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METHOD AND MOTIVE IN BOOK REVIEWING

Eleoazar Birnboum

«Comment is free, but facts are
sacreds -- C.P. Scott
Hak yerini bulur (Proverb)

-

The oldest known Turkish version of the Kabasname, dating from
the 14th eentury, was published for the first time in 1981, with a 108-
page Introductory Study by myself. Osmanh Arastirmalari/The
Journal of Ottoman Studies printed a review of it by Orhan Saik Gok-
yay?, which was full of ad hominem denigration, such as rarely mars
the pages of an academic journal. Rudeness, however deplorable, does
not necessitate an academic rebuttal.

The present pages are occasioned by a much more serious con-
sideration. The «manufacture» of evidence and the deliberate con-
cealment of crucial material facts to defend untenable assertions
are not merely ethical problems for the culprit, but an affront to
scholarship, which the academic community must condemn une-
quivocally. :

In 1944 Gbkyay himself published (m Latin alpha:bet transerip-
tion) Merciimek Ahmed’s 15th century Turkish translation of the

1 The Book of Advice by King Kay K&iis ibn Iskandar. The earliest Old
Ottoman Turkish version of his Kabasname. Text in facsimile from the unique
14th century manuscript, together with a study of the text and a select vocabulary,
by Eleazar Birnbaum./Mitercimi mechul ilk Tiirkce Kabiasname. Inceleme, stz-
1k, tipky basim. Harvard Universitesi Basimevi, 1981. (= Dogu Dilleri ve Ede-
biyatlarmm Kaynaklari, 6).

2 III (1982), pp. 327-332.
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Persian Kabisname®. In a footnote in my book (p. 6 note 7, and its ad-
dendum on p. 62) I alluded to Gkyay’s work :

Unfortunately there are many misreadings in it, e.g., in
the second sentence of the book, Filibébolidd ‘at Philippo-
lig’ is misread as Filibe yolunda, and the Sultan’s name
Murad is inadvertently omitted (Sultan ibn Muhammed in
place of Sultan Murad Han ibn Muhammed) **in the 1944
edition [**my addendum, p. 62].

This footnote led Gokyay to devote a full page of his review to
attempting to show that I had grossly misrepresented the facts in
both cases. In order to prove my inability to read Turkish, he provided
what purported to be photographs (kligeler) of the passages in ques-
tion.

o

Figure 1 is a reproduction of the part of Gokyay's review (p.

- 329) discussing the British Museum manuscript of Merciimek Ah-

med’s Kabiasndme (OR. 3219), including his facsimile of a line in Ot-
toman script, allegedly reproduced from that MS :

Bunlardan birineisi Filibe yolunda yanligidir (!). Bu, yazmada
(Rieu Katalogu, British Museum,_ OR. 3219) biitiin bagka okuyucu-
larin gdrecegi ve okuyacag: gibi apacik.

)-> 53 ‘u»ool» \...,,;L C)Jf..wufr-' %ﬂ

geklinde harekelenmistir (ypr.. b satlr-5)
Ve kendimizi ne kadar zorlasak bunun bagka tiirlii okunmasinin
yolu yoktur. Sonra, o ylizyillardan kalma biitiin Tiirkce kitaplarda
ve onlardan sonra yazilanlarda biz Filibenin. (Philippopolis) , yazili-

3 Kabasname. Keykadvus'un bu eseri Mercimek Ahmet tarafindan onbeginci
yiizyilin ilk yarisinda Farsca ashindan Tiirkceye ¢evrilmig ve Orhan Saik Gokyay
tarafindan yeniden gbzden gecirilerek negrolunmugtur. Istanbul, Maarif Mat-
baasi, 1944, '
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§mi gormiiyoruz, géremeyiz de. Clinki Tiirkler aldiklar: yerlerin adi-
n1 higbir zaman onlann, o dﬂlerdekl soylen1§1 ile soylemem1§1erd1r
de, yazma.mlglardlr da.

Figure 1

This line in Ottoman script would appear to support his claim
that the words are Filibe yolunda and not Filibébslidd as I read. It is
sad to be obliged to demonstrate that Gokyay has deceived his
readers. This photogmphy is not from OR. 3219, as he asserts. The
real OR. 3129 is in a different hand, unvocalised and in a different
spelling*, as the reader will see from Flgure 2, the relevant portmn
of it reproduced below (fol. 1b) :

P S
»‘md—x} A umwwu
dﬂ/a@:«\g& KNSR P
TN o T PO VC I P\ P
UAJ‘OBU(LL)/(vJWA—A\r
ubJ\:UuB—UOLJM-UUaLOLLU Uum—o\.a
S lcbauqb&hu\&»u\wlqubcr ey

Flg-ure 2

The readmg le’bebona (line 4 last Word) is. 1ncontrovertable,
as this MS makes very clear distinctions between single-dotted and
double-dotted letters. To read yolnda is absolutely impossible, and
the only possible reading is bohda. It is precisely such an interesting
archaic form as this, preserved in a MS, that a consmentlous edltor

-4 A copy of the mlCl‘Ofllm of the British Museum manuscmpt has been
deposited with..the ‘editors of Osmanils Aragtumalar: for verification.

