the conclusion that Ahmed Midhat Efendi pursued the following
translational strategies in Sid’in Huldsasi. summary, translation by means of
paraphrase, translation in one-to-one correspondence with ST utterances,
explanation, expansion and description. The discourse of his preface and my analysis
of his main translational strategies indicated that Sid’in Huldsas: can be well

assumed as a translation.

All my findings in Chapter 5 pointed to the fact that Sid’in Huldsas: may be
regarded as an “invention” (Even-Zohar 1997: 358; 2004d: 223) to introduce a
literary genre, a neo-classical verse tragedy, into the Ottoman literary “repertoire”
(Even-Zohar 1997: 355; 2002: 166) which lacked such a poetic genre. In this sense
Sid’in Huldsas: may be considered a literary “option” offered by Ahmed Midhat
Efendi. However, this work cannot be thought of as a “transfer” in Even-Zohar’s
terms, because although Corneille’s Le Cid was “imported” in the form of a
summary and might have been read and found useful by ordinary readers, it was
criticized by the writers of the time for not being not a verse translation, and was

judged unsuccessful, hence not a model to be adopted.
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The present thesis may be considered the first extensive academic research on
the history of Ottoman/Turkish (a) translational terms and concepts, and (b)
translational practices. It proposes a genealogy and lexicon of translational terms
which is intended for the use of researchers, who, it is hoped, will complement them

with further studies in translation and literary history.

The extensive data collected from the literary histories point to the necessity
of building up a cultural context for translational practices, as translations cannot be
fully studied outside a given temporal and cultural context, in other words,

independently of discursive data belonging to a given period and culture.

Most importantly, the thesis has emphasized the importance of the
distinctions between time-bound and culture-bound practices of translation as
terceme in the study of Ottoman translation history. As a result, it has been possible
to rethink “translation” in Ottoman culture not in terms of the modern concept of

ceviri but of terceme and related practices, without overlooking historical continuity.

The focus on the late nineteenth century in general and on its prominent
representative Ahmed Midhat Efendi in particular may also be considered important
because the study of wide ranging practices of terceme and related text production in
this period may prove especially illuminating for translation researchers working on
the data from the early twentieth century leading up to the establishment of the

Translation Office in 1940.
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Appendix 1

Title Page of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Summary Translation:
Sid’in Hulasasi (TT)
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Title Page of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid (ST)




365

Appendix 2

Title Pages of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Works Examined in the Thesis
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4.3.1.7. Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar
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4.3.2.1. Amiral Bing
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4.3.4.1. Konak yahud Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya Muharebatinda Bir Hikdye-i
Garibe
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4.3.5.1. Huldsa-i Humayunndme
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Appendix 3

Chart indicating non-linear, beyond-binary translational relationships among
terms and/or concepts in Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Discourse
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A Selected Corpus of Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Translational Works

Title of the ST and

Name of the ST Author
(If known)

?

Alessandro Stradella by

Friedrich von Flotow

?

L’admiral de [’escadre bleue
drame historique en cing actes
et dix tableaux by Paul
Foucher, Antoine Nicholas
Joseph Bovy

?

Antonine by Alexandre Dumas
Fils

Le Lieutenant bonnet by Hector
Malot

Le Roman d’un jeune homme
pauvre by Octave Feuillet

Le Roman d’une femme by
Alexandre Dumas Fils

?
?
?
Les Burgraves by Victor Hugo

(ST?) by “Dik May” [in
Turkish transcription]

(ST?) by Charles Mérouvel

Titleofthe TT

Alayin Kraligesi

Aleksandr Stradella [ Turkish
transcription of the original title];

Altin Asiklar

Amiral Bing

Ana Kiz [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Antonin [Turkish transcription of the
original title]

Bilgic Kiz

Bir Fakir Delikanlinin Hikdyesi

Bir Kadimin Hikdyesi

Cankurtaranlar [in Letaif-i Rivayat]
Cinli Han [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Cifte Intikam

Derebeyleri

Diplomali Kiz [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Gabriyel’in Giinahi

English translation of
the title of the TT
Queen of the Regiment

Alessandro Stradella

Gold Lovers

Admiral Bing

Mother and Daughter

Antonine
Educated Girl
The Novel of a Poor Young

Man

The Novel of a Woman

Life-savers

Inn with Jinni
Double Revenge
The Burgraves

Girl with a Diploma

Gabriyel’s Sin

! For the preparation of this list, the following works have been scanned, checked and amended if
necessary: Ismail Hakk1 (1890-91), Rizaeddin bin Fahreddin (1913), ismail Hikmet (1932), Ismail
Habib [Seviik] (1941), Mustafa Nihat [Oz6n] (1936; 1942), Murat Uraz (1940-1941), Tiirker
Acaroglu (1951), Mustafa Baydar (1954), Hakki Tarik Us (1955), Fevziye Abdullah [Tansel] (1955),
Ahmed Hamdi Tanpinar ([1956] 1988), Cevdet Kudret (1962), Sevket Rado (1986), Behget Necatigil
(1971), Tiirk ve Diinya Unliileri Ansiklopedisi (1983), Orhan Okay (1989; 1991), Isin Bengi (1990),
Sabri Esat Sivayusgil (1993), Niiket Esen (1999), Tanzimat 'tan Bugiine Edebiyat¢ilar Ansiklopedisi

(2001) and Sabri Koz (2002).
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Kelile and Dimne by Beydeba
[from Ali Celebi’s translation
titled Humayunname)

Cyropaedia by Xenophon,
[from Bon-Joseph Dacier’s
French translation]

Le Comte du Monte-Cristo by
Alexandre Dumas Pére

Simon et Marie by (ST
Author?)

?

L’Amant de la lune by Paul de
Kock

Les Grandes dames de Paris by
(ST Author?)

Der Held von Garika: Roman
aus den Laendern des
Kaukasus by Adolf Miitzelburg

La Dame aux camélias by
Alexandre Dumas Fils

(ST?) by Georges Pradel
[Emmanuel Pradier]

La fille maudite by Emile
Richebourg

?
L ’Aventuriere by Emile Augier

Conflict Between Religion and
Science by William John
Draper

The Mysteries of Udolpho [fr.
trans. Les Mysteres du chateau
d’Udolpho] by Anne Radcliffe

Le Crime d’Orsival by Emile
Gobariau

(ST?) by Léon de Tinseau

La Dame voilée by Emile
Richebourg

Honneur d’Artiste by Octave
Feuillet

Le Cid by Pierre Corneille

Goniil [in Letaif-i Rivayat|

Hulasa-i Humayunname

Hiisrevname

Hasan Mellah

Haydut Montari

Tki Hiidakdr [in Letaif-i Rivayat]
Kamere Asik

Kismetinde Olanin Kasiginda Cikar
[in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Konak yahut Seyh Samil’in Kafkasya
Muharebatinda Bir Hikdye-i Garibe
La Dam O Kamelya [Turkish
transcription of the original title]
Liilii-i Asfer

Merdud Kiz

Nasib [in Letaif-i Rivayat)
Nedamet mi? Heyhat!

Niza-1 IIm i Din-Islam ve Uliim

Odolf [/Udolf] Hisart

Orsival Cinayeti

Papastaki Esrar

Peceli Kadin

Sanatkar Namusu

Sid’in Hiilasast

382

Summary of Humayunname

Cyropaedia

Sailor Hasan

Bandit Montari

Two Cheats

Lover of the Moon

Whatever is your lot will turn
up on your spoon

Mansion or a Strange Story
about Seyh Samil’s War in the
Caucasus

La Dame aux camélias

Yellow Pearl

The Rejected Girl

Remorse? Alas!
Conflict Between Religion and

Science- Islam and Science

Odolf [/Udolf] Castle

Orsival Murder

Priest’s Mystery

Veiled Woman

Honor of an Artist

Summary of Le Cid
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?

Su-i Zan [in Letaif-i Rivayat]

Wrong Idea

?

Seytankaya Tilsimi

Devil’s Rock Talisman

La Femme aux troix jupons by
Paul de Kock

Uc Yiizlii Bir Kar

A Woman with Three Faces
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Appendix 5

Turkish Transcription' of
Ahmed Midhat Efendi’s Summary Translation (Sid’in Hulasasi)
of Pierre Corneille’s Le Cid

(2) Enafis-i Asarin Hul4salar
ifade

Bir miibahase-i lisaniyye ve edebiyyenin gosterdigi liizum {izerine Fransa mesahir-i
tidebasindan Korney’in Sid tinvanl eserinin bir hiilasas1 Terciiman-1 Hakikat’imize
derc edilmistir. Bu huldsayr okuyan kadirginasan-1 enafis-i asardan bir zat-1
memduhii’l-sifat ahiren abd-i acizi gorerek dedi ki: (3)

- Korney’in bu eserini aynen terceme etmis olsa idiniz olamaz mu idi?
- Hayr! Clinkii eserin asli manzumdur.

- Bir eseri-i manzumu aynen ve nazmen terceme edebilmek kabil olamadigin
bilirim. Ancak serbest terceme denilen suretle de olamaz m1 idi?

- Olabilirdi. Ama bunu ne miitaldaya mebni sdyliiyorsunuz?

- Su miitalaaya mebni soylilyorum ki saye-i maarifvaye-i cenab-1 padisahide subat-
1 maarifimizce az vakitte hakikaten pek ¢ok terakki yiiz gosterip on bes sene
evvel bilkiilliye mechuliimiiz olan bir ¢ok seyler elyevm (4) malimumuz,
marufumuz olmustur. Bu terakkinin climle-i pigvayanindan birisi de sizsiniz.

- Estagfurullah!

- Evet sizsiniz! Cihanin miisellemi olan bir seyi inkara, setre imkan tasavvur
olunamaz. Bu kadar terakkiyatimiz meyaninda Avrupa Klasiklerinin bize
mechul kalmalari reva midir?

Bu s6z abd-i acizi biraz diisiindiirdii. Kendi kendimize mirildanmak nevinden
dedik ki:

- Avrupa klasikleri, ha?

- Avrupa klasikleri! Ug dért yiiz seneden beri her seyi tecriibe ede ede terakkiyatin
hemen mertebe-i gayesine varmis (5) olan Avrupa bizim i¢in muhassenat-1
maddiyenin her cihetinde bir mesk demektir. Edebi klasikler ise Avrupa’nin
hakikaten en biiyiik iftihar eyledigi asar-1 muvaffakiyeti olup bizce en ziyade
temessuk ve adeta taagsuk edilecek sey dahi bunlardir. Layik midir ki bunlar
bizce mechulattan kalsinlar?

" In the Turkish transcription, page numbers in Sid in Huldsas: were given in parenthesis.
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Iyi, ama bir zat-1 maarif-simat bunlardan bir sinifin1 terceme etmis idi. Umuldugu

kadar ragbet bulamadi. Terceme edildikleri hdlde de yine hemen mechulattan
kaldi.

Anladim! Molyer’in 4sarmi demek istiyorsunuz. Asar-1 mezkidrenin sohret
derecesinde ragbet kazanmamasinin bagka esbab1 vardir ki ondan bahsetmek (6)
uzun olur. Fakat asil mesele de ragbet meselesi midir? Bazi asar olamaz m1 ki
ragbetinden biraz kat‘-1 nazar fedakarligimi iltizam etmeniz i¢in yalniz nasa
olacak menafi-i azimesini diisiinesiniz?

Hakkiniz var!

Evet! Muhavirimizin hakki vardir. “Baz1” degil, pek c¢ok isler olur ki
terakkiyat Osmaniyyemiz i¢in edecekleri hizmet hizmet, ragbet ve masraf
cihetlerini diisiindiirmeyerek erbab-1 hamiyyeti deruhte etmeye mecbur eyler.
Filvaki bu “klasik” asar dahi bu climledendir. Bunlardan haberdar olmayanlar
Avrupa’nin bir biiylik kism-1 terakkisine vukuf hasil edememis olurlar.

(7) Biraz teemmiilden sonra dedik ki:

Meraminiz halkimizi Avrupa’nin “klasik! denilen ve kimbilir binlerce sene sonra
bile bekalar1 muhakkak derecesinde memul olan asarindan kariin-i Osmaniyyeyi
haberdar etmektir. Oyle mi?

Evet! Onu da iste su Korney’in Sid’i hulasasin1 yapmaniz ihtar eylemistir. Hem
yalniz bana degil, pek ¢ok kimselere!

Iyi, ama elbette bilirsiniz ki “klasik” denilen eserlerde baslica iki meziyet
bulunup bunun birincisi “hayal”, ikincisi dahi “belagat™tir ki ikisi de biitiin
emsalinden daha miimtaz olmaz ise o eser i¢in “klasik” olmak ehemmiyeti uzak
kalir. (8) Terceme denilen sey ister aynen olsun, ister serbest terceme suretinde
bulunsun mutlaka miitercim-i anhanin belagatin1 aynen naklettiremez. Bir eser
hangi lisanda yazilmis ise o lisan1 6grenerek eser-i mezkliru aynen o lisan {izre
okumayinca belagatin kiinhiine vakif olmak kat’iyyen miimkiin olamayacagi
kaziyyesidir ki Avrupa miidakkiklerini biitiin elsine-i mevcude ve marufenin
tahsilinden baska Misir ve Ibrani ve Siiryani ve Sanskrit lisanlar1 gibi artik
viicudu kalmamis addolunan lisanlar1 da tahsile kadar mecbur eylemistir.
Binaenaleyh klasiklerin tercemelerinden belagatlari cihetiyle faide-i sahiha imidi
dogru olamaz. Kala kala mevzulari, yani onlar i¢indeki hayal kalir. (9)

Iyi ya iste! Biz de buna razi oluruz. Hatta...

Inayet buyurunuz! Is yalniz mevzularindan ibaret kaldigina gére velev ki serbest
terceme suretinde olsun asar-1 mezkiireyi uzun uzadiya tercemeden de bir faide-i
ciddiye bekleyebilir misiniz? Eger maksat Avrupa enafis-i asarmi bizim ig¢in
lizum ve viicubu dairesinde tanimak ise iste Sid i¢in yaptigim hulasa kadar kafi
goriilemez mi?

Ay efendim! Iste ben de onu sdyleyecek idim de sdziimii kestiniz. Cid igin
yaptiginiza ber huldsa nasil denilebilir ki kelimat ve stitur ve sahayifi (10) iizerine
bir mukayese edilecek olsa aslinin hemen ikisi kadar biiyiimiis oldugu goriiliir.
Zira...
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O yine hulasadir. Fakat Oyle muvazzah yazilmayacak olsa hicbir sey
anlagilamayacagindan ...

Galiba hep diisiindiiglimiiz ve sdyleyecegimiz seyler miitesabih ki lakirdiy1 hep
birbirimizin agzindan kapiyoruz. Evet! Higbir sey anlasilamaz zahir! Ben bu Sid’1i
Fransizca hocamdan aynen okumus idim. Hem de hocam olur olmaz hocalardan
degil idi. Fransizcay1 iyi bilmek ile meshur idi. Fakat kendinin de itirafi vechile
edebiyata mensup olmadigindan kendisi bihakkin (11) anlayamiyor idi ki bana da
bihakkin anlatabilsin. Bir kere ondan, bir kere dahi kendi kendime okudugum
halde Hiida alim hi¢bir sey anlayamamis idim. Sid’i bana tanittiran, anlatan sizin
hulasa oldugunu inkar eder isem nankorliik etmis olurum.

Anlagilamamasinin sebebi ne oldugunu olsun anlayabildiniz mi?

Hayir! Irsat eder iseniz liitfetmis olursunuz. Sive-i edebiyyesinin pek Aali
olmasindan baska bir sebep hatirima gelmiyor.

Yalniz sive-i edebiyyesi degil, malim a, yeni basilan tiyatro oyunlarinda
“mizansen” denilen tarifat dahi beraberce basilir. Oyuncunun her sozii ne tavirla
(12) soyledigi bile izah edilir. Klasikler ise artik bu kiilfetten vareste olmuslardir.
Yeni basilan niishalarda bu isaretlerin higbirisi bulunmayip, binaenaleyh
oynandiklarmi1 goérmeyenler ig¢in tarifat-1 mezk(renin noksan1 hakikaten
anlasilabilmelerini mani olur. Meger ki insan romancilik, tiyatroculuk sanayi-i
nefisesine bihakkin vakif olmakla beraber asar-1 mezkiirenin ait olduklar asirlar
ve memleketler ahvaline de tamamiyle vakif ola.

Ala Ala! Iste Sid’in hulasasi bu seraitin kaffesini camidir. Fransizc bilmeyen bir
Osmanli bu huldsay1 okumakla Sid’i tanimis olur. Hem de pek ala ve liizum-1
hakikisi derecesinde miikemmelen tanimis (13) olur. Fransizca bilen bir
Osmanliya hizmetiniz bundan daha nafidir. Zira bu suretle eseri tanidiktan sonra
Fransizca olan aslin1 okur ise o zaman bihakkin anlar. Simdi Sid i¢in ettiginiz
himmeti sair klasiklere de tamiminizden bagka ricamiz kalmadi.

Diisiindiik. Hakikaten muhavirimizin hakki var. Vakia bu is ziyade
yorgunlugu mucip olan islerdendir. Ciinkii asar-1 mevcudeyi tekrar okumali,
hem de hulasa fikriyle ve kemal-i iman ile okumali.

Ondan sonra bir yandan aslini degistirmeksizin derece-i kafiyede hulasa
etmekle beraber diger taraftan tefehhiimiine medar olmak i¢in serh ve tavzih
ederek yazmali. Bununla beraber (14) asla inkar edilemez ki halk i¢in faidesi pek
biiyiik olacaktir. “Zira biz dahi Avrupali oldugumuz ve Avrupa edebiyatiyla
miistagil bulundugumuz halde klasikleri tanimamak bizim ig¢in biiylik bir
nakisadir.

Simdilik Korney elde iken ilk tecriibe Sid olmasma karar verdik. Ikincisi
olmak iizre dahi Korney’in bir bagka eserini yine bdyle huldsa etmek i¢in vaat
verdik. Bakalim, tecriibelerimiz muvaffakiyet neticesi gosterir ise su yeni ¢igirda
da devam eder gideriz.”

Ahmed Midhat
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(15) Eshas-1 Vak’a

Don Fernand Kastil’in birinci krali

Enfant Urrak Kastil Prensesi

Don Diyeg Don Rodrig’in babasi

Don Gomes Simen’in babasi1 ve Gormas kontu
Don Rodrig Simen’in muhibbi

Don Sansg Simen’in as181

Don Ariyas Kastil senyorlerinden

Don Alonz Keza Kastil senyorlerinden
Simen Don Gomes’in kizi

Leonor Prenses Urrak’in miirebbiyesi
Elvir Simen’in miirebbiyesi

Prensesin bir mabeyncisi

(16 ) Birinci Perde

Birinci Meclis - Simen miirebbiyesi Elvir ile hasbihal eder. Rodrig’e olan meylini
pederi tasdik eyledigi miirebbiyesi tarafindan tebsir olunmasi cihetiyle Simen’in:

- Soylediklerin dogru mudur? Babamin sana sdylediklerini tebdil [ii] tagyir
etmeksizin mi bana nakleyledin?

suali tizerine Elvir kiz1 temin ederek:

- Siz Rodrig’i sevdiginiz kadar babaniz onu takdir eyliyor. Hal ve tavrindan
anladigim seyde hatam yok ise Rodrig’in sevdasina muvafakat suretiyle
muamelede bulunmanizi dahi pederiniz size emr edecektir.

diye teminatta bir kat daha ileriye varir. (17) Bunun iizerine Simen bdyle bir
musahebeye doyulamayacagindan bahisle pederinin kendi intihabini tasdik eyledigini
Elvir’in neden anlayip hiikm eyledigini sorar ve der ki:

- Hele su Rodrig ile Sans’in benim tevecciihiimii celbe medar olmak {izre
senin nezdinde gizlice iltizam eyledikleri hiid’a-i asikane hakkinda babam
ne dedi? Bu iki asik arasinda ne gibi bir farktan dolay: ikisinden yalniz
birine yani Rodrig’e meyl eyledigimi pederime anlatmadin mi1?

Bu suale cevaben Elvir der ki kizinin gonliinii babasina iki asikin ikisi i¢in de
bikayddir diye anlatmis. Ne birisine limid ve ne digerine yeis verecek surette (18)
davranmadigini ve bir koca intihabi i¢in babasinin emrine muntazir bulundugunu
sOylemis. Kizinin bu itaatinden babast pek memnun olmus demis ki: “Rodrig ile
Sans’dan ikisi de kizima layik asilzadelerdir. Ikisi de cesur ve sadik seylerdir. Ikisinin
de nasiye-i hélleri aba ve ecdadlarinin fezailine varis olduklarin1 gosterir. Hele Don
Rodrig’in nasiyesi ali goniilli bir geng oldugunu apasikare meydana koyar. Hanedani
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meyaninda pek c¢ok cengaveran bulunup gencligi zamaninda viicudunun kuvveti
devam eyledik¢e babasi bir misli daha bulunmayan bir kahraman-1 sahib-kiran idi.
Hala nasiyesindeki ¢izgiler bir zamanki (19) muzafferiyatinin medayih-i mahkikesi
hiikmiinde bulunup simdi bile yiiziine bakanlar o kahraman babanin vaktiyle ne
alicenap bir cengaver oldugunu anlamakta teredddiit etmezler. Babasinda gordigiim
biiylikliigii oglundan da {imid eylerim. Binaenaleyh kizim, bu kahramani severse
benim de rizama muvafik hareket etmis olarak memnuniyetimi kazanmis olur.”

Iste Simen’in babasinin bu sdzlerini Elvir aynen nakl ettikten sonra kendi istihracati
olmak iizre dahi diyor ki:

- Meclise gitmekte bulundugu cihetle soziinii burada kesmeye mecbur
olduysa da bu az sozler bana anlatt1 ki sizin i¢in Rodrig’i Sans’a tercih
etmektedir. (20) Kral hazretleri de kendi ogluna bir muallim intihab edecek
imis. Bu seref ancak babaniza diisecektir. Zira babanizin muzafferiyati
kendisini emsalsiz ve rakipsiz birakmistir. Don Rodrig dahi babasini irza
etmis. Bugiin Meclis’ten ¢ikar iken onun babasi izdivacinizi sizin babaniza
teklif edecek imis. Anlayiniz ki arzulariniz adeta husule gelmis sayilacak
bir zamanday1z.

