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CHAPTER FIVE

MAINTENANCE AND RENOVATION
IN THE ATTITUDES OF OTTOMAN GREEK
INTELLECTUALS TOWARDS OTTOMAN
TURKISH

MATTHIAS KAPPLER

1. Premises

Renovation as an action within corpus planning, a term mtroduc;ed bz
Cooper (1989: 154), involves “an effort to chapge an al;eady dever?)e1
code, whether in the name of efficiency, aesthetics, or natlongl or politica
ideology”. Cooper coined the term to refer to the Tl{fleh languatge
reforms that began in the 1920s, as well as other renovation movemlenbs.
However, the term did not catch on, and was not used on a large sca el. y
subsequent scholars. Renovation as an act of langugge pohc}{ gls;) ut]:'li 1§S
its counterpart, maintenance, motivated by a socvlal or polltlcg a 1uf e
established as language ideology and language beliefs. The motivation OIE
renovation, as described by Cooper (efﬁci§ncy, aesthetics, {deology) wi
be used in the present paper as the premise for an analysis of ]angutage
beliefs—resulting in true language managemgnt—roughly half a c;in ul]l'y
before the actual reform movement in Kemalist Turkey, anq, specifically
in the attitude of Ottoman Greeks (Rums) in Istanbul and Asia Minor.

2. Aesthetics
2.1 Elsine-i selase — The Three Languages

The Turkish Language Reform has been cited in language pol'ic’},/ and
language planning (LPLP) literature as one of the most dramahg gnd
“radical” examples of language planning in the framework of modemization.
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This view often neglects or disregards the fact that the language discussion
on the status of Ottoman Turkish, on the alphabet and on language
renovation within the Ottoman society preceded the actual reforms that
took place during the 1920s and 30s. However, most researchers dealing
extensively with' the Turkish reform—for example Heyd (1954: 9-18),
Gallagher (1971), Lewis (1999: 5-26)-underline the importance of the
development of a “moderate language reform” by Ottoman intellectuals
like Ziya Pasa or Namik Kemal. These intellectuals stressed the need for
linguistic simplification, including the substitution of the Arabo-Persian
lexicon with “genuine” Turkic words, and the reform of the Arabic graphic
system. Yet it must be emphasized that, at that time, these efforts were not
supported by a nationalist ideology. Standard Ottoman Turkish was
considered an odd system of symbols that concerned a linguistic elite and
hindered political westernization and democratization. Traditionally,
Ottoman is seen, both from an ideological and from an aesthetic point of
view, as a compound of three languages (in Ottoman elsine-i seldgse),
Arabic, Persian and Turkish, where every language has its own prestige
and status: Arabic as a religious symbol, Persian as the literary language of
the Turkic states for many centuries, Turkish-which was formerly
considered of inferior status—as an emerging means for ideological self-
expression. Namik Kemal (1840-1888) is one of the first Ottoman
intellectuals  who questioned the ideological axiom of the “three
languages,” and more generally argued against borrowing from foreign
languages, which he considered a sign of “domination” (cited in Lewis
1999: 13). It is interesting to note that he rhetorically uses the Christian
term eqdnim-i selise (trinity) when, in 1866, he criticizes the growing
divergence between the spoken and written varieties of Ottoman:

Tirkeenin ecza-y1 terkibi olan G¢ lisan ki, telaffuzda oldugea ittihad
bulmusken tahrirde hala hey’et-i asliyyelerini muhafaza ediyor. Eqanim-i
seldse gibi sézde giya miittehid ve hagiqatte zidd-1 kamildir.

While the three languages of which Turkish is compounded have attained a
certain unity in speech, they still preserve their original form in writing.
Like the three persons of the Trinity, they are said to be united, but are in
fact the reverse of integrated. (7asvir-i Efledr 416 [1866]; Lewis 1999: 13)

Thus, the ideological discussion about language actually begins in the
1860s; this could be considered the first period of Turkish language
reform. The first efforts to find a new name for the standardized variety of
Ottoman Turkish, without-or without yet—effectively changing linguistic
structure, must be analyzed from the perspective of status planning,
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2.2 Ottoman Grammar Books in Turkish and Greek

