Besir Fuad and His Opponents: The Form of a Debate
over Literature and Truth in Nineteenth-Century Istanbul
| Mehmet K. Karabela

One and a half months after Victor Hugo died in 1885, Begir Fuad (d.1887)
published a biography of him, in which Fuad defended Emile Zola’s naturalism
and realism against Hugo’s romanticism. This resulted in the most important
dispute in nineteenth-century Turkish literary history, the hakikiyyiin (realists)
and haydliyyin (romantics) debate, with the former represented by Besir Fuad
and the latter represented by Menemenlizdde Mehmet Tahir (d.1903). This
article focuses on the form of this debate rather than its content, and this focus
reveals how the tension between classical and post-classical Islamic intellectual
history had become deeply embedded in Ottoman Turkish literary history by the
late 1800s. This particular event demonstrates two points: (a) that dialectical
disputation (cedel) was viewed negatively as a return to the seemingly primitive
practices of an antiquated mentality, as opposed to the relatively enlightened
apodictic argumentation (miindzara); and (b) that trajectories of Ottoman
Turkish literary history can be understood within the context of general Islamic
intellectual history.

Almost djrectIy following the death of Victor Hugo in 1885, Besir Fuad' published, in
Istanbul, his critical biography of Hugo, which was the first such work in Turkish
literary history.” This publication resulted in the most important controversy in
nineteenth-century Turkish literary history, known as the hakikiyyiin (realists) and
 hayéliyyin (romantics) debate. Even though there had been other debates on the teaching
of literature (falim-i edebiyad) and on Ottoman rhetoric (belagat-i Osmaniye) prior to this
debate, the romanticism and realism debate proved to be the most important discussion
to take place up until Fuad’s suicide, and even after his death. Fuad’s unexpected suicide
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in February 1887 left a permanent mark on Turkish intellectual history, even becoming a
subject of political controversy in the Turkish patliament in 2010, when Minister of
Foreign Affairs Ahmet Davutoglu brought it up.’ Evidently, Fuad persists in being a hot
topic even in modern-day Turkey.

Although Orhan Okay’s 1969 classic Begir Fuad: Ilk Tiirk Pozitivisti ve Natiiralisti
(“Besir Fuad: The First Turkish Positivist and Naturalist”) remains the most detailed
scholarly study on Fuad to date,* his analyses, like those of many others,’ do not extend
further than the idea of Fuad as a positivist, materialist, atheist,” and one of the alienated
elites. Ahmet Mithat Efendi (d. 1912), in his biography devoted to Fuad, pottrays him as
“a broke loser”, in both the matetial and the spititual senses of the term.” Fuad,
therefore, was seen as a product of the “itreligious” Westetn civilization® (especially the
Jesuits)” which had infiltrated Turkish/Islamic civilization, though this was obviously a
failure, since Fuad’s suicide was seen as a symptom of the materialist fiasco."” Only
Selahattin Hilav (d. 2005) has provided an alternative analysis of Fuad."" For Hilav, even
though a materialist may necessatily be irreligious (or vice versa), there is no causal
relationship between being irreligious (or matetialist) and committing suicide. If there
were, evety person who committed suicide would be irreligious, and this would certainly
contradict all statistical studies on suicide.

So far, most scholarship has focused on Fuad’s positivist and materialist ideas or
provided explanations for his suicide. One aspect of this scholarship has highlighted
Fuad’s influence by exploring his introduction of positivism and materialism into a
predominantly Muslim society. However, preoccupation with Fuad’s “negative aspects”
has caused scholars to ovetlook an undetlying characteristic in the controversy that
Fuad created with his biography on Hugo: the form (tathet than the content) of the
debate.

Although the content of this debate is also a salient feature of Turkish literary
history, its form perfectly demonstrates a very important conceptual tension in post-
classical Islamic intellectual history: dialectic versus apodictic demonstration. Based on
this context, this article will show how trajectoties of Ottoman Turkish literary history
can be viewed within the larger context of Islamic intellectual history by using Fuad and
his opponents in this debate as a core sample. This article, therefore, also challenges the
general perception of Fuad as a positivist and as one of the materialist elite, obsessed
with European ideas and unaware of the real problems in his society.

