


Ottoman Turkish

By the beginning of the eleventh century, most of the ancestors of the present
Turks of Turkey had become Muslim. It is evident that their introduction to Islam
was due to peoples of Iranian speech, because the basic religious terms in Turkish
come not from Arabic but from Persian or other Iranian languages: namaz ‘prayer,
orug ‘fasting’, peygamber ‘prophet’. The apparent exceptions, the Arabic hac or
ziyaret for ‘pilgrimage’, are no exception, because those are the words used in
Persian too. Once settled within the civilization of Islam, the Turks took into their
language as much of the Persian and Arabic vocabularies as they needed, and
more. As the perception that they were Turks was supplanted by an awareness that
they were members of the Ummet-i Muhammed, the Community of Believers,
so the tide of Arabic and Persian flowed. It was not just a matter .of borrowing
foreign words for foreign concepts. They had a perfectly good word for ‘city), balik,
as in Marco Polo’s name for Pekin, Cambaluc—i.e. Hanbalik ‘Emperor’s City’. By
the fourteenth century they had abandoned it for sehir (Persian $ahr), and kend
(Sogdian knd), which forms the last element of the names Tashkent, Yarkand, and
Samarkand. They had two words for ‘army’, ¢erig and sii, both of which were
ousted from general use by asker, Arabic ‘askar (originally the Latin exercitus),
though ¢erig was preserved in Yeniceri ‘New Troops, whence Janissary. Even the
word for ‘fire} od, gradually fell out of use; it survived in poetry until the early
twentieth century but had hardly been used in prose for four hundred years, its
place having been taken by ates, Persian ates. This process had begun in the empire
of the Seljuk Turks (1040-1157). Mehmet Fuat Kopriiliizade (1928: 10-11) wrote:'

Anadoluda. .. klasik Acem si’rini model ittihaz eden ‘Saray sairleri’ni daha Selgukiler
sarayinda gérmege baghyoruz . . . Iran tesiratimin miitemadi kuvvetle nemasina ve Acem
modellerinin taklidinde daimi bir terakki gosterilmesine ragmen, Tiirkge yazan sairler ve
miiellifler, eserlerinde hemen umumiyetle: ‘“Tiirk¢e’nin Arap¢a ve Acemce’ye nispetle daha
dar, daha kaba, ifadeye daha kabiliyetsiz oldugunu, ve binaenaleyh kendi kusurlarin
bakilmamak lazim geldigini’ séyliiyorlar, hatta bazan zimni bir mazeret geklinde ‘Arabi ve
Farsi bilmeyen halkin anlamasi igin Tiirk¢e yazmaga mecbur olduklarint’ ilave ediyorlard:.

Already at the Seljuk court in Anatolia we begin to see the ‘Palace poets’ who took classi-
cal Persian poetry as their model . . . But almost all those poets and prose-writers who

' This great historian of Turkish literature (1890-1966) changed his name to Mehmet Fuat Kopriilu
in compliance with the Surnames Law of 1934, which required every family to choose a Turkish
surname; the zdde (‘-son’) in his time-honoured patronymic was Persian.
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wrote in Turkish despite the continuing vigorous growth of Persian influences and a steady
advance in the imitation of Persian models, used to say in their works that Turkish, in com-
parison with Arabic and Persian, was limited, crude, and inexpressive, and that their own
shortcomings must therefore be overlooked. They would sometimes even add as an implicit
excuse that they were obliged to write in Turkish in order to be understood by the common
people, who were ignorant of Arabic and Persian.

Huge though the influx of Persian words was, a bigger invasion came from
Arabic, and not only because as the language of the Koran it naturally became the
language of religion and theology and because the Persian vocabulary was itself
replete with Arabic borrowings, but also because when an Arabic word was bor-
rowed it brought its whole family with it. This calls for a brief explanation, which
Arabists may skip.

Arabic words generally are based on triliteral roots—that is, roots consisting
of three consonants, for example, K-T-B and J-B-R expressing the concepts of
writing and compulsion respectively. These consonants are fitted into patterns
of short and long vowels, sometimes with a doubling of the second or third
consonant, sometimes with prefixes or infixes. Each pattern has a specific
grammatical function: KaTaBa ‘he wrote, KaTiB ‘writer, maKTuB ‘written’;
JaBaRa ‘he compelled’, JaBiR ‘compelling, maJB#iR ‘compelled’. Once one knows
the patterns, learning a new root can increase one’s vocabulary by as many as a
dozen new words.

It was natural that the Turks should borrow so fundamental a word as “ilm:
‘knowledge’, more particularly ‘religious knowledge’. So along came “alim ‘scholar’
with its plural “ulama’, ma'lim ‘known’, mu allim ‘teacher’, ta’lim ‘instruction),
isti lam ‘request for information), and lots more. And every new importation of a
foreign word meant that the corresponding Turkish word was forgotten or became
restricted to the speech of the common people. A good example is sin ‘grave, tomb),
found in popular poetry from the thirteenth to the twentieth century and still
widely used in Anatolia, but hardly ever found in elevated writing, having long
ago been supplanted by mezar [A].

But there was more to the rise of Ottoman than the suppression of native words.
With the Arabic and Persian words came Arabic and Persian grammatical
conventions. Turkish was born free of that disease of language known as gram-
matical gender; Arabic was not. Further, whereas Turkish adjectives precede their
nouns, Arabic and Persian adjectives follow them.” Nor is that the whole
story. When Persian took nouns over from Arabic, it usually took their plurals as
well: with “2lm ‘knowledge, science’, came its plural “uliim, which is grammatically

* While students of Turkish may be cheered to find the occasional similarity with English, they
should remember that Turkish adjectives invariably precede their nouns. In English, however, besides
the locutions exemplified in ‘He is well versed in matters archaeological’ and ‘The boiler is in an out-
building, not in the house proper, we have such anomalies as ‘court martial), ‘time immemorial’,
‘Princess Royal’, ‘Heir Apparent; and ‘President Elect;, while ‘law merchant’ and ‘rhyme royal’ still figure
in the vocabularies of experts in jurisprudence and literature respectively.
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feminine. Moreover, in Persian an i (termed ‘Persian izafet, from iddfa' [A]
‘attachment’) is interposed between a noun and its qualifier. Ab is ‘water’, sard
‘cold, hayat ‘life’; ‘cold water’ is ab-i-sard and ‘the water of life’ is a b-i-hayat. The
Arabic for ‘natural’ is tabii, the feminine of which is fabi'iya. So in Persian
‘the natural sciences’ was “uliim-i-tabiiya, and this became the Ottoman Turkish
too (in modern spelling, uliim-i tabiiye). The New Literature movement at the
end of the nineteenth century was known as Edebiyat-1 Cedide; edebiyat
‘literature’ was feminine in Arabic, so cedid ‘new’, the Arabic jadid, was given
the Arabic feminine termination, and noun and adjective were linked by the
Persian izafet. One of the names of what we call the Ottoman Empire was ‘The
Guarded Dominions’ ‘Dominion’ in Arabic is mamlaka, plural mamalik, which
again is feminine. So mahris, the Arabic for ‘guarded’, was put into the feminine
form, mahriisa. In Arabic, ‘guarded dominions’ was therefore mamalik mahriisa,
but in Ottoman Turkish it became memalik-i mahrusa, for that was how it was
done in Persian.

Persianization continued unabated under the Ottomans. Although they did not
go as far as their Seljuk predecessors in despising their mother tongue enough to
make Persian their official language, the fifteenth century saw a huge increase in
the Persian influence on Turkish writers of prose and poetry. They took Persian
writers as their models and filled their works with Persian borrowings. Latifi
(1491-1582) of Kastamonu relates that the poet and historian Leili was sufficiently
proficient in the Persian language to pass as a Persian. He moved from his native
Tokat to the capital, where he became a literary lion and won the favour of Sultan
Mehmed the Conqueror, but immediately lost it when it transpired that he was
not a Persian but a Turk (Latifi 1314/1898: 289—-90). True, Latifi was writing in
1546, almost a century after Leali’s time, and there is no guarantee that his account
was factual, but it shows how depreciated at least one Turkish literary man, Latifi,
felt vis-a-vis the Persians.’

The situation is thus summed up by Gibb (1900-9: i. 8):

It is not too much to say that during the whole of the five and a half centuries [fourteenth
to mid-nineteenth| covered by the Old School [of poetry], more especially the Third Period
[the seventeenth century], every Persian and every Arabic word was a possible Ottoman
word. In thus borrowing material from the two classical languages a writer was quite unre-
stricted save by his own taste and the limit of his knowledge; all that was required was that
in case of need he should give the foreign words a Turkish grammatical form.