Fakat Simen yine emin olamaz. Deruni bir havf, kiz1 sevinmekten de meneder. ikisi
de saha-i temasadan ¢ikarlar.

ikinci Meclis - Prenses Urrak, yaninda miirebbiyesi Leonor, mabeyncisi oldugu (21)
halde saha-i temasaya girip mabeynciyi Simen’i cagirmaya gonderdikten sonra
kendisi miirebbiyesiyle yalniz kalinca hasbihale baslar. O da Rodrig’e asik ama bunu
heniiz miirebbiyesinden bile sakliyor. Binaenaleyh miirebbiyesi, Prensesi sOyletmek
igin:

- Efendim! Hergiin sizi Simen ile gorlismek arzusu icbar ve tazyik eyliyor.
Hem goriiyorum ki her defa meseld katinizda sevdasinin derecesini
soruyorsunuz!

deyince Prenses:

- Evet! Bu suallerim sebepsiz degildir. Rodrig tarafindan atilan peykan-1
sevdaya sine-kiisa-y1 kabul olmasi i¢in ben hemen (22) kizcagizi icbar
etmisimdir. Simdi Rodrig’i sevmesi iste bu suretle benden olmustur.
Simdiye kadar o geng¢ senydr, Simen’e niyaz-1 asikanesini kabul ettiremez
iken, benim su tavassutumla kabul ettirebilmistir. Elhasil bu asik ve
asikanin baglandiklar1 zincir-i sevdayr ben viicuda getirmis oldugumdan
1ztiraplart imtidad etmeyerek kariben nail-i meram olmalarini da arzu
etmeliyim!

cevabimi verir ise de Prensesin bu cevabi azim bir 1ztirab-1 derunla verdigini
miirebbiyesi anladigindan:

- Oyle ama onlar mail-i meram olmaya takarriib eyledik¢e sizin kederiniz
arttigin1 da gorliyorum. Onlart garik-i liicce-i mesar eden (23) sevdalari
acaba sizin ullivv-i tab’mizda bir teessiirii, bir ye’si mi mucib oluyor?
Onlar1 himayeniz, kendilerini mesut ettigi kadar sakin sizi bedbaht etmekte
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bulunmasin? Aman affiniz1 rica ederim. Galiba haddimi tecaviz ederek
pek ileriye gidiyorum!

demesi iizerine Prenses artik derunundan galeyan eden sevdaya mukavemet
edemeyerek derdini dokmeye mecbur olur. Der ki:

Kederimi sakladik¢a siddeti artryor. Dinle Oyle ise dinle ki gonliim ile ne
yaman bir miicahedede bulunuyorum! Fazilet-i necibanem ne siddetli
hiicumata mukavemet eyledigini sOyleyim de dinle! Ask oyle bir zalimdir
ki higbir kimseye penge-i gadrinden halas yolu (24) gostermez. Benim
Simen’e sevdirdigim o geng senyor, o sevgili asik yok mu? Ah! Onu asil
ben seviyorum!

Miirebbiyesi bu itirafa azim bir hayret gosterir. Prenses der ki:

Koy elini su kalbim {izerine de bak kendi galib-i muzafferinin ismi yad
olunur olunmaz onu nasil taniyip ¢irpiniyor!

Bicare miirebbiye Prensesi irsad igin:

Affediniz efendim! Bu sevdayr muaheze icin daire-i tazim ve tekrimden
¢ikiyor isem affinizi istirham ederim. Bir biiylik Prenses, adeta bir sovalye
senyOrii kendi gonliine kabul ettirmek derecelerinde mevki-i alii’l-al
hagmetini unutsun! (25) Siz kimin kizt oldugunuzu derhatir etmiyor
musunuz? Bunu isitince Kral ne diyecek?

demeye baslar. Prenses Urrak der ki:

Kimin kiz1 oldugumu o kadar tahattiir ediyorum ki Rodrig’in zevcesi
olarak uluvv-i mertebe-i hasmetimi tezlil edecegime kanimi dokmeyi
tercih ediyorum. Fakat sana sunu da sOylerim ki uliivv-i cenab erbabinin
kulubunda naire-i sevday1 ikad edecek bir sey var ise o da yalniz liyakat ve
fazilettir. Eger ben sevdamdan dolay1 kendimi mazur bulmak istemis olsa
idim bin emsal-i meshure irad edebilir idim. Fakat san ve seref-i
hasmetimin tehlikeye dugar oldugu bir meselede (26) bu mazuriyeti
istemem. Bu sevda benim cesaretimi yenemiyor. Daima kendi kendime
diyorum ki Kral kiz1 oldugum halde yine bir Kraldan maada kimse bana
layik-1 zevc olamaz. Nihayet gonlimiin bu sevdaya karsi miidafaa
edemeyecegini anlayinca artik nailiyetine cesaretyab olamadigim seyi
baskasina kazandirmaya mecbur oldum. Rodrig’in dam-1 sevdasina,
kendime bedel Simen’i diisiindiim. Kendi atesimi sondiirmek ic¢in onlarin
kanun-1 dilinde bir ates-i sevda parlattim. Iste onlarin izdivacini sabirsizlik
ile bekledigime taaciip etme. Goriiyorsun ki istirahat-1 kalbim bu izdivaca
miitevakkif kalmistir. Sevda iimit ile yasar derler. O {imit mahv (27) olunca
sevda dahi mahvolmak l4zim gelir. Benim keder-i fevkalademden kat-1
nazarla Simen Rodrig’e varir ise timidim mahv olacak. Fakat sanim
kurtulacak. Maahaza bir elem-i azim ile miiteellimim. Ta dakika-i zifafa
kadar Rodrig masukumdur. Rodrig’i kendim i¢in mahvetmek istiyorum.
Fakat kemal-i esefle onu mahv ediyorum. Iste i¢in igin ¢ektigimi gordiigiin
kederler bundandirlar. Kendime layik gormeyerek istihkar ile redd
eyledigim bir sevda beni yine maglup ederek gogiis gecirmekte oldugumu
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kemal-1 teessiirle goriiyorum. Bunlarin tezevvii¢leri benim igin bir
musibettir. Ondan hem korkuyorum hem onu arzu eyliyorum. Bir yandan
askim, diger taraftan cenabim beni dyle (28) bir cendereye sikmislar ki bu
izdivag hasil olsa da olmasa da ben 6lecegim.

Miirebbiye bu sozleri isitince Prensesin sevdasini evvelce sayan-1 tayib buldugundan
dolay1 oziirler dileyerek simdi bicareyi acimaya sayan bulur ve sabr u metaneti
bittavsiye o aralik Simen gelmis oldugu cihetle Prensesin emriyle miirebbiye onu
biraz isgale gider ki Prenses az buguk def-i teessiir eylesin de Simen’e bir sey
sezdirmesin diye. Miirebbiye gidip de Prenses yalniz kaldig1 zaman diziisiitii ¢okerek
ve Hak Taala hazretlerinin bargdh-1 manevisine el kaldirarak dua eder. Simen ile
Rodrig’in izdivaglar1 bir an evvel vukua gelerek kendi timidi (29) kiilliyen mahv olsun
da bu beladan kurtulsun diye yalvarir ki Prensesin su yalnizca duasi da birinci
perdenin {igiincii meclisini teskil eder.

Dordiincii Meclis - Don Gomes ile Don Diyeg arasinda bir muhavereden
miitesekkildir. Hatta bu oyun simdilerde oynandikca iki evvelki meclis terk olunarak
ilk meclis olmak iizre bu tigiincii meclisten baslamaktadirlar. Bu iki asilzadenin birisi
Simen’in digeri Rodrig’in babasi olup Kralin meclisinden ¢iktiklar1 sirada
cocuklarinin izdivacina karar verecekleri miintazir iken bildkis Don Diyeg Prense
miirebbi intihap (30) olunmasindan dolayr Don Gomes hased ederek meclisten ¢ikar
¢ikmaz miinazaaya tutusurlar. Don Gomes:

- Prense miirebbi intihab olunmak serefi bana layik iken sen bu serefi
benden gasp ettin!

diye Don Diyeg’i muahezeye baglar. Don Diyeg dahi:

- Kralin beni intihab1 adil oldugunu ve emektarlarinin hizmetini bihakkin
miikafatlandirmaya muktedir bulundugunu gosterir.

diye bu serefin asil kendisine layik oldugunu iddia eder. Don Diyeg gayet ihtiyar ve
Don Gomes orta yasli, kavi ve ikisi de ceri, cesur birer asilzadedirler. (31) Birisi
gengligini medar-1 temeyyiiz addederek:

- Prens hazretleri benim nasil cenkler ettigimi, memleketler feth eyledigimi
gorerek harekatimdan ibret alir!

dedigi halde, digeri:

- Dermansizligim hasebiyle beni artik bilfiil cengaverlikte goéremez ise de
bilir ki sizin muzafferiyatiiz dahi benim tertibatim ve kumandam
sayesinde hasil olmustur. Binaenaleyh benim askerligim tarihi kendisine
ders olur.

diye soz uzatmak istidadini alir. Hatta bir aralik Don Diyeg bdyle miinazaa
edeceklerine ikisinin de yalniz birer evladi bulundugundan sunlari (32) bas goz
etmekle bahtiyar olmalarini teklif eyler ise de Don Gomes pek hir¢in olmak ve nail
olamadig1 serefin Don Diyeg’e gecmesine fevkalhad kiskanmis bulunmak hasebiyle
bu teklifi kabul etmedikten bagka miinazaada biddevam iki tarafin miitekebbirane ve
meteazzimane sozleri yiiksele yiiksele nihayet Don Gomes elini kaldirip Don Diyeg’e
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bir tokat atmaya kadar cesaretyab olur. Bu tahkir Don Diyeg’i bittabi dugar-1 gazab
ederek elini kilica sunup:

- Silsilemde bu hakaretle ilk yiizii kizaran ben oldum. Bari canimi da al ki
bu ayiptan kurtulayim!

diye Don Gomes’i miibarezeye davet eder (33) ise de bu acz-pirisi ile hakikaten
maglup ve maktul diisecegini Gomes ihtar edince zavalli ihtiyar:

- Aman Allah! Takatsizlik bu dakikada beni ne hal-i zillete diistirdii!

diye ye’sinden aglamak derecelerini bulur. Bunca muzafferiyata nailiyetle devleti
birkac¢ defa tehlikeden kurtaran kendisi gibi bir kahramana su hakaret 6liimden beter
oldugu tarzinda gayet miiessir bir nutk-1 miiteellimane irat eyledigi sirada oglu Rodrig
yanina girer. ihtiyarmn su yalniz teelliimii de birinci perdenin besinci meclisini teskil
eder.

Altinc1 Meclis - Bicare peder o hal-i (34) ye’s ile ogluna der ki:
- Rodrig! Sende yiirek var m1?
Rodrig babasinin halinden iirkerek maahaza yiirekli oldugunu da itiraf i¢in:

- Babamdan bagka her kim olursa hemen su anda ne kadar yiirekli oldugumu
gorebilir!

demesiyle Diyeg oglunun bu cesaretini takdis ederek su yasta bir tokat yemis olan
pederin intikamin1 ona havale eder. Fakat tokat1 vuran edepsizin de gayet cesur bir
kahraman oldugunu ve kendi kumandasi altindaki muharebelerde boliik boliik askeri
dagitmis bulundugunu itiraf eder. Nihayet bu hakareti kendine eden zat Simen’in
pederi (35) oldugunu tasrih edince Rodrig’in akli bagindan giderek:

- Simen’in pederi mi?

diye beyan-1 hayret eder ise de Don Diyeg oglunun Simen hakkindaki ihtisasatina
vakif oldugunu dermiyanla pederini hem bdyle aba ve ecdadindan biri hanedanindan
hi¢ birisinin bir hareketini gérmemis olan pederini bu hakaret altinda birakmaya
Simen’e olan aski da sebep olamayacagini da sdyleyerek ya Gomes’i dldiirmesini
yahut onun tig-i gadri 6niinde kendisinin de dlmesini emr eder.

Zavalli ihtiyar artik oglunun verecegi cevabi beklemeyerek c¢ikar gider. (36)

Yedinci Meclis - Rodrig yalmiz kalinca asil haline aglanacak bigare[nin] kendisi
oldugunu ve babasina tokat atan gaddarin Ote taraftan masukas: Simen’in pederi
olmasi isi biitiin biitiin iglak eyledigini ve Gomes’ten babasinin intikamini alacak olsa
Simen’e karst babasinin katili olarak artik {imid-i izdivac degil a nazar-1 nefretinden
baska kendisine hi¢bir sey kalmayacagini ve bu intikami almayacak olsa yalniz dleme
kars1 degil Simen’e karsi dahi hakaret goéren babasinin intikamini almamig bir algak
sayilacagini ve bdyle bir alcagin da Simen’in muhabbetine layik goriilemeyecegini
diistintir. (37)
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Hangi cihetini diisiinse tezyid-i nevmididen baska bir seye yaramadigin1i goren
kahraman Rodrig, bari kendi canina kiyarak yakayi siyirmak miimkiin olabilip
olamayacagini diisiinerek bir aralik buna kanaat etmek ister ise de bu da pederinin
hanedaninin dugar olmus bulundugu hakareti izale edemeyecegini gorerek Sliimden
vazgecer. Nihayet bu iste feda olunabilecek bir sey var ise o da Simen oldugunu
katiyen hitkmederek vakia Simen’in sevdasi kendisine pek mukaddes ise de asil
hukuk-1 peder daha mukaddes oldugundan Gomes’i dldiiriip ifa-y1 vazife etmeyi azm
eyler. Iste burada birinci perde hitam bulur. (38)

ikinci Perde

Birinci Meclis — Kralin bendeganindan Don Ariyas ile hir¢in Don Gomes arasinda
vukua gelir. Gomes’in Diyeg gibi bir pir-i sohret-giara ettigi hakaret Kralin maliimu
olunca pek ziyade miiteessir olarak emr etmis ki Gomes liizum ve layiki vechile
Diyeg’e bir tarziye versin. Eger bu emre itaat etmeyecek olursa Gomes i¢in her ceza,
her siddet hazirdir demis. Don Ariyas bunu teblig eyledikte Gomes:

- Aramizda bir suret-i mahreméanede itiraf ederim ki o dakikada kanim biraz
ziyadece kanayarak namusuma dokunacak bir kelimeyi derece-i ifrata
kadar biiyiiltmiisiim. Fakat (39) bir kere hakaret vukua gelmis olduktan
sonra artik tarziye filan gibi higbir ¢aresi bulunamaz.

diye kusurunu itirafla beraber ettigi hakaretten donmiiyor, tarziyeyi filani kabul
etmiyor. Don Ariyas bu taazziim[iin] Kralin hismini arttiracagindan bahisle sahib-i
emr olan hiikiimdaran-1 zisana itaat-i mutlaka liizumundan bahs eyliyor ise de Don
Gomes devlet ugrunda bu kadar hiisn-i hidemat1 sebk etmis oldugu halde boyle
yegane bir kusurdan dolayr Kralin kendisine hism-1 sedid gostermesi muvafik
olamayacagini beyan eyliyor, buna mukabil Ariyas:

- Devlete millete hizmet etmek insan (40) i¢in vazifesini ifa etmis olmaktir.
Hizmetimizden dolay1 magrur olmaya selahiyetimiz yoktur. Bir Kral hicbir
kimsenin hizmetinin minnetdar1 olmaz. Daima bendegan efendilerinin
minnetdar-1 inayati olarak herbir emr Ui nehylerine gerdendade-i itaat ve
inkiyad olurlar ise san-1 ubudiyyetlerine asil bu cihet sayan ve muvafik
diser.

diye hikmet-i ubudiyeti anlatmaya calisiyor ise de Gomes taazziim ve tekebbiiri
gittikce artirarak giiya devletin bekasi kendi viicuduna miitevakkif bulundugu
derecesine kadar vardirir. Herhalde tarziye i¢in Kralin verdigi emre itaat etmeyecegini
sOyler. Don Ariyas meyusen avdet (41) edip o gittikten sonra da Gomes:

- Oliimden korkmayan bir adamin sair hicbir idbardan da korkusu olmaz.
Namusum bir tezelziil ile berbat olduktan sonra idbar icinde de
yasayabilirim. Yahut namus ve vakarim ile geberir giderim!

diye Ariyas’a adem-i itaat cevabi verdiginden dolay1 pek isabet eyledigini hitkmeder.

ikinci Meclis — Rodrig, Kont Gomes’in yanina girerek kendisiyle iki lakird: edecegini
sOyler. Kont, istimaa hazir bulundugunu beyan edince babasinin ne alicenap, ne
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namuslu bir asilzade oldugunu (42) bilip bilmedigini sorar. Buna cevab-1 tasdik alinca
kendisinin de o hun-1 asalete malik oldugundan bahisle:

- Bu asaletin muktezasini suradan dort adim ayrilarak sana gosterecegim.
diye Gomes’1i diivelloya davet eder. Kont kemal-i istihkar ile:

- Geng miitekebbir!
diyerek giiya Rodrig’e acimak tavrini gosterir ise de Rodrig:

- Evet! Sana nisbetle geng¢ ve tecriibesiz isem de secaat ve asalet insanin
Omriiniin seneleriyle dl¢iilmez!

diye davetinde 1srar gosterir.

Gomes, Rodrig’in heniiz silahini tecriibe (43) etmemis bir geng oldugundan bahisle
kendi secaat-1 miicbiresini ihtar igin:

- Sen benim kim oldugumu bilir misin?
sualini irat edince Rodrig:

- Evet! benden bagka her kim olsa senin s1yt u sohret-i secaatinden korkarak
tir tir titrer. Simdiye kadar senin alnini tezyin etmis olan fiituhat ve
muzafferiyat ¢elenkleri benim de heldkimin nisanesi olurlar ise de bende
de secaatle meshun bir yilirek bulundugundan o kuvvet-i kalble pederimin
namusunu muhafaza gayretinde bulunan bir asilzade i¢in hi¢bir sey muhal
hiikmiinii alamaz. Senin kolun simdiye kadar biikiilmiis degil ise de hi¢ de
(44) biikiilmez degildir ya?

diyerek gozlerinden ates-i gazab ve intikam sacilmaya baglayinca Kont Gomes bu
arslan yavrusu arslandaki ciir’et ve cesarete hayran olur. Hatta delikanlidaki bu
cevher-i asalet, bu maye-i secaat 6tedenberi nazar-1 tahsinini celp etmis oldugu cihetle
kiz1 Simen’i de ancak kendisine layik géormekte oldugunu haber vererek:

- Kizima olan sevdani bilirim. Hatta o sevdaya da mukavemet ederek baba
namusunu miidafaa icin Simen’i bile feda edisine hayranim! Sende bu
clir’eti goriince seni kendime damat intihap edisimde hata etmemis
oldugumu da hiikkmeyledim. Fakat sana (45) actyorum. Istedigin miibareze
icin aramizda miisavat yoktur. Seni 6ldiirmek bana hi¢ seref kazandirmaz.
Insanin kolayca yapabilecegi seyler, sanina san katacak azametli
muzafferiyattan add olunamazlar. Herkes diyecek ki ben seni bir hamlede
Oldiirmiisiim. O halde yalniz vefatina acimakla kalacagim!

sOzlerini hem tekebbiir hem de terahhiim tavriyla irat eyler. Fakat Don Rodrig bu
agizlara gelmez. Gomes’in bu sozlerini adeta 6liimden havfina haml edince Gomes
dahi hiddetlenerek diivelloyu kabul eder. ikisi birden saha-i temasadan ¢ikarlar. (46)

Uciincii Meclis — Miirebbiye Leonor dahi hazir oldugu halde Prenses Urrak ile Simen
arasinda vukua gelir. Kendi babasi[nin], Rodrig’in babasina boyle tamiri gayr-1 kabil
bir hakaretle bulundugunu Simen isiterek gayet meyus olmus da Prenses dahi Simen’e
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teselliler veriyor. Bu hadise pek kiiciik bir sey olacagindan bahisle her ne kadar
izdivaglarini biraz tehir etse bile hadise-i mezkira kariben bir taraf olarak yine nail-i
meram olabilecegini soyliiyor. Simen ise vakia kendisi Rodrig’i sevip Rodrig
tarafindan sevildigi ve babalar1 dahi bu ise muvafik bulunduklari cihetle mesudiyet-i
muntazirast hemen husule (47) gelmis demek ise de bu hadisenin vukuu artik o
husulii muhal hiikmiine koydugunu beyan eder. Prenses hele Kralin bu hadiseyi
keenne lem yek(n hiikmiine koymak hakkindaki azmi artik her slipheyi bertaraf
edebilecegini beyan edince Simen, vakia Kralin emri nafiz olacagina sliphe gostermez
ise de iki familya arasinda alevriz-i istigal olan naire-i husumet, bu suretle yalniz
zahiren itfa edilmis olarak kalpler i¢inde ise daima alev-efsan bir halde bulunacagini
ihtar eder. Zira kendi babasi da ne kadar sedit ise Rodrig’in babasi[nin] o kadar anud
oldugunu herkes bilir. Prenses bunu reddetmekte lizum goérmez. Fakat (48) Simen,
Rodrig[le] her halde izdivag edebileceklerinden bunlarin yekdigeri haklarindaki
sevda-y1 halisleri iki familya arasindaki husumete de elbette galebe edeceginden
timitvar goriinlir. Hatta Don Diyeg’in artik kuvvetten diismiis bir ihtiyar oldugu
beyaniyla bu hadisenin iki familya arasinda kan dokiilmeye kadar varamayacagini da
climle-1 esbab-1 timidden olarak ihtar edince Simen Don Diyeg aciz olsa bile oglu
Rodrig’in aciz olmadigini bildirir. Prenses:

- Adam o da pek gengtir. Adeta ¢ocuk sayilir.

diyince Simen yiirekli asilzadeler i¢in genclik, ¢ocukluk denilen sey[in] namusa
miiteferri (49) vezaifin ifasina mani olamayacagini kemal-1 havfla dermiyan eder.
Kizin asil bu korkusu Prenseste dahi bulundugundan vakia:

- Rodrig seni pek c¢ok sevdigi cihetle onun intikamindan o kadar
korkmamalisin! Senin giizel agzindan sadir olacak iki kelime-i rica onun
gazabini teskin eder.

diye su havfi da ehemmiyetinden diisiirmeye calisiyor ise de Simen:

- Ya bana da itaat etmeyecek olursa o halde is nereye varir? Itaat eyledigi
hélde de cihan kendi hakkinda neler sdyler? Oyle bir asilzadenin bu kadar
biiylik bir hakarete tahammiil edebilmesi nasil tahsin olunur? Ricami kabul
etse de etmese de ben (50) bela i¢cindeyim. Zira kabulii kendisini namussuz
ve adem-i kabulii beni pedersiz eder!

yollu tavzih-i meram ile Prensesin de havfini arttirir. Nihayet Prenses Rodrig’i eser-i
gazabin1 gostermekten mene medar olmak iizre kendi yanina alarak ta hadisenin
bertaraf olacagi zamana kadar bir yere salivermemek c¢aresini bulur ki bu ¢arenin
faydasini Simen dahi teslim eder.