Before delving into the form of the debate and Fuad’s opponents, I will briefly
outline the content of the debate. In 1885, Fuad published his biography on Victor
Hugo, which was divided into fourteen chapters, but more generally consisted of three
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patts: (a) the first part, which deals with Hugo’s life, his works, the beginning of
romanticism and romantic works in this period, and Hugo’s worldview and its echoes in
his works; (b) the second part, which looks at the appearance of realism beginning with
the Encyclopedists; and (c) the third part, which addresses the emergence of Emile Zola
(d. 1902) and the naturalist school. In the final section of the book, Fuad adopts the
clear position that realism (and naturalism) is superior to romanticism."” This awakened
the fervor of contemporary scholars, who accepted Hugo as “the master” (sistad) and
who had been unaware of Emile Zola up to that point.

Fuad’s fundamental opposition was to the dominance of romanticism in
Ottoman literature up until the nineteenth century, as he saw romanticism as removed
from reality and full of exaggerations and questioned the notion of Aeyd/ (the unreal,
imagination) as opposed to hakikat (reality, truth) in his famous writings on the subject
of “poetry and truth”, collected in §iir ve Hakikat.” He proposed that Ottoman poets
put too much value onto and meaning into Aayi/ in their poetry and neglected to
represent hakikat."* Two decades before Fuad, the German philosopher Georg Wilhelm
Friedrich Hegel (d. 1831) also criticized Islamic poetry in this respect by introducing
examples from Persian poetry in his VVorlesungen iiber die Asthetik (Lectures on Aesthetics).”

Fuad’s criticism of Ottoman poetry and poets received its first negative response
from a student of Recaizade Mahmut Ekrem (d. 1914), Menemenlizdde Mehmet Tahir
(d.1903)."° His contribution involved other prominent men of letters in the debate.
However, for the purposes of this article, it is the form of the debate between Besir
Fuad (representing the hakikiyyiin, or realists) and Mehmet Tahir (representing the
haydliyyiin, or romantics) that is relevant, rather than its content. This debate is
important because it introduces the terminology of ddab al-bahth wa’l-mundzara (the
theory of inquiry and argumentation) in practice, and addresses how the legacy of the
struggle over the language of demonstration, as opposed to the language of dialectic, in
post-classical Islamic intellectual history also triggered intellectual clashes in literary
history."” I will now consider the ideas that Fuad inherited from Islamic intellectual
history, in order to see how he responded to them.

I should clarify at this point that, by “the language of demonstration” I refer to
mundzara and bahth, and accordingly, by “the language of dialectic”, to jadal. In pre-
modern (Aristotelian) Islamic philosophy, demonstration was used by the Arab
Aristotelian philosophers as a tool against the Muslim theologians’ tool, which was
dialectic. However, demonstration prevailed in the battle against dialectic (jadal), as is
evident in works on the ddab al-bahth wa'l-munazara from the fourteenth century on up
until the twentieth century.'® The ddib al-bahth—literally, the arts or rules of
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investigation—arose in the Islamic wotld at the end of the thirteenth century and
provided for the first time a complete and systematic argumentation theoty that was
based on the theories set out in Aristotle’s Topies.

From this time on, the expression adab al-bahth came to be used synonymously
with the expression ‘#m al-mundzara to denote the new science. The choice of the two
names, bahth and mundzara, over jadal is not accidental. The terms bahth and munazara are
found exclusively throughout the post-classical petiod in the titles of most tracts on
argumentation theory. The word adab—literally, “etiquettes”—is a plural form of adab, a
“word which implies courtesy, refinement, culture, or enlightenment. There is a
conscious and determined effort amongst post-classical argumentation theotists not to
use the word jadal (dialectic) for the new argumentation theory. From the tenth century
onwatds, thete was an emphasis on “good” (mahmid) and “bad” (madbmim) dialectics,”
but in the post-classical period, beginning with Shams ad-Din Samarqandi (d. 1302), the
discussion no longer questioned whether dialectic (jadal) was good or bad; indeed, the
issue was considered to have been concluded. Jada/, understood as “the spirit of
winning”, was therefore perceived to be negative, as opposed to “the spirit of finding
the truth”, which was considered to be more positive.

The reason why dialectic was deemed negative can be attributed simply to the
dialectician’s (m#jadzl)) objective: not to find the truth, but rather to win. Samarqandi
defines munazara as “a discussion between two sides in order to reveal the truth”. “If it is
not done to reveal”, writes Samarqandi, “it is dialectic (m#jadala)”*® This statement
exposes the limits of munazara for Samarqandi—i.e., that something is no longer
munazara if it is not done to reveal the truth—and demonstrates the clear shift that
Samarqandi formulates in the post-classical period: jadal is not munazara and vice versa.
By the nineteenth century, the lines between jada/ and mundzara had become very clear,
as writings by Ottoman theotists such as Sagaklizdde (d. 1737), Gelenbevi (d. 1791), and
Ahmet Cevdet Paga (d. 1895) demonstrate.”