Forma : 12
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should record, rather than suppress®. Still less should he knowingly
refuse to acknowledge its existance®, and heap abuse on those who do.
Hak siz act gelir.

III

In my book I referred to the fact that Gokyay had «inadver-
tantly omitted» the Sultan’s name, Murid, in his 1944 edition of
Merciimek Ahmed’s Kabiisname. In his review he alleges that his
book does indeed contain the words that I claimed were missing, and
he reproduces a portion of text in which the formerly missing
passage is present. Here is the passage as Gokyay photographed it
for Osmaniy Arastwmalary, I, p. 329 :

Ikincisine gelince : Sultan Muridd’mm benim tarafimdan ihmal
edildigini sbyledigi adi biitlin tarihlerimizde oldugu gibi benim
ciimlemde de yerli yerindedir : Sultan-i1 cihan, sahib-kiran-1 zaman,
sultan ibnii’s-sultan sultan Murad Han dir :

gordiim ki Sultan- cihan sahiblwran- zaman sul-
tan ibn es- sultan sultan Murad Han ibn Mu-
hammed Han ibn Bayezid ibn Murad Han ibn
Orhan 'Lbn Osman halledallahii miilkehu ve eb-

F1gure 3

5 Although the ending bols (from Greek polis, «citys) is retained in the
. Ottoman form of several place-names (e.g., Gelibolu, Nigbolu) it did not long
survive in the Turkish form of the ancient city of Philippopolis. Manuscripts of
other works show that in Ottoman times, the norm was indeed Filibe (occasi-
onally also Filbe). Those experienced in the critical reading of MSS know how
often scribes, faced with a difficult word or name in their model text, «correct»
it to something they understand, but which the author did not actually write.
The author’s original Filibebolida might, in some later copies, easily become
transformed into Filibe yolwmda by careless or ignorant scribes, but the copyzst
of OR. 3219 reproduced the word faithfully from his model text.

6 T expressly cited his 1944 edition which was the only one accessible fo
me. I assumed that the reprints were unchanged, but this seems not to have been
the case; GOkyay’s klise was presumably made from a corrected later edition.
Could he not have written frankly that his omission in the first edition of 1944
had since been rectified, rather than denying any basis for the real fact?
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Below (Figure 4) is the passage I cited in my footnote, as it really
appears, photographed from p. 3 of the 1944 edition of Gokyay's
own book :

~ Han ibn Orhan ibn Osman halledallahii mulkehu-

Elhamdii Lilldhi Rabb-il-lemin®, Ves-selatii
ves-selim ald hayr-i halkihi Muhammedin ve alihi
ve sahbihi ve sellem?. S6yle bilmek gerektir kim
bu ez'af-iil-halki ind-Allahi ven-nisi®. Merciimek
Ahmed ibn Ilyas - afd anhii* - bir giin Filibe yolun-

da padigah hizmetine vardim ve _gordiim ki Sul-

tan ibn Muhammed Han ibn. Bayezzd ibn Murad

ve ebbede devletehu’ elinde bir kitap tutar. Bu
zaif hastadil ol 4li cenabindan ne kitaptir deyu is-

tida ettim. Ol 14fz1 §ekerbar1ndan Kabusnome’'dir

deyu cevap verdi ve eyitti ki hos k1ta,pt1r ve iginde
cok faideler ve nasihatler vardir; ama farisi di-
lincedir. Bir kisi tiirkiye terctime etm1§, vell rusen

degil, aglk soylememig. Eyle olsa hikiyetinden '

halavet bulimaziz®, dedi. Ve lakin bir kimse olsa

ki-kitab1 agik terciime etse, tA ki mefhumundan
goniiller haz alsa. Pes bu zaif ikdam ettim, ben ke-
mine terciime edeyin” deyince ol paknazarlu® pa-
digah, senin ne haddindir, demedig filhal terciime
et, deyu buyurdu. Eyle olsa‘~’ ben kemine dahi
sayettim,

Figure 4

From sections II and IIT the readers of this journal may draw
their own conclusions as to Gokyay’s methods of scholarly proof.

T On 15 May 1978 I sent Gbkyay photographs of British Museum MS
OR. 3219 (fol. 1b) and p. 3 of the 1944 edition of his own Kabiisndme. This is the

same material which I reproduce above. He never favoured me with a reply.
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When a hitherto unknown Turkish MS of such age and length as
the oldest Kabusname translation is placed in its entirety before the
academic world, a reviewer might be.expected to inform readers
of its place in Turkish literature, and its philological importance, and
perhaps comiment on some other matters of interest. Gokya.y limits
his comments to one single section of my book only : the Select
Voca.bulary From it he picks out individual words, where he believes
I have misread Vowels, or mlsunderstood the meaning. In a number
of cases he is actually right. Regrettably I miscopied some words
from my cards onto my draft, and missed some typographical
errors in proofreading, and on occasion had misread a vowel in the
MS itself. Several of his suggested changes in interpretation are
Well-founded I am always happy to accept good suggestions on
their own merits, (even though deploring the abusive comments
accompanying them in this case). Dlsagreements are inevitable in
scholarly matters, and colleagues must examine the work of their
peers frankly, It should, however, be possible to express differences
politely. That is, indeed, the very stuff of genuine scholarship, and
distinguishes it from political brawling and children’s quarrels.