The effort to name the standardized variety can be seen in the titles of
Ottoman Turkish grammars published in the second half of the nineteenth
century. The most widely used grammar book was written by Ahmed
Cevdet Pasa, Rules of Ottoman (Qavé ‘id-i ‘Osmdniyye, first edition under
Medhal-Qava‘id in 1268/1851) and included all three languages treated in
different parts of the grammar. After 1871 the section concerning Turkish
was published several times separately under the title Rules of Turkish
(Qavd ‘id-i Tiirkiyye), while the integral Ottoman version continued also to
be published (sixteen times until 1906; see Karabacak 1989). The first
grammar to bear the word Turkish was the Science of Turkish grammar
({lm-i Sarf-r Tiirki, 1293/1874) by Siileyman Pasa (cf. Lewis 1999: 16); it
also contains a description of the Arabo-Persian elements of Ottoman.
Until the end of the century, nineteen grammars specified Ottoman in their
title, while six grammars (one published in 18835, two in 1890, 1892, 1893,
and 1897) used the word Turkish. On the other hand, all the grammars that
appeared at the beginning of the twentieth century, between 1906 and
1911, i.e. shortly before and after the revolution of the Young Turks, had
only the term Turkish in their title.

The middle of the nineteenth century, with the publication of Adosidis’
grammar in 1850,' is the starting point of the production of printed?
Ottoman grammars written in Greek. Throughout the century twelve
grammar books and a large number of manuals, dialogue books,
syllabaries and other language material were published in Istanbul and
Izmir for the use of the Greeks in the Ottoman Empire who wanted to, or
had to, learn Turkish. The linguistic variety named in the title of these
books is always Ottoman. The books either include a separate discussion
of the “three languages” in different chapters, or integrate the description
of the Arabo-Persian elements into the main part of the text. It is
interesting to note that the most widely used Greek Ottoman grammar, the
famous I pauuaticy e OBwupovikne IAwgons [Grammar of the Ottoman
language] by loannis Chlords, was renamed in its fifth edition in 1911,
Ipopporicy e Tovprueng [Awoong [Grammar of the Turkish language].
The date is by no means a coincidence, since it overlaps with the
foundation of the literary group and journal Geng Kalemler in Salonica in
April 1911 and, generally speaking, reflects the change of attitude and
ideology after the Young Turk revolution in 1908.

It has been stated that Turkish writers at that time~and since the end of
the nineteenth century—to a great degree avoided Persian constructions and
considered their language to be Turkish, not Ottoman (Lewis 1999: 21).
Although the attitudes towards language have been exhaustively investigated
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in the major works on the Turkish language reform, the language beliefs of
the ‘Ottoman minorities (mainly Greeks, Armenians, and Jews) on the
.subject.have not yet been studied. As far as the attitude of Ottoman Greeks
in particular (Armenians and Jews probably present a rather differen%
11nag§:), we find a valuable source in the prologues of the above-mentioned
TUI’.klsh grammars written by Ottoman Greeks for Greek speaking learners
durmg the nineteenth century.’ In the second part of the paper, I will try to
describe the discussion on language among the Turcopilone Greek
Orthodox population, conventionally called Karamanli.

2.3 Ottoman Greek Grammars and Dictionaries

. First gf all, our sources clearly indicate that the Ottoman Greeks
mvolved in language acquisition planning (school teachers grammarians
state employees in the Ottoman Ministry of Educatic;n curriculun;
planners) did not question the principle of the threefold naturé of Ottoman
the “three languages” (elsine-i seldse), according to the Ottoman Turkishj

ideology. This point of view is expressed in some cases in a rather literary
way:

}. 'H\(’)Gci)uavud] y}@c\ca, pOoel soPopd kal Heyorompentc, mpociafodon,
EK HEV TG TEPGCTiG TO YAagupoV Kkal &vapubviov, ék 68 g apafuciic o
U\yogé\mz no;(tkocpp(x&sg Kotéomn €faipero, Suvapéyn  évaBpivesto
HETOGY TV TAOvo1wTEPRV Te Kal DPaIoTépmv YAGGGHY The ol 5

(Adosidis 1850: viii) ! 1 OHOPHEVIE

The 'Ottoman language, serious and majestic by nature, has received from
Pprsmn the elegance and the harmony, and from Arabic the clevation and
richness of expression, and has thus reached an exceptional variety, and

can 1lc;oast to be among the richest and most beautiful languages of the
world.