Dordiincii Meclis - Bu meclis-i muhtazir yine evvelkiler ile bir de Prensesin
mabeyncisi arasinda vukua gelir. Prenses mabeynciyi ¢agirip Rodrig’i davet etmesi
emrini verince mabeynci: (51)

- Don Rodrig ile Kont Gomes ikisi birlikte...

diye soze baglayarak fakat bitirmeye cesaret edemez. So6ziin yalniz bu kadar1 Simen’i
son dereceye kadar meyus etmeye kifayet edip soziinii bitirmesi i¢in Prenses
tarafindan verilen emir {izerine mabeynci:
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- Ikisi birlikte saraydan ¢iktilar. Yavasca da muaraza ediyorlar idi.

der ki artik bunlarin doviismeye gittiklerine hi¢ sliphe kalmayarak Simen giiya
vaktinde yetisebilir ise bunlari men edebilecek imis gibi firlar, ¢ikar gider. (52)

Besinci Meclis — Prenses ile miirebbiyesi arasinda bir hasbihali havidir. Rodrig ile
Simen’in izdivag¢larinin muhale talik olunmug bulunmasi kendi kalbindeki mezahimin
de limitlerin de tekrar uyanmalarin1 mucip oldugunu Prensesin itiraf etmesi iizerine
Leonor:

- Evvelce sevdaniza da galebe eden fazilet-i ahlakiyeniz simdi yine maglup
mu oldu?

diye muahazeye baglar ise de Prenses:

- Askimi artik tahkir etme! Her ne kadar fazilet-i asilanem hald onunla
miicahedede ise de hissediyorum ki gonliim maglup oluyor. Zira génliim
Simen’in gaip eyledigi (53) asigin iizerine atiliyor:

diye miirebbiyesinden Oziirler diliyor, miiriivvetini rica ediyor. Miirebbiye yine
Prensesin su aczini, maglubiyetini tahsin edemiyor ise de Prenses dahi onun
nasihatlerini kabul edemeyerek:

- Ah! Goniil bu kadar tath bir zehir ile mesmum olunca insan dogru s6zleri
anlayabilir mi? Giizel nasihatleri kabul edebilir mi? Bir hasta kendi
hastaligindan memnun olur ise o derdine devalar arandigin1 gérmekten de
metiiessir olur.

diye mukavemette 1srar ediyor. Nihayet miirebbiye:

- Bir beyhude {mit sizi taglit (54) ediyor. Basimizdaki beladan
hoslaniyorsunuz. Fakat her ne olursa olsun bu Rodrig size layik bir adam
degildir.

deyince Prensesin teessiirii artarak diyor ki:

- Bunu ben senden iyi bilirim. Fakat eger Rodrig de simdiye kadar kimseye
maglup olmamis bulunan Don Gomes’i maglup edecek olursa bil ki ben bu
galebeyi kayitsizlikla telakki edemem. Artik yiiziim kizarmaksizin
kendisini sevebilirim. Rodrig sayet Konta galebe eder ise en meshur
cengaverler hakkinda hikdye olunan havariki bile kendisinden
bekleyebilecegim. O zaman bana olan askini1 da kendim i¢in bir seref (55)
sayabilecegim.

Prensesin bu hayalati miirebbiyeyi dugar-1 hayret ederek ihtimal ki bu diivello[nun]
hi¢ de viicuda gelemeyecegini dermiyan eder ise de Kont bu hakareti etmis ve Rodrig
dahi hakarete katlanamayacagini sdylemis ve ikisi birden saraydan c¢ikip gitmis
olduklart halde mukatelenin men’i kabil olamayacagi Prenses tarafindan cevaben irat
olunarak miirebbiye velev ki miibareze vukua gelsin de Rodrig’in galip ¢ikamamasi
dahi miimkiinattan oldugunu sdyleyince Prenses:
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- Ne yapaymm? Iste ben boyle divanelik ediyorum. Iste bundan anla ki su ask
bana ne kadar fenaliklar tehiyye ediyor. Bari (56) gel daireme gidelim de
nasihatlerinde orada devam et!

diye miirebbiyesini alarak dairesine ¢ekiliyor.

Altinc1 Meclis — Kral Fernand ile Don Ariyas ve Simen’in diger asi1g1 geng Don Sang
saha-i temasaya dahil olarak Gomes’in Diyeg’e tarziye vermesi hakkindaki emr-i
kraliye adem-i itaati hakkinda Ariyas’in gétiirmiis oldugu haber[in], Krali ziyadesiyle
miikedder etmis oldugu goriiliir. Kral:

- Demek oluyor ki Kont bu kadar bos kafali, bu kadar haksiz bir adam imis
ki irtikap eyledigi cinayetin kabil-i afv olmadigini bilmiyor. (57)

demesiyle Don Ariyas:

- Irade-i hasmetpenahilerini kendisine uzun uzadiya tafsil eyledim. Fakat bir
cevab-1 muvafakat almaya muvaffak olamadim efendim.

diye beyan-1 hal eder. Bu s6z Fernand’in gazabini tesdit eyler. Bir teessiir-i miitezayid
ile:

- Aman ya Rab! Bir azgin Senyor benim hatirima bu kadar az riayet eylesin!
Don Diyeg’i tahkir eyledigi az imis gibi Kralina da itaatsizlik gostersin.
Benim evimde bana hiikmetmek istiyor ha? Ne kadar yigit, ne biiyiik
kumandan olursa olsun onun kibr ii azametini kirmaya muktedir olabilirim.
Bir secaat-1 miicesseme olsa bir ceng-i rabbi bulunsa (58) bile adem-i
itaat[in] ne demek oldugunu ben kendisine Ogretirim. Ben evvel emirde
kendisine cebr ile muamele etmek istemis idim. Mademki benim istedigim
bu riayetin kadrini bilmedi, hemen simdi gitmeli, edecegi mukavemete
bakmayarak kendisini ahz ile huzuruma getirmeli!

sozleri Kralin agzindan ¢ikinca Don Sang sevdigi Simen’in babasi aleyhinde bu
suretle asar1 zahir olan gazab-1 krallyi tadile medar olmak {izre:

- Hasmetpenaha! Biraz vakit geger ise ihtimal ki gazabi siikun kesp eder.
Don Diyeg ile miinazaasindan dolay1 kendisine tethim (59) olunmustur da
onun i¢in bu itaatsizlikte bulunmustur. Kendisi de kusurunu biliyor, ama o
kadar alicenap ve sahib-i vakar olan adam, birdenbire gazabini teskin
edebilir mi?

demis ise de bu sozler gazab-1 kraliyi teskin edebilmek sdyle dursun:

- Susunuz Don Sans, susunuz! Biliniz ki Don Gomes’in tarafini tutmak dahi
bir nev cinayet irtikap etmek sayilir!

diye Kral tarafindan bir de tekdiri davet eylemis idi. Ama Don Sang bu men-i krali ile
miilzem olmayarak:

- Ferman-1 hiikiimdarilerine inkiyaden ihtiyar samt u siikut eder ise de iki
lakirdi... (60)
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deyince Kral insafa gelerek:
- Soyleyiniz!
miisaadesini verir. O zaman Don Sans der ki:

- Biiyiik islere alismis olan insan kolay kolay kayd u bend altina alinamaz,
efendim. iste Kontun adem-i itaati yalniz bundan dolayidir. Emrediniz ki
ettigi kiistahligin mukabilini yine harb i darbda muvaffakiyatla 6desin.
Elbette zat-1 hikkiimranilerinin hognut olacaklari muzafferiyatla bu kabahati
ortmeye muvaffak olabilir.

Kral bundan da memnun olamaz. Der ki:

- Bunda da hata ediyor iseniz de gengliginize hamlederek sizi affederim.
(61) Bir Kralin itidal-i efkar1 kendi tebasi kanint muhafaza emrinde hig
kimseye makis olamaz. Tebamin kanini israf edemem. Vakia siz bir asker
gibi beyan-1 miilahaza ediyor iseniz de ben bir hiikiimdar gibi hareket
eyliyorum. Her ne denilir ise denilsin Kont eger emrime itaat etmis olsa idi
bu hal haysiyetine mi dokunmus olacak idi? Hem onun ettigi kiistahlik
dogrudan dogruya bana karsidir. Ogluma muallim diye intihab eyledigim
adamin vakarina taarruz etmek benim intithabimi begenmemek demektir.
Artik bundan bahsetmeyelim. Zira nehrin agzinda magribilerin gemileri
goriinmiistiir. Asil bu isin ¢aresine bakalim. (62)

Don Gomes meselesine filhakikiye artik nihayet vererek badehu Kral ile Don Ariyas
Afrikalilarm Ispanyollar iizerine tasallutlar1 hakkinda bir miizakere agarak onlara ne
yolda mukabele edilmek 1azim gelecegini konusurlar iken Don Alonz igeriye girerek
Don Gomes’in maktuliyeti haberini getirir.

Yedinci Meclis — Bu kisa meclis evvelkiler ile Don Alonz meyaninda vukua gelerek
Alonz:

- Hasmetpenah! Don Diyeg oglu vasitasiyla ducar oldugu hakaretin
intikamini aldi. Zira Kont simdi vukua gelen diivelloda maktul diisti!

deyince Kral pek ziyade miiteessir olarak: (63)

- Bu hakareti haber aldigim anda §oyle bir intikamin vukua gelecegini
tahmin etmis idim. Iste bu feldketi men i¢in de Gomes’e tarziyeyi tavsiye
eylemis idim!

der ise de tesiri yalniz bu derecede kalmayip Alonz:

- Simen dahi gozlerinden yas seyelan ederek gelmis efendimizden adalet
istiyor!

deyince Kral olanca gazabini Rodrig bicaresi lizerine c¢evirir. Vakia Gomes’in
maktuliyetini Diyeg’e karsi ettigi hakaretin ceza-y1 sezasidir diye hiikiimden geri
duramaz ise de ne kadar ceza-y1 sezasi olursa olsun Gomes gibi (64) bir kumandani
kaybeylediginden dolay1 derecesiz miiteessif oldugunu yine ketmetmez. Vefat1 sahsen
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kendisini miiteessir eyledikten maada devletge dahi biiyiik zayiattan oldugunu ilan
ederek Simen’i huzuruna kabul eder.

Sekizinci Meclis — Simen huzur-1 kraliye girdigi gibi Rodrig’in babasi Don Diyeg
dahi ogluna sefaat i¢in girmis oldugundan ikisi birden Kralin adaletine, merhametine
dahalet-i ricaya, istirhama baslayinca ve ikisi de yerlere kapaninca Kral ikisinin de
birden kalkarak daha telagsiz beyan-1 hal etmelerini emr ile beraber Simen’e: (65)

- Simen! Sizin mateminize ben de istirakteyim. Benim de ruhum sizin
ruhunuz kadar 1stirap i¢indedir!

ve Don Diyeg dahi:

- Siz dahi soOyleyeceginizi sonra sOylersiniz. Onun  maruzat-1
miistekiyanesini ihlal etmeyiniz!

diyerek tarafeynin sozlerini dinlemeye hazirlanir. Simen aglayarak der ki:

- Hasmetpenaha! Pederim katlolundu. Bu zavalli gozlerim onun hun-1
mazlumunu gordii. O hun-1 asalet, o sine-i sadakat-i defineden seyelan
ediyor idi! Bunca muharebati kazanan nice defalar hududunuzu (66)
kila’nizt muhafaza eden bu hun-1 adaleti sizin ugrunuzda feda edilmeyerek
o kanmi saraymiz erkdnindan Rodrig’in tiirab-1 gadr ilizerine doktiiglinii
gormek ne azim felakettir. Miibarezeye gittiklerini haber aldigim anda
benim benzim u¢mus oldugu halde yanlarina kostum ise de ah babami
katlolunmus buldum. Bendeki bu derece-i teelliimii mazur goriiniiz. Daha
ziyadesini arza takatim kalmadi. Felaketin derecesini goézyaslarimdan
anlayiniz!

Kral kizin ye’sinden pek ziyade miiteessir olarak:

- Cesaret kizim cesaret! Biliniz ki su anda Kraliniz Gomes’e bedel size
babalik (67) etmeye hazirdir.

diye Simen’i teselli eder. Simen ise:

- Bu felaketin istihkakindan ziyade merhametinizi isticlap eyledigine
tesekkiir ederim. Pederimin toprak {iizerine ddkiilen kani, bana hakk-1
pederi nasil miidafaa edecegimi miibeyyin bir ders hiikmiinii aldi. Sizin
gibi adil bir hiikiimdar-1 aliyet-bara, o kanin edecegi sikdyeti benim agzim
ediyor demektir. Asr-1 adaletinizde bdyle bir cinayet cezasiz kalmasin.
Pederim gibi en sansh kahramanlar dyle ¢ilgin genglerin simsir-i gadrine
ugrayarak hun-1 mazlumiyetleri i¢inde gark olmasinlar. Pederim kadar size
hiisn-1 hizmet eden bir cengaverin intikamini almaz iseniz (68) sair erbab-1
sadakati de meyus etmis olursunuz. Hasili ey hiikiimdar-1 adalet-siarim,
pederim katlolundu ben intikamini isterim. Bu istirhamim ise kendi teseffi-
1 sadrimdan ziyade sizin san-1 adaletiniz i¢indir. Kan yerine kan isterim.
Peder-i mazlumun kani, katil-i zalimin kaniyla tazmin olunur. Bu kadar
biiylik, bu kadar faci bir cinayete cesaretyab olan1 benim hukukum igin,
sizin taciniz i¢in san-1 adaletiniz mukteza-y1 hakkaniyetiniz i¢in 6ldiiriiniiz
efendim, oldirintz!



399

diye tazalliimiinii son dereceye vardirir. Badehu Kral nevbet-i kelami1 Don Diyeg’e
verince o dahi der ki: (69)

- Insan, viicudunun kuvvetini kaybeyledigi zaman hayatin1 da kaybeylemis
olsa ne kadar sayan-1 gibta bir bahtiyarlig1 nail olmus olur! Ben ki mesai-i
fedakaranem, devlet i¢in bunca muzafferiyati inta¢ etmistir. Ben ki
gencligimde nereye tevecciih etmis isem muvaffakiyet ve fiitiihat yolumu
acmustir. Miicerret ¢ok yasamis oldugum seyyiesiyle kendimi hem bir
hakarete hem de intikamimi alamamak aczine dugar olmus gérdiim. Higbir
muharebede hicbir pusuda hicbir muhasarada gormedigim Aragon’da,
Granata’da tesadiif etmedigim biitiin sizin diismanlarinizdan biitiin benim
hasutlarimdan {imit bile etmedigim hakareti burada sizin sarayimizda
gozleriniz 6niinde Konttan (70) gérdiim. Taraf-1 hiikkiimranilerinden Prens
hazretlerine muallim intihap olunmussa haset ederek ve kendi gengligi,
dingligi ile benim ihtiyarligima, aczime galebe edebilecegini gorerek bana
bu hakareti etti. Ey hiikiimdar-1 merahim-siar! Nazar-1 merhamete aliniz ki
bunca muharebatta agaran bu saclar ve nice defalar ugrunuzda feda edilen
bu kan, bir vakit biitiin bir diismaniniz ordusunu titreten bu kul eger oglum
olmasa idi miithig bir ayb-1 hakaretle mayuben mezara iniyor idi. Evet!
Kendime, vatanina, Kralima layik bir ogul ki kendi zur-1 bazusunu
imdadima yetistirerek Kontu 6ldiirdii. Aybimi yikayip namusumu iade etti.
Eger secaat gostermek, (71) pederine vurulan tokatin intikamini almak bir
cinayet sayilacak ise bu cinayetin cezasi bana gelmelidir. Kol, bir cinayet
isler ise onun cezasini bas ¢eker. Bu is bir cinayet mi addolunacak, ne
sayilacak ise sayilsin bu iste Rodrig bazu demektir. Ben dahi bas
mesabesindeyim. Eger Simen babasi katlolundu diye sikayet eyliyor ise
babasini ben dldiirebilecek olsa idim, Rodrig’e hi¢ hacet kalmaz idi. Hasili
beni katlediniz beni ki zaten tevafiir-i sinin, kuvvetimi mahvetmistir. Fakat
benim bazu-y1 intikamim mesabesinde olan Rodrig’i muhafaza ediniz ki o
daha hizmetler gorebilir. Kanimin isalesiyle Simen dahi mutmain olsun.
Asla miimanaat (72) etmeksizin cezama raziyim. Namusum yerinde oldugu
halde 6lmek benim i¢in pek rahat bir 6liim sayilir.

Pir-1 fazilin bu sozleri tlizerine Krala bir diisiinmek gelir. Fakat ne kadar diisiiniir
taginir ise de bir hiikiim veremez. Bu is pek miihim islerden oldugu cihetle buna
meclis¢e bakilmak 1azim geldiginden Simen’i Don Sang’a tevdien hanesine gondertip
Diyeg’i dahi kendi sarayinda mahpus addolunmak tizere kendisi misafir kabul eder.
Ikinci perde hitam bulur.

Uciincii Perde

Birinci Meclis — Rodrig, Kont (73) Gomes ile miibareze ederek Kontu 6ldiirdiigii ve
Simen bu hal-i ??? gorerek huzur-1 kraliye kosup ikinci perdenin sonlarinda goriildiigii
vechile Krala arz-1 sikayette bulundugu esnada Rodrig hemen elinin kaniyla
denilebilecek bir surette dogruca Simen’in hanesine gelmez mi? Simen’in
miirebbiyesi Rodrig’i goriince hayretinden ne yapacagini sasirir ve iste su birinci
meclis bu hilde Rodrig ile miirebbiye Elvir arasinda vukua gelir. Elvir’in:

- Rodrig sen ne yaptin? Nereye geldin ey bedbaht!
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diye izhar-1 telag etmesi lizerine Rodrig: (74)
- Tali-i nasazimin hiikkmii ne ise onu gérmeye geldim.
der ise de Elvir def-i hayret edemeyerek:

- Dugar-1 matem eyledigin bir haneye gelmek gibi bir turfa cesareti bir yeni
¢ikma tefahiir ve tazziimii nerede buldun? O ne! Simdi 6ldiirdiigiin Kontun
hala buralarda dolasan ruhunu tazip ha?

diye delikanliy1 hep muahazede devam eder. Rodrig der ki:

- Kontun yagamasi benim aybim idi. Namusum yedd-i intikamimdan boyle
bir hizmeti istedi.

- Oldiirdiigiin adamim hanesine duhulet etmek! Canim hicbir katil bdyle bir
sey yapmig midir? (75)

- Ben buraya hakimane arz-1 teslimiyete geldim. Taacclip etme! Birini
oldiirdim ise de ben de Olimimi aramaya geldim. Benim hakimem
muhabbetimdir. O halde benim hakimem Simen’dir. Onun kinine dugar
olmak gibi bir 6liime layikim. Bunu da bir inayet-i mahza olarak kabule
geldim. Agziyla katlime hiikiim versin, eliyle 6ldiirsiin diye geldim.

Elvir su halde Simen’in goziine goériinmemesi i¢in Rodrig’e pek ziyade yalvarir,
nasihat verir ise de Rodrig, Simen tarafindan hangi siddete, hangi gazaba ducar olsa
layik oldugu beyaniyla nasihatlerin higbirisini kabul etmez. Nihayet Simen, Don Sans
ile hanesine avdet (76) eder. Gelir iken kendilerini goren Elvir, Don Sang’in da
Rodrig’e rakip oldugunu derhatir ederek belay1 daha ziyade biiyiitmemek icin yalvara
yakara Rodrig’i bir tarafa gizlenmeye raz1 edebilir.

Ikinci Meclis — Don Sans ile Simen saha-i temasaya girerler iken Don Sans, Simen’in
kederi[nin] Oyle teselliyetlerle filanlarla bertaraf olabilecek seylerden bulunmadig: ve
mutlaka bir kanli intikama muhta¢ oldugu beyaniyla babasinin katilinden intikamini
almak icin kendi askini, kendi kilicin1 Simen’e takdim ve arz eyler ise de Simen bu
hal[in] kendisine adalet vadetmis olan Krala kars1 (77) itaatsizlik olacagi beyaniyla
kabul etmek istemez. Sans ise Oyle uzun uzadiya tahkikat ve tetkikatla ugragmak
mazlumlara ¢ok gozyasi kaybettireceginden bahisle kestirme yoldan ihkak-1 hak ister
ise [ve], kendisi[nin] Rodrig’i 6ldiirmeye hazir bulundugunu tekrar teklif eder ise de
Simen:

- Bu dediginiz care son caredir. Tahkikatin sonuna kadar hakkimdaki bu
merhametiniz devam eder ise o zaman intikamami alirsiniz.

diye Sans’1 hep teskine c¢alisir. Sans dahi kizdan bu kadarcik bir miisaade istihsal
etmis olmay1 bir biiyiik bahtiyarlik (78) sayarak ¢ikar gider.

Uciincii Meclis — Simen, miirebbiyesi Elvir’e tazalliim-i hale baslar. Fakat ne miithis
tazallim! Omriiniin msfi pederi ve msfi 4siki demek olup pederini, asik1 mezara
endaht eyledigi gibi kendisi de asikin1 mezara atmak tesebbiistiinde bulundugundan bu
halde artik Omiirden, hayattan hi¢ nasibi kalmamis oluyor. Bicare kizcagiz nasil
miiteselli olsun ki:
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- Babami oldiiren elden de nefret edemiyorum. Bir katili takip ediyorum
ama hala o katili seviyorum!

diyor. Vakia Elvir buna ¢ildirasiya sasarak: (79)
- Hem babaniz1 6ldiirmiis olsun hem siz onu hala sevesiniz!
diye beyan-1 hayret ediyorsa da Simen’den:

- Elvir! “Seviyorum” demek azdir. Perestis ediyorum perestis! Sevdam onun
aleyhindeki hiss-i intikamima itiraz eyliyor. Diismanim olan zatta
masukami buluyorum. Su gazap ve siddetimden kat-1 nazar Rodrig hala
gonliimde pederimle miibareze ediyor. Gah ona hiicum ve onu tazyik
eyliyor, gah gerileyip siper aliyor, gah kavi, gah zaif, gah galip, gah
maglup. Bu miisahede ile yiiregim parca parca oluyor ise de o ylirekte yine
Rodrig i¢in ¢ilgincasina bir sevda hiikiim siiriiyor. Vazife-i hak-sinasanem
ne oldugunu (80) biliyorum ama gdénliimiin de icbarina maglup oluyorum.
Nihayet herhdlde babamin katilidir diyorum.

sOzlerini isitince hayretine artik nihayet bulunamiyor. Nihayet soruyor ki:
- O Kkatili takip edeceksiniz ya?