By this he meant that Turkish suffixes could be added to foreign words. As indeed
they were, but not always in profusion; in classical Ottoman poetry one may see
whole lines where the only indication that they are in Turkish and not Persian is

* Of interest in this context is an observation on language in fourteenth-century England in the
introduction (signed ‘H.M.") to Maundeville (1886: 3): ‘In the days of Maundeville Latin, French and
English were the three languages written in this country. Latin was then and long afterwards the
common language of the educated, and it united them into a European Republic of Letters; French
was the courtly language; English was the language of the people.
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a final -dir “is’ or -di ‘was’ Sometimes even that much is wanting. The three fol-
lowing couplets, containing not one syllable of Turkish, form part of an ode in
honour of Sultan Stileyman by Baki (1526/7-1600), the most highly esteemed poet
of the classical age:

Balanigin-i mesned-i §ahan-i tacdar

Valanigan-i ma‘reke-i ‘arsa-i keyan

Cemgid-i ‘ays i ‘igret G Dara-y1 dar a gir

Kisra-y1 “adl i re’fet it Iskender-i zaman

Sultan-1 sark u garb sehingah-i bahr u berr

Dara-y1 dehr Sah Sileyman-1 kamran.

Seated above the thrones of crownéd monarchs,

High o’er the fray of battlefields of kings,

Jamshid of feasting and carousing, Darius of war,

Chosroes of justice and clemency, Alexander of the age,

Sultan of east and west, King of Kings of sea and land,
Darius of the time, King Siileyman, of fortune blessed.*

The mixture of Turkish, Arabic, and Persian, which Turks call Osmanlica and
we call Ottoman, was an administrative and literary language, and ordinary people
must have been at a loss when they came into contact with officials. But while
they must often have been baffled by Ottoman phraseology, they were capable of
seeing the funny side of it. In the shadow theatre, the running joke is that Karagoz
speaks Turkish while his sparring partner Hacivat speaks Ottoman. In the play
Salincak, Karagoz keeps hitting Hacivat. Hacivat asks him why, but receives only
nonsensical answers sounding vaguely like his—to Karagéz—unintelligible ques-
tions. Eventually he asks, “Vurmanizdan aksa-y1 murad?’ (What is your ultimate
object in hitting me?). To which Karagoz replies, ‘Aksaray’da murtad babandir’
(The turncoat at Aksaray is your father) (Kudret 1968-7o0: iii. 54.) A rough English
parallel would be, ‘Explain your bellicose attitude’—‘How do I know why he
chewed my billy-goat’s hat?’

Following in the footsteps of Karagoz are today’s taxi-drivers who refer to their
battery-chargers not as sarjor, the French chargeur, but as carcur ‘chatter’’ They
are displaying not ignorance but a sense of fun, like those who in the days of the
Democrat Party pronounced ‘Demokrat’ as ‘Demirkirat’ ‘Iron-Grey Horse’® The
British sailors who served on the ship taking Napoleon to St Helena knew very
well that her name was not Billy Ruffian; in calling her that, they were just cutting
the fancy foreign Bellerophon down to size, like those people in England who used
to Anglicize asparagus as sparrow-grass and hysterics as high strikes. In fact the

4 A translation of the whole ode will be found in Gibb (1900—9: iii. 147-51).

> According to Erkilet (1952), soldiers were already saying carcur instead of sarjér in the
1920s, though this was another kind of sarjor, an ammunition-belt for machine-guns. (See p. 101 of
the 1967 reprint.)

® When the party was outlawed (see Chapter 12), its reincarnation, the Justice Party, chose as its
logo the figure of a horse.



Ottoman Turkish 9

Turkish vocabulary still includes not a few originally foreign words that the tongue
of the people has converted into more Turkish shapes: from Persian, for example,
camagir ‘linen’ (jamesiy), cerceve ‘frame’ (¢arcuba), gozde' ‘favourite’ (guzide), kése
‘corner’ (gusa), ¢arsamba ‘Wednesday’ (carsanbih), and merdiven ‘staircase’
(narduban); and, from Arabic, rahat lokum ‘Turkish Delight’ (rahat al-hulkum
‘ease of the gullet’), now abbreviated to lokum, musamba “oilskin’ (musamma’),
and maydanoz ‘parsley’ (makdunis). Maydanoz was transformed by some into
mideniivaz [AP] ‘stomach-caressing, a Persian compound that cannot be called
a popular etymology; one is reminded of the English people who turned ‘Welsh
rabbit’ into the more genteel-seeming ‘Welsh rarebit’. The essayist and novelist
Peyami Safa (1899-1961) must have taken mideniivaz to be the correct form,
for he wrote:

Gegenlerde de bir muharrir arkadagimiz, gazetesinde, tiirkelesmis bir fransizca kelimeyi
tiirkge imla ile yazdigim i¢in bana tariz etmisti. ‘Cikolata’ kelimesine ‘sokola’ ve ‘simen-
difer’ kelimesine ‘somendofer’ diyenler arasinda bulunmaktan ¢ekinirim. Bu yolun
sonunda maydanoza ‘mideniivaz’ demek vardir. O ¢itkmaza girmek istemem ben. (Safa
1970: 47)

A writer friend recently took me to task in his newspaper for spelling a Turkicized
French word in the Turkish way. [ am reluctant to join the ranks of those who
pronounce ‘gikolata’ as ‘sokola’ and ‘simendifer’ as ‘somendoéfer’ [chemin de fer]. What lies
at the end of that road is pronouncing maydanoz as mideniivaz, a dead end which I have
no wish to enter.

On the theme of the bewilderment of ordinary people when confronted by
speakers of Ottoman, there is the tale of the sarikli hoca (the turbanned cleric),
who, wishing to buy some mutton, addresses a butcher’s boy with the words ‘Ey
Sagird-i kassab, lahm-i ganemden bir kiyye bilvezin bana ‘ita eyler misin?’ (O
apprentice of the butcher, wilt thou bestow on me one oke avoirdupois of ovine
flesh?). The perplexed boy can only reply ‘Amin!” (Amen!). On the other hand,
there is the story of one occasion when the uneducated were not baffled by
someone who spoke differently from them. It is said to have happened in 1876, at
a time of rioting by the softas (students at the medreses (religious schools) ), when
the police were chasing a crowd of them. Despairing of outdistancing the pursuit,
one softa had the bright idea of sitting down on the pavement. When the police
asked him, ‘Which way did they go?, he replied, giving full weight to the Arabic
pronunciation of his words, as was second nature for a softa: ‘Ba’dis1 su tarafa,
ba’disi o tarafa’ (Some went this way, some that)—and was quite surprised to find
himself in custody.

Tahsin Banguoglu, having mentioned (1987: 325) that the poet and sociologist
Ziya Gokalp (1876-1924) had wanted the new Turkish to be Istanbul Turkish as
spoken by the intellectuals, adds a comment containing an interesting piece of
information that the author has not seen recorded elsewhere:

7 Turkish for ‘in the eye’, an obvious popular etymology.
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Evet ama, o zaman aydinlarin konustugu Turkee eski yazi dilinin ¢ok etkisinde kalmg bir
Turkge idi. Onu da halk pek anlamiyordu. Halk buna istillahi konugsma derdi. Mesela
‘mudur bey, katibe bir sey soyledi, ama anlayamadim. Istillahi konusuyorlar.

Yes, but the Turkish spoken by intellectuals at that time was a Turkish still very much under
the influence of the old written language. And this the people did not understand very well.
They called it ‘talking istillahi’. For example: ‘The manager said something to the clerk, but
I couldn’t understand it. They're talking istillahi.

Istillahi is another example of the phenomenon discussed above: giving a more
familiar shape to high-flown words with which one does not feel at home, the
word in this case being 1stilahi, the adjective of istilah. Istilah paralamak (to tear
technical terms to pieces), once meant talking over the heads of one’s hearers. The
meaningless but Arabic-looking istilldhi is made up of familiar elements: the first
two syllables are in imitation of words such as istikldl ‘independence’ and istikamet
‘direction’, while /lah is from the Arabic name of God. As we might say, or might
have said a generation or two ago, ‘They’re parleyvooing.’

Even before the rise of the Ottomans there had been expressions of dis-
satisfaction with the dominance of Arabic and Persian.® In 1277 Semsiiddin
Mehmed Karamanoglu, the chief minister of the ruler of Konya, decreed that
thenceforth no language other than Turkish would be spoken at court or in gov-
ernment offices or public places. Unfortunately he was killed in battle a few
months later.

Few Turks who write about the history of their language can forbear to quote
the two following couplets from the Garipnime (‘Book of the Stranger’) of the
Sufi poet Agik Paga (1272-1333).” The purpose of the work is to illustrate Sufi doc-
trine through discourses on passages from the Koran, tradition, and the sayings
of Sufi masters.

Turk diline kimesne bakmaz idi

Tiirklere hergiz gonul akmaz idi

Turk dahi bilmez idi bu dilleri

Ince yoli, ol ulu menzilleri.

None had regard for the Turkish tongue;
Turks won no hearts.

Nor did the Turk know these languages,
The narrow road, those great staging posts.