Within this context, Besir Fuad responded positively to the argumentative
discourse that was bequeathed to him by his predecessors. He consciously divided his
wotk on poetry and truth into two parts: (a) Mindzgara (the Turkish pronunciation of the
Arabic mundzara) and (b) Cedel (jadal), and he says:

This book §7ir ve Hakikat [“Poetry and Truth”] contains two sections. The first section
is under the heading of “Miindgara” and includes my two correspondences with
Menemenlizide Mehmet Tahir, which I wrote free from personal matters (sabsiyydl).
The title of the second section, on the other hand, is “Cede/’, and is confined to three
pieces that I published elsewhere: Yeswis Bin Beyithi Bir Hicviye (Seventy Thousand
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Satirical Couplets), Cevir Kagz Yanmasin (Turn the Cat in the Pan),?2 and Tekrar Cevir
Kazr Yanmasin (Turn the Cat in the Pan Again).?

This great tension between jadal and mundzara is most evident in Fuad’s work;
for example, if Fuad’s opponent argued against only him (and not his thesis), Fuad
would respond in cede/ style, disregarding the rules of miindzara. In other words,
according to Fuad, if his opponent’s point was not his opponent’s thesis but the
opponent (Fuad) himself, then he should not waste his time following the rules of
miindzara with someone who did not understand what miéndgara was: instead, he would
employ cedel-style argumentation.” All the participants in the debate over poetry and
truth complain that their opponents are not following the rules of mindgara. For
example, Fuad says that:

For participants who do not respect the rules of miindzara (Réide-i miinigara), who
violate its etiquette (ddire-i edeb), direct criticism towards their opponents instead of their

theses, and employ tools and techniques in order to manipulate the argumentation

(miibihese), there is only one response that can be given as directive: no stooping or

lowering oneself (adem-i tenezzil). %>

For this reason, Mehmet Tahir says that he withdrew himself from this debate
due to powerful attacks against him by Huseyin Rahmi (1864-1944), one of the
proponents of hakikiyyin. Tahir, thus, wrote the following to the board of the journal
Mizin:

If they objected to my ideas within the limitations of the rules of argumentation (edeb-
miindzara), 1 could have given my answer accordingly. But in this case, there can be no
better response than silence (s#4&#7) for now.26

Silence does not solve the problem for Namik Kemal (d. 1888),” who
participated in this debate as a proponent of haydliyyin, because “if my response is also

silence”, he says:*

There is a possibility that this could be interpreted as losing (maglubiyel) the
argumentation. On the other hand, if it is countered (mukdbele) with proof (delil), then
the opponents (ashib-z itird3) are employing whatever weapon they have at hand
because they feel that they cannot win the argumentation if the rules of miindzara are
thoroughly employed [...] What they are doing is no more than cursing; Ze., using bad
language (egciimle sigiiyorlar).?

Namik Kemal is right in his concern about silence being interpreted as losing
the argumentation, as we know that, in the classical period of argumentation theory,
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silence (sikst) was considered to be one of the signs of defeat (dali’il al-ingitd’) and
incapacity (‘#%) in disputation.”® On the other hand, Muallim Naci (d. 1893),” the son-
in-law of Ahmet Mithat Efendi, asks whether this dispute per se even exists by making a

distinction between “dispute” (wsibibese) and “quarrel” (miindza’ a):
pt q ¢

I wonder if the argumentation (mﬁbﬁbe.re) itself exists among our intellectuals. Two
participants of debate (mibdbis; i.c., the questioner and the respondent) appear and start
an argument by writing; one participant “rapes the debate”;32 and then the other
counterattacks him in the same way (mukéibele-i bi’l-misl). Argumentation then takes on
the colour of a quatrel (msindza’a). The debate loses its real objective (maksad) and then
the squabble goes on and on (bir dirsltdir gider)!??

