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Abstract 

Contemporary research on translation history in early republican Turkey is marked 

by a focus on the activities of the Translation Bureau [Tercüme Bürosu] (1940-1966) 

at the expense of other publishers which operated in various fields of translated 

literature.  Şehnaz Tahir Gürçağlar’s The Politics and Poetics of Translation in 

Turkey 1923-1960 challenges this focus and sets out to reveal the complex and 

diversified nature of the system of translated literature in the first four decades of the 

Republic. The study is carried out on two levels. On the broad level, the dissertation 

investigates the implications of the political transformation experienced in Turkey 

after the proclamation of the Republic for the cultural and literary fields, including 

the field of translated literature. On a more specific level, it holds translation under 

special focus and explores the discourse formed on translation and translators in 

speeches, articles, prefaces or books concentrating on such issues as the functions 

and definitions of translation, translation strategies and the translator’s visibility. 

This is complemented by a descriptive study of a series of translated texts from the 

fields of both canonical and popular literature which investigates the norms (not) 

observed by translators throughout the 1920s-1950s with special emphasis on 

paratextual elements, approaches towards textual integrity, and the treatment of 

proper names and foreign cultural elements. The findings of the study suggest that 

the concepts of translation both affected and were affected by cultural processes in 

the society, including ideological and poetological ones and that there was no 

uniform way of defining or carrying out translations during the period under study. 

The findings also point at the segmentation of readership in early republican Turkey 

and conclude that the political and poetological factors governing the production and 

reception of translations varied for different segments of readers.  



     
Kısa Özet 

Türkiye’de Cumhuriyet dönemi çeviri tarihi üzerine yapılan çalışmalar Tercüme 

Bürosu’nun  (1940-1966) etkinlikleri üzerinde yoğunlaşarak edebiyatın farklı 

alanlarında faaliyet gösteren özel yayınevlerini göz ardı etmektedir. Şehnaz Tahir 

Gürçağlar’ın The Politics and Poetics of Translation in Turkey 1923-1960 başlıklı 

tezi bu yaklaşımı sorgulamakta ve 1923-1960 yılları arasında Türkiye’de çeviri 

edebiyat dizgesinin karmaşık ve zengin yapısını sergilemeyi amaçlamaktadır. 

Araştırma iki aşamada yürütülmüştür. Birinci aşamada cumhuriyetin ilânı ile birlikte 

Türkiye’de yaşanan siyasal dönüşümün kültür ve edebiyat alanında, özellikle de 

çeviri edebiyat dizgesi üzerindeki etkileri incelenmektedir. Tezin ikinci bölümünde 

araştırma alanı daraltılarak çeviri üzerinde yoğunlaşılmış ve konuşma metinleri, 

makaleler, önsöz ve kitap gibi yazılı malzemeler taranarak bu dönemde çevirinin 

işlevleri ve tanımları, çeviri stratejileri ve çevirmenin konumu üzerine oluşan söylem 

ele alınmıştır. Bunu izleyen betimleyici çalışmada ise “saygın” ve “popüler” edebiyat 

alanlarından seçilen bir dizi çeviri metin incelenmiş, çevirmenlerin 1923-1960 

döneminde izle(me)dikleri çeviri normları araştırılmıştır. Betimleyici çalışma 

sırasında özellikle çeviri kitapların ana metinlerini kuşatan kitap kapakları, resimler, 

önsöz, dipnot, reklâm gibi yan-metinler ayrıntılı olarak incelenmiş, bunun yanı sıra 

çevirmenlerin metnin bütünlüğüne, özel isimlerin ve yabancı kültürel unsurların 

çevirisine benimsedikleri yaklaşımlar ele alınmıştır. Ortaya çıkan sonuçlar çeviriye 

ilişkin kavramların toplumda kültürel ve ideolojik süreçlerden etkilendikleri kadar bu 

süreçleri etkilediklerini ve araştırmaya konu olan dönemde çevirinin farklı 

biçimlerde tanımlandığını ve yine farklı biçimlerde yapıldığını göstermiştir. Çalışma 

ayrıca söz konusu dönemde farklı okur kitlelerine seslenen çevirilerin üretim ve 

alımlama süreçlerini belirleyen etmenlerin farklı olduğunu da ortaya koymuştur.  
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Introduction 

 

The focus on the marginality of translation is 
strategic. It assumes that a study of the periphery in 
any culture can illuminate and ultimately revise the 
center. 

(Lawrence Venuti, The 
Scandals of Translation: 4) 

 

There can be no single history of a homogeneous field called “translation” in Turkey, 

and perhaps anywhere else for that matter. We should act on the assumption that 

there can only be histories of translation, histories of diversified concepts in 

numerous fragmented fields. At times there may be an overarching narrative, while 

at other times, all ends may remain loose.  

The present thesis is an attempt to trace some concepts of translation 

operational in a specific place and period, i.e. in Turkey between 1923 and 1960. 

Through an analysis of these concepts I shall set out to capture certain phenomena 

overlooked by researchers who have previously described literary translation activity 

in republican Turkey. The ultimate aim of the thesis is to reveal the “politics” and 

“poetics” that shaped the field of literary translation activity and explore how 

translation contributed to cultural processes in early republican Turkey. The dates 

chosen as the beginning and the end of the period to be studied are significant, not 

only because they mark political transformations, respectively the proclamation of 

the Turkish Republic and the end of the Democrat Party regime. They have been 

chosen, because these political landmarks have also had implications for the field of 

culture, closely knit with the field of translation. 

As a period characterized by dramatic social, political, economic and cultural 

transformation, early republican Turkey provides rich material to those who wish to 



 

  

2

 

study the links between politics and culture. The series of reforms carried out within 

the first decade of the Republic indicates a conscious effort on the part of the state 

officials to introduce comprehensive changes to a wide range of fields covering both 

the public and the private spheres. Along with various cultural phenomena, such as 

education, language and the dressing code, translation was subject to state 

intervention as exemplified by the establishment of the Translation Bureau.  

When I exposed myself to some of the cultural institutions in early republican 

Turkey I became intrigued by the Translation Bureau, both in terms of its structure 

and functioning. Moreover, I was intrigued by the question of how the activities of 

the Translation Bureau were received by different sections of the public, including 

among others, statesmen, academics, publishers, writers, translators and readers. My 

initial exploration of the field, in the form of a limited survey of works covering 

modern translation history in Turkey, statements by writers, publishers and state 

officials of the 1920s-1950s, bibliographies as well as translated texts, revealed that 

there were several concepts of translation in circulation. My preliminary study 

indicated that translations came in different shapes and forms and that it was difficult 

to locate a single and uniform definition of translation. Furthermore, the roles and 

functions attributed to translation were rather diversified. The concept and the 

intended function of translation seemed to vary, not only diachronically, but also 

synchronically. 

These initial findings led me to a series of questions that defined the thematic 

scope and the theoretical and methodological framework of the thesis. The first set of 

questions pertain to the relation between translation and the changes introduced to 

the fields of culture and language in Turkey following the proclamation of the 

Republic: What were the motives behind the republican reforms? How did these 
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motives affect literature and translation? What was the function assigned to 

translation within the new repertoire of culture? What were the elements of the 

dominant discourse on translation? What was the response of publishers and 

translators to such discourse? Were there any shifts or breaks in translatorial 

behaviour in a period marked by dramatic socio-political change? The second set of 

questions regards different perceptions of translation: Why were there such 

diversified views of what translation was and how it was to serve the general 

readership? What was the place occupied by translation in the reading experience of 

the public? What affected the selection of titles by publishers and translators? How 

sharp was the demarcation between canonical and non-canonical works of literature? 

How did the translations of canonical and non-canonical works vary in terms of their 

production, marketing and reception? These questions guide me through the various 

arguments and enquiries I undertake in the coming chapters. They have also helped 

me to formulate the main hypothesis of the thesis which will be offered in Chapter 1. 

Before I set out to explore the questions mentioned above, I will offer a review and 

critique of the approaches adopted by some contemporary historical studies towards 

translation activity in republican Turkey.  

Numerous writers, translators, journalists, researchers and translation scholars 

have set out to prepare historical analyses of translation activity in Turkey. Their 

work has been crucial for the present study, not only in terms of their documentary 

and analytical value, but also in terms of the perspectives they have adopted and the 

emphases they have placed on various phenomena. The “discourse” they have 

created on translation is significant, for most often, such discourse is an indication of 

their viewpoints on translation, rather than that of the actual course translation 

followed through the years. Current ideas on translation activity in republican Turkey 
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are very much formed by these studies, and their common stress on this or that point 

may to a large extent determine the topics that will be taken up by translation 

scholars in the future.  

Most of these studies have a political focus. A review will reveal that the 

authors of these studies perceive of translation mainly as a political activity shaped 

by an ideological programme. They see translation, first and foremost, as a part of 

the attempts to westernize and modernize Turkey during the first few decades of the 

Republic. In the views of many researchers, translation was a vehicle for transferring 

certain ideas into Turkey and a tool for nation-building. Those researchers suggest 

that the true role and function of translation in the early republican period can only 

be understood within the general historical/political context. By emphasizing the 

ideological role attributed to translation by the state, researchers bring out the real 

reason behind the canonical status translated classics assumed in the 1930s and 

1940s.  

Regarding translation as a socio-political and cultural phenomenon is certainly 

a perspective that serves to broaden the view of historical translation studies. 