It is doubtful, however, whether every reader of these lines has a clear idea of their
meaning. Of which languages was the Turk ignorant; what are the narrow road
and those great staging posts? One scholar (Silay 1993) translates the fourth line
as ‘these styles of elegant and elevated discourse’, which does no more than raise
another question: what styles? The context makes it plain that Agik Pasha is not
talking about literary style. He has been discussing Koran 14. 4: ‘We have sent no
messenger save with the language of his people” The Koran was revealed to the

* A valuable source on this topic is Yavuz (1983). )
? The relevant portion of the text is most readily accessible in 1z (1967 i. 584~5).
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Arabs, in Arabic; neither Persians not Turks have had a prophet bearing them the
revelation in their own tongues.

Bu Garipndame anin geldi dile
Ki bu dil ehli dahi mana bile.

Therefore has this Garipndme been uttered
That those who speak this tongue may also know the hidden wisdom.

The identity of the languages in question is shown in a previous couplet:

Ciin bilesin ciimle yol menzillerin'®
Yirmegil sen Turk @ Tacik dillerin.

To know all the staging posts of the road,
Do not despise the Turkish and Persian languages.

The languages of which the Turk was ignorant are Turkish and Persian, the impli-
cation being that so far the language of religion has been Arabic, but Arabic is not
the only language through which spiritual knowledge can be attained. Persian is
the language of the Mesnevi of the great Sufi poet Jalal al-Din Rami; the Turk
should learn to read that language and his own, so that he can make use of the
Mesnevi and of the Garipndme. The road is the progress towards enlightenment,
the staging posts are the stages in that progress.

To Mir “Ali Sir Nevai (1441-1501) of Herat in Afghanistan belongs the distinc-
tion of having raised the Chaghatay dialect of Turkish to the status of literary lan-
guage of Central Asia. In his Muhakamat al-Lugateyn (‘The Judgment between
the Two Languages’) he sets out to demonstrate that Turkish is in no way inferior
to Persian as a literary medium. At one point he says:

Ve hunersiz Tiirknii sitem-zarif yigitleri asinlikka bola Farsi elfaz bile nazm ayturga
mesgal bolupturlar. Ve fi’l-hakika kisi yahsi muldhaza ve te’emmuil kilsa, ¢an bu lafzda
mungca vis'at ve meydanida munga fushat tapilur, kirek kim munda her suhan-giizarhg ve
fasih-giiftarhg ve nazm-sazhig ve fesane-perdazhig asanrak bolgay, ve vaki’ asanrakdur.
(Levend 1965-8: iv. 203)

Among untalented Turks, would-be artistic young men have occupied themselves with
verse composition using Persian vocabulary, as being the easy course. Truly, if one consid-
ers and reflects well, since such scope and range are found in our own language, it follows
that all eloquence and expression, all versification and story-telling, are bound to be easier
in it and are in fact easier.

Like seventeen others of the thirty-six Ottoman sultans, Selim I (1512—20) wrote
poetry. Most of his was in Persian. On the other hand, his arch-enemy Shah
Ismail of Persia (1501—24) wrote poems in Turkish, some of which, set to music,
may still be heard today on Turkish radio. It has been suggested that his purpose
was to endear himself to the Turcomans in his territories, but the simpler
explanation is that he was a Turk by birth and that writing in his mother tongue
came naturally to him.

' In modern Turkish, the -in at the end of this line and the next would be -ini. See Lewis (1988:
41) and, for the -gil of yirmegil, ibid. (137).
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In the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries came the school of Tiirki-i basit (‘plain
Turkish’ poetry), associated with the names of Aydinh Visali, Tatavlali Mahremi,
and Edirneli Nazmi, whom it did not outlive. Readers of poetry expected it to
be in Ottoman, not kaba Tiirk¢e (crude Turkish), whereas those whose everyday
language was indeed kaba Tiirkge, while they might enjoy listening to poetry
that they could understand, were not generally readers. Yet even such a dyed-in-
the-wool Persianizing poet as Nabi (c.1630-1712), whom Gibb (1900-9: iii. 325)
speaks of as ‘writing verses which can by courtesy alone be described as Turkish),
was moved to write:

Ey si’r miyaninda satan lafz-1 garibi
Divan-1 gazel niisha-1 kamus degiildiir.

(Levend 1972: 78; Korkmaz 198s: 388)

O you who sell outlandish words wrapped in poetry!
A book of odes is not a copy of the dictionary!

It will be seen that only three—ey, satan, degiildii—of the eleven words in which
Nabi expresses this laudable sentiment are Turkish. Indeed, long after Ottoman
chroniclers had taken to writing in Ottoman instead of Persian, they persisted in
using pure Persian for their chapter headings.

The political changes introduced by the Tanzimat-1 Hayriye, the ‘Propitious
Regulations’ of 1839, and even more by the reform charter of 1856, gave hope that
the manifold grievances of various sections of the Sultan’s subjects might be
rectified. Some were, but by no means all. For our purposes it is enough to say
that the spirit of the Tanzimat (the term applied to the period as well as to the
reforms) gave rise to the first serious stirrings of Turkish nationalism and to a
flowering of journalism, and from then on the tide of language reform flowed
strongly. A newspaper proprietor or editor does not have to be as devoted to the
ideal of a well-informed public as the pioneers of Turkish journalism were (most
if not all of them were driven into exile at some time in their careers), or indeed
devoted to any ideal at all, to see the necessity of making the language of his paper
understandable by as many people as possible; if he fails to see it, he will soon be
enlightened by his circulation manager.

The father of Turkish journalism was the writer and poet ibrahim Sinasi
(21824-71), co-founder in 1860 with Agah Efendi (1832-85), a civil servant and
diplomat, of Terceman-1 Ahvdl, founded in 1861, the second non-official newspaper
to be published in the country (the first was the weekly Ceride-i Havddis, started
in 1840 by an Englishman, William Churchill)." Sinasi declared the paper’s policy
in his first editorial (Levend 1972: 83):

"' For a concise history of the Turkish press, see The Encyclopaedia of Islam (1960), ii. 465-6,
473-6. As for Churchill, see Kologlu (1986), an entertaining account of how, despite being
miyop (short-sighted), he went out pigeon-shooting one Sunday afternoon in May 1836 and
wounded a shepherd boy and a sheep. There were diplomatic repercussions. An earlier account was
Alric (1892).
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Tarife hacet olmadig: iizre, kelam, ifade-i meram etmege mahsus bir mevhibe-i kudret
oldugu misillii, en giizel icad-1 akl-1 insani olan kitabet dahi, kalemle tasvir-i kelam
eylemek fenninden ibaretdir. Bu i’tibar-1 hakikate mebni giderek, umum halkin kolaylikla
anlayabilecegi mertebede isbu gazeteyi kaleme almak miiltezem oldugu dahi, makam
miinasebetiyle simdiden ihtar olunur.

There is no need to explain that, while speech is a divine gift for the expression of thought,
writing is the finest invention of the human intelligence, consisting as it does in the science
of depicting speech by means of the pen. Proceeding from a regard for this truth, editor-
ial notice is hereby given that it is a bounden duty to write this newspaper in a way that
will be easily understood by the public at large.

Among the other pioneers were Namik Kemal (1840-88), a selfless patriot and
distinguished writer in many fields, and his friend the great statesman Ziya Pasha
(1825-80). This is from Namik Kemal’s article ‘Observations on Literature in the
Ottoman Language’:

istanbul’da okuyup yazma bilenlerden dahi belki onda biri, sebk-i ma’ruf iizre yazilmig bir
kagiddan ve hatta kaifil-i hukuku olan kanun-1 devletten bile istifade-i merama kaadir
degildir. Ciinki edebiyatimiza sark u garbin bir kag ecnebi lisanindan miistear olan siveler
galebe ederek 1ttirdd-1 ifadeye halel vermis ve edevat ii ta’birat i ifadat-1 takrirden biitiin
biitiin ayrilmis olan iislab-1 tahrir ise bayag: bir bagka lisan hiikmiine girmistir . . .

Elfazda garabet o kadar mu’teberdir ki, mesela Nergisi gibi milletimizin en meshur bir
te’lif-i edibanesinden istihrac-i meal etmek, bize gére ecnebi bir lisanda yazilmis olan Giilis-
tan’t anlamaktan miiskildir. Tiirkgenin eczi-y1 terkibi olan ii¢ lisan ki, telaffuzda olduk¢a
ittihad bulmusken tahrirde hala hey’et-i asliyyelerini muhafaza ediyor. Akaanim-i selase
gibi sozde gliya miittehid ve hakikatte zidd-1 kimildir."

Even of literates in Istanbul, perhaps one in ten is incapable of getting as much as he would
like from a normally phrased note or even from a State law, the guarantor of his rights.
The reason is that our literature is swamped with locutions borrowed from several foreign
tongues of east and west, which have damaged the flow of expression, while the style of
composition has become totally detached from the particles and terms and forms of dis-
course and has fallen, to put it plainly, under the domination of another language.

So prevalent is foreignness in our vocabulary that it is harder, in my view, to extract the
meaning from one of our nation’s best-known literary compositions, for example that of
Nergisi, than to understand the Gulistan, which is written in a foreign language. While the
three languages of which Turkish is compounded have attained a certain unity in speech,
they still preserve their original forms in writing. Like the three persons of the Trinity, they
are said to be united but are in fact the reverse of integrated.