vy s )
2.'H Of)(ouowum YAdooo cuykeévy dic tfic Apafuchc, IMepowciic ko
Tarﬂapmr!g YADGONG, CUYKEVTPOVEL &V EQVTY TRoAg ToC bpardrac t@v
TPLOV TOVTOV YADGOOV: (g Kol PEMGon £00vals 16 Aemrdy Axeivo népog
GO T mEPCOAMT] GvOn kol EmdovTice kol EotoAicey gowtiy, § péiiov
gingty napm’/ocys 10 YADKUTATOV pEM TOV AVOTOMIKGY YAwoodv. ‘H &
sagnvele ovtig, 1 yAagupdtg, § appovio kel keAMéreia adThc etvar

ﬁtgygr)n Ko domuépon mpoPoaiver el dveitsioy, (Fardys & Fotiadis 1860:

The Ottoman language,'composed of Arabic, Persian and Tatar, comprises
in herself all the beauties of these three languages: like a good bee she
gathered the finest part of the most beautiful flowers enriching and
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embellishing herself, or, in other words, she produced the sweetest hone.y
of the Oriental languages. Her clarity, elegance, harmony and beauty are
exceptional and move towards perfection day by day.

3. [..] dmd mohhod, yépic sic To Gf)cpd ni)vﬁuocto,t (pOfon’c'zvg)v Kol
EOTAUBEDTOV  OUOYEVAV  TOUPKISTAY, sv?pnipcopsv £l Ta oven RS
dBopovikig yAdoone o dnonvéova 0 dpope Tiig Asp.alﬁucqg Kot
pavTiCopeva Ho tiig Spdoov thg Mepoucic, (Miliopoulos 1875: 1)

[...] for a long while, thanks to the erudite works of industrious .and
lc::.amed Turkologists of our community, we have enj oygd the flowers 'Of,ths
Ottoman language which emanate the perfume of Arabic and are sprinkle
with the dew of Persian.

At the end of the century, Apostolis Fotiadi§, a m;mber of Ian
important family of turcologists (his father, qunstan§1nos FOtlad.lS, w?s t‘1§
co-author of The Greek Turkish lexicon, pubhshed in 1860}, still re 8;'116
to the elsine-i seldse as an untouchable pri.nmple; ‘put he alreafiy notes otw
difficult the Ottoman language is due to its Ar.ablc and Persian elex?en s%
which later was to become one of the main arguments—the sake o
efficiency—used by the language reformers:

4.0 paxapimg emp pov 4md g r;\)v(psp\&g pov ﬁ?mdag pot s:/gnvs;\igz
eluxpvy dydmny kol drnepov csﬁacu9v PO TV EnicTHOV TV :oL\ wtloy
yMdooav, Ty yontevtucv Kal ospviyy bty é}soff01vav’tng : Vo iV?g.
[...] ‘Ocduaig &6Atouy va suvBiakexdd pera tig dpaiag tobmg £0T0 i]r%,
ai 860 coPopai covipogor odTic, dpay kal nEpois, 'Mpﬁavol)cai g én °
mhelotov 1OV AOyov, kabictmv dBﬁ\vatov U avu’?xn\uw v SYOl’li\\//(()D@
™me. [...] Metd modhovg 1émovg Kat uf)xGou\g ’Katco,pecocsa uev évonmi o
KAnWg Todg A6Youg TAYV §H0 AmPBANTIKGV al axopictay ouvIpoY \nf,
GAMG Kkal médv Ty mAqprg cuvevvoTolg Ssev ?ot ezuruyxavsm\, oc\;L fmm]
oefaopia pamp the dyvig 680\7roi7vn<;, N1 opyaio Tovpiu yBcong;
emipyeto Kol pol Umedlivve T dpyucdv i1dimpo e yopitoPp
Buyatpég . (Fotiadis 1897: i)

My late father inspired in me from my tender childhood years the lpve zgg
utmost respect for the official language of'the Ottgmans, that g-ramo_\tls and
modest maiden of the Orient. {...] Every time I tried to converse \;\(/1 o
beautiful maiden, her two grave companions, Arab _and Perse, too hup a?(ci:
major part of the speech and made comprehension of wclllat ts Z tsola
impossible. After much effort and labour, I ma11aged to un erstan 0
certain extent the speech of her two imperious and n;lsepargleen
companions, but in spite of that perfect mtelllgenge would nqt a\]fﬂe been
achieved if the respected mother of the pure maid, the ancient Tur
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language, had not appeared and shown to me the original idiom of her
graceful daughter,