Nevertheless, the way researchers contextualize translation activity in Turkey 

remains partial, since they concentrate their attention on a small, albeit central part of 

the system of translated literature. They do not look at the periphery and the selection 

of translated books there. In the present thesis, I would like to argue that the studies 

focusing on the ideological function of translation have an overemphasis on the 

translation of classics at the expense of translated popular literature which made up 

the largest part of the market for translated literature in the first four decades of the 

Republic. Thus, popular literature, which has remained a marginalized subject in 
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academic studies of literature in Turkey, is also driven to the periphery of translation 

studies. 

The common feature of studies on translation activity in republican Turkey is 

their focus on a specific translation institution, that is, the state-sponsored Translation 

Bureau. The idea of establishing a translation institution to work systematically on 

the translation of western classics was materialized when the Translation Bureau was 

set up in 1940. The Bureau worked under the auspices of the Ministry of Education 

and was active between 1940 and 1966 producing a total of 1120 translations. It also 

published Tercüme (Translation) a translation journal consisting of translations, 

translation criticism and theory. 

The period between 1940 and 1946 has been viewed as the most productive 

phase of the Bureau. Indeed, the Bureau both re-oriented itself in terms of its 

selection of titles and reduced its rate of production after 1946. This development is 

associated with the resignation of Hasan Âli Yücel, Minister of Education, who had 

assumed the role of a visionary and a pioneer during the establishment and the early 

activities of the Translation Bureau. The Bureau is a milestone in Turkish translation 

history. It served as a role model to many private publishing houses who followed its 

path and became involved in the translation and publication of western classics. 

There is general agreement on the fact that the products of the Bureau were 

influential in setting the course of translation activity in Turkey in terms of the 

selection of source texts and the kinds of strategies to be employed by translators. 

The Bureau also served an ideological function and was regarded as a cultural 

instrument by those who attributed translation a major role in their efforts at creating 

a new Turkish identity. Nevertheless, the extent to which the Bureau fulfilled its 

intended function is unclear. As I will demonstrate in Chapter 1, researchers who 
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write about the role of the Translation Bureau within the history of translation in 

republican Turkey rely on secondary data and fail to provide us with case studies 

exploring how the Translation Bureau served this intended function.1 In Chapter 1, I 

will challenge views on modern Turkish translation history in a number of ways and 

offer my approach to studying translations within a historical context. 

Before I proceed with Chapter 1, let me provide an overview of the thesis. 

Chapter 1 offers a critical review of the existing works on translation history in 

republican Turkey. It also outlines the theoretical and methodological framework of 

the thesis formed on the basis of a critique of the current literature.  Chapter 2 

surveys the general social and political context of the period 1923-1960. It provides a 

brief introduction to the republican reforms and the socio-cultural transformation 

which took place in Turkey in the early republican era. This chapter contextualizes 

the state’s view of translation and the activities of the Translation Bureau within a 

political framework and positions the Bureau within a network of republican cultural 

institutions. Chapter 3 carries out a critical analysis of discourse on translation until 

1960. It studies statements by officials, scholars and literary figures and investigates 

the ways in which translation was regarded as an instrument of cultural 

enlightenment. This chapter also includes a survey of the various definitions and 

strategies of translation as expressed in speeches, newspaper and magazine articles 

and prefaces. Chapter 4 provides a survey of the market for translated literature in 

Turkey between 1923 and 1960 with special emphasis on the series launched by 

various publishers. It introduces major publishers, and provides information about 

their selection of titles, their marketing strategies and intended target audiences. It 

explores the different poetics that governed the field of canonical and popular 

 
1 The structure and activities of the Translation Bureau will be taken up in more detail in Chapters 2 
and 4. 
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translated literature. Chapter 5 analyzes the concepts of “people” and “popular” and 

discusses the way in which these terms were used in early republican Turkey. It 

examines the ideology and the poetics of the system of translated popular literature in 

1920s-1950s. Chapter 6 presents a case study of works by three writer-translators 

who operated in the field of translated popular literature. The chapter explores the 

norms governing the selection and translation of these works and delves into the 

different aspects of the poetics governing popular literature in early republican 

Turkey. Chapter 7 consists of another case study, this time concentrating on 

“canonical” literature. It analyses the translations of Gulliver’s Travels and Alice’s 

Adventures in Wonderland published in Turkey in 1923-1960 by the Ministry of 

Education and various private publishers. The chapter compares and contrasts the 

norms observed by the Translation Bureau and private publishers in their 

translations. It also discusses the concept of “retranslation” and its role within the 

Turkish system of translated literature.  
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Chapter 1 

Theoretical Framework and Methodology 

 

In the present chapter I will offer a critical review of some historical studies tackling 

translation activity in early republican Turkey and challenge some of their 

conclusions. In the second part of the chapter I will present my approach towards 

translation history in Turkey. 

 

1.1 Challenging Views on Modern Turkish Translation History 

 

The existing works on translation activity in Turkey create agendas of research, not 

only through what they have covered, but also through what they have not. This 

thesis takes its point of departure from what remain at best implicit in many of those 

studies. It poses questions regarding those areas of translation activity which have 

never found a voice in translation studies in Turkey. However, an overview of those 

areas that have been included in the studies tackling aspects of Turkish translation 

history is essential to be able to locate those which have been excluded. A review 

and critique of existing historical studies on translation will enable the thesis to 

reveal certain common areas of inquiry and explore alternative pathways into the 

past via these areas. These areas cover a number of views on translation-related 

phenomena, such as views on the function of translation, translation strategies, the 

structure of translation activity or the reception of translated books by different 

groups of readers. The areas of inquiry emerge where there are apparent 

contradictions among the different works on translation-related phenomena. 
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Alternatively, issues that attract an unquestioning consensus and approval may also 

be considered to pose significant question marks.  

It is impossible to give an exhaustive survey of all works regarding translation 

activity in the period under study. Instead, I will dwell upon several selected 

contemporary studies and present their approach to translation. These studies 

represent a variety of viewpoints. Although the raw data they work from is roughly 

the same, their use of this data, and the emphases they place on different translation-

related phenomena vary. I have grouped these studies under two headings, 

“translation, westernization and humanism” and “translation strategies”.  

 

1.1.1 Translation, Westernization and Humanism 

 

In the eyes of many contemporary writers, the most significant phase in terms of 

translation activity in republican Turkey has been the initial years of the Translation 

Bureau. This is valid for the majority of researchers whose works will be taken up in 

the following pages. According to these researchers, the function of the Translation 

Bureau, and therefore of its translation activity, has to be evaluated within the 

general project of westernization. They maintain that the function of the Translation 

Bureau was to create “humanism”1 in Turkey which was expected to lead up to an 

“enlightenment”. 

Let me first discuss some comments made by two of the former translators of 

the Translation Bureau in order to reveal some key concepts that define the 

relationship between translation and westernization. Vedat Günyol, who started 

translating for the Bureau during its initial years, has written a great deal about the 

 
1 The concept of humanism and its elaboration as an ideological basis for the republican reforms will 
be taken up in Chapter 2. 
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aim and the scope of the Translation Bureau. In his work, he emphasizes the 

humanist grounds behind the establishment of the Bureau and sees the activities of 

the Bureau as an integral part of the westernization movement. He writes, “The aim 

was to create the Turkish renaissance. And this depended on the adoption of the 

humanist spirit” [“Amaç Türk rönesansını yaratmaktı. Bu da hümanizma ruhunun 

benimsenmesine bağlıydı”] (Günyol 1983: 329). The term “Turkish renaissance” was 

used by the officials, academics and writers in the 1930s and 1940s to refer to a 

western-oriented cultural transformation in Turkey. This transformation would be 

enabled through better acquaintance with western culture, which would be realized 

through the translation of western classics (see for example Ülken 1938). Günyol is 

confident that this transformation was indeed achieved and that the activities of the 

Translation Bureau created “an unprecedented opportunity for cultural awakening for 

the Turkish youth who yearned for enlightenment” [“Bu, aydınlığa susamış Türk 

gençleri için bulunmaz bir kültür, bir uyanma olanağıydı”] (Günyol 1997: 4). 

Nevertheless, Günyol suggests that the Bureau’s task of creating a “Turkish 

renaissance” was not completely fulfilled, mainly due to the political climate of the 

country which changed significantly after 1946. Günyol feels very strongly against 

the shift in the Bureau’s activities after Hasan Âli Yücel’s resignation. He argues that 

there was a change of emphasis from western classics to eastern classics which 

resulted in a decrease and the gradual demise of the activities of the Bureau 

(Karantay and Salman 1988: 13; Günyol 1997: 4; 1982: 30). At this point, one has to 

take the general political context into consideration. The year 1946, which marks the 

transition to a multi-party system from a single-party system led by the Republican 

People’s Party (Cumhuriyet Halk Partisi), brought about significant changes to 

Turkish politics. Republican People’s Party started following a more populist line 
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and attempts at introducing a radical cultural transformation were suspended. 

Following Yücel’s resignation, his work as the Minister of Education came under a 

great deal of attack by the members and supporters of the new Democrat Party. This 

also had an impact on the Translation Bureau. Vedat Günyol maintains that the 

activities of the Bureau were hampered by some members of the Turkish National 

Assembly after 1946. Those members of the assembly were involved in 

McCarthyism and called Hasan Âli Yücel a “communist” (Çıkar 1997: 125). Günyol 

comments on them as follows: “What was these people’s problem? They did not 

want Turkish people to be enlightened. Because the enlightenment of the Turkish 

people would mean the end of their unfair order. Isn’t this why they closed down the 

Village Institutes2?” [“Neydi bu insanların derdi? Türk insanının aydınlanmasını 

istemiyorlardı. Çünkü Türk insanının aydınlanması, onların haksız düzeninin sonu 

olacaktı. Zaten bu yüzden değil mi ki, Köy Enstitülerini kapattılar”] (Günyol 1998: 

1). This proves that the Translation Bureau was never conceived of as a mere literary 

institution. It was closely and explicitly associated with an ideological project, both 

by its founders and supporters and those in opposition. 