The poems of Nergisi (d. 1635) are more intelligible than his prose works. Gibb
(1900—9: iii. 208—9) refers to him when speaking of Veysi’s Life of the Prophet: ‘[It]
is written in the most recherché Persian style, and shares with the prose Khamsa
of Nergisé [sic] the distinction of having been gibbeted by Ebu-z-Ziy4 Tevfiq Bey,
one of the most stalwart champions of the Modern School, as a composition the
continued study of which will land the nation in disaster’ The Gulistan of Sa‘di

"> Tasvir-i Efkar, 416,16 Rebiyulahir 1283/29 Aug. 1866; Levend (1972: 113-14).
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(?1213-92), in a mixture of verse and rhymed prose, is regarded as one of the
masterpieces of Persian literature. One might think that Namik Kemal was exag-
gerating, but in his day Arabic and Persian were a regular part of secondary edu-
cation (and remained so until 1 October 1929). Anyone who has learned Persian,
which is not a challenging language, can understand the Gulistan, but Nergisi’s
convoluted Ottoman prose presents much greater difficulty.

Ziya Pasha wrote the following in an article in Hiirriyet, the newspaper he and
Namik Kemal founded while exiles in London:

Elyevm resmen ildn olunan fermanlar ve emirnameler 4had-1 nas huzurunda okutuldukta
bir sey istifade ediliyor mu? Ya bu muharrerat yalniz kitabette melekesi olanlara mi1 mah-
sustur? Yoksa avim-1 nas devletin emrini anlamak iciin miidiir? Anadolu’da ve Rumeli’de
ahad-1 nastan her sahsa, devletin bir ticaret nizamu vardir ve a’'sarin suret-i miizayede
ve ihalesine ve tevzi-i vergiye ve suna buna dair fermanlan ve emirnameleri vardir deyii
sorulsun, goriliir ki bigarelerin birinden haberi yoktur. Bu sebebdendir ki hala bizim
memalikte Tanzimat nedir ve nizimat-1 cedide ne turli islahat héasil etmistir, ahali
bilmediklerinden ekser mahallerde miitehayyizan-1 memleket ve zaleme-i viilat ve me’-
murin ellerinde ve adeta kable’t-Tanzimat cereyan eden usil-i zulm i i’tisaf altinda ezilir
ve kimseye derdini anlatamazlar. Amma Fransa ve ingiltere memalikinden birinde
me’'murun birisi nizimét-1 mevcude hilafinda ciiz’i bir hareket edecek olsa avam-1 nas
derhal da'vaai olur."”

Today, when decrees and orders are read out in the hearing of the common people, can
anything be made of them? Are such compositions meant exclusively for those with a
mastery of the written word, or is it intended that ordinary people should understand what
the State commands? Try talking to any commoner in Anatolia and Rumelia about a com-
mercial regulation, or the decrees and orders relating to the auctioning and awarding of
the right to collect tithes, or establishing the amount of tax due from each household, or
any matter at all; you will find that none of the poor creatures knows anything about any
one of them. This is why dwellers in our territories still do not know what the Tanzimat is
and what kind of reforms the new regulations have given rise to, and in most places there-
fore suffer oppression at the hands of local dignitaries, tyrannical governors and officials,
under the same bullying system and with all the injustices that prevailed in pre-Tanzimat
times. Nor is the population able to tell anyone its troubles, whereas if an official in any of
the French or English realms were to infringe the current regulations in the slightest degree,
the commoners would immediately have the law on him.

Two lines from Chesterton’s ‘The Secret People’ come irresistibly to mind:

We hear men speaking for us of new laws strong and sweet,
Yet is there no man speaketh as we speak in the street.

Ali Suavi (1837—78) was one of the first to take a nationalist stand in the matter
of language: he urged the avoidance of non-Turkish words for which there were
good Turkish equivalents and, like Siileyman Pasha and Semsettin Sami after him,

" Hiirriyet (London), 20 Cemadi’l-al4 1285/7 Sept. 1868; Levend (1972: 119).
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spoke out against calling the language Ottoman. He went further than Sinasi,
who did not explicitly advocate the use of Turkish in preference to non-Turkish
words. This is how he ended the introductory editorial he wrote for his newspaper
Muhbir (1 (1867); Levend 1972: ms): “Tasrihi caiz olan hersey’i, Asitine’de
kullanilan 4di lisan ile ya'ni herkesin anhyabilecegi ifade ile yazacaktir’ (Every-
thing which can legitimately be expressed, [this journal] will write up in the ordi-
nary language used in the capital; that is to say, in terms that everybody will be
able to understand).

Although the new newspapers and magazines frequently carried articles urging
the use of simple Turkish, they tended to urge it in very complicated language.
The domestic news sections of the newspapers went on for many years under the
heading Havddis-i Dahiliye, because havddis ‘news’ is an Arabic feminine, so dahili
‘internal’ had to be in the feminine too, not forgetting the Persian -i. As late as
1896, a contributor to the newspaper [ zmir wrote an article appealing for the use
of straightforward Turkish, one paragraph of which should suffice to prove this
point (Levend 1972: 275). The Persian izafet compounds (which is what the writer
meant by ‘unfamiliar and ponderous foreign locutions’) are identifiable in the
modern transcription by the -i or -1 Words in italic are of non-Turkish origin.
‘Safvet-i ifademizi ihlal eden elfaz-i gayr-1 me’nuse ve sakile-i ecnebiyyeye mukabil
servet-i mevcude-i lisaniyyemizden istifade etmis olsak, daire-i safvet-i ifadeyi,
binaenalyh daire-i terakkiyi tevsi’ etmis oluruz’ (Had we made use of our existing
linguistic wealth instead of the unfamiliar and ponderous foreign locutions that
corrupt our purity of expression, we would have broadened the compass of purity of
expression and consequently the compass of progress).

Ahmet Midhat (1844-1912), most prolific of Turkish journalists,'* wrote this in
1871, with not a single Persian izafet:

En evvel kalem sahiblerine sunu sormak isterim ki, bizim kendimize mahsus bir lisanimiz
yok mudur? Tirkistan'da soylenmekte bulunan Tiirkceyi gosterecekler, dyle degil
mi? Hayur, o lisan bizim lisanimiz degildir. Bundan alt1 yedi asir mukaddem bizim lisanimiz
idi, fakat simdi degil. O Tiirk¢e bizim lisanimiz olmadigi gibi Arabi ve Farisi dahi
lisamimiz degildir.

Amma denilecek ki, bizim lisammiz her halde bunlardan haric olamiyor. Haric
olamadig gibi dahilinde de sayilamiyor. Tiirkistan’dan bir Tiirk ve Necid’den bir Arab ve
Siraz’dan bir Acem getirsek, edebiyyatimizdan en giizel bir par¢ay1 bunlara karg1 okusak
hangisi anlar? Siibhe yok ki hig birisi anliyamaz.

Tamam, igte bunlardan hig birisinin anliyamadig) lisan bizim lisanimizdir diyelim. Hayir,
an1 da diyemeyiz. Ciinki o par¢ay: bize okuduklar1 zaman biz de anliyamiyoruz . . .

Pek a’la, ne yapalim? Lisansiz m1 kalalim? Hayir, halkimizin kullandig bir lisan yok mu?
iste ami millet lisant yapalhm. ..

'* Ahmet Midhat’s work was more remarkable for its extent than for its originality. His output, of
close on 200 books and countless articles, won him the appellation ‘kirk beygir kuvvetinde bir makina’
(a forty-horsepower engine). Nevertheless he was an effective and widely read popularizer of new
ideas. Over half of Tiirk Dili, 521 (May 1995) was devoted to him.
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Arabga ve Fars¢anin ne kadar izafetleri ve ne kadar sifatlan1 varsa kaldiriversek, yazdigimiz
seyleri bugiin yediyiiz kigi anliyabilmekte ise yarin mutlaka yedi bin kisi anlar. (Basiret,
4 Apr. 1871; Levend 1972: 123)

The first thing I should like to ask our writers is, don’t we have a language of our
own? They will point to the Turkish spoken in Turkestan, won’t they? No, that is not
our language. It was, six or seven centuries ago, but not now. That Turkish is not our
language, nor are Arabic and Persian our language. But some will say, surely our
language cannot lie outside these? It cannot lie outside them and it cannot be considered
as inside them. If we were to bring a Turk from Turkestan, an Arab from Nejd, and
a Persian from Shiraz, and read in their presence some exquisite passage from our
literature, which of them would understand it? There is no doubt that none of them would.
All right, let us say that this language which none of them can understand is our language.
No, we cannot say that either, because when they read that passage to us we cannot
understand it . . .

Very well, what are we to do? Are we to be left without a language? No! There is a lan-
guage that our people speak, isn’t there? Let us make that the national language . . . If we
were to sweep away all the izafets and all the adjectives there are in Arabic and Persian,
if seven hundred people today understand what we write, tomorrow it will surely be
seven thousand.