- Ah bu zalimane takibe kendimi mecbur goriiyor isem de hem onun basini
Kralin adaletinden iddia ve talep ediyorum hem de istidam isaf olunursa
diye korkuyorum. Biliyorum ki onu oldiiriirler ise ben de helak olacagim.
Fakat yine idamini istida eyliyorum!

Kiz da ihtisasin bu suret-i acibesini goriince bicare Elvir ne diyecegini sasirmak
nevinden olarak: (81)

- Bodyle faci bir emelden vazgeciniz efendim! Bu kadar zalimane bir kanuna
tevfik-i muamele etmeyiniz.

diyor. Lakin Simen bu nasihati de kabul edemeyerek:

- Ne? Babam hemen kollarimin arasinda maktulen can versin diye “intikam,
intikam!” diye dua eyledigi halde ben intikamdan vazgeceyim ha?
Gonliim, mucib-i mahcubiyeti olmak 1dzim gelen bir hisse maglup diye
gozlerimden yalniz acz ve meskenet yaslarini akitmakla kalayim ha? Her
seyl taht-1 tahakkiimiine alan bir ask-1 galib, alcakcasina bir siikut
emrederek namusumu da dugar-1 tehlike eylesin ha? (82)

diye onu da reddeyliyor. Fakat Elvir herhalde Rodrig’e de acidigindan Simen’e itidal
tavsiyesine bir daha ciir’et bularak:

- Inaniniz efendim inaniniz ki o kadar sevdiginiz bir zat aleyhine biraz tadil-i
siddet eyler iseniz mazur goriiliirstinliz. Yaptiginiz kafidir. Krali gordiiniiz.
Adalet istediniz. Neticesini o kadar istical etmeyiniz. Bu siddet-i acibede
israr ve ibramda bulunmayiniz!

der. Simen ise hala bu sozleri kabul edemeyerek:



402

- Mesele san ve namus meselesidir. Mutlaka intikam almaliyim. Efkar-1
aliye-i civanmerdane erbabi i¢in sevda ne kadar siddetli olursa olsun
onunla itizar muayebattandir. (83)
diye 1srar eder ise de Elvir’in:
- Fakat Rodrig’i hala sevdiginizi inkar edemiyorsunuz degil mi?
sualine de:
- Bu sevday itiraf eylerim!
cevabiyla bilmukabele nihayet Elvir’in:
- Pekala encam-1 kar ne yapmak emelindesiniz?

suali lizerine Simen der ki:

- Bu édlemin her belasina nihayet vererek yalniz sanimi, namusumu
kurtarabilmis olmak i¢in Rodrig’i takip ederek basini kestirdikten sonra
kendimi de 6ldiirmek emelindeyim!

Dordiincii Meclis — Tamam Simen su son sozii sOyler iken Rodrig iceriye (84)
giriverir:

- Takip zahmetine ne hacet? iste beni 6ldiirmek itminan elinizdedir!
diye yere kapanir. Simen bunu goriince ¢ildirasiya bir hayrete dugar olarak:

- Elvir! Elvir! Biz neredeyiz? Karsimda gordiiglim nedir? Rodrig evime
girsin, Rodrig karsima ¢iksin!

diye gazubane izhar-1 telas eder ise de Rodrig:

- Kanmmi esirgemeyiniz! Beni mahv ile intikaminizi itmam-1 safa-y1
ruhaniyesine istediginiz gibi nail olunuz!

deyince bicare Simen:
- Heyhat!... (85)

diye gays derecelerini bulur. Ondan daha bicare olan Rodrig:
- Allah askina dinleyiniz!

diye yalvardigi halde Simen:
- Oliiyorum!

diye kendisinden gegmek derecelerini bulur. Rodrig:

- Bir dakikacik beni dinleyiniz!
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diye yalvarir ise de Simen:

- Git! Git! Birak beni helak olayim!
diye miidafaa eyleyerek bicare asik:

- Dort kelime soylet de sonra beni su kilig ile 6ldiir!
diye yalvarmaya baslar. Simen kilic1 goriince: (86)

- Ne? Hala babamin kani lizerinde bulunan kilig!
diye tavsifi gayr-1 kabil bir hale gelerek Rodrig hala:

- Simencigim!
diye yalvarir iken Simen dahi:

- Kaldir géztimiin 6niinden o mel’un silahi! Géziimde senin cinayetini de
tesdid eyliyor, 6liimiin arzusunu da!

diye o silahtan ¢ildirasiya bir eser-i tevahhus gosterir. Rodrig der ki:

- Bilakis o mel’un silaha bak da benim hakkimdaki nefretini tesdit ederek
Oliimiimii de tacil et!

Lakin Simen artik intikamin o derece-i (87) siddetinde degil. Vakia kilica bakarak:
- Aman babamin kaniyla kipkirmizi!

diye teelliim ediyor ve Rodrig dahi:
- lyi ya, iste al onu sineme sok!

diye arz-1 miiessir-i fedakaride devam ediyor ise de nihayet Simen:

- Kaldir o menhusu gozlerimin 6niinden! Ah zalim! Bir anda babasini timur-
1 menfur ile 6ldiirdiigiin kizin kendisini de bu niimayisler ile dldiiriiyorsun.
Tahammiil edemiyorum artik! Kaldir sunu aradan! Hem istiyorsun ki
sOyleyecegin sozleri dinleyim hem de onlar1 dinleyememen i¢in beni boyle
en miithis bir iskence ile oldiirliyorsun. (88)

deyince Rodrig masukasini insafa takrip edebildigini goriir de der ki:

- Iste emrin mucibince kilic1 yerine koydum. Ama yine senin elin ile 8lmek
istiyakin1 birakmaksizin! Zira sana olan askimdan dolayr iyi olarak
gbrdiigiim isten nedametimi imit edemezsin. Senin babanin her miilahaza
haricinde olan bir eser-i gazab1 babamin namusunu berbat ederek beni de
ay1p icine gark eylemis idi. Bize bu hakareti edeni buldum. Babamin
intikamini da kendi intikamimi da aldim. Eger bu hakaret bir daha vaki
olsa bu vazifeyi bir daha ifa ederim. Maahaza sana olan agkim bu intikama
hi¢ miimanaat etmemis zannetme. Askin bana ne kadar galip bir kuvve-i
(89) kahire oldugunu sundan anla ki bu intikami almak veyahut senin
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hatirin i¢in vazge¢mek cihetlerinden hangisi miireccehtir, diye uzun
uzadiya diislinmeye de muktedir olabildim. O dehsetli hakaret diisiinmeye
meydan m1 birakabilir idi. Intikam eder isem senin nefretine ve etmez isem
namusum ziyaina katlanmak ldzim geldi. Vakia intikam halinde nefretin
muhakkak ise de etmedigim halde de beni sana layik eden namus
mahvolarak gayr-1 layik olacagim. Beni namuslu vakarli olarak sevdigin
halde namussuz algak olarak dahi sevemeyecegin derkardir. Senin sevdana
maglup olmak ona adem-i liyakat gostermek seni de intihabinda haksiz
cikarmak olacak. Tekrar ederim (90) son nefesime kadar hep bu sozii
sOylerim ki ettigim is ile sana taarruz eylemis sayilir isem de buna bir
yandan namusumu ikmal ve bir yandan da sana liyakatimi ibraz ig¢in
mecbur oldum. Lakin babama karsi, namusuma karsi olan vazifemi ifa
eyledikten sonra simdi de sana kars1 olan vazifemi ifaya geldim. O vazife
dahi size kanimi teklif etmektir. icap eden seyi yaptim. Daha iktiza eden
seyl de yapmaya geldim. Bilirim ki pederinin maktuliyeti sizi de benim
helakim igin silah-1 intikam ile silahlandirir. Bu halde diismaninizi sizden
saklamaya mecbur oldum. Iste pederin yerine beni idam et de miiteseffi ol!
1)

Simen’in bu sdzleri azim bir 1stirab-1 derun ile dinledikten sonra der ki:

Ah Rodrig! Her ne kadar senin diigmanin isem de ducar oldugunuz
hakarete tahammiil gibi bir namussuzlugu kabul edemediginden dolay1
seni takip edemem. Bu ye’sle ne kadar makhur olsam da yalniz felaketime
aglamakla kalip seni miimkiin degil levm eyleyemem. Boyle bir hakarete
ducar olduktan sonra namus ve haysiyet[in] insan1 nasil bir miikellefiyet
altina soktugunu pekala bilirim. Ettigin hakaret tamam bir alicenabin
hakareti olup su kadar ki o hakaretle bana da vazife 6gretmis oldun. Ben de
ayniyla sendeki secaatle babamin intikamin1 almaliyim. Fakat (92) hayf ki
isin i¢inde bir sen bulunmasi beni dugar-1 miiskilat ediyor. Eger baska bir
felaket pederimi bu héle koysa idi benim yegane teselliyetkarim sen olacak
idin. GoOzyaslarimi senin elin sildikge o musibet-i azimeye karsi gonliim
ferah bulacak idi. Fakat babam1 kaybeyledigim gibi seni de kaybetmeye
mecburum. Vazife ve agkimi feda etmeliyim. Zira sen de ummalisin ki
sevdaya maglup olayim da vazife-i intikami ihmal edeyim. Vakia sevdam
senin lehinde beni ihsas eder ise de uluvv-i tabim beni asil vazifeye davet
ve celp eder. Sen babamu dldiirerek umdugum gibi kahraman ¢iktin. Ben
de seni idam ettirerek umdugun gibi (93) bir kahraman-1 miintakim
cikacagim!

Rodrig masukasinin su biiyiikliigiinii takdir ederek hemen dedi ki:

Namusun size emr eyledigi intikamda asla teehhiir etme! Intikam benim
basimi istiyor. Ben de iste onu sana takdime geldim. Bu hiikmiin de, bu
darbe-i miintakimanen de bana pek tatli gelecektir. Cinayetimden sona
mukteza-y1 adaleti uzun uzadiya beklemek senin san-1 intikamini teehhiir
ve benim iskencemi temdit demek olur. Senin dest-i intikaminla urulacak
darbe gibi bir tath darbe ile 6lmek beni bahtiyar eyler.

Bu sozler Simen’i mutmain edemezler. Der ki: (94)
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- Haydi! Ben senin davacinim. Ben sana hiicum etmeliyim ama sen de
miidafaa gostermelisin. Basini alacak olan baska bir kuvvet olmalidir. Sen
vermemelisin. Ben seni talep etmeliyim. Ceza bana ait degildir.

- Hakkimdaki sevdan her ne kadar lehimde seni ihsas etse bile uluvv-i tab-1
miintakimanen benimki gibi olmalidir. Bir peder intikamini almak i¢in
baska vasitaya neden miiracaat edeceksin? Sevgili Simenim! Inan ki bu
sana layiktir. Ben namusuma siiriilen lekeyi yalniz kendi elimle yikadigim
gibi sen de dyle yap! Oldiir beni! (95)

- Zalim! Bu nokta {izerinde ne hikmete mebni bu kadar 1srar ediyorsun? Sen
yardimcisiz intikam ettim diyorsun da bana kendini neden yardimci
veriyorsun? Ben de senin gosterdigin misale imtisal edecegim. Seref-i
intikamimui seninle paylagsmaya razi olamayacak kadar besaletim vardir. Ne
babam ne ben senin bana olan sevdana minnettar olmak istemeyiz.

- Of ne miiskiil nokta! Namus ve haysiyet hakkinda ne miithim mesele! Her
ne yapmis olsam senden bu inayete nail olamayacak miyim? Babanin cani
icin muhabbetimiz hiirmetine ya intikamen ya merhameten beni
cezalandir! Bu bigare asikin senin menfurun olarak (96) yasamaktan ziyade
elinle 6lmekte daha az istirap ¢eker.

- Haydi! Sen bana asla menfur degilsin!
- Menfurun olmaliyim.
- Olamazsin! Sana nazar-1 nefretle bakamam.

Elhasil bu yolda devam eden muhavere gosterir ki Simen her ne kadar pederinin
intikamin1 almay1 kendisine bir vazife-i mukaddese bilir ise de Don Rodrig’i dahi hala
o kadar seviyor ki Kralin netice-i muhakemesinde Don Rodrig’in beraat-1 zimmetine
hiikmolunsa sevinecektir. Bu derece-i muhabbeti asikina temin ederek gece
karanliginda hi¢ kimseye kendisini gostermeksizin ¢ikip gitmesini (97) rica eyliyor.
Zira babasini oldiiren bir adami hanesine, huzuruna kabul eyledigi agyar tarafindan
sezilecek olursa bu ayip bihakkin en biiylik maayipten sayilacaktir. Nihayet ayrilirlar
iken temin eyliyor ki eger Rodrig katlolunacak olursa Simen dahi ondan sonra
diinyada bir dakika daha berhayat kalmayacak.

Besinci Meclis — Bu mecliste Don Diyeg yalnizdir. Vukuat giiniinden beri oglunu
goremediginden dolay1r pek miiteessif hatta Rodrig firar mi1 etmis yoksa Kontun
dostlar1 tarafindan katl mi olunmus yahut (98) Kral tarafindan hapse mi atilmis onu da
bilmediginden ye’si son derecelere variyor. Iste bu kadar istirab-1 elim iginde iken
oglu karsisina ¢ikiveriyor.

Altinc1 Meclis — Ihtiyar Diyeg ogluna sarilip dpmek, koklamak ister ise de o geng
kahramani pek meyus bulunca tereddiit eder. Su ak saglariyla ducar oldugu hakaretten
kendisini kurtaran ve kontun o namuslu yiize siirdiigli lekeyi yine onun kaniyla
yikayan oglu bircok medh i sena eyledikten sonra “Gel o temizledigin yiizii 6p” diye
davet eyler ise de Simen’den meyus olan Rodrig bu taltifatin hi¢ (99) birisiyle
mutmain olamaz. Filvaki babasina mukabil vazife-i ferzendaneyi ifa edebilmis
oldugundan dolay1 kendisi de kendini bahtiyar buluyor ise de bu vazifeyi ifa
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edebilmek icin cihanda vari, yegane iimid-i bahtiyarisi olan Simen’i ebediyen
kaybetmis oldugu i¢in higbir seyle miiteselli olamayacagini babasina anlatir.

Don Diyeg oglunu miiteselli etmek i¢in daha birtakim medayihi meyanina katarak ask

zayi olan namusu bir daha ele ge¢irmek miimkiin olamayacagini anlatmak ister ise de
Rodrig bu sozii (100) asla kabul edemeyerek babasinin namusunu vikaye etmemek ne
kadar algaklik ise masukasinin agkinda sebat etmemek dahi o kadar denaet oldugunu
sOyler. Nihayet bir daha seref-i izdivacina nail olamayacagi Simen’den bilkiilliye
mahrumiyete de katlanamayacagi beyaniyla 6liime muntazir oldugunu ortaya koyunca
babasi su dakika dliime intizar dakikasi olmadigini ve vatan ve Kral kendi secaatine,
hizmetine muhta¢ bulundugunu badelihtar magribiler nehir tarikiyle bu gece hiicum
edeceklerinden memleket ahalisinin ve hatta Kralin ziyadesiyle telds iginde
bulunduklarin1 ve halbuki kendisinin Kont tarafindan ducar oldugu hakareti duyarak
intikama gelmis bulunan besyliz kadar dostlar1 (101) kumandas1 altina alarak gidip
muhacimler ile cenk eder de o cenkte heldk olursa meyusiyet-i asikane ile 6lmekten
daha sanli bir 6liime nail olmus olacagini ve sayet galiben avdet eyleyecek olursa o
halde Kral kendi ciirmiinden vazgececegi gibi Simen’in de diyecegi kalmayacagini
giizelce tethim ederek bu muhavere nihayetinde baba ogul disariya ¢ikarlar ii¢lincii
perde dahi iner.

Dordiincii Perde

Birinci Meclis — Ucgiincii perdenin nihayetinde Don Diyeg’in ogluna tavsiyesi vechile
Don Rodrig ciimlesi babasinin dostlarindan olan besyiiz cengaver ile (102) gece gidip
magribileri bozmus imis. Iste bu havadis memleket i¢inde sayi oldugundan Simen’in
muallimesi Elvir havadis-i mezkiireyi Simen’e dahi isal edince Simen kolay kolay
inanamayarak:

- Sakin bir havadis-i kazibe olmasin! Iyi haber aldin m1 Elvir?

diye tekrar tekrar istifsar eyler. Elvir dahi {i¢c saat siddetli muharebeden sonra
diismanin fena halde bozuldugu ve hatta iki serdarlar1 da esir diistigi biitiin
memleketin agzinda dolasip herkesin Rodrig’i alkisladigini tekrar eyler. Simen Kralin
bu muzafferiyeti ne nazarla telakki eyledigini de sorar. Elvir haber verir ki Rodrig bu
galebeyi (103) Kralin haberi olmaksizin kazandigindan heniiz Kralin huzuruna
cikamiyor ise de babasi arz-1 teslimiyet eden iki serdar1 Krala bittakdim su kahraman
galipin de huzur-1 Kralide mesul serefine nail edilmesini istirham eyliyor imis.

Su havadis-i garibe Simen’i bir hayret-i azime i¢inde birakir. Rodrig’in yaralanip
yaralanmadigini da sorar. Elvir buna dair hi¢bir haber almadigin1 beyan edince kizin
cehresi bozularak anlasilir ki asikinin mecruhiyeti ihtimalinden bizardir. Bunu Elvir
sual dahi eder. Simen:

- Iki serdan esir etmis ise neme 1dzim? Benim babam 6ldiirmiistiir ya! (104)

diye yine fikr-i intikamu tecdit ederek mutlaka o vazife-i mukaddeseyi ifa gayretinde
bulundugunu anlatir ise de herhalde miirebbiyesine itiraf eder ki génlii hala Rodrig’te
olmaktan fazla su san-1 galibiyetinden de bikayd degildir.
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Ikinci Meclis - Bunlar su hasbihalde iken Prenses dahi kendi miirebbiyesiyle gelip:

- Buraya sana teselli vermeye gelmedim Simen! Bilakis kendi gézyaslarimi
da sana katmaya geldim!

diye bir mukaddimeden soze baslar ise de Simen Prensese bilakis ciimle ile beraber
kendisinin de Rodrig yiiziinden husule gelen (105) muvaffakiyetten dolayr senlik
etmesi lazim gelecegine ve Rodrig’in zur-1 bazusu memleketi kurtarip Kralina bir
hiisn-i hizmet-i azime addolunabilir ise de kendi hakk-1 intikamini tadile sebep
olabilecegi i¢in yalniz kendisine menhus olacagini arzla:

- Hepiniz sevinmelisiniz. Aglayacak yalniz benim!

der. Prenses Urrak iste Simen bu cihet-i ye’sini de izale edebilmek i¢in Rodrig’in
bdyle bir seref-i galibiyete nailiyeti yine Simen i¢in bir san sayilacagini ¢linkii Rodrig
diine kadar Simen’in sevgilisi olup bu galibiyet ise Simen’i asik intihabinda pek hakli
gosterecegini (106) dermiyan edince Simen babasinin katili olan o asikin san ve serefi
boyle taalli eyledik¢e filvaki kendi hakkindaki aski dahi tezyid-i siddet eyledigini
itiraftan ¢ekinmez ise de iste bu kadar askiyla beraber yine Rodrig’in kellesini
ucurtmak iddias1 gibi bir vazifeden kendisini kurtaramayacagi i¢in felaket-i
asikanesinin de Rodrig’in sani1 nispetinde biiyiidiiglinii anlatir. Prenses filvaki
Simen’in bu iddiasinda hakli oldugunu teslim ederek hatta babasina karst muvazzaf
oldugu vazifeyi hiisn-i ifa i¢in dyle bir asik1 feda yolunda diin sarayda huzur-1 Kralide
gosterdigi besalet-i fevkalade, climleyi hayran etmis oldugunu da tezkardan sonra:
(107)

- Fakat benim kadar sana sadik olan bir dostun nasihatini dinler misin?
diyerek Simen’den dahi:
- Size itaat etmemek benim i¢in bir cinayet sayilir!

cevabini aldiktan sonra diinkii giin i¢in pek dogru olan bir seyin bugiin dogru
olamayacagimi ve elhaleti hazihi Rodrig devletin medar-1 a’zam-1 seldmeti
oldugundan onun basini istemek memleketin tehlikesini tecviz demek olacagini ve
babamin intikamini alacagim diye memleketi zorlu diigmanlara kars1 tehlike iginde
birakmak tecviz eylemeyecegini ve Rodrig kendi babasimi dldiirmiis ise devlet ve
millet kendisine hicbir fenalik (108) yapmamis oldugundan kendi intikami ugrunda
selamet-i vatan1 da fedada hakli goriilemeyecegini ve Rodrig i¢in en siddetli ceza
onun hakkindaki muhabbetini nefrete tahvilden ibaret olup vakia pederinin katili olan
bir adamla tezevviiciinii hicbir kimsenin de miinasip bulamayacagini sayip dokerek
hatta:

- Pederim Kral hazretleri dahi bu fikirdedir. Pederin Gomes gibi bir
kahramani kaybetti ise Rodrig kendisi onun yerine kaim oldu demektedir.

diye Simen’i ilzama sa’y u gayret eder. Lakin Simen’i ikna ve ilzam kabil olamaz.
Hep evvelki soyledigi sozleri tarz-1 aherle tekrar ederek Prenses dahi maksat-1 (109)
aslisi Rodrig’ten intikam ve onu miicazat ise gonliinii ondan almak kadar muvafik ve
sedit intikam ve ceza olamayacagini tekrar tekrar tethim eyleyerek iste bunlari
yalnizca ve kemal-i itidal ile diistinmesini tavsiye edip ¢ikar gider.
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Uciincii Meclis — Bu meclis Kral Fernand’in huzurunda Don Diyeg, Don Ariyas, Don
Rodrig ve Don Sang dahi mevcut oldugu halde vukua gelir. Kral Rodrig’i tekrimat-1
faika ile huzuruna kabul ederek bunca namdar kahramanlarin mehdi olan sanli bir
familya oglu olduguna su muvaffakiyeti burhan-1 azim olduguna ve devlet (110) ve
millete ettigi hizmeti bihakkin miikafatlandirabilmek kendi kudret-i hiikiimranisinin
de fevkinde idiigiinii ve fakat demincek huzuruna getirilen magribi serdarlar kendisi
icin “Sid” demis olduklarindan ve onlarin lisaninca bu kelime “Senyor” manasini
ifade eylediginden iste bu hizmet-i azimesinin miikafati olmak iizere badema Rodrig’e
“Sid” tinvaniyla hitap olunmasina karar verdigini ciimle huzurunda kemal-i tevkir ve
ihtiram ile beyan eder.