Azra Erhat, one of the few classicist translators of the Bureau, is in agreement 

with Günyol in terms of the general aim of the Bureau as an instrument of 

westernization and enlightenment (Erhat 1974: 10). Erhat suggests that the activities 

of the Translation Bureau led to major developments in Turkish cultural life and 

comments, “THE TRANSLATION BUREAU, THE TRANSLATION journal and 

the translations of classics have opened up a new era in Turkey.” [“TERCÜME 
 

2 The Village Institutes were unique educational establishments which aimed to raise teachers for rural 
areas. They remain one of the most controversial institutions of early republican Turkey. Launched 
during the Ministry of Hasan Âli Yücel in 1940, they were re-organized into a new and more 
conservative structure in 1954 when they lost their initial function of educating the rural population. 
Around 20.000 students graduated from the Village Institutes during the fourteen years of their 
operation (Katoğlu 1997: 405-408). The structure and function of the Village Institute and their role as 
a part of the intended readership for the Translation Bureau products will be taken up in more detail in 
Chapter 3. 
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BÜROSU, TERCÜME dergisi ve klâsikler çevirileri Türkiye’de bir çığır açmıştır”] 

(Erhat 1974: 16). She suggests that this “new era” brought novelties to Turkish 

culture and literature, shaped the Turkish language, introduced a new order to 

publishing life, led to a new method in science based on textual evidence and put the 

Turkish intellectuals and artists in contact with international thought, literature and 

art (Erhat 1974: 16). There are several questions that emerge from the above 

statements. For instance, what were the literary and cultural novelties Erhat refers to? 

In what ways did the translation of classics shape the Turkish language? What kind 

of an order was introduced to publishing life by translations? How did translations 

help the emergence of a new method in science? So far no attempt has been made to 

delve further into these questions. These are questions that relate to the reception of 

the books published by the Translation Bureau which is a field truly untouched by 

academic research. The only data which is available about the reception of these 

books are comments and criticisms offered by writers and journalists of the time 

which do not speak for the full range of readership.  

Contemporary researchers have also placed special emphasis on the role of the 

Translation Bureau within the general westernization movement through its 

promotion of the idea of humanism. A study by Zeki Arıkan, historian, discusses the 

creation of humanism as a specific function attributed to translation in early 

republican Turkey, more specifically, in the 1930s and 1940s.  

Arıkan’s article “Cumhuriyet Döneminde Hümanizma Akımı” (The Humanist 

Movement in the Republican Period) (1999) associates the activities of the 

Translation Bureau with the aim of creating humanism in Turkey, which in turn, was 

expected to lead to an interesting phenomenon that can be termed as “self-

discovery”. Arıkan locates this idea in the discourse of the officials and writers of the 
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day. Based on statements by Hasan Âli Yücel, Orhan Burian and sociologist and 

historian Hilmi Ziya Ülken, Arıkan suggests that humanism had the specific aim of 

triggering a national self-discovery process in Turkey. Translation of classics was to 

play a significant role in this process. Arıkan suggests that translation would serve as 

an important tool in terms of the creation of a “humanist spirit” [hümanizma ruhu”] 

in Turkey, which would lead to “social enlightenment” [“toplumsal aydınlanmamız”] 

(Arıkan 1999: 89).  He comments: “The Humanist movement of the republican 

period outlined here has contributed to the flourishing of a new perspective and the 

emergence of a new enlightenment movement, despite all attempts at crushing it” 

[“Çok genel çizgilerle verdiğimiz Cumhuriyet dönemindeki Hümanizma akımı 

Türkiye’de yeni bir anlayışın filizlenmesine ve yeni bir aydınlanama hareketinin, 

bütün baltalamalara karşın, doğmasına önemli bir katkıda bulunmuştur”] (Arıkan 

1999: 93). What Arıkan means by the phrase “despite all attempts at crushing it” is 

not clear. However, based on the general context, one may assume that Arıkan is 

referring to the political developments after 1946 and the Democrat Party regime 

which started in 1950. Both Günyol and Arıkan seem to lament the change in the 

political climate after 1946 and regard the activities of the Translation Bureau as a 

part of a comprehensive, yet incomplete, project of modernization which came to a 

halt following the transition to a multi-party system.  

Arıkan’s emphasis on the use of translation of classics as a means of “self-

discovery” in the 1930s and 1940s is crucial in understanding the Translation 

Bureau’s establishment and operation. Arıkan bases his conception of “self-

discovery” on earlier writings on this topic by Orhan Burian, professor of English, 

writer and a translator who extensively translated for the Translation Bureau. Burian 

defined humanism as “one’s quest for self-discovery” [“insanın kendi kendini 
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bulmaya çıkmasıdır”] (cited in Arıkan 1999: 86). What Burian meant was an 

exploration of Turkish national history and literature free from all dogmas, including 

religion (Arıkan 1999: 88). According to Burian, the western world had already gone 

through this process and found Greek classics at its cultural foundation. A study of 

European culture and its classics could guide us in our efforts at unearthing our past 

(Burian in Arıkan 1999: 86-87).  

Questions such as how humanism was expected to bring about self-discovery, 

what exactly was going to be discovered, what the period included in the self-

discovery process was, were not taken up in any detail by Burian or other writers of 

the day. Arıkan fails to introduce a critical angle to these questions, and does not 

elaborate on this significant concept of “self-discovery” shedding light upon that 

which distinguishes “Turkish humanism” from other humanist movements in the 

West.3

It should be borne in mind that Arıkan’s study relies on secondary sources. 

When Arıkan suggests that humanism contributed to an intellectual enlightenment in 

Turkey, he only bases his argument on the discourse of the statesmen and writers 

propagating humanism. He does not offer substantial evidence in the form of 

publications or public debates proving that humanism has indeed been influential in 

providing an intellectual and theoretical direction to Turkish social and cultural life.  

Taceddin Kayaoğlu approaches translation’s role vis-à-vis the westernization 

attempts in the first two decades of the Republic from a different and slightly more 

critical perspective in his Türkiye’de Tercüme Müesseseleri (Translation Institutions 

in Turkey) where the last two chapters are allocated to republican translation activity 

 
3 The concept of “self-discovery” and its significant role in shaping “Turkish humanism” as opposed 
to “classical humanism” will be taken up in more detail in Chapter 2. 
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(Kayaoğlu 1998). His study is confined to the state-sponsored translation activity, of 

which there have been two during the republican period.  

Kayaoğlu starts his analysis of republican translation activity with the 

establishment of the “Telif ve Tercüme Heyeti” (The Committee for Original and 

Translated Works) in 1921 by the first Turkish Grand National Assembly which ran 

the country before the proclamation of the Republic in 1923 (Kayaoğlu 1998:199). 

Kayaoğlu offers an outline of the activities of the Committee which reported to the 

Ministry of Education, between 1921 and 1926, the year it was abolished. He 

provides lists of the members of the Committee under its four chairmen, along with 

the stated mission, activities, publications and decisions of the Committee (Kayaoğlu 

1998: 195-249). He further includes a full list of the 68 books, translated or 

indigenous, published by the Ministry of Education between 1921 and 1926 

(Kayaoğlu 1998:250-264).4  

Kayaoğlu associates the abolishment of the Committee with some factors that 

indicate the dissent of the Committee members vis-à-vis the nation-building efforts 

of the young Republic. He suggests that the Committee was closed down due to the 

fact that its members disapproved of the dominant ideology, which was 

westernization. Furthermore, in Kayaoğlu’s view, the Committee members displayed 

a resistance against the adoption of the Latin alphabet which was considered a part 

and parcel of the desired transition to the western world (Kayaoğlu 1998: 248-249). 

This argument remains rather speculative since Kayaoğlu fails to provide any 

evidence. However, it can also be argued that Kayaoğlu introduces an alternative 

explanation for the dismissal of the Committee. So far, statements by officials or 

writers suggest that the Committee was dismissed because it was not efficient 

 
4 31 of the 68 books are translations of mainly western books on education, history and sociology. 
Only two are works of fiction. These works will be taken up in more detail in Chapter 4. 
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enough (Kayaoğlu 1998: 248; Günyol 1983: 328). On the other hand, Kayaoğlu’s 

broader view of the republican translation history is worthy of praise. He is one of 

the rare authors who offers an extensive review of the Committee for Original and 

Translated Works. His is probably the most detailed work on the activities of the 

Committee ever written. 