Ahmet Midhat lived to see his wish well on the road to fulfilment. People who
had been used to calling the natural sciences uliim-i tabiiye came to see that there
was no harm in using the Turkish plural instead of the Arabic, dropping the
Persian 7 and the Arabic feminine ending of the adjective, and putting the adjec-
tive first: tabif ilimler. Even so, M. A. Hagopian found it necessary to devote over
40 per cent of his Ottoman-Turkish Conversation-Grammar (1907) to the grammar
of Arabic and Persian.

Stileyman Pasha (1838—92) deserves the palm for being the first Turk to publish
a grammar of Turkish and to name it accordingly: Ilm-i Sarf-i Tiirki (1874). Credit
is also due to Abdullah Ramiz Pasha, whose Lisdn-1 Osmadni’nin Kavd’idini Havi
Emsile-i Tiirki (‘Paradigms of Turkish, Containing the Rules of the Ottoman Lan-
guage’) had appeared in 1868. In 1851, Ahmed Cevdet Pasha (1825—95) and Fuad
Efendi, later Pasha (1815-68), had published Kavd’id-i Osmdaniye (‘Ottoman
Rules’), a grammar that went through a number of editions. The 1875 edition was
named Kavd’id-i Tiirkiye (‘Turkish Rules’).

Article 18 of the Constitution of 1876 named the official language as Turkish,
not Ottoman: “Teb&’a-i Osméniyenin hidemat-1 devlette istihdam olunmak igin
devletin lisan-1 resmisi olan Tiirkceyi bilmeleri sarttir’ (A prerequisite for
Ottoman subjects’ employment in State service is that they know Turkish, which
is the official language of the State).

Semsettin Sami (1850-1904), famous for his excellent dictionary Kamus-i Tiirki
(1316/1901) (though it is not as comprehensive as Redhouse (1890)), was of
Siilleyman Pasha’s way of thinking. The following extracts are from his article
‘Lisan-1 Tiirki (Osméni)), published in an Istanbul weekly in 1881.
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Osmanli lisam ta’birini pek de dogru gérmiiyoruz. .. Asil bu lisanla miitekellim olan
kavmun ismi ‘Tiirk’ ve soyledikleri lisanin ismi dahi ‘lisin-1 Tiirki’ dir. Ciihela-y1 avam
indinde mezmum addolunan ve yalmz Anadolu koyliilerine itlak edilmek istenilen bu isim,
intisabiyle iftihar olunacak bir biiyiik immetin ismidir. ‘Osmanlr’ ile “Tiirk’ isimleri beynin-
deki nisbet, tipki ‘Avusturyal?’ ile ‘Alman’ isimleri beynindeki nisbet gibidir. ‘Avusturyaly’
unvani Avusturya devletinin taht-1 tabiiyyetinde bulunan kéffe-i akvima ve onlarin biri ve
iimmet-i hikimesi olan Avusturya Almanlarina itlak olundugu halde, ‘Alman’ ismi bu
iimmet-i azimenin gerek Avusturya'da, gerek Prusya ve Almanya’da ve gerek Isvicre ve
Rusya ve sair taraflarda bulunan kaffe-i akvam efradina itlak olunur. Devlet-i Osmaniy-
yenin zir-i tabiiyyetinde bu lunan kéffe-i akvam efradina dahi ‘Osmanly’ deniliip, ‘Tiirk’
ismi ise Adriyatik denizi sevahilinden Cin hududuna ve Sibirya’nin i¢ taraflarina kadar
miintesir olan bir iimmet-i azimenin unvanidir. Bunun igiin, bu unvan, . . . miistevcib-i
fahr ii mesar olmak iktiza eder. Memélik-i Osmaniyye’de soylenilen lisanlarin ciimlesine
‘elsine-i Osmaniyye’ denilmek caiz olabilirse de, bunlarin birine ve hususiyle ekseriyyet-i
etrafi bu memalikin haricinde olup bu devletin teessiisiinden ¢ok daha eski bulunan bir
lisana ‘lisan-1 Osmani’ denilmek tarihe ve ensib-1 elsineye asla tevafuk etmez.. . .

Bana kalirsa, o aktar-1 ba’ideki Tiirklerin lisaniyle bizim lisamimuz bir oldugundan,
ikisine de ‘lisan-1 Tiirki’ ism-i miistereki ve beyinlerdeki farka da riayet olunmak istenildigi
halde, onlarinkine ‘Tiirki-i sarki’ ve bizimkine ‘Ttirki-i garbi’ unvam pek miinasibdir . . .

I do not think the term ‘the Ottoman language’ is quite correct . . . The name of the people
who speak this language is really “Turks’ and their language is Turkish. This name, which
is regarded as a reproach by the ignorant masses and which some would like to see applied
only to the peasants of Anatolia, is the name of a great community which ought to take
pride in being so termed. The relationship between ‘Ottoman’ and ‘Turk’ is just like that
between ‘Austrian’ and ‘German’ ‘Austrian’ is applied to the totality of peoples who are sub-
jects of the Austrian State, among them the Germans of Austria, the dominant commu-
nity. ‘German’ is applied to all members of this great community, both in Austria and in
Prussia and Germany, as well as in Switzerland, Russia and elsewhere. So, too, members of
all the peoples subject to the Ottoman dynasty are called Ottomans, while “Turk’ is the title
of a great community extending from the shores of the Adriatic to the borders of China
and the interior of Siberia. This title, therefore . . . should be a reason for pride and joy.
Though it may be permissible to give the name ‘the Ottoman languages’ to the totality of
languages spoken in the Ottoman dominions, it is quite inconsistent with history and the
relationships of languages to apply the name ‘the Ottoman language’ to one of them, par-
ticularly one whose boundaries for the most part lie beyond those dominions and which
antedates by far the foundation of this State . . .

As I see it, since the language of the Turks in those distant regions is one with ours, it is
perfectly proper to give them the common name of Turkish and, in cases where it is desir-
able for the difference between them to be observed, to call theirs Eastern Turkish and ours
Western Turkish . . .

Part of the reaction to the repressive regime of Sultan Abdiilhamid (1876—1909)
was manifested in the imitation of Western, particularly French, literary works,
their content as much as their form, notably by the Servet-i Fiinun school.
Despite its modernist pretensions, this famous journal (‘The Riches of Science’)

" Hafta, 12, 10 Zilhicce 1298/4 Nov. 1881. Full text in Levend (1972: 130—4).
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represents a blind alley, even a U-turn, on the road to making the written lan-
guage more accessible to the general public. It began its career in 1891 as the weekly
magazine of the Istanbul evening newspaper Servet. Between 1895 and 1901, when
the government closed it down, it was the hub of a circle of young French-oriented
writers who became known as the Edebiyat-1 Cedideciler, the exponents of the
new literature. The precious style adopted by many of them repelled the common
reader. Persuaded as they were that Turkish was incapable of being a literary
medium without the aid of Arabic and Persian, they were wedded to the Persian
izafet compounds and, not content with those current in the literary language,
created new ones. Among their favourites were: sebnem-i zevk u tesliyet ‘the dew
of pleasure and consolation), hadika-i siikiin ‘garden of tranquillity, and meldl-i
mesd ‘evening melancholy’ (Levend 1972: 349). At the same time they liked to show
how Westernized they were by using calques, literal translations of French expres-
sions, such as ild¢ almak ‘to take medicine’ instead of the normal ild¢ yemek. One
of their number, the novelist Halit Ziya Usakligil (1866—1945), wrote this in his
memoirs forty years on:

Bu maraz hédisesi, refiklerimin affedeceklerine, hatta benimle beraber i’tiraf eyliyecekler-
ine kanaatle soyliyecegim, zinet ve san’at ibtilasiydi . . . dyle ki o tarihten uzaklastik¢a hele
bugiin ben bizzat bunlan tekrar okurken sinirlenmekten héli kalmiyorum. (Usakhgil
1936: iv. 141; Levend 1972: 238)

This disease—and I shall say this in the conviction that my old colleagues will forgive me
and may even join in my confession—was an addiction to ornateness and artifice. . . so
much so that the further I am removed from that time, and especially at the present day,
the more irritated I become on re-reading what I wrote then.

During the 1897 war with Greece, the poet Mehmet Emin [Yurdakul]
(1869-1944) published his Tiirkge Siirleri. The title is significant: these were
Turkish poems, not Ottoman poems. The first, ‘Anadoludan bir ses yahut Cenge
giderken’ (‘A Voice from Anatolia, or Going to War’), began:

Ben bir Tiirkiim: dinim, cinsim uludur:
Sinem, 6ziim ates ile doludur:

Insan olan vataninin kuludur:

Tiirk evladi evde durmaz; giderim!

I am a Turk, my faith and my race are great;
My breast and soul are full of fire.

He who serves his native land—he is a man;
The sons of Turks will not stay at home; I go!