It is not clear what Fotiadis means by “ancient Turkish,” but we have
to remember that the Orhon inscriptions (the oldest Turkic written source,
dating to the seventh century AD) had already been discovered by Russian
Turcologists in Mongolia eight years earlier, and Fotiadis likely is alluding
to that. What is new in Fotiadis’ attitude is the status of the Turkic
element, which he characterized as “respectable,” “pure” and “graceful.”
This is a huge progress, which eventually led to the rejection of Arabo-
Persian elements and the reshaping of the status of Turkish in relation to
the Turkic ori gins of Ottoman Turkish. As a comparison, former Ottoman

Greek grammarians characterized the Turkic part (often called “Tatar”) as
“poor” or “rude”:

5. 'H Tovprucr diéhextoc eivon TTOXOTATT, 61° & teerd Saveileron dnd my
Apafuciv cod Hepouaiv &yt névov Sog Sev Exet, dY kol TOALG, 16 Smoly

Exst, mpdg KOAADTIOpOVY THic YhOooNS. (Alexandridis I812: 117)

The Turkish dialect is Very poor, and that’s why it borrows from Arabic
and Persian not only what it does not have, but also many [words] that it
does have, to embellish the language.

6. [..]1 6Bopavicy YAGoou 88v Enavos ve, TPOGyNTOaL Kok Gy, Kol dred
TPAYLEBOYYOL Kol TEVXPAS TaTapikhc Siadéxroy KATEGT yhopupd ol
yAvielo, TPOCEKTNOOTO 8¢ HeyoAonmpéneiy, Tounddeg Bpog, Thobtov ol
X&prv, Sr6m glc TV LOPOOGY Kol avémruEry avThg Leydrog coveréesay

al 6t Kol viv axpdCovsar yAdsom TEPGUCT Kot apafuc. (Konstantinidis
1874: xiv)

{...) the Ottoman language has continued to progress and prosper, and
from a raw-sounding and miserable Tatar dialect it has achieved elegance
and sweetness, and has reached magnificence, solemn style, richness and
grace, since the Arabic and Persian languages, flourishing at that time and
today, have contributed much to its formation and development,

3. Ideology

This traditional aesthetic evaluation of Ottoman finds fertile ground
both in the phenomenon of “Ottomanism” (osmanlilik), characteristic of
the second half of the nineteenth century, and, as regards the Rum millet,
in the ideology of Helleno-Ottomanism which sought to legitimate the
political power of the Sultan-along with the “national” power of the
Orthodox Patriarch-as unchallengeable (see Anagnostopoulou & Kappler
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2005-2006). In this ideological framewqu, the belief in an %ttog:zn
language that belonged to all the subjects of the empxre,f t he ﬁrs};
Turcophone or not, was highly symbolic. In th@ prologL'xe of the i
Greek-Ottoman grammar printed in Istanbul (Adosidis 1850: 7), we read:

7. [..] &v pdv N omoudn Tob dpyoiov EAdnvog Adyov uag sivau
’ o Q I 4 ~ ~ Va
Grapoitnrog 810 v KaAAGvopey THY Lohovpéviy HdV y?)w)cscown KOS{\,M
ILOGOPMUEY Elg TO TPOYOVIKG TUAVY CVYYPaKHOTY, ODY TTTOV UGS Efver
; {o Kol 1) yv@ fic 66 A YAdoong dg xpnopebovsa glg To
dvaykaia koi fj yvdoig Tig oBwpavuchic YA > B e
vé mpocotkeidoy Mubg kol cvopiyty, obtmg stnety, petd nve p sy
Bpokey  AodV, OLYKPOTOOVI®OV THY MHEYGAY  OBmpovikh
A Soe Auc 1 g VA T Louev 10 dlkoa
olkoyéveiav, o¢ xabotdon MEb kavodg vo. drepaorilouey T Lo
Mudv éml Swcoompiov kal va Swtpéyopev £dpy épmopucov, ’1tp07c5 & e
nohticov, otadlov éml Emucpateiog EKTElVOREVNG GRO TOVG myt\a’m:)gml\)
ARSI .
nepoikod k6o péypt TV doyatidv Thg lovikfig Baldoone, it omo\1 (bg
. TP -
xazopparkrag tod Nefhov népav tdv oxea)‘v 10D Afmva%swg, KO Ka%;
ocvvtedodoa, Téhog, €lg TO VO cuviyny kol dwnpron Gpyoviog
’ . . . e
dpyouévoug glg dyarntictv d1dectv. (Adosidis 1850: vii)