 In the fifth chapter of his study Kayaoğlu takes up the establishment and 

activities of the Translation Bureau. In line with many other authors, Kayaoğlu views 

the Translation Bureau as an instrument of westernization and humanism. He stresses 

the committed efforts of the state officials in creating a culture of humanism through 

translations. He comments: “Through this translation movement (the Translation 

Bureau) composed largely of Greek, Latin and western works, state administrators 

themselves tried to realize the culture of humanism in Turkey” [“Yunan, Latin ve 

Batılı eserlerin kahir ekseriyetini oluşturduğu bu tercüme hareketiyle hümanizma 

kültürü Türkiye’de bizzat devlet idarecileri vasıtasıyla gerçekleştirilmeye 

çalışılmıştır”] (Kayaoğlu 1998: 303-304). Unlike Arıkan, Günyol or Erhat, Kayaoğlu 

offers a critical assessment of the Translation Bureau’s intellectual roots. Contrary to 

the opinion expressed by other authors, he regards humanism as a means to detach 

the Turkish society from its Islamic roots instead of perceiving it as an instrument of 

“enlightenment”. He suggests: 

 

During the Atatürk period, attempts were made to replace religion with 
nationalism. Religion was removed from social life and confined to the 
individual, private sphere through radical secular arrangements. In the İnönü 
period, even nationalism was relinquished and substituted by the Greek and 
Roman (humanist) culture. … The real reason behind the priority attached to 
the translation of Greek and Latin classics was to quickly detach the society 
from the Turkish culture which had an Islamic content and to create a new 
culture of a Greek-Latin basis (Kayaoğlu 1998: 295-296). 

 



                                                                                                                        17 

  

                                                

[Atatürk döneminde radikal lâik düzenlemeler çerçevesinde toplum hayatından 
ferdî plana indirgenen dinin yeri milliyetçilik mefhumu ile doldurulmaya 
çalışılıyordu. İnönü döneminde ise milliyetçilikten de vazgeçilmiş, yerine 
Yunan ve Latin (hümanist) kültürü ikâme edilmeye başlanmıştır. ... Batı 
kültürüne kaynaklık eden Yunan ve Latin klasiklerinin tercümede öne alınmak 
istenmesindeki asıl maksat ise; toplumu süratli bir şekilde İslâmî muhteva 
taşıyan Türk kültüründen uzaklaştırarak, Greko-Latin temeline dayalı yeni bir 
kültür meydana getirmektir (Kayaoğlu 295-296).] 

 

Kayaoğlu’s statements on the emphasis on humanist culture to replace 

nationalism are debatable. There is plenty of evidence to suggest that nationalism 

was a topic widely discussed and problematized during İsmet İnönü’s term of office 

as the President of the Republic, i.e. after 1938. Arıkan’s analysis of humanism as a 

means towards national self-discovery is an example to this. Furthermore, the 

creation of a “national literature” has been a topical issue since “İkinci Meşrutiyet” 

(The Second Constitution) of 1908 and the role translations would play in that 

literature was taken up by many thinkers as will be demonstrated in the following 

chapters.5

Kayaoğlu’s approach to translation is troubled by his exclusive use of 

secondary sources and his neglect of primary data, i.e. a look at the translated texts 

themselves. Kayaoğlu offers extensive lists on the members and the books of the 

Translation Bureau. However, he gives no information about how these books were 

translated. Neither does he comment on the reception of these books, their 

distribution, marketing or sales figures. Furthermore, he writes little about the 

critique of this translation movement, except its humanist basis. He does not look at 

the translated books individually and gives no information about the editing process 

or translation strategies of the translators. In a brief critical paragraph, Kayaoğlu 

writes: “Not all of these published translations are original. There are expressions 
 

5 For a selection of these views see Coşkun (1938). 
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which are linguistically incorrect and lack in fidelity to the original. Mistakes have 

been made in the selection and prioritization of the titles. And some works have been 

published as classics, while it is difficult to say that they carry the qualities of 

classics” [“Neşredilen bu tercümelerin tümü orijinal değildir. Dil yönünden bozuk ve 

aslına sadık olmayan ifadeler söz konusudur. Eserlerin seçilmesinde ve öncelik 

verilme hususunda hatalar yapılmıştır. Bazı eserler de klasikler içinde yayınlanmıştır 

ki bunların klasik eser olma özelliğini taşıdıkları söylenemez.”] (Kayaoğlu 1998: 

307-308). Kayaoğlu gives no information about how he arrived at these conclusions. 

Furthermore, some of the attributes he uses to describe the translations published by 

the Translation Bureau are rather vague. What is his definition of “original”? What 

does he mean when he says that the translations were not “original”? This statement 

can be interpreted in two ways. It may mean that the translations were not by the 

translators indicated on their cover pages, in other words, the translations were 

borrowed from other sources. On the other hand, the statement may be referring to 

indirect, i.e. second hand, translations. In other words, Kayaoğlu may be trying to 

suggest that they were not directly translated from the language in which they were 

originally written, but translated via an intermediary language. Likewise, Kayaoğlu 

does not elaborate on what he means by “linguistically incorrect” or “lack in fidelity 

to the original”. Neither does he go into the kinds of qualities he expects of 

“classics”. During this critical paragraph, the only work Kayaoğlu refers to is an 

article titled “Tercüme Faciaları” (Disasters of Translation) by Erol Güngör 

published in a column in a magazine in 1966 (Güngör 1998: 129-132). This is a short 

commentary which includes a critical view of the Bureau’s activities. While talking 

about the poor state of translated books in Turkey, Güngör refers to the works 

translated by the Translation Bureau. He argues that the general idea behind the 
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establishment of the Bureau was positive. He writes: “Therefore, a significant means 

of enriching intellectual life in Turkey would be to introduce the works created by 

the western culture to intellectuals. And this could be enabled by a comprehensive 

translation activity” [“Binaenaleyh, Türkiye’de fikir hayatını zenginleştirecek en 

mühim vasıtalardan biri Batı kültürünün yarattığı eserlerin münevverler tarafından 

tanınması olacaktı. Bu da geniş bir tercüme faaliyeti ile mümkün olabilirdi.”] 

(Güngör 1998: 130). In that sense, Güngör is in agreement with the authors 

mentioned earlier. However, he is critical of the Bureau’s activities due to the 

Bureau’s emphasis on Greek sources, which he maintains, did not bring much benefit 

to Turkish intellectual life (Güngör 1998: 130).  

Although, Günyol, Erhat, Arıkan and Kayaoğlu have adopted different 

perspectives to the issue of westernization and humanism, they make the relationship 

between westernization and translation clear. In that sense, they all arrive at the same 

conclusion regarding the function of translation in early republican Turkey: 

translation was used as a means of creating a humanist movement in Turkey, which 

was expected to facilitate and accelerate westernization in culture. However, along 

with their emphasis on this specific function of translation, they avoid 

problematizing how translation served (or failed to serve) this function. The authors 

mentioned above remain silent when it comes to naming, describing and analyzing 

actual translations. This may simply have to do with the fact that neither of the 

authors, including the two translators, are translation scholars and they are unaware 

of what primary sources, i.e. translated texts themselves, can offer about cultural and 

historical phenomena. 

An article by a translation scholar, Turgay Kurultay titled “Cumhuriyet 

Türkiyesinde Çevirinin Ağır Yükü ve Türk Hümanizması” (The Heavy Burden of 
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Translation in Republican Turkey and Turkish Humanism) brings a more critical 

perspective to assessing the function of translation by posing question marks 

regarding several aspects of translation that have been largely overlooked in the past 

(Kurultay 1999). In this article, Kurultay problematizes the “idealization” of the 

Translation Bureau’s activities and tries to set the Bureau within a larger historical 

perspective. Kurultay stresses that the activities of the Translation Bureau should not 

be assessed in isolation from the rest of translation activity in Turkey, since the 

Bureau also encouraged private publishers to increase the number and improve the 

quality of their translations (Kurultay 1999: 17). He offers a statistical review of the 

number of translated books published in 1946 and 1958 by the Translation Bureau 

and other publishers, showing the changing roles of the state and private publishers. 

Through his emphasis on the importance of private translation activity, Kurultay 

challenges views that reduce republican translation history to a history of the 

Translation Bureau. 

His perspective on the structure and activities of the Translation Bureau also 

varies from those of the authors mentioned earlier. Kurultay argues that the 

Translation Bureau was created by the state to fill a certain gap in the field of 

translation, rather than exercise direct intervention in translation. He defines the 

activities of the Translation Bureau as a “social translation movement” and writes,  

 

This initiative needs to be evaluated as a social translation movement under 
state sponsorhip (which I think is different from “patronage”) rather than direct 
involvement in translation by the state. Although a certain degree of hierarchy 
was inevitable, it is seen that the movement was to a large extent autonomous 
and that it achieved the enthusiastic involvement of the intellectuals (including 
the oppositional intellectuals) of the day (Kurultay 1999: 16). 
 
[Bu girişimi devletin çeviri işlerini yürütmesi olarak değil, devletin bir tür 
sponsorluğunda (bunun “himaye” kavramından farklı olduğunu düşünüyorum) 
toplumsal bir çeviri hareketi olarak değerlendirmek yerinde olur. Her ne kadar 
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belli bir hiyerarşi ilişkisi kaçınılmaz olsa da, hareketin büyük bir ölçüde özerk 
olduğu ve dönemin aydınlarının (muhalif aydınlar dahil) coşkulu katılımını 
sağladığı görülüyor (Kurultay 1999: 16).] 

 

As the above quote indicates, Kurultay perceives the Bureau as an autonomous 

“movement” initiated by the state, yet free of state intervention. However, he stresses 

that “hierarchy” was inevitable, although he does not quite specify what he means by 

“hierarchy”. Nevertheless, in a footnote, he argues that the translators involved in the 

“movement” were autonomous enough to have free discussions about the activities 

of the Bureau (Kurultay 1999:16). Kurultay stresses that he means not absolute but 

“relative autonomy” allowed by the “political authoritarian structure of the day” 

[“dönemin siyasal otoriter yapısı”] (Kurultay 1999: 16, 25). Kurultay’s claim 

emphasizing the involvement of the “oppositional intellectuals” in the activities of 

the Bureau remains ungrounded since it is not backed up by any evidence and he 

does not specify whom he means by “oppositional intellectuals”. 