It won him the appellation Tiirk Sairi, meaning not just ‘the Turkish poet’ but
‘the “Turk” poet’ The language of the poem, for the most part simple Turkish, the
words ‘Ben bir Tiirkiim) and above all his use of the syllabic metres of popular
verse rather than the Arabo-Persian quantitative metres of classical poetry,
were a slap in the face for the intellectuals who saw themselves as Ottomans, in
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particular for the élitist Edebiyat-1 Cedideciler. They retorted that he was no poet
but a mere versifier and that not all the words he used would be intelligible to
the common people. There was some justice in these criticisms: ceng [P], for
example, was a distinctly high-flown way of saying ‘war. But the common
people admired him as a literary man who was not too proud to declare himself
a Turk like them.

Tiirk Dernegi, the Turkish Association, was the first nationalist cultural orga-
nization to be formed, in January 1908, one of its founders being Ahmet Midhat
(Tunaya 1984: i. 414-15; Levend 1972: 301). Its sixty-three members were far from
having a shared view about the future of the language. Some of them were
Simplifiers (Sadelestirmeciler), who favoured eliminating non-Turkish elements
and replacing them with native words current in speech. Some were Turkicizers
(Tiirkgeciler), who believed that new words should be created by means of the
regular Turkish suffixes and that Arabic and Persian words current in popular
speech should be counted as Turkish. Then there were the Purifiers ( Tasfiyeciler),
who did not object to the Turkicizers’ view on the latter point but advocated bor-
rowing words and suffixes from other dialects. Their leader Fuat Koseraif was not
averse to inventing where necessary; according to Ziya Gokalp, he favoured taking
suffixes over from Kirghiz, Uzbek, or Tatar, or even creating them from whole
cloth (‘biisbiitiin yeniden yaratilacak’): the adjective suffix -7 could be replaced by
-ki/ki/gi/gi, so that hayati ‘vital’ would become hayatks, and edebi ‘literary’ would
become edebgi. Unfortunately for anyone trying to sort out the various groups,
their contemporaries outside the Dernek tended to call them all Purifiers, which
Gokalp (1339/1923: 114-15) found confusing.'®

Others could not stomach the idea of abandoning even the Persian izafet, and
came out strongly against those who would turn Ottomans into Buharal: (people
of Bukhara). Two prominent members, Mehmet Emin and Halit Ziya, held
diametrically opposite views on the course the language ought to take. While the
Association was being established, the latter contributed an article to Servet-i
Fiinun in which he poured scorn on those wishing to expel from the language
words of non-Turkish ancestry for which Turkish synonyms existed. The first
word or phrase in the first two pairs in the following quotation is Arabic, the
second Persian; in the others the order is reversed:

Yok, maksud, zaten bizde Tiirkce olarak miiradifleri mevcud olan kelimeleri atmaksa,
mesela lisanda giines var diye ufk-1 edebimizden ‘sems ii hursid’ i silmek, yildiz var diye
‘niicum u ahter’ i séndiirmek, goz var diye ‘cesm i dide’ yi, ‘ayn u basar’ 1 kapamak, yol
var diye ‘rah u tarik’ i seddetmek, su var diye ‘4b u ma’ y1 kurutmak kabilinden ameliyati
tahribe karar vermekse, buna bir israf-1 bihude nazan ile bakmak tabiidir.

Bu miitalaaya serdedilen yegane i’tiraz: lisan1 sadelestirmek, onu seviye-i irfan-1 halka
indirmek i¢iin bu fedakéarliga liizum var séziinden ibarettir. Fakat lisan seviye-i irfan-1 halka
inmez, seviye-i irfan-1 halk lisana yiikseltimege calisihir.  (Levend 1972: 305)

'* He always spelled his second name as two words: Gok Alp (Sky Hero).
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No, if the purpose is to discard the words we have with Turkish synonyms, and to decide
on such destructive surgery as effacing sems and hursid from our literary horizon because
we have giines ‘sun, extinguishing niicum and ahter because we have yildiz ‘star’, closing
¢esm u dide and ayn ii basar because we have giz ‘eye) blocking rah and tarik because we
have yol ‘road;, drying up db and ma because we have su ‘water, one cannot but regard it
as wanton waste.

The sole objection raised to this observation consists in the assertion that this sacrifice
is necessary in order to simplify the language, to lower it to the cultural level of the people.
But the language does not descend to the cultural level of the people; one endeavours to
elevate the cultural level of the people to the language.

The majority of the membership must have been of Halit Ziya’s way of think-
ing, for this was how the Association’s official attitude was set forth in its journal,
which shared its name:

Osmanl lisaninin Arabi ve Farsi lisanlarindan ettigi istifade gayr-1 miinker bulundugundan
ve Osmanh Tiirk¢esini bu muhterem lisanlardan tecrid etmek hi¢bir Osmanlimn
hayalinden bile ge¢miyeceginden, Tiirk Dernegi, Arabi ve Farsi kelimelerini biitiin
Osmanhlar tarafindan kemal-i siithuletle anlagilacak vechile sayi’ olmuslarindan intihab
edecek ve binaenaleyh mezkir Dernegin yazacagi eserlerde kullanacag: lisan en sade
Osmanh Tiirkeesi olacaktir. (Levend 1972: 301)

Since the benefit that the Ottoman language has derived from the Arabic and Persian lan-
guages is undeniable, and since no Ottoman would even dream of dissociating Ottoman
Turkish from these revered languages, the Turkish Association will select Arabic and Persian
words from among those that have gained currency enough to be understood with total
ease by all Ottomans. Consequently, the language that the Association will use in works it
produces will be the simplest Ottoman Turkish.

All very fine for the Ottomans, but not much use to those inhabitants of Turkey
who, not presuming to lay claim to that designation, humbly thought of them-
selves as Turks. Mehmet Emin for one could scarcely have approved. Clearly the
disparity of opinions did not augur well for the prospects of the Association,
which by 1913 had indeed ceased to exist.

The exponents of simple Turkish still had far to go, not having yet grasped the
principle expressed in St Luke’s ‘Physician, heal thyself’ At this range it is
impossible to say whether or not the drafter of the following ‘Decision on the
Purification of the Language’, quoted in the press in November 1909 (Levend 1972:
313), had his tongue in his cheek. Again, the words in italic are of non-Turkish origin:

Levazimat-1 umumiyye dairesi ta’yinat kism1 ma’rifetiyle terkim ve tevzi’ edilmekte olan
matby’ pusulalara envd’-1 muayyenat: miibeyyin olmak tizere dercolunmakta olan ‘ndn-
aziz’, ‘gust, ‘erZ, ‘sa’r’ ve ‘hatab’ kelimelerinin yerlerine, ba'dema ‘ekmek, ‘et ‘piring, ‘arpa’ ve
‘odun’ yazilmasi karargir olmustur.

It has been decided that the words ‘ndn-1 aziz’ [PA] ‘precious bread’," giist’ [P] ‘meat’, ‘erz’
[A] ‘rice) ‘sa’r [A] ‘barley’, and hatab’ [A] ‘firewood’, which are included on the printed slips

'7 The adjective ‘precious’ does not denote a particular type of loaf; it was a stock epithet of bread.
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drawn up and distributed by the rationing section of the Department of the Commissariat-
General to indicate the various kinds of rations, shall henceforth be replaced by ‘ekmek’, ‘et
‘piring’ [P], ‘arpa), and ‘odun’

But one doubts that members of the Ottoman Parliament had their tongues in
their cheeks one month later, when stating their objection to the proposed
wording of their response to the Speech from the Throne: ‘Ariza-i tegekkiiriyyenin
iislitb-1 tahrini pek edibane ve Meclis-i Milli’ye yakigmiyacak derecede tesbihat ve
elfaz-1 rengin ile mahmul (The style of composition of the Grateful Submission is
very literary and laden with similes and ornate locutions to an extent unbecoming
the National Assembly) (Levend 1972: 313).

On the other hand, the poet Mehmet Akif was not happy with the results of
purification as exhibited in the newspaper Ikdam in 1910:

bir takim makaleler goriililyor ki Tiirk¢e kelimelerin yanibaslarinda Arapcalari olmasa
zavalli immet-i merhume higbir sey anlamiyacak! Meclis yerine ‘kuriltay’'® meb’us yerine
‘yalvag), a'yan yerine ‘aksakal’, hal yerine ‘idemiik), can yerine bilmem ne! . .. Gazetelerde
zabita vukuat: 6yle agir bir lisanla yaziliyor ki avam onu bir dua gibi dinliyor: ‘Mehmet
Bey’in hanesine leylen fiirce-yab-1 duhul olan sirik sekiz adet kalige-i giran-baha sirkat
etmistir’ deyiip de ‘Mehmed Bey’in bu gece evine hirsiz girmis sekiz hah ¢almig” dememek
ddetd maskarahktir. Avamin anliyabilecegi meédni avimin kullandig lisan ile eda edilmeli
(Strat-1 Miistakim, 492, 9 Apr. 1910; Levend 1972: 311-12)

One sees many articles of which the unfortunate public—God have mercy on them—
would understand nothing were it not for the Arabic equivalents given alongside the
Turkish words! Kuriltay for meclis ‘Parliament;, yalvag for meb’us ‘Deputy’, aksakal ‘grey-
beards’ far a’yan ‘notables), idemiik'® for hal ‘situation’ and I don’t know what for can ‘soul’!
... The police reports in the newspapers are couched in language so abstruse that ordi-
nary people listen to them as if they were religious formulas. To say ‘Depredators who noc-
turnally effected an opportunist entry into Mehmed Bey’s domicile purloined costly tapis
eight in number’, and not to say ‘Last night burglars broke into Mehmed Bey’s house and
stole eight rugs’ is not far short of buffoonery. Concepts for ordinary people to be able to
understand should be expressed in the language used by ordinary people . . .