(...) although studying the Ancient Greek 1iteratur§ is md?spensatllale fcorr1 12
in order to improve our spoken language and to philosophize on the st 1555
of our ancestors, the knowledge of the‘ Qttoman language 1stnoa s
necessary to us, because it serves to farmllanze ou‘rs‘elves and, so t(_) tjt g/,t L
tie up with the numerous peoples of different religions that go?f 1m ¢ the
large Ottoman family, and because it al}ows us to defend'o_ur 1r1g1§' out
and to spread over a wide commercial, and also pobtlcaG, lr? 111:il e
territory which extends from the coasts of the Persian 1 uN_;mtO e
extremes of the Ionian Sea, and from the wa.terfalls of the ;e o]
shores of the Danube, and, finally, becagse it [tl?e Qtto1nan 1alnge g
contributes to keeping dominators and dominated united in mutual love.

The metaphor of the family in the Ottomanistic view can herg fbe
compared to the rhetorical device (Fotiadis, see abov§ extrac't 4) gse. or
the “three languages” in which the Ottoman language is described in terms
of family relationships. . '

But éttomanism, aesthetics and efficiency are not the‘ only arguments:
Adosidis also mentions the practical reasons for learning Oitoman, Sn
important issue which perhaps seems obvious at first blush, but actually
was the leading motivation in nineteenth-century Greek Ottoman grammar
production.
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4. Karamanli: Efficiency and Education

Another interesting source of information, albeit with a different
perspective, comes from that part of the millet-i Rum, the Orthodox
Christian community, who are not Hellenophones or, at least, do not have
Greek but Turkish as their mother tongue, the so-called Karamanli, or
Karamanlides. At the end of the nineteenth century, Karamanli had
already spread throughout the entire Ottoman Empire, leaving behind their
motherlands situated in Inner Anatolia and settling along the coastal areas
of the peninsula, and, particularly, in the capital Istanbul. It is in these
urban settings that was published the most long-lived Karamanli
newspaper, 4natoli, the first newspaper in Turkish written in the Greek
alphabet at the intention of the Turcophone Christians all over the empire.*
For this speech community, the “language question” has a completely
different dimension, bearing aspects of status and corpus planning not
from the point of view of language acquisition, but from the very base of
language practice inside and outside the religious borders of the miller.
However, the same attitude of “maintenance,” or language conservatism,
observed in the Hellenophone Ottoman Greeks, can be found in the
Turcophone Orthodox circles, too. From a discus
issue between the editors and the readers of the
1890, it becomes evident that the views expressed by the director N. T.
Soullidis, a native speaker of Turkish, concur with the language beliefs of
the Ottoman Greek curriculum planners and grammarians:®

sion on the language
newspaper Anatoli in

8. Mp yoletd Moavnviyy vao #eivives KOLAAOVvIAGY oy Sepedteciva
dpiipeoside Slail Shapdl, ITr diag 1ed(p13lev [tedricen] Moaviv
SOvCEASLOVT, Vg TETvives vokig BE yiavAng ilp covpetds ooileviy ool e

Taompamy ooyl yaleroviy SLovpAET Balaipwdéviip. (Anatoli, § May
1890, no. 4184)

It is not acceptable that the language of a newspaper be lowered down to
the level of the language as used by common people. On the contrary, it is
one of the general duties of the newspaper to correct gradually and to

adjust the form and expression of the language that is spoken deficiently
and faultily by common people,

This view is shared also by some readers, as can be seen from the letter
of a certain Chrysanthos Efendi:

9. Xepoeypihews. Teopuin Dp-00-peapios, teepivi dBA-00-yacoic Tefoir
Mpey Pé savaiyd, tedePPovvi arPop Be kodtile, Bekydond féwt tedeptv
PNTPETEY pdvTE UMK OMSTYY yaodiot HovpeyiElle Be povpeyyepeoviv
tevBipl Be dpodviv tePyust D caodin dovvyefyd BE oVypiBeyeoiviv
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ikmiodt-o0-loTiioodve, GAEu  potiovariv  Paciraiyskave  GASnynvR
peove viidp i6epgl. [.] Akek yovoodg &8Cihepwiv PE Aeviu e
fepomtp Suctp TA-8LovpAs Batavdadhapnuiy Gobd yaletoyl povtolaaday
paxkoody dher-odpodp EBpln yaPadiolv HoLTEAXEGT) KTl HOVVXAOTPEV
SyPo GAEp xorknva poahovpdan povdiuers lotyeolt Shpoyiovt, tipde
iohéym  Modvdnp.  Awbvy  padeplodepil  dhav "OcpovAndloviyy
AvoToAnVAY YEp KNTAoTVEG ZaGicd fadkd: Tapl-00-61Beds ioTipdd Bhovp
tickv, il plowiv povooyydy Beyid xitl dipdloe ip depedleys wadip
doMve poxpody GovpetdE Kovhhavmiuadnyny xEp Gv pecpodi €ote
HESRODA, OALaKdEdNp. *Ovodv itllv xeudexpirepip Avorodinkipdla GOV
yaleroviy  povtadaoc? écactv iohdy PE tePyidt Moavd ymdper
18e8Leyvody, BE Modwn gecaydt teyidvn ‘Ocpaviviv iog, povpekkerdtn
povyTEMipeot oeredl i Catev Bach BE Eucall dpaonvad pegl GAdovKsav
poadt God dopn yalpét Texwooyde poyrodt Slydv B Cliver eeld
Moty OMoSLoK Sepedlehepds TexepuoOA £ikepis BE kioLVOEV KioUVE
Tepey1odl iTueds Hovhovvpods dhpaomva pervi 167ov yaletoviy Soyl O
yiohd Soxovipect tarll 161, (Anatoli, 28 April 1890, no. 4180)

To our compatriots. Nobody can deny that the world of the press is the sole
means of ensuring science and knowledge, justice and rights, of enlarging
trade and industry, of registering peoples and tribes, in short of
illuminating the distinguished qualities acquired naturally by mankind, and
of uniting their aspirations in order to obtain happiness in the present and
the future world. (...) Specifically, as for all my other compatriots, so for
myself, the aim of reading this newspaper is not exclusively to get
informed generally on events and to acquire concise knowledge about
international affairs, but also to improve language. Since our mother
tongue, Ottoman, is spoken in every part of Anatolia in different ways and
with different accents, it is regrettable to hear constantly that nobody uses
[the language] correctly or at least in a way as close as possible to the
original. Therefore, since the reading of this newspaper helps my
compatriots all over Anatolia basically to improve and unify their
language, and apart from being elevated because of the various compounds
of pure and eloquent Ottoman expression through extensive examples, it
was natural that this newspaper also took that route since it is perfecting
this era of instruction protected by the Sultan to degrees which reach the
prosperity of the world and the increasing adornment of language.
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i,S{. ’ Zovpo  tedexki dAWSY ki, fxoepyiir  Tof 7 :
avkonpocyt\op.kap oeyon. "O Lepdv !CSV(SlG\lpi;idV it6§U§éKT§f§ﬁ:0?()?'/)“}5:&\;
yt\(x(;u’a}\na’ n\ac’zhaé}r}. Lt olhep tadhadnviil, Kiovleh, &Lt dvkg uivl
(}ap 108, ova sy{&p\, Gviapaytovd it poopveasnp. 12(')1)\/1((’){) Fagéra
;Kouumc\ﬁow' HO.KO(%B \:é{Slp, ytaCn?&Bnyqvﬁ dvAaaxdnp. Aviapdl iod
'oggfw\u y16icdnp Co\wv 1Bep. Avipy 1rlodv kehedlek 1891 ceveove Kodap
Zz{)&}\x& %l;’)}?}yém(;ffiev’qucicnpﬁ@ ﬁdp&n\p, lotép lotepsl dhadlaymL,. Eyépra
ot v ke stxu 858pcw1§;, ubhepl afo i8epex povsTept Segrepvdsy
onunin ol [L.] Xt Hopoply  Spdidev  iyiaps Aovlodp

ROPOVALGUGEOp. Tlaid pryerde Shoomyr ,
ooy 000 Toxct doryends dhaomvic. A. N. (dnatoli, 26 May 1890,