His unclear approach to a crucial concept like “patronage” blurs Kurultay’s 

general argument for a more objective and broader view of translation history. While 

he prefers “sponsorhip” over “patronage”, he does not contrast the two concepts and 

his choice of “sponsorhip” remains unexplained. The fact that the Bureau worked 

under the auspices of the Ministry of Education and that its translations were 

published by the Ministry makes one question his argument. Furthermore, the 

prefaces by İsmet İnönü, President of the Republic, and Hasan Âli Yücel, Minister of 

Education, introducing each translation appearing in the series  “Dünya 

Edebiyatından Tercümeler” (Translations from World Literature) launched by the 

Translation Bureau is further evidence of intensive state involvement in the 

Translation Bureau. 
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Rather than provide new data, Kurultay’s contribution to Turkish translation 

history lies in the questions he poses about the Translation Bureau. For instance, he 

problematizes the timing of the establishment of the Translation Bureau and asks 

why the Bureau was not set up sooner after the proclamation of the Republic 

(Kurultay 1999: 24-26). Although the argument he offers is not very detailed and 

based on his personal opinion rather than documentary evidence, his emphasis on 

this topic, which is altogether ignored by other researchers writing on the Translation 

Bureau, is to be appreciated.  

Kurultay focuses on the role of the then Minister of Education, Hasan Âli 

Yücel’s role in the activities of the Bureau. Kurultay’s comments help us to set the 

Translation Bureau within the larger political and cultural context and turn a critical 

eye to the planning and setting up of the ideological infrastructure of the Bureau by 

Yücel. The Translation Bureau was set up soon after Hasan Âli Yücel became the 

Minister of Education. It is largely assumed that at that point in time, the Bureau 

owed its existence to Yücel’s personal commitment and effort. That is why Yücel 

has come to be identified with the Translation Bureau as its main founder in the 

discourse of the majority of researchers who wrote on Yücel’s role in the 

establishment and operation of the Bureau (e.g. Sönmez 2000: 55; Çıkar 1997: 83-

84; Sinanoğlu 1980: 93). This may partly be due to the fact that the Translation 

Bureau lost its initial impetus after Yücel resigned in 1946.6 Kurultay identifies the 

Translation Bureau with Hasan Âli Yücel to such an extent that he calls the 

Translation Bureau, “the H.A. Yücel movement” [“H.A. Yücel hareketi”] (Kurultay 

 
6 The Ministry of Education published 467 translations carried out by the Translation Bureau during 
the first six years of the Bureau’s operation while Yücel was in power. Between 1946 and 1966, the 
number of translations published was 506. (The figures include only first-time publications and no 
subsequent reprints. The data is taken from Klâsikler Bibliyografyası 1967: VI.) So the Bureau gave 
about half of its production during Yücel’s time in power, while the other half was published during 
the 20 years which elapsed after Yücel’s resignation until the Bureau’s closure.  
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1999: 24, 33). However, while Kurultay stresses the personal importance of Yücel 

for the setting up of the Bureau, he also looks for larger social forces that may have 

facilitated the establishment of the Bureau at that specific point in time. He writes 

that the period immediately after the proclamation of the Republic was not favorable 

to a critical environment [“aydınların eleştirel konum alması”] since the government 

in power was trying to create a homogenous environment promoting a unitarian state 

structure (Kurultay 1999: 24). The period after 1940 provided a more (which does 

not mean totally) liberal atmosphere for intellectuals to work autonomously enabling 

the launch of the Translation Bureau (Kurultay 1999: 24). One should also bear in 

mind that the intellectual infrastructure of the Bureau was not created overnight. In 

Chapter 3, I will explore the discourse on translation before the establishment of the 

Translation Bureau and show that the 1930s witnessed an environment where 

officials, writers and publishers increasingly emphasized the importance of the 

translation of classics for westernization. Based on their discourse, I will argue that 

the centre of the literary system had already been reserved for the products of the 

Bureau before the Bureau started its operations and that a discursively induced 

“demand” came before “supply”. 

Kurultay’s emphasis on the relationship between the state-sponsored movement 

and the activities of the private publishers can be considered a novel contribution to 

Turkish translation history. This is an aspect that has been missing in the studies 

reviewed so far. Kurultay rightfully concludes that the historical role played by the 

Translation Bureau can best be assessed by juxtaposing it to the activities of private 

publishers. He writes, 

 

So far, studies on Turkish translation history have foregrounded state-
sponsored initiatives and the developments in the field of translation have 
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usually been associated with these activities. However, the process of 
development is much more complex and different types of activities prepare or 
transform one another. … Yet the real transformative developments should be 
sought first in works produced by personal initiative, deriving from an 
innovative spirit, displaying an irregularity and scattered over a time period 
(Kurultay 1999: 22). 
 
[Bugüne kadar Türk çeviri tarihi incelenirken, devlet eliyle yapılan girişimler 
öne çıkarılmış ve gelişme çizgisi bu etkinlikler karşılaştırılarak bulunmaya 
çalışılmıştır çoğunlukla. Oysa gelişme süreci daha karmaşıktır ve farklı türden 
etkinlikler birbirlerini hazırlamakta veya dönüştürmektedir. ... Ancak değişim 
süreci açısından asıl gelişmeler, kişisel girişimlerle ortaya çıkan, yenilikçi 
ruhtan kaynaklanan, çok düzenli olmayan ve zamana yayılan çalışmalarda 
aranmalı öncelikle (Kurultay 1999: 22).] 
 

Kurultay’s focus on personal initiative free from state-sponsored movements 

can be analyzed in line with the “human translator” concept in Translation Studies.7 

This perspective suggests that translators as people have their own interests and 

agendas. Even when their translation activity is not regulated by officials or 

institutions, they have a role to play in the course translation takes. This is a 

significant idea that underlies the perspective adopted by the present thesis to 

translation history. I act on the assumption that the periphery of the system of 

translated literature, i.e. translated popular literature in the case of republican Turkey, 

which is not regulated, except by market forces, can offer diverse ways of looking at 

translational phenomena. The periphery may offer an alternative narrative about 

translation activity and reception. It may even offer its own concept(s) and 

definition(s) of translation which do not always agree with those upheld by the canon 

occupying the centre, in this case the products of the Translation Bureau. The 

interaction between “state-sponsored” and private movements, or individual 

 
7 Anthony Pym writes, “I believe human translators have had something to do with the history of 
translation, although I readily admit it is hard to say exactly what their general role, on an individual 
or collective level, is or might have been. Since I suspect translators might even have done something 
important in history, I am interested in elaborating the working hypothesis that they are active 
effective causes, with their own identity and agenda as a professional group” (Pym 1998: 160). In this 
thesis, I intend to reveal certain aspects of the roles of the “human translator” both in and outside of 
the Translation Bureau. 
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endeavour, is essential to explore the social dynamics that shape translation activity 

over time.   

Özlem Berk’s study “Bir Türk kimliği yaratmada Tercüme Bürosu ve kültür 

politikaları: Çevirilerin yerelleştirilmesi” (The Translation Bureau and cultural 

policies in the creation of a Turkish identity: domestication of translations) (Berk 

2000) represents a reverse approach to translation history, like the majority of 

researchers mentioned in these pages and has emphasis on what I would like to call 

an “institutional approach” undermining the role of the translator as an independent 

agent. 

Berk suggests that the activities of the Translation Bureau between 1940 and 

1946 reflect the government policies of the single party era. She refers to statements 

by state officials, especially by Hasan Âli Yücel, to argue that translation was 

considered a means of importing western culture along with other forms of cultural 

production such as western classical music, ballet and opera (Berk 2000: 160). She 

identifies westernization with humanism which she defines as “an ideal concept of 

culture, i.e. a canon which was necessarily desirable for all” [“ideal bir kültür 

kavramı …; yani herkesin arzulaması gereken bir kanon”] (Berk 2000: 168). Berk 

echoes Arıkan in attributing humanism a special function, that of domesticating and 

internalizing a universal culture and reflecting it on the Turkish culture [“evrensel 

kültürü yerelleştirmek ve içselleştirmek, öznel bir boyutta hissederek ve yaşayarak 

kendi kültürümüze aktarmak”] (Berk 2000: 169). She takes up the concept of 

humanism in some length and questions the ready adoption of this western concept 

by intellectuals while the people generally held a Muslim identity. She suggests that 

the kind of humanism propagated by Yücel and his associates was a universal 

concept freed from a cultural and social setting and dated back to Greek and Roman 
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works which were identified with the pre-Christian pagan origins of the West. 

Therefore the Translation Bureau focused on the translation of Greek and Roman 

classics (Berk 2000: 161). 

So far we have seen that researchers (and translators) who write on translation 

activity in republican Turkey have all dwelled upon the major role played by the 

activities of the Translation Bureau. They focus on the function attributed to the 

Translation Bureau, which they define as introducing a form of humanism/cultural 

enlightenment through the translation of western classics. The studies outlined above 

lead to certain question marks in my mind regarding the operation and the actual 

(rather than the intended) function of the Translation Bureau. These questions mainly 

have to do with the reception of the products of the Translation Bureau. While they 

emphasize the “new era” or “enlightenment” brought about through translations, 

none of the above authors, except for Kurultay, seem to be concerned about 

providing empirical data to back up their arguments. This is mainly due to the fact 

that they do not problematize the reception of the Translation Bureau products. If 

reception were to be problematized, we would be faced with several questions, such 

as how the actual effect of the Translation Bureau books on readers and Turkish 

culture, including literature, can be measured, how private publishers were 

influenced by the selection of titles and translation strategies of the Translation 

Bureau, what the response of private publishers of the time was to the discourse on 

translation’s function as a vehicle of humanism, and finally, if and how the concept 

of humanism/westernism was reflected on the strategies employed by translators. In 

my view, attributing a general intended function to translation creates a picture of 

translation activity as an area determined and governed by external social forces 

leaving no room for the initiative and creativity of the individual translator or groups 
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of translators or publishers. However, any study attempting to reveal aspects of 

translation history can only be complete by including the perspective of the translator 

as a human being who is involved in individual and collective strategies, 

accommodating or resisting potential cultural impositions which dictate what and 

how translation should be.  