By the end of the nineteenth century some, and by the First World War most,
Turkish writers were making a conscious effort to avoid Persian constructions
except in stock phrases. They were also ceasing to think of their language as
Qttoman, and after 1918 few went on thinking of themselves as Ottomans. Article
7 of the 1908 political programme of the Society for Union and Progress
(‘the Young Turks’) ran: ‘Devletin lisan-1 resmisi Tiirk¢e kalacaktir. Her
nevi muhaberat ve miizakerat: Tiirkge icra olunacaktir’ (The official language of
the State will remain Turkish. Its correspondence and deliberations of every
kind will be conducted in Turkish) (Tunaya 1952: 209). In 1920, while the War
of Independence was still raging and the Sultan’s government still ruled in

'* In Levend, kunitay is misspelt kurultay.
* The author has so far failed to track down this word, even in that wonderful ragbag Tarama

Dergisi (1934).
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Istanbul, schoolteachers had been instructed by the Ankara government’s
Ministry of Education to collect pure Turkish words in colloquial use that had so
far eluded the lexicographers.

But the non-writing classes took a good deal longer to adjust to the new situa-
tion. The author was told by Fahir iz that, during his military service in the neigh-
bourhood of Erzurum just before the Second World War, he had got into
conversation with a shepherd, whom he shocked by using the words ‘Biz Tiirkler’
(We Turks). ‘Estagfurullah!” was the reply, ‘Ben Tiirkiim, zat-1 4liniz Osmanhsiniz’
(Lord have mercy! I'm a Turk; Your Excellency is an Ottoman).

Somewhat more effective than Tiirk Dernegi was the literary group that called
itself and its journal Gen¢ Kalemler (The Young Pens), formed in Salonica
(Selanik) in April 1911 (Levend 1972: 313—30). Its members were also known as Yen:
Lisancilar, the exponents of the new language. Most influential among them were
Ziya Gokalp and the short-story writer Omer Seyfettin (1884-1920).

The latter was the author of an article entitled ‘Yeni Lisan’ and signed only with
a question mark, attacking the Edebiyat-1 Cedide, the ‘new literature’ of the Servet-
i Fiinun group, and the even shorter-lived group known as Fecr-i Ati (the Coming
Dawn), which formed round Servet-i Fiinun on its reappearance after the Young
Turk revolution of 1908. ‘Bugiinkiilerin diinkiileri taklid etmekten vazgectikleri
dakika hakiki fecir olacak, onlarin sayesinde yeni bir lisanla terenniim olunan milli
bir edebiyat dogacaktir . .. Milli bir edebiyat viicuda getirmek icin evvela milli
lisan ister’ (The true dawn will break at the moment when today’s people stop
imitating yesterday’s. Thanks to them a national literature will be born, hymned
in a new language . .. To bring a national literature into being requires first a
national language). He went on to give his recipe for that future national language.
In something of a purple passage, he stated his objections to replacing current
words of Arabic and Persian origin with native words or with borrowings from
further east:

Dernegin arkasina takilup akim bir irticaa dogru, ‘Buhara-y1 serif’deki heniiz mebnai bir
hayat suren, miidhis bir vukufsuzlugun, korkung bir taassubun karanliklari i¢cinde uyuyan
bundan bir diiziine asir evvelki gunleri yagiyan kavimdaslarimizin yanina mui gidelim?
Bu bir intihardir. Bu seri’ atesli toplarimizi, makineli tiifenklerimizi birakip yerine;
dusmanlarimiz gelince—kavimdaslarimiz gibi—iizerlerine atacagimiz sulari kaynatmaga
mahsus ¢ay semaverleri koymaga benzer. Hayir. Bes asirdan beri konustugumuz kelimeleri,
me’nus denilen Arabi ve Farsi kelimeleri miimkin degil terkedemeyiz. Hele aruzu atup
Mehmed Emin Bey’in vezinlerini higbir sair kabul etmez. Konustugumuz lisan, Istanbul
Tiirkgesi en tabii bir lisandir. Klise olmus terkiblerden baska liizumsuz zinetler asla
miikalememize giremez. Yazi lisam ile konugmak lisanin birlestirirsek, edebiyatimizi ihya
veya icad etmis olacagiz . ..

Lisanimizda yalmiz Turkce kaideler hitkkmedecek; yalniz Tiirkce, yalmz Tiirkce kaideleri.
(Geng Kalemler (Apr. 1911); Levend 1972: 314-15)
Are we to tag along behind the Turk Dernegi and head for a sterile reaction, joining our
fellow members of the Turkish community who still lead a basic existence in ‘Bukhara the
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Noble}, slumbering in the darkness of a dreadful ignorance and horrendous fanaticism,
living the life of a dozen centuries ago? That would be an act of suicide. It would be like
abandoning our quick-firing artillery and machine-guns and instead, when our enemies
arrive, doing as the fellow-members of our people do and putting on the samovars
expressly intended to boil the water we’re going to throw over them. No, it is impossible;
we cannot forsake the Arabic and Persian words, the words we call familiar, that we have
spoken for five centuries. Certainly no poet will renounce the classical prosody and accept
Mehmet Emin Bey’s metres. Istanbul Turkish, the language we speak, is a most natural lan-
guage. Stereotyped izafet compounds aside, the unnecessary trimmings can never enter our
speech. If we unify the language of writing and the language of speaking, we shall have
revived our literature or produced a new literature . . .

In our language, only Turkish rules will hold sway; only the Turkish language and only
the rules of Turkish.

The spectre of Tiirk Dernegi’s failure must have been before his eyes as he wrote
that equivocal statement, which in no way justified the term ‘new language’
§emsettin Sami had been far more radical thirty years before.

Most of the literary establishment were less receptive than Omer Seyfettin to
suggestions that the language needed to be reformed; this may have been due to
their love of Ottoman for its own sake or as a badge of rank distinguishing them
form the commoners. Silleyman Nazif (1870-1927), editor of Yeni Tasvir-i Efkar,
published an open letter by way of a rejection slip to a writer who had sent him
an article on language. Having said that, if he were the proprietor of the news-
paper, he would never open its pages to an article that advocated simplifying the
language, he went on:

Lisanim seven bir Osmanli Tiirk’ii, hicbir vakit ‘hatavat-1 terakki’ makamina ‘ilerleme
adimlari’'mi 15°ad edemez, boyle yaparsak lisanin kabiliyyet ve letafetini elimizle mah-
vetmis oluruz . . . Lisam sadelestirmek, bizi yedi asir geriye ve dért beg bin kilometre uzaga
atmaktur . . . Tekrar ederim ki biz bugiin Buharali degiliz ve olamayiz. O maziyi iadeye
¢alisjmak muhlik bir irtica’dir. (Yeni Tasvir-i Efkdr, 12 July 1909; Levend 1972:
305-6)

An Ottoman Turk who loves his language can never elevate ilerleme adimlar: [going-ahead
steps] to the status of hatavdt-1 terakki [progressive paces). If we do that, we thereby destroy
the capacity and subtlety of the language with our own hands . . . To simplify the language
1s to throw us seven centuries back and four or five thousand kilometres distant . . . I repeat:
today we are not and cannot be Bukharans. Trying to bring back that past is a destructive
piece of reaction.

Interestingly, the cudgels were taken up on behalf of simplification by an
easterner; not a Bukharan but a man from Kazan, Kazanl Ayaz.

Bizim meslegimiz avam tarafdan bulunmak oldugundan, biz biitiin efkér-1 siyasiye ve icti-
maiye avama anlatmak tarafindayiz. Bizce bu meslek bir lisan i¢iin degil, butiin meséil-i
hayatiye iciindiir . . . Memleketin 1slahi, milletin teceddiidi biitiin efrad-1 millet efkarimin
teceddudu ile hasil olacagindan bizim nokta-1 nazarimizdan milletini seven her Tiirk
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yazdig1 her makaleyi Anadolu Tiirklerinin anlayacag: bir lisanla yazmasi lazim gelir.
(Servet-i Fiinun, 9 July 1325/22 July 1909; Levend 1972: 307)

Given that our vocation is to take the side of the common people, we are for acquainting
them with all political and social thinking. In my view this vocation does not relate to a
language but to all vital problems . . . As the reformation of the country and the renewal
of the nation will come about with the renewal of the thinking of every member of the
nation, from our point of view every article written by any Turk who loves his nation must
be in a language that will be understood by the Turks of Anatolia.