ES}k]S-ChH‘, 19 May 1890. To the Esteemed N. Th. Sullidis at the Anatoli
printing-house. As you know, at the time of the late Evangelinos I\/!'isai]ic?'l
[many] Arabic and Persian words and expressions  were Writte;S
Afterwards there were complaints that since the majority knows Turkishl
they do ngt understand. Then he made a declaration and began to write in7
clear Turkish. Now you have begun [to write]. This is all very well, but if
someone understands, good for him, but for him who does not undérstand
there is no way. Because what is the aim of reading a newspaper? It is t

understand what is written. If one does not understand, | thi'nk it i(;
needless. Therefore, since we paid the subscription until tk’xe forthcomin

year %891, we have the right, willingly or not, to take it [back]. If you g
on with this language, forgive us and cance] our subscriptior; frgm tﬁe

customer’s register. (...) However, I felt the need
' . N to warn
Be always in good health A, N, youas from now.

Sogllidis’ answer is interesting, not only because of its harsh
educational tone and concealed irony, but also because in his res OHSG‘I Si} ,
uses and defends Arabic and Persian lexical loans and gralrl)lmati el
structures—although his reply is still less pompous and more close Cta
spoken language than that of Chrysanthos Efendi (see extract 9 above): ’

}1. H\ou Cam uov(\)msﬁspgylé xrap Eihedmyl tlodv cayudv e keptlexsdev
okocpw(? TEGEKILO0P 8ep loéxde, Taleropnliy S1ET Moo Kevdiowiv
pf,moumv&:. KqukhavSnyﬁ Moav8av Qopih) yidx yiaydd méx 0L oapict
@ap&np. Tekove paxcodnunl B2 dplovpods Tovpictleddv adkd, Moa\fg

adwa Shuayav  ogPridl xepsexpikepyule musr ttudic 1Souyviy,

In spite of this policy towards language use adopted by the editors of
Anatoli, and implemented at least by some of its readers, there are, though
admittedly very rarely, voices of protest. An anonymous reader, with the
initials A. N. from Eskisehir, writes:

10. ’Eoxieyip, 19 Mafov 1890. ANATOAH poticocwda N. ©.
TouAidng Slevarhepve. Moobpt GAwidipi, poyuethd Edoryyehivog
MicanAidne Cepavivdd Apeit B¢ Dopol oyt P& irapedep yelninyop

pouwci\f 67%811\71‘1 HepTenede il Moavdd yioluoyd Snidr iyiopovg
Mapo\tqn)’( (,nov raostipt Gpeityl A. N. "E@évat daxt KOLVALOVSTIYVS v ﬁiCSé
}G\uuock 151}/10;)01)(;' yoKoa tovvody iAE fepartp tomiipi KOUM(}VvaiSQ(‘)LK
151}() peopl Be dtlix Tovprrleyd tepdlepect povpriv Shpoyiav al

?'»oyow\ Be r(fqmpdr Bap dviapiv KovAovnipact) Lopoupidip. Hovac‘&?f
oG ytaﬁag\ ywBds wdln dpeii P papot oydr B Taampdr dypeviduil
?kca (;(?pocpéiow Gade poideci dhomilp Covy i8¢ml. [...] Meoerd A %\Tg
EQEVOIVY pekTovivt i TovTah Avatonunise dcoepryid (’CCOK?\J'\]K)‘
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HaKotd (MEPOL), HOHOPEY (ovvovv ’17:%, 7't\spaftép) kt\fc‘t Xoy\dr Ba {aamxpovfl
aavpel kdv, Taléra dikovyd oKovyld B\e povooyXdx mev ooiheyey sspC
16168 Swheytd méx ok hoydt BE war’upa\j otpevmé:n Ps 1<f)u1}»k’a\énytop§1\)
B yw0fas ywPag wip E8in (61(01)}11‘1[',: Kai, K}Gavq GG \s(ps.v”}i \K% 018
Seyih 1o, dva Yok TEKEAAOM 150\.;\5m?avm'op ROLVEAV ?012% 1\(/%
lenode Gekdp Oipevikedleyl xodv kil doucipdnp. (dnatoli, y
1890, no. 4191)

We sincerely and really thank the esteemed person for his suggestlon% but

there is no difference or very little differer}ce _between the laqguage o 0111r
newspaper and the language that he used in h1.s own letter. Since our only
aim and wish is to serve our dear compatriots Whg do not know lamly
language other than Turkish, we make sure an(_i write in a languaie W bnm
is as clear as possible. However (as this Arablc term [mamaﬁh] ?g leen
employed also by A. N. Efendi, we use it t00; otherwise we wou ;gvg
used the term bunun ile beraber), there are some woyds and Ferms whic!