Given that argumentation was becoming more and more personal instead of
serving the real subject matter—:.e., the tension between imagination (bayi) and truth
(hakika?)—Naci, one of the supporters of realism, used the following to clarify his
position, so as not to be labelled as an “enemy of poetry (adiivv-i sizr):>*

We need more proponents of consciousness (sudriyyiin) rather than of poetry (siriyyin).
In fact, I am not against poetry, but rather I am against the idea of limiting poetry to
exaggeration (wsbalaga), imagination (baydl), and delusions (evhin).

The lack of concern for the rules of argumentatidn to be followed in this debate
led Fuad to suggest that the “losers” should be proud, since the protocols of debate
wete not being followed in practice in line with the theoty propounded in works of ddab
al-bahth wa ’/—;gmmz’.zam:

Instead of showing the truth (savdb) or falsity (sakim) of an opinion (fikir) in debate
(miibibese), silencing the opponent (mudrz), using every tool whether they are wrong or
right, has become the path of feeling proud (medér- iftihar) among participants. To me,
it is the exact opposite; e., the loser (maglub) should feel more proud than the winner
(gakib) at the end of this debate. The reason for this is that participants start
argumentation in a polite manner (edibdne), but later this produces an effect of insulting
one another (miigiteme) because the debate is mixed with enmity (&#), animosities
(afrig), and personal matters (sabsiyydf). As a result, the arena of argumentation (meydin-:
miibihese) falls into the hands of those who rape the boundaries of the debate protocols
(daire-i edeb)36 - '

Then, in 1890, came the aforementioned Ahmet Mithat Efendi, one of the
fathers of modern Turkish literature, who also wrote a book on Fuad in which he called
the whole debate “useless, since the nature of literature, by definition, was based on
imagination (bayd)) not truth (hakikai), and therefore, nobody should look for reality or
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truth in literature”. To him, the participants in this debate were failing to see the central
problem: the “definition” of literatute (edebiyad). This focal point made him dismiss the
dispute over poetry and truth as redundant.”

Whatever the final results of the debate may have been, the focal point was the
underlying structure of this debate and its meaning. We see that words which are
constant formulas in the wotks of argumentation theory in the post-classical period
were used very extensively in this debate. Moreover, Fuad employs these words in their
technical senses found in works of ddab al-bahth, rather than with their everyday
meaning; for example: (a) “hakk: gabire gkarmak””® equivalent to izhar al-hagq (“to reveal
the truth”); (b) “isbat-s middea”,” meaning “to prove the argument”; (c) dava (“thesis”),
sugra (“minor premise”); kiibra (“major premise”), and netice (“conclusion”);" (d) savab
(“truth of a thesis™), sakim and hata (“falsity of a thesis”) and deldil-i akliye (“rational
proofs”)."! Savab refers to the fact that the main objective of argumentation theory is “to

find out the truth (izhar al-sawab ot izhar al-haqq) in order to protect one from falsity
3 42

(saqim)”.

In conclusion, the form of the realist-romantic (bakikiyyin-hayiliyysin) debate
reveals without doubt that dialectic (cedel) was viewed negatively as a return to primitive
practices, especially in comparison with the relatively enlightened apodictic
demonstration (m#nigara). Some even argued that Ottoman society was in stagnation
because the people were living a lifestyle of cede/ (cedel-nsimd) while Western countries
(akvém-1 garb) were progressing by means of positive science (fenn).” As is clear from this
example, the argumentative discourse that had shifted in the thirteenth century left a
permanent imprint on Islamic intellectual history, which was surrounded by the
concepts, terminology, and objectives of this discourse from that time up until the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The struggle that Besir Fuad endured with his
opponents, therefore, was not only a result of “European materialism or positivism”, as
has been suggested, but also arose from the problems and anxieties of Islamic
intellectual history.

NOTES

! Besir Fuad (d. 1887) was born in Istanbul in 1852. He attended the Fatih Secondary School (7igs#ye), the
Syria Jesuitical School, and, in 1871, military high school. Two years later, he graduated from the War
Academy and served as the camp assistant for Sultan Abdiilaziz, subsequently going to the Montenegro
(1875) and Russian (1877) wars as a volunteer. After he left the army, Fuad worked as the editor of the
newspaper Ceride-; Havddis and finally committed suicide at an early age (35). He took notes on his death-
bed up to the point of losing consciousness in order to prove that everything, including death, could be
explained through science.
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?The first examples of this genre (biographical works) are Namik Kemal’s Evrik-z Perisan (1886, Istanbul);
Besir Fuad’s Volter'in Terceme-i Hali (1886, Istanbul); Ahmed Mithat Efendi’s Fatma Aliye Hanim  yéhut bir
Mubarrire-i Osméniyenin Negesi (1895, Istanbul) and Begir Fuad (1912, Istanbul); and Fatma Aliye Hanim’s
Abmet Cevdet Paga ve Zaman (1914, Istanbul). Unlike traditional modes of biographical works, the above-
mentioned authors employ a Western style of writing analytical biographies using modern narrative
techniques. The authors are instrumentalist in their approach; ze., they support their ideas through these
biographies.