 

1.1.2 Translation Strategies 

 

In this section I will take up the views of researchers on translation strategies used by 

translators in republican Turkey. A brief review of these views exposes a number of 

areas of inquiry that are closely related to the questions posed above. It will be 

observed that researchers who touch upon the subject of translation strategies do so 

within a polarized dichotomy. Furthermore, their perspective offers a view of the 

activity of translating as a process shaped by pre-determined norms rather than a 

process of individual decision-making. Let us have a look at some of the studies that 

deal with translation strategies. 

Özlem Berk’s article referred to above combines an analysis of the Translation 

Bureau’s political function with a review of the translational norms offered by the 

Bureau (Berk 2000). Berk suggests that the norms to be observed by the translators 

who worked for the Bureau were determined even before the Translation Bureau 

started producing its publications and that the most significant norm to be followed 

was “domestication” (Berk 2000: 169). Her perspective on the strategies followed by 

the translators does not leave any room for the “relative autonomy” Kurultay 

mentions. Her argument provides a picture of the Translation Bureau as an 

impersonal mechanism, where individual initiative was unwelcome, even when it 
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came to actual translation strategies. Berk’s view of the Translation Bureau makes it 

an “Ideological State Apparatus” as defined by Louis Althusser (Althusser 1971: 

121-173)8. Seen in this light, the Bureau and its general context disempower the 

translator and leave little room for concepts of negotiation or agency which have 

been under extensive discussion in recent translation studies. However, Berk’s 

statements about the strategies employed by the Translation Bureau translators need 

to be considered tentative. Her conclusions are based on secondary material and she 

does not provide any case studies on the translated texts. So although she presents 

her findings as “norms at work at the Translation Bureau”, what she essentially 

offers the readers is an analysis of the norms promoted by the members of 

Translation Bureau (Berk 2000: 161-168). She refers to statements by critics and 

translators to corroborate what she proposes, i.e. the dominant norm observed in 

translation was that of “domestication” at the time. She suggests that critics regarded 

translation as indigenous writing with unique literary qualities and that they argued 

that translation should be read as fluently as an indigenous piece of writing. Berk 

also quotes Nurullah Ataç who wrote, “If it (the translation) forces the language it 

becomes unintelligible, and is, therefore, unfaithful to the text” [“Dili zorladığı 

takdirde söylediği anlaşılmaz; bu suretle metne sadakatsizlik etmiş olur”] (Ataç in 

Berk 2000: 162-163). So in a way, although it sounds paradoxical, fluency was 

identified with fidelity (Berk 2000: 163). Berk also explores the subject in her 

doctoral thesis where she writes: “Faithfulness was discussed only in terms of 

comprehensibility. A translation was faithful not when it showed a strong 

resemblance to its source text, but when it was intelligible in the target culture” (Berk 

1999: 185). Nevertheless, she does not dwell upon this interesting contradiction for 
 

8 Ideological State Apparatuses are social institutions such as education, organized religion, the 
family, organized politics, the media, the culture industries, etc. which reproduce the dominant 
ideologies. 
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long and throughout her analysis of the discourse formed by the intellectuals 

associated with the Translation Bureau she continues to suggest that fluency was the 

prevailing strategy in the 1940s while translators invariably domesticated the foreign 

text “by making it easily readable, producing the illusion of authorial presence 

whereby the translated text could be taken for an original” (Berk 1999: 162). She 

therefore presents translation strategies as consisting of two poles: domestication 

versus foreignization.9

Berk also shows how the principle of “domestication” was defended by two 

leading translators of the Bureau, Nurullah Ataç and Sabahattin Eyuboğlu (Berk 

2000: 164-167). In her analysis, Berk suggests that the adoption of the 

“domestication” strategy was due to attempts at westernizing Turkey since the 19th 

century (Berk 2000: 168). For a detailed analysis of this connection between 

“domestication” and “westernism”, which remains largely unexplored in her 2000 

article, we need to turn to her doctoral thesis. Berk writes in her thesis that 

domestication served, 

  
“to create a cultural other, i.e. the West, which was experienced as a superior 
culture and which, in fact, did not seem so foreign to readers. The use of a 
vernacular language in translations was to serve towards the ‘naturalisation’ of 
the other culture. Using fluent language, translators wanted to present the West 
as something familiar to the target culture, something that could be learnt easily 
as it was read. This approach eventually would serve the final aim: the 
Westernisation of Turkish culture” (Berk 1999: 184).  

 

This partially answers one of the above questions on how the concept of 

humanism/westernism reflected on the translation strategies employed by translators. 

Nevertheless, her focus on extratextual material rather than actual translation 

strategies makes Berk’s explanation hypothetical.  

 
9 This artificial dichotomy between domestication/foreignization, or fluency/literalism will be taken 
up in Chapter 3, 3.4.4. 
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Berk’s argument that the dominant strategy for translations was 

“domestication” is debatable on several levels. First of all, her methodology lacks the 

sufficient tools to be able to arrive at this conclusion. She is involved in a form of 

critical discourse analysis where she tackles the statements by critics and translators. 

This kind of an analysis can only give information about what the critics and 

translators say and how they say it, rather than evaluate the truth-value of their 

claims. Juxtaposed with the social context, this kind of an analysis can provide one 

with invaluable data about the kind of discourse emerging from statements on the 

products of the Translation Bureau. However, to be able to detect the kinds of norms 

in operation, one has to look at the texts themselves and complement/challenge 

Berk’s study on secondary sources with primary data. Even when Berk’s conclusions 

are limited to the area of discourse, it appears that she arrives at an over-

generalization about the propagation of the idea of domestication. Ataç and 

Eyüboğlu were indeed known for their pro-fluency position, yet this cannot be 

generalized to all translators who worked for the Translation Bureau. For example, 

Orhan Burian, who translated extensively for the Bureau, was of a different opinion 

and argued that “the translators who deviate from the tone of the original may soon 

get carried away by their personal tone” [“aslın havasından çıkan mütercimin, kendi 

havasına kapılarak başı dönebilir”] (Burian 1944: 18). 

While Özlem Berk suggests that “acceptability/domestication” was the 

dominant norm adopted by the translators involved in the Translation Bureau 

activities, Suat Karantay argues for the opposite view and proposes that “adequacy” 

was the dominant norm. In his article “‘Tercüme Bürosu’: Normlar ve İşlevler” (The 

Translation Bureau: Norms and Functions), Karantay summarizes the process 

through which the Translation Bureau was established and its operations with brief 
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references to the kinds of norms at work. In the introduction to his study, he criticizes 

the pre-republican views and practices of translation using Toury’s terminology to 

describe translation strategies. He emphasizes that pre-republican translations lacked 

coherent norms, and that omissions, summaries and adaptations were widespread 

(Karantay 1991: 97). He also comments on the translations produced in the 

“beginning of the republican period” and writes that they were of poor quality 

(Karantay 1991: 97). Karantay traces a shift in the norms observed after the 

establishment of the Translation Bureau: “Among the translational norms (Toury 

1980: 51-62) the initial norm adopted required an emphasis on ‘adequate’ translation. 

The translators could no longer use source texts as liberally as they wished. 

‘Adequacy’ had already established itself in the early period of the Republic, but in 

the 1940s it was going to become institutionalized” [“Çeviri normları arasında 

(Toury 1980: 51-62) benimsenen öncül norm (initial norm), ‘yeterli’ çeviri üzerinde 

ısrarla durulmasını gerektiriyordu. Çevirmenler artık, kaynak metinleri istedikleri 

gibi, serbestçe kullanamayacaklardı. ‘Yeterlilik’, cumhuriyetin ilk döneminde de 

kendini kabul ettirmişti ama şimdi, 1940’lı yıllarda kurumlaşacaktı artık.”] (Karantay 

1991: 98). The reader is not informed of the source of this argument and the shift 

from acceptability to adequacy, deriving largely from the author’s personal 

judgment, creates a large question mark. Furthermore, Karantay does not elaborate 

on the possible causes and effects of this shift and treats translational norms as 

decisions taken in isolation from the general social context. 

Although they argue for the existence of contradictory norms at the Translation 

Bureau, the approaches adopted by Berk and Karantay overlap in the way they assess 

translation strategies as a binary opposition.  
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Will this binarism be valid for all texts and time periods? Is it actually valid 

for the products of the Translation Bureau as suggested by Berk and Karantay? These 

questions will only find answers after a case study on the Translation Bureau, 

exploring the actual (rather than the hypothetical/discursive) norms at work in its 

products.  