cannot be translated into formal and .clfzar Turkish; their usagfe; 1 1sf
obligatory. Apart from this, we think that it is more useful than hanITj t &S
gradually some Arabic and Persian words and terras are learnt. Le X
quote A. N. Efendi’s letter as an example: although words and te}l{'ms suc_]
as ekseriye (majority), maksad (aim), mamafih (however) are urz1 ntiwn 1;1
our [homeland] Anatolia, they have beeg learnt and are use 3 .routlge
constantly reading a newspaper and hearing how‘they are said in 1f
correct language, and can gradually be pror'lounced, if not in the mal:;}er (;t
a literary man (i.e., of learned people, scribes, language experts)_, enb

least close to that. Tt is as clear as day that more such things like this can be

learnt.

The view of the director of the most wid}ely read Turlqsh newspap};ar
for Orthodox Christians in the Ottoman Empire, .together with that Qf t ef
Greek curriculum planners and grammarians, might be repre;entatlve 01
the conservative language ideology of Ottoman Greeks in geniya .
Interestingly, the attitude expressed by Greelgs stands in stri l}nt%
opposition to the views of the most inﬂueptlal .Turk}sh Ottoman journalis :
of the same time, who are striving for a simplification and a renovatlon1 pt
the language, and in this sense prepare the ground for lthe K%nf;llsk
Janguage reforms in the twentieth century. Important examp e_s 1arg ) anan
Kemal, already quoted above, editor and f‘ounder'of severa : or "
newspapers; Ahmed Midhat, the most prqhﬁc writer of the z;nzm'l
period; and Semseddin Sami, who compiled the first comprehensive

ish dictiona amiis-i Tirk?).
Tuﬂ"lc”l}?ihs (ivide gar];})l l()gtween Greek (be they‘Hellenopbonel or Turcop?‘(t)pe)1
and Turkish Ottomans may be explained either by historical gnd poli 1(;‘3a
arguments related to the ideology of Helleno-Ottomanism, or Dby
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sociological constraints, since the Greeks, being a minority within the
leading intellectual elite, would tend toward greater conservatism than the
Muslims, who constitute the majority. Unlike many of their Muslim fzllow
citizens, the Greek elite and the head of the Greek community, the
Ecumenical Patriarch (in Ottoman milletbast), were closely linked to
Ottoman power, and quite naturally defended its language.

5. Conclusion

In view of the above findings, future research should concentrate on
the overlapping and contacts between the Turkish and Greek Ottomans,
asking questions such as: Was there a dialogue between Greek and
Turkish Ottomans on the issue of language reform? Was there a Greek
contribution to the renovation efforts in the early stages of the Turkish
language reform? Future research should also include other minorities,
such as the Armenians, among whom the number of Turcophones was
much more important than among Greeks and who, as it is well-known,
played an important role in the main period of the Kemalist language
reforms; or the Jews, among whom there was also a growing percentage of
Turkish speakers. Whatever results further research may vyield, the
resistance of Greek intellectuals to Turkish language renovation may well
be an important indication of a wider societal phenomenon which has not
yet been investigated in terms of language and might well shed light on
one of the most striking examples of language management worldwide.

Notes

" Actually the first printed Ottoman Greek grammar, that of Alexandridis (1812),
is exempted because it was published in Vienna.

% The first hand written Ottoman grammars in Greek date to the seventeenth
century, but are only adaptations/translations of European grammars (see Kappler
1999, 2001). The first Ottoman Greek grammar, which is not an adaptation, is
known to be written in the eighteenth century by Kanellos Spanos (see Siakotis
2006).

% For a first attempt to consider these attitudes see Kappler 2007.

* Anatoli was founded by Evangelinos Misailidis in the 1840s in Izmir. After 1859
the newspaper was published in Istanbul. Although its founder died in 1890, the
newspaper circulated until probably 1923; cf. Sismanoglu 2010: 111-112; Balta
2005.

> The following quotations were initially published in part by Sismanoghu (2010)
in Latin transcription. For the purposes of the present contribution, the passages
were checked and completed according to sources. They are quoted here in their
original polytonic Greek script.
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