. Tiirkiye Biytik Millet Meclisi Genel Kurul Tutanat, 23. Dénem 4. Yasama Yili, 130. Bitlesim, 7 July
2010 Wednesday, pp. 68—69.

Okay, M. Othan. Begir Fuad: 1k Tiirk Pogitivisti ve Naz‘um/z:tz Istanbul: Hareket Yayinlari, 1969.
Henceforth Okay, Besir Fuad.
> Betna Moran, Téirk Romanina Elestirel Bir Bakas: Abmet Mithat'tan A. H. Tanpinara (Istanbul: Tletisim
Yaymlari, 1983), p. 18; Cemil Meri¢, Sosyoloji Notlare ve Konferansiar (Istanbul: Iletisim Yayinlari, 1993), p.
279; idem, Magaradakiler (Istanbul: Otiiken Negstiyat, 1978), p. 148; Ahmet Oktay, Toplumcn Gergekgiligin
Kaynaklar: (Istanbul: Bilim Felsefe Sanat Yayinlari, 1986), p. 254; Murtaza Korlaelci, Pogztivigmin Tiirkiye'ye
Girigi (Istanbul: Insan Yaynlari, 1986), pp. 226—45; Siileyman Hayri Bolay, Trirkiye'de Rub¢u ve Maddeci
Goriigiin Miicadelesi (Ankara: Ak¢ag Yaynlari, 1995), p. 80; and Mehmet Akgiin, Materyalizmin Tiirkiye’ye
Girigi ve Ilk Etkileri (Ankara: Kiiltir ve Turizm Bakanlig Yayinlari, 1988), pp. 185-212.

% In his recent article, Okay sarcastically mocks Fuad as an atheist: “Besir Fuid, whom we examined in
our discussions of deviations from religious thinking, when it comes to the subject at hand [positivism
and realism] is cleatly a knowledgeable, self-aware and unquestioning materialist and positivist. It is not
difficult to label Besir Fuad, a star graduate of the War Academy and a patriotic officer who rose to the
rank of adjutant major (kolagass), as an atheist of the same degree”. See Orhan Okay, “An Exploration into
Intellectual Life during the Period of Westernization,” in History of the Ottoman State, Society and Czwlzzatzon
edlted by Ekmeleddin Ihsanoglu (Istanbul: IRCICA, 2002), vol. 2, p. 149.

Ahmet Mithat, Begir Fuad (Istanbul, 1304/1887), pp. 87133 and 150-55.

Okay, Begsir Fuad, p. 184.

? Cemil Meric, Magaradakiler, p. 148.

' Ahmet Mithat, Begir Fuad, pp. 133-155.

"! Hilav, Selahattin. Felsefe Yazzlars, 4th edstion. Istanbul: YKY, 2008: 347—48.

2 Besir Fuad. Victor Hugo. Istanbul: 1302/1885: 233.

" Fuad’s writings on poetry and truth were edited and published by Handan Inci in 1999; see Besir Fuad,
Siir ve Hakikat (Istanbul: Yapr Kredi Yayinlari, 1999). Henceforth Besir Fuad, Siir ve Hakikat.

' «“Menemenlizade Tahir Beyefendi’nin Gayret’de Negsreyledikleri Makale-i Cevabiyelerine Cevap” Saadet
3 (1886) 553-91.

Hegel Hegel’s Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine Arts. Vol. 1. Oxford: Oxford University Press 1975: 362-71.

'® Menemenlizide Mehmet Tzhir (1862-1903), born in Adana, was a student of the prominent Turkish
writer Recaizade Mahmut Ekrem (1847-1914). Tahir’s poems were published in journals such as
Terviimén-1 Hakikat, Envir-1 Zeka, Mir'at- Alem, and Berk. He also worked with Besir Fuad for Haver
magazine—because of their conflict, the magazine’s publication was terminated—as the director of
cotrespondence writings in the Ministry of Education, and as a teacher of literature in 2 number of high
schools and colleges. For further reading on Tahir, see the comprehensive study by Necati Birinci,
Meﬂemenlzzade Mebmet Tahir: Hayats ve Eserleri (Ankara: Kiiltiir ve Turizm Bakanlig, 1988).