Another study that argues for the existence of a binarism in the translation 

strategies in circulation in the republican period is by Bülent Aksoy. Aksoy’s study is 

on the discourse created by translators themselves to express their approach to 

translation. In the article “Cumhuriyet Döneminde Çeviri Anlayışları” (Conceptions 

of Translation in the Republican Period) Aksoy adopts a binary approach similar to 

the one mentioned above and explores the historical debate between those who 

propagate “fluent” [“zorlamasız, kılçıksız, akıcı” (1995: 76)] and “style-based” 

[“üslup karşılama” (1995: 88)] translation.10 He comments on the writings of several 

leading translators of the 1940-1970 period such as, Nurullah Ataç, Sabahattin 

Eyüboğlu, Orhan Burian, Nâzım Hikmet, Suut Kemal Yetkin, Memet Fuat and Sait 

Maden, and traces the canonization of “style-based translation” in the discourse of 

translators especially after 1950. Aksoy remains on the level of secondary discourse 

throughout the article and explores various translators’ approach to translation as 

they express it in their written statements about translation.  

Aksoy’s study clarifies some of the ambiguity created by Berk’s and 

Karantay’s insistence on the dominance of opposite translation strategies in the 

1940s. Aksoy explores how Ataç and Eyuboğlu, who both served as chairmen to the 

 
10Aksoy does not have consistent use of terminology throughout the article. His use of the word 
“fluent” has nothing to do with Venuti’s theoretical framework. Aksoy prefers to rephrase a binary 
opposition in translation strategies in different ways in various paragraphs. He seems to offer a 
dichotomy based on a rendering of “sense” and “style”. For example, he talks about “sense for sense 
translation” [“anlamca aktarım”] versus “translation where the style is foregrounded over sense” 
[“üslubu verebilmek”] (Aksoy 1995: 86).  
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Translation Bureau, propagated “fluency” while some other translators such as Orhan 

Burian and Suut Kemal Yetkin criticized their approach and preferred “style-based” 

translation (Aksoy 1995: 75, 81-82). He does not suggest that “fluency” was the 

dominant norm in the operations of the Translation Bureau, instead, he demonstrates 

the existence of a plurality of initial norms in the discourse of the Bureau’s 

translators. Aksoy also offers the readers a review of the strategies promoted by 

translators who were active in the 1950s and 1960s. He demonstrates that “style-

based translation” came to be regarded more highly than “fluency” by literary circles 

in this period. This is a commendable aspect of the article. We see a clear attempt at 

building a continuum between the Translation Bureau and more recent translational 

phenomena, such as strategies employed by contemporary translators, which may 

have partially derived from it. This is a step towards assessing the impact of the 

Translation Bureau on translation strategies in Turkey. 

The lack of a theoretical framework and insufficient contextualisation are the 

major weaknesses of Aksoy’s study. Throughout his article, Aksoy makes it clear 

that he does perceive of translation strategies as existing on two poles. His 

categorization of translation strategies as “fluency” and “style-based” is vague. His 

terminology is rather eclectic and impressionistic and Aksoy is unable to specify 

what the two categories actually involve. He uses concepts such as “fluent” [“akıcı” 

(p. 74)], “fidelity” [“sadakat” (p. 79)], “freedom” [“serbestlik” (p. 76)] “sense-based” 

[“anlamca aktarmak” (p. 86)], “style-based” [“üslubu verebilmek” (p. 86)], “smell of 

translation” [“tercüme kokuyor” (p. 78)], “linguistic translation” [“lâfzî tercüme” 

(p.80)], “equivalent” [“eşdeğeri” (p. 74)] rather arbitrarily and leads to a great deal of 

confusion in the reader’s mind as to what he actually means by either of them. This 

mainly derives from the fact that he does not make use of the academic terminology 
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developed in translation studies. This distinguishes him from authors who follow 

Descriptive Translation Studies and have systematic use of descriptive terminology.  

In terms of contextualisation, Aksoy does not comment on the socio-cultural or 

political processes surrounding translation throughout the period he discusses. In 

turn, he fails to establish connections between translation strategies and the larger 

context within which such strategies are developed. As a result, the impression left 

by his article is very much a picture of translation as an isolated activity and 

translators working in a socio-cultural vacuum engaged in arbitrary strategies. 

Nevertheless, his exploration of the debates among various translators contributes to 

a view of translators as visible agents. 

 

1.1.3 Case Studies – Smaller Scopes, Greater Results 

 

The majority of the works mentioned so far propose to contribute to an analysis of 

the general history of translation in republican Turkey. On the other hand, various 

authors have written micro-histories of translation in Turkey. These case studies do 

not attempt to describe or analyze all aspects of translation activity throughout the 

republican period. Instead, they limit themselves with certain corpora. Yet their 

contribution to Turkish translation historiography has been larger than their actual 

scope. In most cases they rely on translated texts along with their references to 

secondary material and therefore are able to justify their claims within a more 

scholarly framework. Among these studies two articles by Saliha Paker represent a 

line of research that offers a successful analysis of primary material and constitutes 

examples in proper contextualisation. In “Changing Norms of the Target System: 

Turkish Translations of Greek Classics in Historical Perspective” Paker sets out to 
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“describe some aspects of the Turkish translations of Greek classics in their historical 

and cultural context” (Paker 1986a: 412). She traces the changes in the translation 

strategies of translators involved with the Greek classics from 1866 to 1970 and 

reveals a shift of norms after the 1930s from acceptability towards adequacy. Her 

analysis differs from Aksoy’s analysis of a similar shift in norms in several respects. 

First of all, Paker bases her study on actual translations and not on secondary 

material about these translations. Furthermore, she does not represent the selection of 

these norms as individual and arbitrary choices. Paker connects changes in preferred 

norms to larger socio-cultural phenomena, such as the cultural transformation Turkey 

went through in the first few decades of the Republic. While she writes about 

different groups of translated texts, she also presents the social background against 

which their norms emerged. Along with an informed and multidimensional look at 

translational norms, Paker’s major contribution to modern Turkish translation history 

has been her assessment of the pre-republican and republican corpora as a whole. 

She avoids creating a historical break in translation activity with the proclamation of 

the Republic in 1923. Rather, she demonstrates that the change in translation 

strategies did not take place overnight and that “preliminary norms” of the 19th 

century survived until the 1930s when a gradual shift started taking place linked to 

the republican educational and cultural policies (Paker 1986a: 421). Paker’s “Hamlet 

in Turkey” follows the same framework for translations of Hamlet in Turkey (Paker 

1986b). The fact that Hamlet is a dramatic play has also had an impact on Paker’s 

analysis. She looks at the actual Hamlet translations and at the same time, takes their 

reception into consideration in a historical and cultural context. She not only looks at 

the norms in different translations, but also considers how well these translations 

fared with the audience and theatre circles mainly by looking at the number of times 
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they were staged. She concludes that “there is a highly interesting correlation 

between this play in translation and/or production, and attempts or developments in 

the direction of cultural renovation on the one hand and major political changes on 

the other” (Paker 1986b: 100). She also reveals that Hamlet translations have actually 

served as a model for original drama in Turkish (Paker 1986b: 101). 

 Işın Bengi-Öner (1999) takes a close look at three translations of La Dame 

aux Camélias into Turkish by Ahmed Midhat (1880-1881), Midhat Cemal (1937), 

and Mustafa Nihad Özön (1937). Her focus is not so much on the socio-cultural 

background but rather on revealing the norms used by the translators of the three 

texts. In her approach, the emphasis on the initial norms of acceptability and 

adequacy are not questioned or linked to the historical/cultural processes surrounding 

them. However, her study is valuable in the sense that it performs an acid test about 

the reliability of secondary sources. She evaluates a variety of norms and arrives at a 

conclusion which is rather contradictory with the ideas of the highly-regarded literary 

critic İsmail Habib Sevük on these translations. Therefore Bengi-Öner shows the 

reader that extratextual material, regardless of their respectable and reputable status, 

may mislead researchers in terms of the information or judgments they offer about 

translated texts.  

 The list of micro-histories on translation in Turkey can certainly be extended 

(see for example, Pınar 1987, 1988; Karantay 1989). Although some of the concepts 

utilized by the authors of these studies, such as the acceptability/adequacy 

dichotomy, are under critical scrutiny today, the contribution of these studies towards 

a larger Turkish translation history is undeniable. It should also be pointed out that 

case studies are free of certain troubling tendencies observed in general surveys of 

translation. Case studies appear emancipated from an “institutional approach” to 
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translation history and place equal weight on the activities of different publishing 

bodies. Their view is not limited to the products of the Translation Bureau and they 

allocate space for the activities of private publishers and individual translators.  

The conclusions reached by surveys on Turkish translation history and on the 

specific role of movements or institutions within it, such as the Translation Bureau, 

will remain tentative until enough evidence is obtained to justify or falsify their 

claims. This can only be possible through carrying out case studies on specific 

corpora spanning through time. 

 

1.1.4 Some Common Tendencies 

 

Based on the assessment of works covering republican translation history in Turkey, 

one can locate certain general tendencies. These tendencies are significant cursors of 

what is foregrounded and what goes unmentioned. The emphasis on certain 

phenomena and the indifference towards others is an inevitable part of 

historiography. In that sense, it is impossible to claim for the possibility of a totally 

comprehensive and impartial translation history. However, a relatively more 

comprehensive and multi-faceted view of history can be attained through revealing 

and supplying the missing aspects of each account. The exercise so far has been an 

attempt to reveal the missing aspects of the studies mentioned above and as indicated 

before, this could only be possible through a study of what they include. 