Nevbet-i kelam Rodrig’e geldikte kemal-i tevazu ve iftikar ile hiikiimdarina ifa-y1
vazife-i ubudiyet ederek o kadar nagiz bir hizmet i¢in bu kadar biiylik bir miikafat-1
mahza inayet-i hiiklimranilerin muktezasi oldugunu mahgubiyetinden (111) kizararak
arz eyler. Badehu vukuatin nasil oldugunu Kral[in] sual etmesi lizerine Rodrig dahi
gece nehir tarikiyle Kastil’i basmaya gelen magribiler {izerine evveld babasinin
besyiiz nefer dostlar1 ile giderek fakat esna-y1 rahta kendisine iltihak edenler ile
miktarlarinin {i¢ bine vardigini ve nasil pusular tertip ederek diisman ile nasil siddetli
muharebeler ettiklerini ve gece karanlifinda galip ve maglup[un] bile fark
olunamayacak kadar miiskilat ¢ekildigini ve nihayet Araplar gemilerine tekrar girerek
akint1 asagi ricat edip serdarlar1 da gemilere girmislerdir zanninda bulunduklar: halde
serdarlar disarida kaldiklarimi ve onlarin nasil kahramanane cenk ederek nihayet
yanlarindaki adamlar1 (112) ciimlesi yere serildikten sonra “Serdarinizi ¢cagirin da ona
arz-1 teslimiyet edelim” dediklerini ve o zaman kendisi bunlarin karsisina varip
teslimiyetlerini kabul ettiklerini uzun uzadiya hikaye eyler.

Dordiincii Meclis — Rodrig bu uzun hikayeyi bitirdigi sirada Don Alonzo igeriye
girerek Simen’in istida-y1 adalete geldigini haber verir. Kral bu haberden ziyadesiyle
miiteessir olur. Fakat onun maruzatini dinlememek dahi muvafik-1 san-1 hiikiimrani
olamayacagindan asikasinin goziine goriinmemek icin Rodrig’i disar1 ¢ikarir ise de
ettigi hizmet-i azimenin (113) son miikafati olmak {izere Rodrig’e sarilip kemal-i
muhabbetle oper. Simen heniiz huzuruna girmeden evvel yaninda olanlara:

- Bana haber verdiler ki Simen Rodrig’i hala seviyor imis. Bir hiid’a tertip
edecegim. Hepiniz gliya Rodrig maktul olmuscasina bir mahzuniyet tavri
takininiz!

emrini verir ve iste Simen’i bundan sonra huzuruna kabul eder.
Besinci Meclis — Simen igeriye girer girmez Kral der ki:

- Ey artik memnun olunuz kizim! Netice-i hal tamam arzunuz vechile zuhur
eyledi. Rodrig bizi bir tehlikeli diismandan kurtardi (114) ise de o
muharebede almis oldugu yaranin tesirinden kendisi de surada
gozlerimizin 6niinde teslim-i ruh eyledi.

Simen bu haberi isitince beti benzi kiil kesilerek gasy derecelerini bulur. Kralin Don
Diyeg’e:

- Tavrina dikkat ediyor musunuz?
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demesi lizerine Don Diyeg Simen’in bdyle sararip agarmasi Rodrig hakkindaki sidde-i
sevdasina delalet eyledigini ihtar eder. Bicare Simen o halde:

- Ne? Rodrig vefat m1 etti dediniz?

diye daha bahir bir surette izhar-1 teessiir ve teellim edince Kral bu kahirla kiza bir
fenalik gelecegini gorerek: (115)

- Hayir! Merak etmeyiniz! Teessiiriiniizii teskin eyleyiniz. HAala yasiyor.
Hakkinizdaki sevdasinit da muhafaza ediyor.

diye manali bir surette giilmeye baslar. Fatanetli Simen Kralin bu halinden biitlin
tertibatin1 anlayarak:

- Hasmetpenahim! Insan yalmz kahirlandigi zaman cehresi bozulmaz.
Sevindigi zaman da miitegayyir olur.

diye miidafaaya baslar ise de Kral:
- Artik muhal olan bir seye de bizi inandiramazsiniz ya?
diye reddedince Simen derhal tebdil-i miidafaa ederek:

- Pekala efendim! Tagayyiiriimii haydi (116) telehhiifiime alamet addediniz!
Kahirlanmakta da hakkim yok mudur? Rodrrig’in vefati onu penge-i
intikamdan kurtarmis olur. Vatani, Krali ugrunda feda-y1 can etmesi onun
icin bir bahtiyarliktir. Ben onun helékini istiyor idim. Ama bdyle sansli bir
surette degil siyasetgdhta adalet satir1 ile basi kesildigini istiyor idim.
Vatan icin degil babam igin 6lmeli idi. Oliimiiyle san kazanmali, ducar-1
seyn olmali idi. Ister idim ki bu cenkte galip olarak devleti kurtarmal idi
de sonra da penge-i intikamimda maglup olmali idi.

tarzinda bir mukaddime ile herhalde intikam davasinda sabit-kadem oldugunu ve
fakat (117) hayf ki su nail oldugu san-1 galibiyet iizerine Kral da, erkdn-1 devlet de
biitiin millet de onun gayretini giittiikklerinden artik kendi intikaminin alinacagi iimid-i
adalet-cuyanesine halel geldigini arz eyler.

Kral ise kizin bu sdzlerini istimayla beraber Rodrig babasini 6ldiirmiis ise bir katl-i
adi ile oldiirmemis ve babasi soziin en dogrusu ettigi hakaretin cezasin1 bulmus
oldugunu ve halbuki Simen’in goénlii hala Rodrig’te oldugundan eger Rodrig’i
Oldiirecek olsa kizin mutlaka miiteessir kalacagin1 ve binaenaleyh Rodrig’i affindan
dolay1 elbette Simen’in memnun olmasi lazim gelecegini sdyler ise de Simen
miimkiin degil (118) bu soézleri de kabul edemeyerek mademki Kral ihkak-1 hak
etmiyor o halde Ispanya’nimn kaide-i kadimesi vechile Rodrig’i yine bir diivello ile
cezalandiracagini ve mevcut olan asilzadeganindan her kim Rodrig ile diivello eder de
miibarezede galip ¢ikar ve oldiiriir ise dest-i izdivact miintakime takdim eyleyecegini
meydana koyar.

Fakat Kral dahi bu teklifi kabul edemez. Bu adet eger¢i kadim ise de ihkak-1 hakkin
en emin vasitasi olmadigini ve ekseriya miibarezelerde asil kabahatli olanin galip
cikageldigini ihtar eder. Burada Rodrig’in babas1i Don Diyeg soze karigarak Rodrig’i
kurtarmak i¢in o kaide-i (119) kadimenin ilgas1 miimkiin olamayacagini ve Rodrig
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Kralin bdyle bir eser-i merhameti olarak sag kalir ise bu sagligin dahi o kahraman igin
bir ay1p, bir seyn sayilacagini ihtar ile herhalde Simen’in teklifi kabul olunmasini
istirham eylediginden Kral bu s6ze hak verir ise de miibarezenin yalniz bir adam ile
yalniz bir defaya mahsus kalmasini sart koyarak:

- Eger bu meydan: bilasart acik bulunduracak olur isen biitiin Ispanya
asilzadegadnin1 Rodrig’e diisman etmis oluruz. Zira Simen’in niimayis i¢in
tayin etmis oldugu miikafat biitlin gen¢ asilzadeleri bu meydana can
atmaya mecbur eyler! (120)

diye hem Rodrig hakkinda bir eser-i merhamet gostermis hem de Simen’in kadr i
kiymetini biiyiiltmiis olur. Ancak Don Diyeg bunu da tasvip etmez. Kont Gomes’i
oldiiren ve muharebe-i ahirede bunca yararlik gosteren bir Rodrig’in oniine hi¢ kimse
cikamayacagindan bahisle meydan-1 miibarezeyi bilasart birakmayi teklif ederek:

- O canma susamis kiistah kimdir ki o meydana girsin!

deyince ¢iinkii Don Sang dahi Simen’in asiki olup evvelce bu hizmet-i intikami
kendisine teklif ve nim-i vaadini bile ahz etmis bulundugundan hemen su mecliste
ileriye ¢ikarak: (121)

- Iste o cania susamus kiistah benim!
der ki buna climlece istigrap olunur. Kral:
- Simen! Miibareze vekaletini bu asilzadeye verdiniz mi?
sualini irat edince kiz:
- Evet hagsmetpenahim! Zaten de bunu kendisine vadeylemis idim!

diyerek o halde iki gencin iki rakibin miibarezeye hazirlanmalari emrolunur ise de
Don Diyeg yigitler icin 6liime hazirlik 1azim gelmeyecegini dermiyan edince Kral
dahi raz1 olarak Don Ariyas’a hitaben: (122)

- Diivelloya siz nezaret ediniz. Miibarizlerden hangisi galip ¢ikar ise hemen
alip bana getiriniz ki zev¢ olmak iizere kendi elim ile Simen’e takdim
edeyim.

der. Bu s6z Simen’in aklim1 basindan alip sayet Rodrig galip ¢ikar ise onunla
tezevviicii kabul edemeyecegini anlatir ise de Kral ikisinden hangisi galip ¢ikarsa
mutlaka ona varmasi ldzim gelecegini ve eger kalbine sorar ise mutlaka Rodrig’in
galebesini arzu eyledigi dahi inkar olunamayacagini emr makaminda irat eyleyerek
dordiincii perde dahi hitam bulur. (123)

Besinci Perde

Birinci Meclis — Rodrig, Sans ile miibarezeye gitmezden evvel son vedaini icra etmek
tizere Simen’e gelmis. Boyle giipe gilindiiz kendi hanesine gelmis olmasi kendi
namusunu halk nazarinda bilkiilliye berbat edecegi beyaniyla Simen hemen c¢ikip
gitmesini rica eyliyor ise de Rodrig:
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- Oliime gidiyorum! Olmeye gidiyorum. Son vazife-i ubudiyeti ifa etmeyim
mi?

deyince Simen:
- Olmeye mi?

diye miibarezede kendisi Olmeyip Don Sans’in heldki de muhtemel oldugunu
anlatmak (124) ister, fakat Rodrig bunu anladig: halde de:

- Evet Olmeye! Hiss-i intikammizi heldkimle mutmain edebilmek
bahtiyarligina!

der ki bu soz iizerine artik Simen teessiirat-1 agikanesine maglup olarak Don Sang’in
bu kadar mi cesur ve kendisinin bu kadar mi korkak oldugunu ve babasina ve
magribilere karst kendisini o kadar kuvvetli eden kim olup simdi Don Sang’a kars1 bu
derecelerde zayif eyleyen de kim idiigiinii sorar. Bunun {izerine Rodrig anlatir ki
cesareti hep o cesaret, kuvveti hep o kuvvet ise de helaki sevdiginin arzu eyledigi bir
sey oldugu i¢cin meydan-1 miibarezede mukavemet (125) etmeyecek, belki Don
Sang’in kilict ucunda kendi heldkini arayacak. Don Sans sevgili Simen’ine vekaleten
diivello etmekte oldugundan ona mukavemet Simen’e mukavemet sayilacaktir. Don
Sang Simen’in sanin1 muhafazaten dogiiseceginden kendisini bundan men Simen’i
sansiz birakacaktir. Herhalde gogsiinii agip Olimi sevinerek kabul edecektir. Zira
herhalde sevgili Simen’i mutmain ve mahfuz etmis olmak icin 6lecektir.

Asikinin fedakarligr bu dereceye vardirmasi Simen’in ihtisasat-1 kalbiyesine bittabi
tevafuk etmediginden Rodrig’i 6lmek niyetinden vazgecirmek ister ise de bunu da
(126) aciktan agiga soyleyemez. Eger bdyle kendi ihtiyariyla helak olursa halk bu is
icindeki esrar ve hafayay1 bilemeyeceginden mutlaka Don Sans’a maglup oldugunu
hiikmedeceklerinden bahseder. Don Gomes’e magribilere galip olarak kazandigi
serefi dahi Don Sang’a terk etmis olmasi hi¢ kimse bir eser-i semahat oldugunu
bilmeyerek belki o serefi Don Sans kendi zur-1 bazusuyla kazanmis diye
hiikkmedeceklerini iknaa ¢alisir.

Fakat ikna edemez. Konta ve magribilere kars1 yllmayan, maglup olmayan bir adamin
Sang’tan yilip ona maglup olacagina kimse ihtimal vermeyecegini ve aralarindaki
sevda (127) artik ciimlenin maliimu olmus bulundugundan bu sevda ile muhalati géze
aldirlpp miimkiin etmek kendisi i¢in isten bile olmayacagina cilimlenin kanaat
gosterecegini ve su Oliimi ihtiyar1 mutlaka asikasinin menfuru olarak yasamak
istemedigine haml olunacagimi Rodrig etrafiyla hem de bir suret-i asikane ve
fedakarane ile arz ederek nihayet:

- Halk ne diyecek? Babasinin intikamini almak i¢in sevdasini1 feda ederek
Simen’in babasini 6ldiirdii ve sevdiginin intikamini hasil etmek i¢in de
kendini Sans’a oldiirterek hayatin1 feda eyledi. Her cihetle comertlik
gosterdi derler.

deyince Simen Rodrig’in bu fedakarliktan (128) miimkiin degil geri durmayacagini
katiyen anlar. Artik meyusiyet-i agikanesi tahammiil olunamayacak derecelere varir.
Iste bu noktada Rodrig’e dyle bir itiraf-1 Asikanede bulunur ki hakikaten canlar
dayanamaz. Der ki:
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- Rodrig! Sevgili Rodrig! Anladim ki ugrumda feda-y1 candan seni higbir
miilahaza men edemeyecektir. Fakat diisiin ki sen heldk olursan beni
Sang’a tezvi¢ edecekler! Sana olan sevda-y1 pakime hiirmeten askimiz
askina beni bu beladan kurtar. Benim intikamima hizmet i¢in Sans’a karsi
miidafaasiz duracagina beni Sang’tan kurtarmak i¢in miidafaa et!
Gonliimiin nefret eyledigi bir taahhiitten (129) bir vaatten beni halas etmek
icin cenk et! Daha ziyadesini de mi sOyleyeyim? Haydi git miibareze et!
Fakat kendini kurtarmaya bak. Eger gonliinde benim i¢in zerre kadar
muhabbet kalmis ise miikafat1 Simen’in dest-i tezevviicii olan su cenkte
galip ¢ikmaya calis! Adiyd! Su soOzleri nasil yiiziim kizararak ne kadar
maglubane bir mecburiyetle séyledigimi gordiin ya?

Filvaki Simen bu soézlerle babasinin intikamindan bile vazgecerek nimet-i visaline
yine Rodrig’den baska kimseyi nail etmek miimkiin olamayacagini itiraf etmis oluyor
ki o kadar uluvv-i cenabla bu derece maglubiyet ve mecburiyetinden (130) dolay1
hicabindan mosmor kesilerek firlayip kagiyor. Rodrig yalniz kalinca askinin olanca
siddetiyle cosarak diyor ki:

- Bu halde artik makhur ve maglup edemeyecegim bir diigman olabilir mi?
Navarl, Kastilli, Magribi, Masriki ne kadar cengaver var ise cilimleniz
birden karsima ¢ikiniz! Biitiin Ispanya’nin kahramanlari hep birleserek
karsimda bir kahraman ordusu teskil ediniz! Simen’deki maksad-1
yeganeme kars1 biitiin heyet-i mecmuaniz bana hi¢ goriiniir.

fkinci Meclis — Bu mecliste Prenses Urrak yalniz goriiniir. Rodrig’e olan sevdasi
kendisini ne derecelerde (131) magdur eylediginden sikayete baglar. Son eser-i
galibiyetle Rodrig’in kendi gonlii iizerinde dahi galebesini arttirarak adeta tahtgah-1
kalbi tizerinde sahib-kiran bir hiikiimdar oldugunu badetteslim eyvah ki yalniz
kralzade degildir diye onunla bekam olamayacagina hayiflanir. Hele babasini
6ldiirmiis oldugu halde bile Simen’in yine Rodrig’ten soguyamamasi kendi i¢in helak
derecesinde kiskanacak bir hal oldugunu itiraf ederek diinyada en bedbaht bir kimse
var ise o da koca bir Prenses olmastyla beraber yine kendisi oldugunu hiikmeyler.

Uciincii Meclis — Prenses bu halde (132) iken miirebbiyesi Leonor iceriye girer.
Prenses i¢in artik halas-1 kat’i saati gelmis oldugunu bir tavr-1 tebrik ile beyan ederek
Prenses:

- Nasil halas?

diye sual etmesi lizerine iste Rodrig ile Sang’in miibarezeye gittiklerini ve Rodrig
maktul diiser ise onun askindan halas tahakkuk etmis olacag: gibi galip ¢ikar ise Kral
kendisini Simen ile tezvi¢ edeceginden bu da Prenses i¢in kat-1 {imid demek olacagini
beyan eder.

Fakat hayfa ki miirebbiyenin sozleri Prensesi teskin edemez. Zira Prenses bilir ki
Simen hala Rodrig i¢in ¢ildirtyor. (133) Kendisi ise Simen’den ziyade Rodrig’in delisi
divanesi oldugunu miirebbiyesine tekrar itiraf edince Leonor:

- A! Kimin kiz1 oldugunuzu yine unutuyor musunuz? Sizin kocaniz basi
tacl bir kral olacak iken tebaanizdan bendeganinizdan birisini sevmeniz
layik olur mu?
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diyor ise de Prenses o soOyledigi sozler kendisini ye’s-i kat’l ile de miisterih
edemeyecegini ve daha baska sdyleyecekleri i¢in de kendi dairesine gidilmek 1azim
gelecegini dermiyanla ikisi birden ¢ikip giderler.

Dordiincii Meclis — Simen ile Elvir’in bir muhavereleri suretindedir. Simen hep (134)
o meyusiyet-i mutlaka i¢cinde her neyi arzu etmis olsa neticesi kendisine gozyasi
doktiirecek seyler oldugundan bahisle miirebbiyesine sikayet ediyor. Elvir:

- Yok ama artik bu son karar pek aladir. Ya babanizin intikamini almis ya
Rodrig’e varmis olacaksimiz. Ikisi de sizin i¢in en biiyiilk emeldir. Her
halde saniniz muhafaza olunuyor. Her halde size bir koca bulunuyor.

diye fasl-1 dava etmeye calisiyor ise de Simen:

- Bu nasil bahtiyarlik? Bana koca olarak takdim olunacak adam ya babamin
katili olacak ya Rodrig’in degil mi? Her halde (135) Rodrig ile Sang’tan
hangisine tezvi¢ edilecek olsam ikisinin de kilici iizerinde bir sevdigimin
kan1 lekesi bulunmayacak mi? Bu halde en dogru temenni Rodrig ile
Sang’tan higbirisinin ne galip ne maglup ¢ikmamasi temennisinden ibaret
kalir.

diye miirebbiyesini ilzam ediyor. S6z biraz daha uzanip gidiyor. Simen’in miimkiin
degil miilzem olmadig1 ve hatta Rodrig Sans’a dahi galebe etse bile onun izdivacina
razi olmamak daiyesinde bulundugunu goriince artik Elvir dahi kizarak:

- Eger sizi memnun etmek bu kadar gii¢ olacak ise Hak Taala dahi bu kadar
nazi tasvip buyurmayacagindan korkarim ki bu (136) diivelloda Rodrig’i
maktul diisiiriip de sizi Sans’a zevce etmesin?

der. Simen kendisine boyle bir musibeti ni¢in temenni eyledigini sormaya baslar ise
de bu aralik Don Sang’in yalniz geldigini goriince artik olacak islerin kaffesini olmus
bitmis oldugunu anlayarak gays olmak derecelerini bulur.

Besinci Meclis — Don Sans Simen’in huzuruna gelerek kilicini ortaya koyarak:
- Bu kilict hakipayinize takdime mecbur olusum!...
der demez Simen cildirmisgasina bir gazapla: (137)

- Rodrig’in kaniyla miilemma olan kilici ha? Hain! Ne cesaretle goziime
goziikilyorsun? Alemde en ziyade sevdigim viicudu mahveyledikten
sonra... Ey askim! Olanca siddetinle meydana koy! Artik korkacak higbir
sey kalmadi. Babamin intikami alindigindan agskimi ketme de artik liizum
kalmadi. Darbe-i yegane namusumu kurtardi. Beni ye’s-i kiilliye endaht
etti ise askima da serbesti verdi!

diye Don Sans’1 kemal-i nefretle redde davranir. Bigare Don Sans:
- Biraz daha itidal-i efkar ile davransaniz...

diye tekrar s6z sdylemek ister ise de (138) Simen adama s6z sdyletiyor mu?
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- Ey perestis ettigim kahramanin menfur katili!
diye adamcagiz1 bin hakaretle tard eyliyor. Sang hala:
- Ne acip teessiir. Beni dinlemeksizin...

diye s6z sdylemege davraniyor ise de Simen kendisini sOyletip de kendisinden asikini
nasil oldiirdiigiine dair tafra-flirusane sozleri mi isitecegi beyaniyla miimkiin degil
sOyletmeyip o anda Kral ve Don Diyeg ve Don Ariyas ve Don Alonzo meclise
girivererek her halde Sang’in sdzleri ham armut gibi bogazina tikilip kaliyor. (139)

Altine1 Meclis — Kral gelince Simen:

- Hagmetpenah! Artik sizden higbir seyi saklamaya higbir seyden haya
etmeye liizum kalmadi!

mukaddimesiyle soze baglayarak katlettirdigi kahraman hald mahcup kalbi oldugunu
ve fakat pederine karsi olan vazife-i mukaddese yolunda onu feda eyledigini bilitiraf
fakat bermucib-i mukavele Don Sang’in zevcesi olmak kendisi i¢in muhal oldugunu o
mukavelenin nakzi i¢in olanca maa miilkiinii Sans’a terk ederek kendisi badema son
giiniine kadar asikina aglamak icin bir manastira cekilecegini sdyler ve buna
merhameten miisaade olunmasini istida eder. (140) Bunun iizerine Don Diyeg:

- Iste hasmetpenahimiz artik hicbir seyden pervasi kalmadig: igin sevdasini
kendisi de itiraf eyliyor!

deyince Kral giilerek:

- Simen artikk aglamaymiz! Maglup olan Don Sans’tir ama size yanlig
anlatti!

diyor ki bu hal bigare Simen’i tekrar ¢ildirasiya bir hayrete ducar ededursun Don Sang
izah eyliyor ki ne yanlis1 ne dogruyu higbir seyi anlatmaya meydan kalmaksizin
Simen yalniz kilic1 gériince herseyi kendisi anlayivermistir.