' On another aspect of the haydliyyiin and hakikiyyiin debate in the nineteenth century concerning novel
writing (roman) and story writing (hikdye) as expressed in Halit Ziya’s (1866—1945) theoretical work Hikdye,
see Fazil Gokeek, “Halit Ziya’mn “Hikaye”sinin Tefrikasi ile Kitap Baskist Arasindaki Farklar Uzerine”,
Tm*,é Dil; ve Edebiyat: Aragtirmalar: Dergisi 13 (2007): 117-128.

% See Mehmet Karabela, “Development of Dialectic and Argumentation Theory in Post-Classical Islamic
Intellectual History”, (Ph.D. Dissertation, Montreal, McGill University, 2010), pp. 123-26.
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" Ibid., p. 124.

20 Samarqandi, Sharh al-Mugaddimat al-Burhaniyya, fols. 40b—41b. MS.1203 Reisiilkiittab. Siileymaniye
Library.

?! Karabela, “Development of Dialectic and Argumentation Theory in Post-Classical Islamic Intellectual
History”, pp. 170-188. ,

Cevir kagz yanmasin—literally, “turn the goose so it does not burn”—is an idiom used in Turkish
referring to someone who changes his/her side or opinion after realizing that his/her initial argument was
wrong and claims that he/she in fact defended the second argument in the first place. This changing
behavior has the negative connotation of being contradictory, and people who manifest such behaviours
are seen as cunning and crafty. See Hasan Pulur, Olay/ar ve Insanlar (Istanbul: Bilgi Yayinevi, 1993), p. 91.
In this sense, gevir kagz yanmasin has a sense of “turning a cat in a pan”, according to Harrison William
Weir in the following: “Toone says: “The proverbial expression, “to turn a cat in a pan”, denotes a sudden
change in one’s party, or politics, or religion, for the sake of being in the ascendant, as a cat always comes
down on its legs, however thrown. See Harrison William Weir, Owur Cats and All About Them: Their -
Varieties, Habits, and Their Management (Cambridge: The Riverside Press, 1889), p. 180.

* Besir Fuad, Siir ve Hakikat, p. 493.

* Aristotle defines peevishness in argumentation as “disputing agonistically”’, and claims that to use
anything at hand is to argue against the opponent and not the thesis. See Aristotle, Topics, 161a:15-25.

2 Besir Fuad, Siir ve Hakikat, p. 156; idem, “Udebadan Istithamuim?, Saadet, issue 402 (1886).

%8 «Fiinun ve Edebiyat: Mebahis-i Edebiyat”, Mizin 4 (1886); Besir Fuad, Siir ve Hakikat, p. 21.

27 Namtk Kemal (1840-1888) was born in Tekirdag in the Ottoman Empire, the son of the court
astrologist Asim Bey. He was one of the pioneers of Turkish nationalism, 2 member of the Young Turks,
a poet, a novelist, and a playwright. He served in the Translation Office of the Porte in Istanbul and fled
to Europe in 1867, where he was the editor of the newspaper Hiiryes (“Freedom”). Upon his return in
1870, he worked as the editor of the paper Ibret (“Warning”) and was exiled to Cyprus in 1873. In 1876,
he was invited to assist in preparing the constitution, but he was soon banished to the island of Lesbos,
this time by Sultan Abdilhamid II. See the entry “Namik,” in EI?, vol. 4, pp. 875-79.

%8 Namik Kemal, Namzk Kemal'in Mektuplar: (Letters of Namik Kemal), edited by Fevziye Abdullah
Tansel, 4 vols. (Ankara: TTK Basimevi, 1986), vol. 4, pp. 390-94; idem, “Ebiizziya Tevfik Bey
Biraderime”, Mecmia-i Ebiizziya, nt. 52, (Istanbul, 1304/1887); and Besir Fuad, Siir ve Hakikat, p. 312.

% The verb Kemal uses, sggmek, means “to use curse words in conversation”.

%0 Miller, Larry B. “Islamic Disputation Theory: A Study of the Development of Dialectic in Islam from
the Tenth through Fourteenth Centuries”. Unpublished Ph.D. Dissertation. Princeton University, 1984:
39-46.