One of the few who joined him was Celal Sahir [Erozan] (1883-1935), a poet of
the Fecr-i Ati school, who followed Mehmet Emin in making the transition from
Arabo-Persian prosody to Turkish syllabic metre, in which he produced some
attractive love-poetry:

Simdi lisanda teceddiid husulii i¢in ¢caligmak isteyenlerin ilk adim bu kavaid-i ecnebiyyeyi
tard ve imha olmalidir. Bizim kelimeye ihtiyacimiz var. Peki, fakat yalmz kelimeye, miifred
kelimelerle miifredlerinden ayri, miistakil bir ma’na ifade eden cemi’ kelimelere, her
kelimenin cem’ine, tesniyesine degil, hele terakibe hi¢ degil . . . Hele lisani sadelegtirmenin
bizi yedi asir geriye atmak oldugunu hi¢ kabul edemem. (Servet-i Fiinun, 27 May 1326/9
June 1910; Levend 1972: 309)

The first step taken by those wishing to work for renewal in the language should be to cast
out and eliminate these foreign rules. We need words. Very well; but only words: the
singular forms of words and those plurals which express independent meanings, distinct
from their singulars,” but not the plural or the feminine of every word and above all not
izafet compounds . . . In particular I cannot accept that simplifying the language means
throwing us seven centuries back into the past.

To leave for a moment the views of established literary figures of the old days,
here is a reminiscence of the economist Fuat Andic about his generation’s view in
the 1940s of what the language of the future ought to be. It centres on a verse by
Kemalpagazade Sait, alias Lastik (‘Galoshes’) Sait, who held several senior posts
in government service but was best known as a writer of articles on literature
for the newspapers Tarik and Vakit, and as a minor poet. The reason for his
nickname was that he was reputed never to take off his galoshes even in summer.”!
He engaged in often vitriolic polemics on literature and language with Namik
Kemal, Ahmet Midhat, and the poet Abdiilhak Hamid (1851-1937). The language
of his writings was pure Ottoman; does the verse express his real opinion or was
it meant sarcastically? Probably the former; he habitually wrote in Ottoman,
because in those days it was the only way to write formally, but this time he was
rebelling. At any rate, the boys of Fuat Andic’s generation took it seriously. And
here it is:

% The reference is to words like the Arabic ajza’, plural of juz’ ‘part’; its Turkish form ecza means
not ‘parts’ but ‘chemicals, drugs’, whence eczaci ‘pharmacist’. See Lewis (1988: 27).

2' T am indebted to Professor Andic, both for drawing my attention to Lastik Sait and for explain-
ing the origin of his nickname.
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Arapga isteyen urbana gitsin

Acemce isteyen Irana gitsin

Frengiler Frengistana gitsin

Ki biz Tiirkiz bize Tiirki gerek.

Let the one who wants Arabic go to the Beduin;
Let the one who wants Persian go to Iran;

Let the Franks go to their own land.

For we are Turks; we must have Turkish.

The class used to add a fifth line: ‘Bunu bilmeyen ahmak/essek demek’ (Anyone
who doesn’t know this, it means he’s a silly fool/donkey).*

To revert to the grown-ups: Ziya Gokalp believed that, if the Turks were to equip
themselves with the vocabulary necessary for coping with the advances of science
and technology, the natural way was to follow the example of the Western nations.
Just as they had recourse to Greek and Latin, the classical languages of their
culture, so the Turks should go back to Arabic and Persian. In practice, he based
his creations on Arabic, less frequently Persian, while using the Persian izafet to
make compounds. From rith ‘soul, spirit’ he made ruhiyas” for ‘psychology’; from
badi® ‘floweriness of style, bedii for ‘aesthetic’ (though in Arabic badi‘i means
‘rhetorical’) and bediiyat for ‘aesthetics’. From the Arabic $a’n, ‘matter, affair’ he
made se’ni ‘pragmatic’ and se’niyet ‘reality’ These two never won much currency,
partly because ‘pragmatic’ does not figure in everyone’s vocabulary, and mostly
because Turks in general did not distinguish between Arabic “ayn, the pharyngal
gulp, and hamza, the glottal stop, or attempt to pronounce either of them, so that
except to a few pedants Ziya Gokalp’s se’ni ‘pragmatic’ sounded exactly like seni,
the Turkish pronunciation of the Arabic $ani® ‘abominable’.

His most successful coinage was a word for ‘ideal’. Until his time, the dictionary
equivalent had been gaye-i emel ‘goal of hope’ or gaye-i hayal ‘goal of imagina-
tion) though probably most people who talked about ideals used the French idéal.
He invented mefkiire (together with mefkireviyat for ‘ideology’), based on the
Arabic fakara ‘to think) which was enthusiastically adopted, surviving long after
Tarama Dergisi (1934) came up with iilkij; indeed, recent dictionaries still use it to
define iilkii. It survives in another aspect too: in Turkish cities you will see apart-
ment blocks named Mefkiire, as well as Ulkii and ideal.

* After all that, Gokalp (1339/1923: 28) might be accused of inconsistency for
writing: ‘Lisanin bir kelimesini degistiremeyiz. Onun yerine baska bir kelime icad
edip koyamayiz’ (We cannot change a word of the language. We cannot invent
and substitute another word for it). His creations, however, were intended to
express concepts for which no words yet existed.

# Andic writes, ‘The fifth line may or may not belong to him. When I was in high school it was a
pastime among us to add one or two lines to well-known poems. I do not know for sure whether the
fifth line belongs to me or to Lastik Sait’ (Letter to the author, 13 Apr. 1997). The student should bear
in mind that egek is more offensive than ‘donkey’, and that egsek is more offensive than egek.

2 For the -iyat, sometimes transcribed as -iyat or -iyyat, see Lewis (1988: 27).
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He tells how deeply impressed he was in 1897 at hearing how private soldiers
coped with the Ottoman terms for first and second lieutenant. ‘Lieutenant’ in
Arabic was mulazim, ‘first’ was awwal, and ‘second’ was tani. Put together in
accordance with the rules of Persian and pronounced in accordance with the rules
of Turkish, that made ‘miilazim-i evvel’, ‘miildizim-i sani’ The soldiers, however,
put the adjectives first, saying ‘evvel miilazim), ‘sani miilazim’. This led him to the
following conclusion: ‘Tiirk¢eyi 1sldh iciin bu lisandan biitiin Arabi ve Farsi
kelimeleri degil, umum Arabi ve Farsi kaideleri atmak, Arabi ve Farsi kelimeler-
den de Tiirkgesi olanlar: terkederek, Tiirk¢esi bulunmayanlari lisanda ibka etmek’
(The way to reform Turkish is not to throw all the Arabic and Persian words out
of this language but to throw out all Arabic and Persian rules and abandon all the
Arabic and Persian words which have Turkish equivalents, letting those with no
Turkish equivalents survive in the language) (Gokalp 1339/1923: 12).

A line from his poem ‘Lisan}* ‘Tiirk¢elesmis Tiirk¢edir’ (What has become
Turkish is Turkish), has often been quoted by those unwilling to see the loss of
any Ottoman word. Later on in the same book he states his first principle of Lisani
Tiirkgiilitk (Linguistic Turkism): ‘Milli lisanimiz1 viicude getirmek i¢in, Osmanh
lisamin1 hig yokmug gibi bir tarafa atarak, halk edebiyatina temel vazifesini géren
Tiirk dilini ayniyle kabul edip Istanbul halkinin ve bilhassa Istanbul hanimlarinin
konustuklar: gibi yazmak’ (For the purpose of creating our national language, to
accept as it stands the Turkish tongue, which serves as the basis for popular liter-
ature, and to write as Istanbul people speak, especially Istanbul ladies, discarding
the Ottoman language as if it had never been) (Gokalp 1339/1923: 121).

The word halk is ambiguous nowadays and no doubt was in Gékalp’s time too;
whereas in political speeches it connotes the citizen body, the sovereign people,
in common parlance it means the proletariat. Gokalp was certainly using it in the
first sense, but the question is, what then did he mean by ‘hanimlar’? Female res-
idents of Istanbul, or Istanbul ladies as distinct from Istanbul women? We must
assume the latter; at all events, his first principle was never put into effect. Nor
was another of his pronouncements: ‘Istanbul Tiirk¢esinin savtiyati, sekliyat: ve
lagaviyat,,” yeni Tiirk¢enin temeli oldugundan, baska Tiirk lehcelerinden ne
kelime, ne siyga ne edat, ne de terkib kaideleri alinamaz’ (As the basis of the new
Turkish is the phonology, morphology, and lexicon of Istanbul Turkish, neither
words nor moods and tenses nor suffixes nor rules of syntax may be taken from
other Turkish dialects) (Gokalp 1339/1923: 122). While later reformers did not
adopt moods and tenses or rules of syntax from other dialects, they adopted words
and suffixes in full measure, as we shall see.

* Published in Yeni Hayat in 1018, reproduced in Levend (1972: 332-3).
* The three preceding nouns were coined by Gokalp from Arabic roots.