Meger vuku bulan miibarezeden Don (141) Rodrig 6yle hasminin kilicina sinesini
amac¢ edivermis. Bihakkin miidafaa ederek bir hareket-i serie ile Sans’in elinden
kilicini yere diistirmiis. Bu halde Sang’1 istedigi gibi tepelemeye mani kalmamis ise de
Sang dahi Simen’e itiraf-1 maglubiyete gelmis ise de Simen s6z sdyletmemis ki itiraf
edebilsin.

Bu netice-i garibe climlede ziyadesiyle hayreti mucip olarak Kral Simen’e:

- Don Rodrig’e olan muhabbetiniz sizce hi¢bir vechile mucib-i hayret olacak
seylerden degildir. Iste pederinizin de (142) intikamini aldimiz. Artik benim
emrim dahi yerine gelmelidir. Rodrig’in zevcesi olmalisiniz!

der iken Prenses Urrak, Don Rodrig’i elinden tutmus oldugu halde miirebbiyesi
Leonor ile beraber igeriye giriverir. Getirip Rodrig’i:
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- Gozyaslariizi dindiriniz Simen! Bu alicenap as181, bu kahraman zevci iste
Prensesiniz Enfant Urrak’in elinden alip kabul ediniz!

diye takdim eder ise de o dahi Rodrig’in delisi divanesi oldugu halde bu takdimi nasil
bir tavr-1 makhuriyetle icra eyledigi miilahazaya tahayyiile muhtag kalir. (143)

Yedinci Meclis — Bu mecliste en parlak harekat yine Rodrig’in harekat-1
kahramanisidir. Evvela Krala:

- Huzurunuzda Simen’in ayaklarina kapandigimi terbiyesizligime haml
buyurmayiniz efendim! Bu bir mecburiyet-i asikanedir!

diye oziirler diledikten sonra Simen’in huzurunda diz ¢okerek:

- Buraya gelmekten maksatim nihayet kilicitm ekmegi olarak kazandigim
Simen’i talep i¢in degildir. Tekrar sirr-1 cinayetkarim size takdime geldim,
higbir sey size olan sevda-y1 mutianeme galebe edemez. Eger bu kadar
yapilan seyler pederiniz i¢in kafi degil ise emrediniz daha ne ister iseniz
yapayim! Daha hezaran rakipler (144) ile miibareze mi istersiniz? Tek
basima bir ordu iizerine mi hiicum edeyim? Romanlarda muhayyel olan
kahramanlar1 da m1 geride birakayim? Her halde 6liimden bagka bir sey ile
teseffi edemez iseniz iste basim ayaklarimzin altindadir. Baskalarma
havale etmeye ne hacet, kendi eliniz ile dldiiriiniiz! Ne kadar la-yugleb bir
kahraman isem sizin eliniz beni maglup edebilir. Bagkalarina muhal olan
bir intikami siz aliniz. Fakat cezam ig¢in yalniz 6liim kafi olsun da beni
thsas-1 kalbinizden de matrut etmeyiniz. Yalniz bazi bazi hatiriniza
gelirsem deyiniz ki eger beni sevmese idi 6lmeyecek idi!

Boyle son dereceye kadar hem kahramanane (145) hem mutiane olan bir harekete
Simen’in dahi diyecegi kalmayip ayaklarina kapanmis olan kahramani kaldirir ve
Kralin izdivaci i¢in vermis oldugu emre inkiyadin da liizumunu teslim eder ise de
babasinin kan1 heniiz kurumamis oldugu halde bu nikahin icrasi kabil olamayacagini
dermiyan eyleyince Kral dahi insafa gelerek isin {izerinden bir zaman ge¢mesini ve o
zaman zarfinda Rodrig’in daha bircok muharebeler ederek sanlar kazanarak Simen’e
bir kat daha isbat-1 liyakat eylemesini bittensip oyuna hitam verilir.

% %k %k

Iste Korney’in Sid oyununun hiilasas1 budur. Fakat bizim burada hiilasa (146)
eyledigimiz seyin bir de suret-i mebsutasini karilerimiz zihinlerinde bulduktan sonra
bu eserin emsali nadir bulunur derecelerde bir nazm-1 belig ile yazilmis oldugunu da
diistinmelidir ki Korney’in kudret-i edebiyesi bihakkin takdir olunarak hakk-1 tazim
ve tebriki de ona gore ifa olunabilsin.
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Sid’in Intikad1

(147) Asar-1 edebiyyenin hemen hicbirisi Korney’in Sid’i kadar ducar-1 intikad
olunmamustir, diye iddia edilse hemen de reddolunamaz. Bunun sebebi de malimdur.
Sid adeta asar-1 edebiyyenin hemen kaffesine faiktir de onun i¢in! Sid’e gelinceye
kadar Fransa’da higbir edip, hatta Korney’in kendisi bile bu kadar giizel bir trajedya
yazmamis idi. Korney’den sonra gelenlerin ve hatta yine Korney’in yazdiklar1 asarin
dahi Sid’i gegip gecememis oldugu muhtelifiin fihtir.

Acaba Sid bu kadar ehemmiyet almis ve Volter de dahil oldugu halde en
miiskilpesentleri bile uliivviyyetini teslime mecbur olmus olduguna (147) gore
miintakidleri aciz birakacak kadar miikemmeliyet-i kat‘iyyeyi cami mi idi?

Ne gezer? O mitkemmeliyet-i kat‘iyye kimin eserine mahsus olabilir ki Sid’de dahi
goriilebilsin. Isin icine bir de biiyiik bir garaz karistig1 icin intikadin yiizde seksen
besi haksiz ve garazkarane idiyse de yiizde yirmi kadar1 yine hakl idi. Intikaddan,
itirazdan bilkiilliyye masun olabilecek bir eseri meydana getirmek insanogluna
verilmemistir.

Biz burada intikadat-1 vak‘adan karilerimizi haberdar etmeye baslamazdan evvel bu
eserin zemini hakkinda bazi maliimat verecegiz. (149)

Korney’in bu eserinde en miithim sahis olan ve “Sid” diye teshir edilen Rodrig’in ilk
defa olmak Tizere sair-i miisariinileyhin hayalinde viicut bulmus oldugunu
zannetmemelidir. Korney’den evvel dahi bu zemin iizerine yazilmig asar-1 edebiyye
vardir. Hatta Sid nami Ispanya’nin ta ezmine-i miitevassitadan beri zebanzed-i enam
olan milli sarkilarinda da alkislanmis olup bu hél ile beraber bir zamana kadar bu
zatin sirf eshas-1 muhayyeleden oldugu zannedilmis ve bir aralik bu zanna mukabil
bilkiilliye hakiki ve tarihl bir adam oldugu da iddia olunmus idi. Nihayet erbab-1
tedkikden Dozi nam miiellif, Ispanya’nin ezmine-i miitevassitada tarih-i siyasi ve
edebisi hakkinda icra-y1 (150) tedkikata giristigi esnada sair pek ¢ok mevadd-1
muhtelifin fiha hakkinda saip hiikiimler verdigi gibi Sid hakkindaki rivayatin da
sahihlerini hayalilerinden ayirmaya muvaffak olabilmistir.

Sid’in asil ismi Rodrig yahut Rodrih olmakla Roy Diyaz olmasi muhtelifin fih
oldugu gibi babasinda dahi ihtilaf vardir. Bir rivayete gére babasi Diyego, Kastil
ahalisinin Kral ikinci Fervala zamaninda intihap etmis olduklari iki bas hakimden
birisi olan Kalav nam =zatin siilalesinden olup diger rivayate gore de Kastil
ahalisinden ve yine mesahirden Riko Homber nam zatin siilalesindendir. Olabilir ki
bu Riko Homber dahi salifii’z-zikr (151) stilalesinden olsun. Tarih-i sahihte ilk defa
olmak tizere Rodrig’in sohreti Lion Krali birinci Ferdinand zamaninda yani miladin
1064 tarihinde yazilmis olan bir varaka-i resmiyyeden baslar. Ferdinand’in oglu
Kastil Kral1 ikinci Sans zamaninda Rodrig muzafferiyat-1 miitetabia ile sohret-giar
olarak miisariinileyh 1067 tarihinde hiikimetinin en miithim bayragini mumaileyhe
bitteslim biitiin ordulara baskumandan tayin eylemis idi.

Korney’in trajedyasina hi¢ taalluku olmayan bir¢ok vukuat-1 tarihiyyeden sonra
Rodrig’in Kasmiyena yani Simen ile izdivaci goriiliir ise de o zaman Kastil’de Kral
(152) bulunan zat Ferdinand olmay1p 1082 sene-i miladiyyesinde sandali-i hiikimete
hem de yine Rodrig’in muavenetiyle oturmus bulunan Alfons olarak, Simen dahi
Osteri diikas1 ve Ovya Kontu Don Diyego’nun kizi olarak bu Kont dahi Kralin
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biraderi olmakla Simen Kralin yigeni olur. Biraz sonra Don Rodrig ile Kralin aralar1
bozularak 1081 sene-i miladiyyesinde Rodrig’i tard eylediginden Rodrig dahi
Saragos’a cekilerek orada Ispanyol tarihlerinin “beni hud” diye kaydeyledikleri Arap
hanedan-1 hiikiimdarisine iltica eyler. Yine Ispanyol miiverrihlerinin rivayetlerine
gore orada Rodrig Araplarin Ispanya nasarasi yani kendi (153) hemsehrileri aleyhine
vuku bulan muharebelerinde de hizmet eylemis, hatta “Sid” {invan-1 istiharim1 da o
zaman bu Saragos Araplarmdan almis. Hep o Ispanyol miiverrihlerinin rivayetlerine
gore Rodrig’in Saragos’ta ikameti haylice uzayarak hatta iki defa Kastil Krali ile
barigarak oraya avdet eyledigi halde yine bir takim entrikalara tutulup Saragos’a
gittigi dahi climle rivayat-1 tarihiyyedendir. Nihayet 1094 tarihinde Valansda’ki
limera-y1 megaribe yekdigeri ile dugar-1 ihtilaf olarak her biri bir kisim memlekette
ilan-1 istiklal eyledikleri sirada Rodrig kendi hami-i mahbub1 olup Kad: ibn-i Cehaf
tarafindan (154) katledilmis bulunan emir Yahyaii’l-Kadir’in intikami i¢in kendisine
tabi olan cengaverler ile beraber muharebeye kiyam etmis ve Valans’1 zapt ederek
orada bes sene miistakil kaldig1 gibi 1098 senesinde Almanara ve Moriyadoru da
zapt ve memalikine ilhak ederek bir sene sonra Es-Seyri Enam mahalle gonderdigi
firka-i askeriye magliip olmasiyla kederinden vefat eylemis imis.

Rodrig’in vefatindan sonra zevcesi Simen iki sene daha Valans’da payidar olmus idi.
Lakin her taraftan ducar oldugu muhacemata mukavemet iktidar1 olmadigindan
miilkiinii Kral Alfons’a terk etmis ve bir bugak sene kadar daha muammer olduktan
sonra o da (155) vefat ederek Sen Pedro de Karniya manastirinda kocas1 Rodrig
yanina defnolunmustur.

Sid’in Diyego Rodrigez naminda bir oglu olup Magribilerle bir muharebede maktul
diismiis ve Kristin ve Mari naminda iki de kiz1 olarak birincisi Navar veliahti Enfan
Ramir’e ve digeri Barselon Kontu ii¢iincii Ramon’a tezvi¢ olunmuslardir.

Iste Rodrig hakkindaki malimat-1 safiye-i tarihiyye sundan ibarettir ki bu maltimati
teyit edecek mizrak ve kili¢ ve kalkan ve bayrak gibi yadigarlar dahi istihar eylemis
ise de vaktiyle turbador denilen ayak sairleri ispanya’nin her tarafinda gest i giizar
ederek namdar cengaverlerin vukuat-1 (156) harbiyyesini ilan yolunda destanlar
okuduklarindan Rodrig bunlarin en biiyiikk sermayesi olmus ve binaenaleyh bu
cengaver hakkinda o kadar hayalat adeta hakikat suretinde nazma g¢ekilmistir ki asil
kendi hakkindaki hakayik-1 tarihiyyeyi ihlal eden ve hatta kendi sahsini bile eshas-1
muhayyele menzilesine indiren sey bu destanlar olmustur.

Nasil olmasin ki bu destanlarin adedi yiizleri gegerek bir takimi Fransizcaya dahi
terceme edilmesiyle biiylicek iki cilt teskil eylemistir. Bunlar okundugu zaman
Rodrig hakkinda dogru bir haber almak kabil olamaz. Yekdigerini nakiz olan isbu
destanlarin bazilarinda Rodrig, Ispanya krallarmin ilk (157) babasi olmak iizere
teshir edildigi halde digerinde adeta bir kralin serdar1 ve bir takiminda sadece bir
cengaver olarak tasvir olunup o serdar, o cengaver dahi bazilarinda krala fevkalhad
muti ve bazilarinda hadden ziyade miitekebbir ve asi bir sey olmak {izere
gosterilmektedir. Hele Simen ile olan muasakasi bilkiilliye masala cevrilmistir.
Denilebilir ki bir sair-i hayalperver bu destanlar {izerine bina-y1 hayal ederek kirk
sene Sid trajedyasi yapabilir de kirki da birbirine benzemez. Nasil ki Korney’den
evvel dahi iki Ispanyol sairleri bu nama birer trajedya yazmuslardir ki birinin adi
Gilhem de Kastro’dur. Bunlar yekdigerine asla benzemeyip (158) Korney bunlardan
Gilhem’i kendisine zemin ittihaz eyledigi halde o dahi Gilhem de Kastro’yu aynen
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terceme etmeyip pek ¢ok yerlerde ona muhalefet ederek kendilerince bir baska eser
yazmigtir.

Korney’in yazmis oldugu Sid’in zemini ile yukridaki fikrada Sid hakkinda dermiyan
eylemis oldugumuz maliimat-1 tarihiyye arasindaki miibayeneti gorerek Korney’i
bununla muahezeye hak bulamayiz. Bir kere bu misiillii asarda lidebanin tarihe
mahkim kalmalar1 hi¢ 1dzim gelmez. Bu nokta bin defa bahse ¢ekilmis ve hemen
kaffesinde ittifak-ara ile boyle hilkmolunmustur. Maahaza bizim verdigimiz hulasa-i
tarihiyye en safi ve adeta hakayik-1 tarihiyyeden madut olup halbuki (159) hakikat-i
tarihiyye ile sarf-1 hayal arasinda daha bir ¢ok rivayet bulunarak bunlarin dahi hiikmii
“tarih1” addolunacak kadar kavidir. Hatta Mariyana naminda bir miiverrihin yazmis
oldugu Ispanya Tarihi’nde Rodrig ile Simen arasinda hem ask hem de kan davasi
bulunarak Simen’in Krala “Ya onu idam ederek babamin intikamini al yahut beni
ona zevce olarak ver” demis oldugu da miinderi¢ oldugu gibi vak‘anin cihat-1 sairesi
dahi miitevafik oldugundan Korney’i hakayik-1 tarihiyyeden tebaiit ile tayip edenlere
cevaben ve Volter “Mariyana’nin bu sozleri Korney’in beraat-i zimmetine kafidir”
denmistir.

(160) 1606 senesi haziraninda Fransa’nin Ruen sehrinde dogmus ve Cizvit
mektebinde tahsil ederek badehu babasi tarafindan avukatliga sevk olundugu halde o
meslegi sevmeyip sairlige siiluk etmis olan Korney’i isbu Sid trajedyasindan evvel
Melit [M¢élite] naminda bir komedya tanzim ederek mazhar oldugu ragbetten
bittesevvuk Klitandr [Clitandre] naminda bir trajedya ve “Vov” [La Veuve] yani Dul/
naminda diger bir komedya daha yazmis idiyse de komedyalarinin asil sebeb-i
mergubiyetleri letafetlerine diyecek olmayan gilizel beyitlerden ziyade o zamanlar
Fransa’da heniiz komedya usuliiniin bir tarz-1 edeb olarak taayyiin etmemesinden ve
bunlar[in] yeni goriilmesinden ibaret idi. Zira o zamana kadar Fransa’da (161)
komedyalar yerine bir takim maskaraliklar oynanarak hatta meshur Molyer’in bile
badi-i emrde bu surette ise baslamis oldugu meshurdur ki bizim Abdiirrezzak Efendi
bu halde Osmanlilarin Molyer’i addolunsa miistebad goriilemez.

O zamanlar meshur kardinal Risely6 [Richelieu] papazliga muhalif olarak basvekalet
vazifesini deruhte eyledigi gibi basvekalete de muhalif olarak ediplik, miielliflik
daiyyelerine kiyam ederek hanesinde dort kitap ve sair cem‘iyle kendi efkarim
bunlara yazdirmakta oldugundan ve fakat Rotro naminda olanindan maada diger tigii
hicbir ise yarar adam (162) olmayip kardinal namina yazdiklar1 seyler kardinale san
yerine seyn kazandirdiklarindan beyitleri o kadar 1atif olan sair-i nev-zuhur Korney’i
dahi besinci olmak iizere bunlara ilhak etmis idi. Bundan sonra Korney Galeri du
Pale [La Galerie du Palais] ve Suivant [La Suivate] ve Palas Rovayyal [La Place
royale] ve [lliizyon [L’Illusion comique] namlariyla dort komedya ve Mede [Médée]
namiyla bir de trajedya tanzim ederek vakia ciimlesini aleme begendirmis ise de
heniiz Sid’in kendisine verdigi sohret-i sahib-kiranane bed etmemis idi.

Iste su sekiz asar-1 nefise ile kudret-i edebiyyesini cihana tanittirdiktan sonra Korney,
1936 senesinde Sid’i meydana koydu ki heniiz otuz yasinda bir gen¢ adam (163)
olmas1 nazar-1 dikkate alininca eslafindan higbirisinin muvaffak olmadigi gibi hemen
ahlafindan da higbirisinin muvaffak olamamis bulundugu bu eser-i nefis-i aliila’la
biitiin cihan1 hayrette birakmistir. Ispanyol suarasindan birisi bu eseri derhal
“miintakim peder” manasina olan “honeradur do su padr” namiyla terceme eylemis
ise de tercemesi fena olmakla beraber bir¢cok kimseler hatta Volter bile bir aralik
Korney’in eseri bundan miitercemdir zannina diigmiisler idi. Sonra hakikat meydana
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cikinca miitercim-i merkiimemin zahmeti kendisine levmden bagka bir sey
kazandiramamistir. Filvaki Sid’i 6yle tahrif ve terzil ederek terceme eden i¢in bu
ceza (164) layiktir. Zira o sirada kardinal Riselyd dahi Korney’i istirkap ederek
climle alemin hayretle alkisladigi bu eseri bilittifak fenadir diye hiikmetmesini
Akademiya’ya emreylemis ve vakia Akademiya —ileride bahsedecegimiz surette- bir
mufassal intikadname yazmis ise de Akademiya azasi dahi bunun ciddiyetine
inanmayarak hele halk-1 alem giizel bir eser gorseler “Sid gibi giizel” demeyi darb-1
mesel sirasina koymustur. Gariptir ki hala bugiin dahi bu darb-1 mesel bakidir.

Korney’in bir¢ok miintakidleri meyaninda bir Senydr “Skiideri” vardir ki intikadinin
ciddiyeti ile degil tuhaflig1 ile meshurdur. Bizde ciddiyattan evvel su tuhafliklar isini
goriip bitirmis olmak iizere evvel emirde Skiideri’yi nazar-1 muhakemeye c¢ekecegiz
ki onun gibi daha bir¢cok tuhaf miintakidleri de muhakeme kiilfetinden kurtularak
climlesinin igbu Skiideri’ye makis olduklarini karilerimize ihtar ediverelim.

Senyor Skiideri dort kelimeye birer kafiye takarak bunlart bir de 6l¢ii dahilinde
siraya dizer ise sair olmus, siir sOylemis itikadinda bulunan adamlardan olup
Kardinal Riselyé’nun Sid’i istirkap eyledigini de goriince Sid gibi bir eser-i
muazzami terzil eylemis olmak sanindan ziyade kardinale yaranmak fevaid-i
maddiyyesine tamaen surada burada bazi sozler ile bazen de kelam ile Sid’i intikada
(166) baslamis idi. Kendisi “Amanliberal” ve “Ligdamon” namiyla iki komedya
yazarak vasat dereceden biraz daha asagi bir miitesair oldugunu aleme gostermis
olduktan sonra bir de Sid’i intikada kalkisinca kendisinden biraz daha hallice olanlar
dahi onu reddeylemek gayretine diismiisler idi. Bu erbab-1 gayretten birisi Skiideri’yi
ziyade hirpaladigindan ve Skiideri bu tarzin Korney tarafindan geldigini
zanneylediginden bir cild-i mahsus kaleme alarak Korney’i o kadar tahkir etmis idi
ki artik diinyada Korney’den daha cahil ve Sid’den daha fena higbir eser
bulunmadigm hiikme kadar varmis idi. Sid’in 72 beyiti Ispanyolca (167) aslindan
terceme gibi birsey oldugu beyaniyla bu halde tekmil-i eserin Ispanyolca’dan
terceme demek olacagini ve o tercemenin de fena bir terceme bulundugunu
hiikmetmis idi. Badehu kendisini medhe baglayarak “Ben soyle asilzadeyim, Korney
bana nispetle soyle vazidir. Ben soyle yigit bir cengaverim, Korney fazilet-i
secaatten mahrum bir zavallidir!...” gibi mukayesata dahi giriserek kendisini halk
nazarinda diistirdiik¢e diistirmiis idi.