3! Muallim Nici (1850-1893), born in Istanbul, was a poet, a literary critic, and the compiler of a
dictionary known as the Lisga#-7 Ndci. For Muallim Naci and his works, see Abdullah Ugman, Muallim Naci:
Hayar, Kisiligi, Eserlers, (Istanbul: Toker Yayinlari, 1998).

Naci uses the word #ecdvig, which literally means “rape”; however, in this context, it means “breaking
the rules of argumentation”. This idea of “raping the debate” seems metaphorical, but it is significant in
that it may loosely correspond to the usurpation called ghash in adab al-bahth.

* Cited in Besir Fuad, Siir ve Hakikat, p. 395. |

M Besir Fuad, In#ikad, ed. with Muallim Naci (Dersaadet, 1304/1888), p. 27; cited in Besir Fuad, §iir ve
Hakikat, p. 25.

%> This can be likened to the tension between Sunnis and those whom Taftazani (d.1389) calls “the
Sophists (s#fasta iya)” and “the mulish school (a/- inadiya)”. He says that “[sJome of the Sophists deny the
‘real essences of things’ and maintain that they pursue ‘fancies (awham) and vain imaginations (kbayalat)’
[-..] They assert that they are in doubt and that they are in doubt even of their doubt, and so on”. See
Earl Edgar Elder, A Commentary on the Creed of Islam: Sa'd al-Din al-Taftazgani on the Creed of Najm al-Din al-
Nasafi New York: Columbia University Press, 1950), pp. 13—14. Abu Sulayman al-Mantiqt (d.981), as
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quoted by Abt Hayyan al-Tawhidi (d.1023) in his Mugabasat, describes the Mu‘tazilites as dialecticians and
sophists and the fa/asifa as those who are concerned with “essential problems™. See the section on the
difference between the method of theologicians (dialecticians) and of philosophers (fi’+farg bayna tarigat al-
mutakkalimin wa tarigat al-falasifa) in Mugdbasat (Cairo: Dar Sa‘ad al-Sabah, 1992), pp. 223-24. For wabm
and wabmiyyat, see Ta'rifat, pp. 310-11. In the context of Arablc philosophy, see Deborah Black, Lagi, pp.
204—7

Be§1r Fuad, Victor Hﬂgo pp. 254-5.

*7 Ahmet Mithat. Ahbar-1 Asira Tamim-i Enzdr: Edebi Eserlere Genel Bakis. Ed. Niiket Esen. Istanbul:
Iletisim Yay1nlar, 2003: pp. 142—43. On realism as represented in different senses in Western literature,
see Erich Auerbach’s (1892-1957) classic work, written while he was teaching in Istanbul, Mimesis: The
Representafzan of Reality in Western Literature (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1953).

Be§1r Fuad, “Letter to Ahmet Mithat”, in Ahmet Mithat, Be;zr Fuad, p. 75.

I bid., p. 62.

Be§1r Fuad, Voltaire (Istanbul, 1304/1887), pp. 92-3.

Be§1r Fuad, Victor Hugo, pp. 231-32 and 254-55.

* Karabela, “Development of Dialectic and Argumentation Theory in Post-Classical Islamic Intellectual
History” p.125. 3

Baykara Dede (1883—1 935), a Mevlevi poet, argued this in his poetic play Hiisn i Agk, with the original
lines as follows: “/Akvim-1 garb fennile etmekse irtifd | Big qorbalaria burda biitin gin cedel-niimé | ...| Alem tenevviir
eyledi bizlerse nykuda | Diinya teceddiid eyledi biz, eski kaygda”. See Mustafa Erdogan, “Tiitk Edebiyatinda
Bilinmeyen Ilging Bir Eser: Manziim Hiisn it Ask Tiyatrosu”, Gaz Universitesi Hact Bektag Veli Dergisi 28
(2003): 24758, p. 254. For Baykara Dede, see Nuri Ozcan, “Baykara Abdiilbaki”, TD1 Is/im
Ansiklopedisi, vol, 5, pp. 246—7 and Mustafa Exdogan, Megsrutsyetten Cumbnriyete Bir Mevievi Seyhi Abdsilbiks
Baykara Dede: Hayat, §absiyeti, Eserleri ve Siirleri (Istanbul: Dergih Yayinlari, 2003).
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