Dostundan bir¢oklar1 Korney’i Skiideri’ye mukabele i¢in tesvik eylemisler ise de
Korney o taraftan gelen intikadatin higbir kiymet-i edebiyyesi olmadigindan Skiideri
(168) kendisine itirazla ne kadar giiliing olmaktan havfini beyan eylemis idi. Fakat bu
intikad cildinde Skiideri kendi aleyhinde Sid’i miidafaa eden Korney oldugu
zanninda bulunup bu ise sahih olmadigindan isin bu cihetini tashih etmek icin
Korney, Skiideri’ye bir mektup yazmaya mecbur oldu.

Bu mektubu ne kadar ustaliklidir! Evveld Skiideri aleyhinde yazan kendisi
olmadigini sdyleyerek yazanin kim oldugunu da iham ile ifham edip de Skiideri’nin
mukabele yolunda yazdigi cildin hi¢ degeri olmadigini isbat eyledikten ve bu suretle
muteriz (169) efendiyi mahcup biraktiktan sonra asalet ve secaate hiirmet-i
mahsusasiyle beraber bunlarin miinazarat-1 edebiyyede hicbir hiikmii olamayacagini
Oyle bir zarafetle anlatmis ki Skiideri’nin akli basinda bir adam olmasi sartiyle
asilzade oldugundan da seci ve cesur bulundugundan nedamet getirmesi lazim
gelmis! Oyle ya! Ne kadar kibar, ne kadar cesur olursa olsun edebiyyat ve ilim ve
hiiner meydaninda bunlar burhan makamina kaim olabilirler mi? Servette, ikbalde
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Risely0 derecesinde olsa bile yine ilim ve edep meydaninda o meydanin
kahramanlarina mukabil hacil kalmak tabiidir.

Mektubunun bir yerinde Skiideri’nin (170) kendisine cehl isnadini gayet tuhaf bir
suretle reddeyliyor. Intikad ile san kazanmak hiiner olacag: itikadinda bulunsa idi
Skiideri’nin asarmi intikad eyleyecegini badelisrab edebiyyata dair Skiideri
kendisinden epeyce ders almis, menfaat gormiis bulundugu halde onun asarmni
intikad etmemesi meger zatina riayetinden degil cehlinden imis gibi bir zarafet
gostermis ki eger kendisi Skiideri’nin asarini intikad edecek olsa herifin kemiklerini
kirmak isten bile degil ise de miicerret boyle zebunkeslikten seref ve san ummadigi
i¢cin yapmamis.

Elhasil Korney’in bu mektubu gayet zarifane ve halimane bir sey olmakla beraber
(171) muteriz ve miitearriz Skiideri’yi berbat edip birakmis oldugundan burada
aynen boyle tercemeye sayeste ise de havi oldugu zarafetlerinden imalarin hep
Fransiz lisanina mahsus seyler olmasi ve birgok noktalar1 dahi zamaninin ahvaline
irsal-i mesel suretinde goriilmesi hasebiyle aynen tercemesine imkan olmadiktan
baska serh ve izah yollu terceme edilse dahi derece-i liizumun fevkinde tatvil-i
kelam1 mucip olacagi i¢in sarf-1 nazar kilinmigtir.

Imdi Korney’in Skiideri gibi yalniz kendi hakkinda tekebbiir ve Korney hakkinda
tahkirden bagka bir zemin lizerine bina-y1 intikad etmeyen miintakidleri pekc¢ok ise
de burada (172) onlarla istigal, kariin-i Osmaniyyemiz i¢in hi¢bir faideyi mucip
olamaz. Iktidar1 fevkinde intikadatla ugrasanlara tarihin ne nazarla bakacag
hususunda sayan-1 ibret ve misal olmak i¢in dahi bu Skiideri kafi ve vafidir.

Ciddi olan miintakidlerin intikadat1 icinde pek ¢ok hakli ve miihim seyler vardir ki
bunlar1 bildhare Korney dahi kabul eylemistir. Yine bu intikadat-1 ciddiyeden
birtakim1 dahi ciddiyetiyle beraber haksiz olduklarindan, onlar1 Korney reddetmis
oldugu gibi Korney’den maada bitaraf erbab-1 iktidar dahi reddetmislerdir ki Volter
dahi onlarin birisidir. Biz intikadatinin bu cihet-i (173) ciddiye ve miihimmesinde de
“Filan sO0yle demis ona sOyle cevap verilmistir” diye bir ¢ok sami-i irad ile sozil
liizumundan ziyade uzatmaya mecbur degiliz. Zira yine Korney’in hem giiya hamisi
hem de hakikatte rakib-i a‘zami bulunan Riselyd’nun eser-i tesviki olmak iizere o
zamanki Fransa Akademiyasi isbu intikadat-1 ciddiyesinin heman kaffesinden maada
kendi miildhazatin1 dahi bir makale-i1 mufassalaya der¢ etmis oldugundan aradigimiz
seylerin kaffesini bu makalede bulabecegimiz gibi Volter’in bazi miiladhazat1 da o
makaleye hasiye suretinde der¢ edilmis ve Korney kendi intikadinda makale-i
mezkirenin sayan-1 mukabele olan yerlerini géstermis oldugundan (174) bu makale
dahilinde mesgul olmak bize kafidir.

Makale-i mezklre Akademiya azasindan Mosyd Saplen kalemiyle yazilmisdir ki
niisha-i asliyyesi hala aynen Kiitiibhane-i Kebir’de mahfuzdur. G6ziimiiziin 6niinde
olan matbu1 “in oktavo” denilen biiylicek sahifeler ve ince hurufla kirk iki sahife olup
aynen terceme edilmek 1azim gelse bizim su kii¢iik sahifelerimizin besi ancak onun
bir sahifesini tercemeye kifayet edebileceginden ikiyiiz sahife kadar bir terceme eder.
Bu da esasen iki kisma miinkasimdir ki kism-1 evvel Sid’in zeminine, kism-1 sanisi
Sid’deki ebyatin hangileri Fransiz nokta-i nazarinca sayeste-i muaheze ve intikad
(175) olduklarina dairdir. Bu ikinci kisim intikadin bizim gibi o lisanin ehli
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olmayanlara faide vermeyecegi derkardir. Binaenaleyh biz asil nazar-1 ehemmiyeti
Akademiya’nin yazdig1 makalenin kism-1 evveline hasr etmek mecburiyyetindeyiz.

k %k %k

Akademiya’nin isbu makalesinde dort buguk sahife kadar bir mukaddeme vardir ki
intikad hakkinda bir miilahaza-i umumiyye olmak iizere hakikaten ehemmiyetle
takdire sayandir.

A ‘¢

Evvela “ Min elf fekad istihdaf ” fehvasini irat ederek san ve seref arzusuyla asarini
nazar-gah-1 umuma koyanlarin o asar1 tedkik hakkini da umuma vermis olacaklarini
dermiyen ediyor. Diyor ki: Bu bir alis (176) veris demektir. Adeta bir tacirin
miisteriye gosterdigi metaa miisterinin istedigi gibi beyan-1 miilaha etmesine benzer.
Volter bu misale hicbir miildhaza beyan etmiyor. Vakia esas iddia muvafik ise de
misal pek muvafik midir ya? Malini satan “yogurdum eksidir” demeyecegi gibi bir
mal1 alan dahi onu medhederek almaz. Kendi verecegi paranin kiymetini arttirmak
i¢in mala biiyiik kusur bulur. Intikad ise bu misalden baiddir. Miintakid Adeta bir
miiddei-i umumi olup intikada ¢ektigi eser hakkinda serdedecegi iddiay1 da vicdan-1
umumi mahkemesine arz eder. Maahaza eser yazanin intikada ruhsat vermis olacagi
herhalde tabiatindan goriiliir. (177)

Emr-i intikadda bir eserin fena yerlerini gosterenlerin ma‘yup ve muateb olmayacagi
dahi Akademiya’nin bu mukaddemesinden serd olunuyor. Ve bahusus miintakid
kendi san ve serefini o eserin tahribinde aramayip da menfaat-i umumiyye ve
miisterekesi noktasindan arar ise memduh ve megkir dahi olacagini beyan eyliyor ki
hakikaten dogrudur. Ama bu intikad i¢in hem eserin kiymetini hem o menfaat-i
umumiyye ve miisterekenin mahiyyetini bilmek derecesinde iktidar sart olup yoksa
iktidarsiz intikad kanun bilmeksizin ve seldmet-i umumiyyeyi takdir edemeksizin
miiddei-i umumi olmaya benzer ki mahkeme-i vicdan miittehimin (178) beraat-i
zimmetine karar verip bu da diger cihetten miiddei-i umuminin mahkimiyyeti
demeye miisavi olur.

Bu meseleyi Akademiya pek glizel bir misal ile tavzih de eyliyor. Diyor ki: Zira
medh i sena bizi fazilet yolundan alikoyarak ta‘yib ise kabayihten menedecegi i¢in
ta‘yip ve ta‘zir medh i senadan daha faidelidir. Medh i sena bizi mahiyyet-i
sahihamizin fevkinde gostererek o héalde yalniz kendimizi kendimize degil sair
kimselere de faik gorerek terakkiye ¢alismamis oluruz. Halbuki bu ataletle kendimizi
adeta yine kendimizin hani ya su meddahin medheyledigi hiirriyetimizin madununda
birakmis oluruz. (179) Kusurlarimiz ta‘dat olunur ise onlar1 tashih ederek yerlerini
muhsinat ile doldurmus oluruz ki bu da tekemmiiliimiize hizmet eder.

Ama dikkat etmelidir ki meayibimizi ta‘dat eden dahi meayip ve mehamidi giizelce
farik-1 erbab-1 hikmetten olmalidir. Yoksa “ne i¢kiye tahammiilii var ne kumar bilir!
Neyleyim o avanag1?” tarzindaki ta‘yipler ayn-1 sena hilkmiindedirler.

Akademiya hem Korney’in enfes eserini intikada hak ve selahiyyetini isbat etmek
hem de Korney’in uliivv-i san-1 edebisini inkar etmemis olmak i¢in anlatiyor ki pek
bliyiik iktidar sahibi olan bir adam alii‘l-a‘la bir eser meydana getirebilir. Fakat o
eserin (180) ser-td-pa hep giizel olmasi ve icinde fena ve cirkin higbir sey
bulunmamasi taht-1 temine alinmis olamaz. Milkemmeliyetin o derecesi higbir
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kimseye miiyesser degildir. Hele edebiyattaki hep giizellikleri cami olmak lazim olup
o glizellikler meyanina hig ¢irkinlik karismamasi da miimkiinattan degildir.

Akademiya’nin bu sdzde de hakki vardir. Hatta su s6zii de dogrudur ki:

Gayret-i intikad fikr-1 telifi takiben meydana ¢ikmistir. Kadimeden beri her eser
intikat olunagelir. Zaten bu intikad olmasa idi edebiyatta asren ba‘d-asr terakki de
hasil olamaz idi. Bir seyin begenilmeyecek cihetleri meydana konuldukc¢a ondan
sonra (181) yapilan seyler de o begenilmeyecek yerlerden ictinap olunur.

Nihayet Akademiya bir eserin begenilip begenilmemesi hususundaki kuvve-i
temeyyiiziyeye intikal ederek diyor ki:

Bir eser pek¢ok kimselerin hosuna gitmekle o eserin fi’lhakika gilizel ve iyi olmasi
lazim gelir. Hosa gitmek, begenmek bagkadir, iyi olmak ve begenmeye filvaki sayan-
bulunmak yine baskadir. Bir eseri kag kisi begenmis diye diisiinmemeli. O eserin
nerelerine cihetle begenmeye sayan oldugunu diisiinmeli. Asar-1 edebiyye dahi
miizika ve resim gibidir. Bir beste, bir levha pek ¢ok kimselerin hoslarina giderek
hatta umumen bile begenilebilir. (182) Ama ehl-i hibre olanlar onun sayan-1 takdir
oldugunu hiikmetmezler ise umumun sevkine gittiginden dolay1 o seyin hakikaten
giizel ve iyl olmasi lazim gelmez. Herhalde bir seyin begenilmesi zevk-i selim ve
tab‘-1 miistakimeye vabeste olup yoksa birka¢ kisi veyahut zevk-i selim ve tab‘-1
miistakim sahibi olmayan bir¢ok kisi bir seyi begeniyor diye o seyin mutlaka
begenmeye sayan olduguna kanaat 1dzim gelmez. Bazi zevkini bilmeyenler eksi ve
act olan seyleri de severler ki elbette zevk-i selime, tab‘-1 miistakime uymaz.

Volter buracikta bir miildhaza beyan ederek diyor ki: Eksiyi ve aciy1 sevmek zevk-i
selim ve tab‘-1 miistakim sahibi olmamaktan (183) nes’et etmez. Bunlar zevk ve
tab‘a mugayir degildirler. Yalniz zevk-i umumiye mugayirdirler.

Biz deriz ki bir seyin giizelligi iyiligi umumiyyet derecesinde mazhari takdir olur ise
o seyin giizel ve iyi olduguna inanmaya daha ziyade meyyal bulunabiliriz. Zira
umumun begendigi o seyi bazi kimselerin begenmemesini, bunlarin ehl-i hibre
olmalar1 hasebiyle vakia ehemmiyetten iskat edemez isek de bu adamlarin
diistindiikleri gibi soylediklerine yani hakkaniyetten ayrilmadiklarina kolay kolay
ihtimal verilebilir mi? Umumun i¢inde ise elbette az ¢ok ehl-i hibre olanlar dahi
bulunur. Ama umum butlan-1 kat‘1 lizerinde ittifak etmis de ehl-i (184) hibre dahi hak
kendi sozlerinde oldugunu burhan-1 kat‘i ile isbat eyliyorlar ise is baskalagir.
Korney’in Sid’ini intikad hususunda ise is boyle degildir. Su makaleyi yazip imza
edenlerin kendileri bile verdikleri hiikiimleri yine kendi vicdanlarinda istinaf ederek
vermisglerdir. Boyle olan hiikiimlerde ehl-i hibreden olmak hakimleri insafsizliktan
menedemez. Belki ehl-i hibreden olmak ehemmiyeti bunlarin insafsizliklarini
takviyeye medar olur.

Elhasil Akademiya’nin bu mukaddemati bu esasi tesis ve serdetmesinden maksati
Korney’in Sid’ini intikada isbat-1 istihkak eylemesinden ibaret olup hele evvelce dahi
bilmiinasebe (185) denildigi vechile asil baskalarinin suret-i intikadini cem ve
hikayeden sonra kendi miildhazatin1 dahi serdetmesi ve hatta bagkalarinin
intikadindan bazilarini1 da haksiz diye redde kadar varmasi su meselede kendisine bir
miimeyyizlik siisli ve binaenaleyh bir bitaraflik rengi vermek i¢in oldugu apasikare
goriiliiyor ise de su gayretlerin kaffesi Sid aleyhinde sdyleyecegi haksiz sozlerden
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dolay1 kendisinin muaheze edilmemesini temin garaziyla sdylendiginden ve halbuki
suret-1 intikadina hasmane oldugundan o soézler dahi halisiyyet-i kat‘iyyesini
kaybeylemektedirler. Binaenaleyh Akademiya’nin bu intikadda en dogru goriilen
sOzlerini de miinafikin agzindan (186) isitilen kelime-i sehadet suretinde telakkiye
mecburiyyet-i sahiha vardir.

Kavaid-i intikadiyyeyi mukaddemen serdedip bitirdikten sonra eserin zeminini
intikada bagladikta Akademiya asil zemin hakkinda sodylenen sozleri sairlerine
takdim ediyor. Birtakim miintakidlerin “Sid’in zemini higbir sey degildir. Daha
mukaddemesi okunur iken neticesi anlasiliveriyor. Bu misiillii eserlerde ise netayic
daima intizarin hildfinda zuhur ederek erbab-1 temasayr miistemileri hayrette
birakmalidir” diye soyledikleri sozleri tamamiyla tasdik etmeyerek Sid’in dahi
hayret-efza-y1 miistemiin olmakla bu kuvveti (187) bir dereceye kadar haiz oldugunu
teslim eyliyor ise de oyunun nihayetlerinde Simen babasinin katili olan Rodrig’i
uzun uzadiya takip eyledikten sonra encam-1 kdrani kim oOldiiriir ise onun karisi
olacagini ilan eylemesi ve Don Sang’in zuhuru iizerine Kralin Rodrig’i agiktan agiga
iltizamiyla beraber iki miibarizden hangisi sag kalir ise Simen’i onunla izdivaca
mecbur eylemesi ne ahval-i adiyyeden ve ne de ahval-i acibeden olmadigini
hiikmeyliyor.

Akademiya’nin burada ‘“ahval-i adlyye” ve “ahval-i acibe” tabir eyledigi seyler
vaktiyle hakim Aristo’nun enzar-1 iidebaya arz eylemis oldugu dekayik-1 sanayi-i
edebiyyedendir. (188) Aristo diyor ki: Ahval-i adiyye denilen sey insanlara hal ve
sanlarina gore alelade vaki olan ahvaldir. Bir tacirin karini aramasi, bir ¢ocugun
hasarilik yapmasi, bir miisrifin iflasi, bir gazubun intikam aramasi gibi. Ahval-i acibe
ise intizarin hilafina fakat daima imkan dahilinde olarak vukua gelen ahvaldir. Bir
hiid‘akarin aldatilmasi, bir kuvvetli adamin magliip olmasi vesaire gibi. Vuku‘u
gorenlerde taacclip ve hayreti mucib olacak ahvalin kaffesi bu ahval-i acibe
meyanina girer ise de bunlarin vuku‘u Oyle birtakim ahvalin teselsiiliinden nes’et
etmelidir ki ahval-i miiteselsile-i mezkilirenin kaffesi de ahval-i adlyyeden (189)
olmali ve fevkalade hal ise bunlarin teselsiilii neticesinde pek tabii olarak zuhura
gelmelidir. Yunanistan mesahir-i iidebasindan Oripid’in bir trajediyasindaki
kahramani olan ve Truva Krali Priyam’in zevcesi bulunan Hegob’un maktul bir
kizim1 yikamaya gittiginde denizin bir de oglunun naasini getirip kenara ativermesi
gibi. Iste fevkalade bir hal ama iki ahval-i adiyyenin teselsiiliinden nes’et eylemistir.
Birisi bir validenin kizinin naasin1 yikamak i¢in deniz kenrina gitmesi ki pek adi ve
tabil bir haldir. Digeri ise bir validenin deniz kenarmna vardikta oglunun naasi
denizden zuhur etmesi ki o da pek tabiidir. (190) Gayeti bunda biraz garabet var ise
onu da iki hal-i tabiiye taksim miimkiindiir. Birisi denizden bir¢ok naas zuhur etmesi
ki her zaman goriiliiyor. Digeri bir kadinin deniz kenarina inmesi ki daha ¢ok vaki
olur. Ama simdi iice balig olan su ahval-i adiyyenin teakiip ve teselsiiliinden bir
evladinin naasin1 yikamak i¢in deniz kenarina varan validenin diger evladinin da
naasi denizden ¢iktigini goérmesi gibi bir netice hasil oluyor ise bu netice ahval-i
fevkaladeden addolunarak miisahede edenlerde dahi taacciip ve hayreti mucip olur.

Imdi Akademiya, Aristo’nun su kaidesine binaen Simen ve Rodrig ve Kral
arasindaki (191) ahvali hi¢ de ahval-i fevkaladeden addedememekte ve bir kizin
pederinin katiline varmasi ne kadar miistebit ise bir kralin dahi bir kiz1 bir
miibarezede galip ¢ikana varacaksin diye icbar etmesi yine o kadar miistebit
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oldugunu ve iste bu cihetle Sid’in zemini ustalikli olmadigin1 hitkkmeyliyor ise de
Volter, Akademiya’nin bu hikkmii Sid’in aleyhinde degil tamamiyle lehinde
oldugunu hiitkmederek diyor ki:

“Akademiya hakkindaki ta‘zimat-1 mahsusama halel gelmeksizin zannederim ki hatta
enzar ve efkar-1 umumiyye dahi zanneder ki bir kralin selamet-i vatani temin etmis
olan bir zata zevce olarak bir kizi vadetmesi asla sahtin, ihtimalin fevkinde
goriilemez. (192) Bu bir hal-i adiyyedir. Bahusus ki o kiz dahi o kahramam
cildirasiya sevmektedir. Hele o zaman Rodrig’in Kont ile diivello etmesi herkesin bir
hareket-i kahramanane olmak {izere telakki eyledigi bir sey olup Oyle bir katl-i adi
degil idi. Rodrig bu diivellodan miimkiin degil sarf-1 nazar edemez idi.”

Filvaki Rodrig ve Simen ve Kral vesairenin hareketleri Hegob hakkinda oldugu gibi
ayrt ayrt tahlil edilecek olur ise herbiri ahval-i adiyyeden oldugu goriilerek
binaenaleyh asil fevkaledelik ve garaip dahi bunlarin teselsiiliinden peyda oldugu
taayyiin eder ki o hdlde Korney dahi Aristo’nun vaz‘ eylemis oldugu kaideden tebaiit
etmemis olur. (193)

Vakia Akademiya Korney’i biraz mazur gostermek i¢in “filvaki hakayik-1 tarihiyye
Korney’in dedigi gibidir. Binaenaleyh bu kusurdan dolayr mazur goriillmek lazim
gelir” diyor ise de bu ‘lazim gelir’i dahi bir “ise de” ile badetta’lil bir sey hakikaten
vaki olmug bulunmakla o seyin yine tabii olmasi lazim gelmeyecegini ve hele halkin
okuyacagi1 romanlarda ve temasa edecegi tiyatrolarda inzibat ve ahlak-1 umumiyyeye
su-1 te’siri olabilecek seyler kat‘iyen dogru olsalar bile meydana konulmamasini
hiikmeyliyor da diyor ki:

“Sair bir mesele-i tarihiyyeden bile bahs (194) etmek 1azim gelse o meselenin efkara
olacak tesirine gore tadili lazim gelir. Tarihe hiirmet edecegine efkira olacak
tesiratina ehemmiyet vererek tarihi de tebdil eder. Binaenaleyh Sid’i o halde ibka
edecegine hakayik-1 tarihiyyeyi biraz tagyir etmis olsa idi Korney daha az mesul olur
idi. Meseld ya oyunun nihayetinde Kont, Simen’in gercekten babasi dlmeyip dyle
zannolundugu tahakkuk etmeli yahut herkesin zanni hilafina olarak vefati diivelloda
aldig1 yaradan olmamali veyahut Kralin ve vatanin selameti mutlaka bu izdivaca
miitevaffik olarak kiz, adeta bu yolda feda olmali idi. Vakayi-i tarihiyyeyi o hakikat-i
(195) safiyyesiyle tiyatro sahnesi lizerine koyup da halka bir su-i tesir vermekten ise
hakikat-i tarihiyyeyi bu yolda tagyir etmek daha miinasip olur idi. Lakin Sid hikayesi
halk beyninde pek maruf olup bu yoldaki tadilata da imkan kalmayacagindan isin en
hayirlis1 bunu hi¢ de yazmamak idi”

Volter diyor ki:

“Eger Kont kizin babasi zuhur etmemeli idiyse iste asil sthhate mugayir bir roman bu
olur idi. Hem o halde hikayenin lezzeti bilkiilliye kaybolur gider idi. Kralin ve
hiikGimetin selameti ve izdivaca miitevakkif olmasi meselesine gelince (196) bu hal
bana pek muvafik, pek giizel goriiniir. Lakin o halde de eseri bastan basa bilkiilliye
degistirmek lazim gelir idi.”

Biz deriz ki selamet-i vatan bu izdivaca miitevakkif kalsa idi Rodrig kiictiliir idi. Zira
miicerret vatanin sevdasi ve hiikiimdarinin sadakati ile bu fedakarligir géze aldirmis
olmayip Simen’deki iimidiyle aldirmis olur idi. Simen i¢in ise kendi sevdasindan
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kat‘-1 nazar fakat hiikiimdarina, vatanina sadik ve fedakar koca elbette daha muvafik,
daha kibaranedir.

Tarihi bu kadar tagyire mecburiyet gosterecek sey Simen’i mutlaka pederinim katline
tezvic etmemekten ibaret oluyor ise de (197) bu itirazin cevabi yine Korney’in
eserinde serholunmustur. Eger Rodrig bu intikamda rehavet gosterse idi asil bu hal;
mani-i izdivac olur idi. Ciinkii ihtiyar pederinin yliziine vurulan lekeyi kani ile
silmekte rehavet gosteren bir adama Simen’in vakar1 mani-i izdivac olur. Rodrig ise
heniiz kuvvetini, secaatini tecrilbbe etmemis bir cocuk oldugu halde kuvveti, secaati
miicerrep bir namli sanli Kont ile dogiismiistiir. Oldiirmekten ziyade kendi 6liimii
miimkiinattan idi. Hele bu diivello 6yle esbab-1 adiyyeden dolay1 da iltizam olunmus
degildir. Asil terbiyesizligi eden Kont idi. Kontun Rodrig’in babasina (198) ettigi
muamele eger Simen’in nazar-1 temeyyiiziine arz olunsa idi o da babasini sayan-1
tahsin bulamaz idi. Binaenaleyh Rodrig’i “katil peder” diye ithamda taassup etmek
Akademiya’ya yakigamaz. Zaten Simen bile bu iddiada bihakkin mecd degil idi.
Babasinin maktuliyetinden dolayr bikayd bulunuyor denilmesin diye intikamda-
epeyce de haksiz oldugu halde- 1srar ile beraber kalben yine Rodrig’e meclup ve
mahk{m idi.

Akademiya’nin mutlaka tarihi tadil lizumuna dair uzattifi soézler meyaninda
“vak‘anin sihhat-i kat‘iyyesini yazmak sairlik degildir. Onu sahihe benzer bir hale
koymak sairliktir.” Sozii tizerine Volter (199) diyor ki: “Hayir! Sahihi sahihe benzere
tahvil etmek sairlik degildir. Gerek sahihi gerek sahihe benzer seyleri donatip tezyin
eylemek sairliktir” Volter’in ne kadar hakki vardir! Gerek sahihi gerek sahihe
benzeri sadece hikdye etmek sahihe benzeri mutlaka hazine-i belagat ve fesahatinda
aldig1 cevahir-i hayalat ile de bir seyi tezyin edendir.

Sid’in zeminine Akademiya’nin buldugu kusurlarda birisi dahi bes perdenin havi
oldugu vukuatin yalniz yirmidort saat zarfinda miiruru ve bu kadar az bir zamana pek
cok vukuatin sikistirilmasi kaziyyesidir. Bahusus ki (200) Simen’in pederinin
maktuliyeti ile Rodrig’i tezevviicii gibi biri digerini mutlaka mani olmasi lazim gelen
iki vaka-i miitehalife dahi bu yirmidort saat zarfinda gosterilmistir. Volter i¢in bu
cihetini nazar-1 tedkike alarak eger pederinin maktul olmasi iizerine yirmi dort saat
zarfinda Simen Rodrig ile tezevvii¢ etmis olsa vakia pek fena olacagini teslim ediyor
ise de Kralin icbariyla kizdan koparilabilen sey yalnmiz artik pederinin intikami
sevdasinda devam etmemek ve bir giin olup da Rodrig’i koca olarak kabulden
istinkaf eylememek suretlerinden ibaret olduguna gore bu fenalik kat‘iyyen ge¢cmis
ve “bu dikkat-i nazikesinden dolayr Korney (201) en biiyiik medayihe layiktir.”
diyor.

Trajedyalarda biitiin vukuatin yirmidort saat zarfinda giizar etmesi mutaddir. Yani
sair asar-1 edebiyye gibi trajedyalarda bir meselenin senelerce suret-i devami hikaye
veyahut irae olunamaz. Onu Oyle bir tasvir etmeli ki senelerce siirmiis olan vakayi
var ise bile onlar hatirda bulunmak {izere asil zemin yirmi dort saatlik bir vak‘a
veyahut vakayi olsun. Akademiya dahi bunu bilmiyor degildir. Ettigi intikad1 bilerek
etmistir. Yalniz vukuatin ¢oklugu oyuna bir sikilik vermis oldugunu yazmistir.
Halbuki hadd-i zatinda o kadar miicmel ve miifit olan oyunda kesret-i vukuattan
dolay1 can (202) sikabilecek aglaki Akademiya’dan baska kimse goremeyip herkes
oyunu doyamaya doyamaya seyr ve temasa eylemis veyahut hala dahi ve ragbetle
okumakta bulunmustur.
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Zemin hakkindaki su intikadat Akademiya’y1 yine o zeminden miinbais olmak iizere
bu vak‘anin kahramanlar1 aleyhinde icra edilen muahezat hususunda da
gayretlendirmistir. Bu misiillii trajedyalarin kahramanlar1 zalim iseler en parlak
zalim ve mazlim iseler en parlak mazlim velhasil her ne iseler onun en parlagi
olmak lazim gelip Sid oyununda Simen eger ahlaki miikemmel kiz olmak {tizere
tasvir olunuyor ise ahlaki hi¢ de miikkemmel (203) olmadigindan ve bilakis pek fena
hulklu, sayan-1 tayip bir sey oldugundan bahsolunuyor. Lakin Simen eger ser-a-pa
Oyle bed-ahlak olsa bu yolda bir numune addiyle muvafik-1 sanat goriilmek lazim
geldigi halde bilakis evvelce ahlak-1 aliyye ashabindan oldugu tasvir edilmis iken
miiteakiben sebatsizlik ve denaete ducar olmus gosterildigi i¢in Korney’in sayeste-i
muaheze bulundugu hiikkmediliyor.

Meselenin bu ciheti dahi hep Simen’in Rodrig ile izdivaci noktasi lizerinde tekevviin
ediyor ise de asar-1 edebiyyeden miintazir olan sey hiisn-i ahlak olduguna gore
hakikaten bir suret-i miistakilede calib-i (204) nazar-1 itina ve dikkattir.

Deniliyor ki Simen’in Rodrig’i sevmesi tabiidir. Her kizin her begendigi adami
sevmesi gibi. Pederinin maktuliyeti bu sevdadan sonra vaki olmustur. Binaenaleyh o
faciadan sonra dahi Simen Rodrig’i sevebilir. Bu da tabiidir. Fakat pederinin intikami
dahi hem tabii hem vazifedir. Rodrig’i sevmekte devam eyledigi halde bu intikamin
tabiiligi mahvolamaz. O vazife menedilemez. Korney badi-i emrde bu nazik noktay1
nazar-1 dikkat ve hikmete alarak kiza ne glizel bir s6z soyletmistir! “Sevda-y1
intikamla Rodrig’i takip ettirecegim. Katlettirecegim, sonra da ona askim hasebiyle
kendimi telef eyleyecegim” dedirtmistir. (205)

Iste eserin neticesini bdylece intac ettirmis olsa Simen biiyiik ahlakli bir kadin olur
idi. Fakat sebat edememesi ve Rodrig’e kendi konagina hatta kendi odasina girmek
derecesinde miisaade vermesi ve onun askina maglibiyetini adeta ikrar ederek
mahvdan kurtulmasi i¢in yol gosterip temennilerde bulunmasi Simen’i pek alg¢ak bir
mahlik olmak iizere mahkim ettirmistir.

Volter buna cevaben diyor ki: Burada bir dakika vardir ki geregi gibi garip ise de
gayet dogrudur. O da sudur ki: Rodrig Sevil’i kurtardiktan, Don Sang’i da
affeyledikten sonra eger Simen hald onun cezasini talep hususunda israr ededursa
(206) 1di pek giiliing bir sey olur idi. Eger boyle bir tiyatro oyunu yapilacak olsa
temin ederim ki enzar-1 ragbetten diiser. Ispanyollar1 o kadar hayran etmis olan su
ahval Fransizlar1 da hayran eylemistir.

Volter’in bu soziindeki kuvveti anlamak igin tahattiir etmelidir ki Sevil’i kurtarmak
meselesi de Simen nazarinda o kadar kat‘i bir kuvvet peyda eylemese bile kendi
tarafindan vekil-i intikam olarak tayin eyledigi Don Sans, Rodrig’e maglip olunca
artik Simen’in biitiin iddialar1 hiikiimden diismiis sayilir. O hal-i maglibiyette
Rodrig, Sang’1 katl dahi edebilir idi. Affi ise her intizarin fevkinde bir uliivv-i
cenabdir. (207) Bu imtihan, vukua geldikten sonra Simen’e artik yapacak baska ne
kalmis idi “Rodrig ile dogiisecek bir adam daha yok mu?” diye dellal ¢cagirtmak mi1?
Vakia bu diivelloda Rodrig maktul diisse idi de Simen dahi onun agki hilafina olarak
baskasina zevce olmaktan ise onun askiyla 6limii ihtiyar eylese idi pek biiyiik olur
idi. Lakin boyle olmadi, tarihen bdyle olmadi. Tarihi bu derecelere kadar ihlal kabil
olabilir mi? Heldk olmayan adama “maktul oldu” ve vardigi kocaya “varmadi” ve
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kendisi berhayat kaldigi halde “Hayir, nefsini helak eyledi” demek bu vak‘a-y1
tarihiyyeden bagka bir vak‘a-y1 hayaliyye yapmak (208) demek olur di.

Akademiya yine boyle ahlak-1 aliyye nokta-i nazarindan Rodrig’i muaheze edenleri
dahi hakli buluyor. Bu muahezeye goére vakia Rodrig pederine edilen hakaretin
intikaminda hakli ve mecbur imis ise de Simen’in babasini 6ldiirmege kadar varmasi
ne mecbur imig, ne de 1azim imis. Onu Sldiirmemeli ve bir katl ile sevdigi kizin
izdivacini muhale-i talik etmemeli imis. Onu yalniz maglip ve mecruh ederek
pederinin namusunu ikmal eylemis olduktan sonra bir giin olup da Simen’i tezevviig
eylemek imkanin1 yine muhafaza etmis olur imis.

Vakia Oyledir. Bu suret hakikaten (209) miirecceh goriilebilir idi. Hatta oyunun
netayicini bilkiilliye tagyire kadar da liizum gostermez idi. Tarihi bu kadarcik
tagyirden de bir fenalik ¢ikmaz idi. Lakin diisiinmeli ki Kont nice vukuatta kuvvetini,
secaatini cihana teslim ettirmis bir meshur kahramandir. Hatta Rodrig’i adam bile
saymayarak bir hamlede 6ldiirecegi i¢in aciyor idi. Rodrig Kontu 6ldiiremez ise bari
onun kilict ile dlerek ifa-y1 vazife etmis olmay1 goze aldirmistir. Simdi Oyle bir
muallim karsisinda boyle bir ¢irak onun kilicini diisiirterek canina kirymak
derecesinde mahareti umabilir mi ki dyle hareket etmeye caligsin? Eger Rodrig bu
mahareti (210) goze kestirmis olsa idi iste o zaman sihhatten biitiin biitiin ari bir
hareket tasvir olunmus olur idi. O zaman Rodrig kendi meziyetini kendisi dahi
bilmiyor idi. Asil yararligin1 kendi de anlayip cihana da tanitdirdigi muharebe
bundan sonra vukua gelmistir.

Akademiya Don Sang’da da uliivv-i ahlak géremeyen miintakidleri hakli buluyor.
Don Sans dahi korkak, deni bir adam imis. Zira Rodrig’e maglip oldugu zaman yere
diisen kilicini alip Simen’e gotiirmek gibi bir denaeti tek canin1 kurtarmak miikafatini
kaybetmemek i¢in kabul eylemis imis.

Volter bu itiraz1 asla beca bulmuyor. (211) Bunu Akademiya’nin sévalyeler[in] ahlak
ve adatin1 bilmedigine haml eyliyor. Sovalyeler nezdinde maglip olan, kilicin1 alip
galibin masukasina gotiiriir imis. Bu bir adet imis ki galip i¢in pek biiyiik san oldugu
hilde maglip icin de ayip sayilmaz imis. O zamanlar dahi Ispanya’da sovalye
adetleri hiikiim stirer imis.

Hala bizim bu taraflarda iki pehlivan giires eyledikleri zaman birisi galip ve digeri
maglip olur da her ikisi yekdigerini belinden sarilarak kaldirip yine yere birakinca
maglibiyet ar1 filin kalmaz. Ikisi de yine pehlivan, kahraman addolunurlar. Iste
Ispanyollarin sévalyeleri adeti dahi (212) bdyle imis demek oluyor.

Don Diyeg ile Don Gomes dahi ahlak cihetinden dolayr muahezeden
kurtulamiyorlar. Don Diyeg o kadar ihtiyarligiyla beraber dava-yi1 cengaveride
bulundugundan ve Kontu kendine tokat urmaga kadar mecbur eylediginden dolay1
adeta bir zevzek oldugunu hiikmeyledikleri gibi Don Gomes dahi hiikiimdar-1
metbt, efendisi, velinimeti hakkinda o kadar siddet-i lisan istimal eyledigi i¢in
sayan-1 muahezedir diyorlar.

Volter Don Gomes i¢in bir sey sdylemiyor. Zaten sdylenemez ki sdylensin. Bu adam
hakikaten terbiyesizdir. Fakat dikkat etmelidir ki eserde dahi terbiyeli bir adam
olmak tizre (213) tasvir olunmamistir. Onun agzindan insaniyyete, uliivv-i ahlaka,
adaba muvafik hi¢bir s6z ¢ikmamistir. Akademiya’nin da dedigi vechile Kralin onu



428

ogluna miirebbi intihap etmemesi hi¢ de kendi hakkinda bir hakaret olmadig1 halde
Kont bunu bir hakaret-i uzma addederek etmedigi uygunsuzluk kalmamistir. Bu
halde sayan-1 muaheze Korney degildir. Clinkii fenay1 yine fena olarak tasvir etmis
ve hatta o kadar gururuyla beraber bir gen¢ adam elinde maktul olarak cezasini
gostermistir.

Don Diyeg’e gelince Volter diyor ki:

O zamanin asilzadeleri kendilerini medheyledikleri zaman hakikaten pek miibalagali
medh (214) ederler idi. Hele tiyatrolarda oynanan oyunlar esnasinda bu yoldaki
temeddiihler zevzeklik derecelerini de asar idi. Binaenaleyh Korney’in Don Diyeg’e
sOylettigi sozler Fransa Akademiyasi nazarinda filvaki sayan-1 muaheze goriiliirler
ise de Ispanyolluga nazaran sayan-1 muaheze gériilemez. Bu bapta Korney biraz
kuvvetsiz bile davranmustir.

k %k %k

Sid’in miintakidleri aza-y1 vak‘adan en baglilarin1 ahlak-1 aliyyeden mahrumdur diye
hiikmetmekle de iktifa eylemeyerek eshastan bazilarini da bilkiilliye lizumsuzdur
diye hilkkmeyliyorlar ve lizumsuz seyleri ise kattig1 i¢in Korney’i muahezeye (215)
girisiyorlar.

Bunlardan evvel-be-evvel Kralim kizi Urrak’i liizumsuz eshastan addeyledikten sonra
Kralin maiyeti olan iki asilzadeyi ve hatta Enfant’in ve Simen’in miirebbiyelerini bile
oyuna liizumu olmadiklar1 halde katilmis sayiyorlar. Bu hiikiimde nazar-1 dikkate
aldiklar1 sey bunlarin su meselede ne bir is yapmak ve ne de bir is bozmak hususunda
hicbir tesir gdstermedikleri kaziyyesidir.

Akademiya badi-i emrde prensesin llizumsuzlugunu tasdik ederek filvaki Simen ile
Rodrig’in izdivaglarina miisariinileyha karar verdirmemis oldugu gibi bilahere
izdivag (216) kararinin bozulmasinda dahi dahli olmadigini ve hatta bir Kral kiz1 i¢in
heniiz fezail-i cengdveranesi tahakkuk etmemis olan bir delikanliya o kadar meftur
ve maglip olmak layik da olmayacagini dermiyan ediyor ise de bu lizumsuzlugu
eshas-1 saire hakkinda dahi dogru bulmak lazim gelir ise oyunun pek tenha
kalacagini ve bahusus bir Kral veya Kraligenin bir prenses veya magukanin bilkiilliye
yalniz bulunmasi tiyatro sanatinca kaidesizlik olacagina da kanaat gosteriyor.

Velev ki trajedyada olsun tiyatro oyunlarinda eshasin kaffesi birinci derecede miithim
olmak ve vak‘aya dogrudan (217) dogruya taalluk ashabindan bulunmak zaruriyattan
oldugunu kimse iddia etmemistir. Hele Kral, Prenses gibi zevatin maiyyeti erkaniyla
meydana cikarilmis heybetlerini arttiracagi i¢in erkdn-1 mezkire kadmilen samit ve
sakit olsalar bile fazla addolunamazlar. Halbuki Sid oyununa en ziyade giizellik
veren seylerin birisi Enfant’in da Rodrig’e c¢ildirasiya asik olmasi kaziyyesi iken
tamam-1 Akademiya’nin onu lizumsuz addetmesine sasilmaz m1? Demek oluyor ki
hangi sey en giizel ise o liizumsuzdur.

Enfant’in heniiz meziyyet-i cengaveranesi tahakkuk etmemis olan bir asilzadeyi
sevmesi gayr-1 muvafik oldugundan bahse bile hacet (218) yoktur. Enfant bu
muhabbetin nabeca oldugunu biliyor. Miirebbiyesi de bunu kendisine ihtar eyliyor.
Rodrig ile tezevviig kendi san-1 alisine muvafik olmadigini teslim de eyliyor.
Mubhabbeti ise bu miildhazatin kaffesinin fevkinde olmakla beraber meydana hicbir
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eser-1 gayr-1 layik c¢ikarmaksizin deruni bir madde hiikmiinde kaliyor. Bunda
layiksizlik nerede?

Sid hakkinda edilen intikadlar meyaninda Kral Don Fernand’a ait olan kismi biitiin
biitiin garipdir. Bu intikadlar Kralin uliivv-1 cenabina dair midirler yoksa Krali dahi
hi¢ liizumu olmayan eshastan addetmek i¢in mi irat olunmuslardir veyahut her iki
maksat mevcut mudur kat‘iyyen tayin olunamaz. Kral (219) magribilerin hiicumuna
kars1 limani vesair mevaki-i harbiyyeyi neden muhafazasiz birakmis olduguna ve
kendisini bir biiyiik tehlikeden kurtaran Rodrig’e miikafat edecek ise iizerinde higbir
hakki olmayan bir kizi zor ile ona tezvigden ise dogrudan dogruya kendisine
miiteallik olan seylerden bir sey ile miikafatlandirmasi lazim gelecegine ve saireye
dair birgok itirazat vardir ki bunlarin aglebi dogru olmakla beraber Volter “Vakia
dogru iseler de zaman ve mekana pek muvafikdirlar” diye intikadat-1 mezkirenin
kaffesini yine Korney’in lehine tahvil eyliyor. Evet! Pek cok seyler olur ki bu
zamanda sayan-1 muaheze olduklar1 hédlde baska (220) zaman da memduh edilir.
Kezalik pek c¢ok seyler olur ki burada sayan-1 tayib olduklar1 halde baska mahallerde
dogru goriiliirler. Binaen alazalik Sid’in intikad1 hususunda bu gibi akval-i zaifenin
¢endan ehemmiyeti goriillemeyecegi agikardir.

% %k %k

Akademiya’nin layihasinda Sid hakkinda verilen hiikiimlerin birtakimlar1 dahi haksiz
gosterilmis ve onlar hakkinda miintakidlerin hatalari ortaya konulmus ise de dikkatle
okunacak olur ise bu semahatin dahi aks-i tesir hasil etmek i¢in iltizam edilmis
oldugu anlasilir. Zira zahir-i halde hak-gliyane bir tavir ile reddolunan hiikiimler
kamilen (221) kii¢iik ve manasiz sdyler olup halbuki Sid’in meziyyatini inkarda en
ziyade ise yarayabilecek haksizliklar1 hakli gostermek i¢in Akademiya fevkalhad
iltizam-1 kiilfet eylemistir. Bununla beraber bir eserin kiymeti ne kadar biiyiik ise o
kadar dugar-1 intikad olacagi hakkindaki hiikkme gore Sid’in kadr i kiymeti bu
biiyiikliikteki intikadat ile eksilmeyip bilakis artmistir.

Akademiya layihasindan bazi beyitlerin kiymet-i siiriyyelerine dair olan sahifeleri
kabil-i terceme bulamadigimizi evvel dahi haber vermis idik. Sirf Fransiz lisanina ait
olan bu bahsi, karilerimiz isterler ise yine Fransizcasindan okuyabilirler ki Sid
oyununun intikadli olan niisha-i matbuasinin kaffesinde mezkir layiha aynen
miinderigtir.

(Intiha)