 Let us now move on to analyzing what these studies do. First of all, all of the 

studies above, except for Kurultay’s study, have a nearly exclusive emphasis on the 

activities of the Translation Bureau. The Translation Bureau was certainly a 

significant and important institution in Turkish translation history, but this does not 
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justify the current lack of focus on the activities of private publishers in republican 

translation history. So the first and the most common trend in the surveys on the 

history of translation in republican Turkey can be summed up as reductionism: they 

reduce Turkish republican translation history to a history of the Translation Bureau.11 

This is an institutional approach to translation history, perhaps deriving from 

practical concerns. The lack of extensive public debate and a planned and systematic 

translation movement make works published by private publishers more difficult and 

less attractive to analyze. Shortage of data, the time-consuming effort of tracing old 

books in various libraries in different cities, lack of publication lists for private 

publishers are other factors that may add to the unpopularity of private publications 

in researchers’ eyes. It is also true that private publishers did not have a strongly 

pronounced ideological agenda and this may be one of the reasons why their 

publications did not evoke much academic interest. 

The way surveys on translation activity approach the Translation Bureau is also 

problematic. Most of them focus on the intended function of the Bureau as an 

instrument of westernization, however none set out to offer an analysis of how well 

this function was served. One notices a constant neglect of the response of the 

readership or the book market towards the products of the Translation Bureau. Sales 

figures, prices, marketing and distribution mechanisms are altogether ignored.   

 
11 In Özlem Berk’s study this assumes its extreme form. She writes “The number of private publishing 
houses in Turkey started to increase in the 1960s. Translators and authors who worked for the 
Translation Bureau set up their own publishing houses in this period and transferred the experience 
they acquired at the Bureau to these private publishing houses. Yet throughout the period included in 
this study (1940s) almost all translation activity was carried out by the Translation Bureau” 
[“Türkiye’deki özel yayınevlerinin sayısının artması ise 1960’lı yıllarda başlar. Tercüme Bürosu’nda 
çalışan çevirmen ve yazarlar bu yıllarda kendi yayınevlerini kurarak Büro’da edindikleri deneyimleri 
bu özel yayınevlerine aktarırlar. Ancak incelediğimiz bu dönem boyunca (1940’lar) hemen hemen 
tüm çeviri etkinlikleri Tercüme Bürosu tarafından gerçekleştirilmiştir”] (Berk 2000: 157). Berk not 
only overlooks translations by other publishers, but also explains the (hypothetically) eventual 
evolution and flourishing of private translation activity as a consequence of the Translation Bureau. 
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This tendency is mainly due to the second common tendency I would like to 

underline: attempts at offering general surveys all suffer from a methodological 

problem. They exclusively rely on secondary material and are not able to ground 

their conclusions on empirical phenomena, i.e. translated texts. Although they bring 

interesting insights into the socio-cultural context surrounding translations, they fail 

to establish links between that context and individual translations. 

Finally, those surveys referring to translation strategies often represent these 

strategies within a polarized structure and display an unrefined approach to 

translational norms. Those authors who mention translation strategies tackle them in 

terms of adequacy/acceptability, domestication/foreignization and fluent/style-based. 

They do not problematize these concepts which they offer as binary oppositions. 

I have chosen these three areas as points of departure for my thesis. They have 

served as gateways into a field surrounded by ambiguities and questions. Among the 

three, the first tendency, that is an exclusive focus on the Translation Bureau, has 

proven to be especially thought-provoking. In that sense, it can be said to lie central 

to the main argument in this thesis: the representation of the modern Turkish 

translation history as an area governed and shaped by the activities of the Translation 

Bureau needs to be challenged.  

Statistics may aid us to appreciate the significance of posing such a challenge. 

A brief example will suffice to reveal that the Translation Bureau was not the only 

“producer” of translated literature in the 1940s. According to data offered by Türkiye 

Bibliyografyası (Turkish Bibliography) covering the years between 1938 and 1948, 

the share of the translations commissioned by the Translation Bureau and published 

by the Ministry of Education within the total number of translated books was 

considerably low: during the ten years between 1938 and 1948, 465 English and 



                                                                                                                        40 

  

American works were translated and published in Turkey. This figure includes 

literary translations, covering drama, poetry, short stories and novels, “people’s 

books” [“halk kitapları”]12 and children’s books. Out of the 465 titles, 74  were 

translated and published by the Ministry of Education13, which amounts to 16 per 

cent. Statistically, the Translation Bureau was an important player in the field of 

literary translations from English, but it was by no means the dominant player. The 

breakdown of these figures according to individual categories may give a better idea 

about the kinds of translations published by the Ministry of Education: 

 

Translations from English and American literatures between 1938-1948 (Source: 

Türkiye Bibliyografyası 1938-1948) 

Category Published by the Ministry 
of Education 

Published by Others Total 

Poetry 1      (100 %) - 1 
Drama 50    (72.5 %) 

[27 by the State Conservatory 
23 by the Translation Bureau] 

19    (27.5 %) 69 

Novels and short stories 22    (9 %) 223   (91 %) 245 
People’s books - 86    (100 %) 86 
Children’s books 1    (1.5 %) 63   (98.5 %) 64 
 

These figures are indicative of certain trends in terms of the translation of 

specific genres. The activities of the Translation Bureau were concentrated in the 

field of drama, and novels and short stories to a smaller extent. On the other hand, 

private publishers took the lead in the fields of popular literature (termed “people’s 
                                                 
12 This is a category introduced by the Türkiye Bibliografyası and mainly covers adventure and 
detective stories. The term “people” which led to some interesting connotations in the way it was used 
within the general political context will be taken up later. The nature and constituents of this category 
will be discussed in Chapter 5. 
13 The Ministry of Education had two forms of publishing activity included here. One was carried out 
by the Translation Bureau within the series of “Dünya Edebiyatından Tercümeler” (Translations from 
World Literature) and “Okul Klasikleri” (School Classics). The other translation activity covered 
plays which were published within the series “Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı Devlet Konservatuarı 
Yayımları” (Ministry of Education State Conservatory Publications). Translators who worked for the 
Translation Bureau translated books for all three series. The figures offered above are combined 
figures for the Translation Bureau and the State Conservatory. If the translations published by the 
State Conservatory are excluded from the statistics, the total number of translations from English 
carried out by the Translation Bureau is 47 and its percentage within the total is nearly 10 per cent. 
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books” by the bibliography) and children’s literature where the Translation Bureau 

remained inactive. Private publishers had a strong presence in translated novels and 

short stories. 91 per cent of translations were published by private publishers in these 

two fields. Furthermore, private publishers appear rather systematic in their 

publications of translated literature. The translated novels and short stories from 

English into Turkish were often published within the scope of series indicating a 

conscious effort at putting the readership in touch with western literature. Among 

223 titles published by private publishing houses 100 (45 per cent) were published 

within specific series with titles pointing at a serious step in this direction. All major 

publishing houses had series of translated literature. These series bore such titles as, 

“Dünya Muharrirlerinden Tercümeler Serisi” (Translations from World Authors) by 

Remzi, “Şarktan-Garptan Seçme Eserler” (Selected Works from the East and the 

West) by Ahmet Halit, “İnkılâp Kitabevinin Seçme Tercümeler Serisi” (İnkılâp 

Publishing Houses’s Series of Selected Translations). Some of these series covered 

what can be regarded as “canonical literature” while others could be considered 

modern classics or bestsellers of the day. The Translation Bureau carried out its 

activities mainly in the field of canonical literature, and as I will discuss in Chapters 

2, 3, and 4, became a major institution in introducing a new canon of literature. As 

indicated earlier, the Bureau focused particularly on the translation of western 

classics in the 1940s. In the above table, the genre where the Translation Bureau was 

most active appears to be drama. At a closer look, the reason becomes clear. 19 of 

the 23 translations published by the Translation Bureau in the field of drama were by 

William Shakespeare, the most “canonical” author in the English language. 

Canonization of certain genres or texts is both a cultural and a political 

process and can be an important part of nation-building efforts. Gregory Jusdanis in 
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his Belated Modernity and Aesthetic Culture (1991) explores how modern Greece 

“invented” itself a canon by including and excluding certain literary texts in its 

tradition. In the same vein, in the present thesis I will discuss how modern Turkey 

“imported” a literary canon and the role translation played in this process. The 

concept of “culture planning” offered by Itamar Even-Zohar is of key importance in 

the thesis (Even-Zohar 1994; 1997). It will be the major instrument for exploring the 

connections between culture and translation and to trace the developments in 

translation, both as text and cultural activity, within a cultural context. In this study I 

will concentrate on both translations of canonical and non-canonical texts. The 

statistics offered above illustrate that exclusive focus on the activities of the 

Translation Bureau can only offer us a partial view of translation history. A 

translation history tackling only 10 per cent of translation activity in a given period 

cannot claim to be a complete one. I will introduce a more balanced approach to 

translation activity undertaken by different publishers. This approach requires of me 

to formulate a working hypothesis that represents translation as a multi-faceted 

concept and enables a simultaneous investigation into the translation activity of both 

the Translation Bureau and private publishers and their translators. The fundamental 

concepts of this hypothesis are planning, characterizing the activities of the 

Translation Bureau, and resistance, characterizing the activities of some private 

publishers and their translators: 

 

I claim that in early republican Turkey there was official culture planning in 

language, publishing and translation, and that a significant number of private 

publishers and translators resisted the norms offered by the dominant discourse of 

the planners. 
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The field of translated popular literature has largely been exempt from discussions 

about translation. In retrospect, the field of popular literature between 1923 and 1960 

appears rather chaotic. There is also evidence to suggest that it was considered a field 

marked by disorder by the canonical writers of the day who adopted a demeaning 

attitude towards popular literature. Compared with the seemingly carefully planned 

order of the Translation Bureau, the translation activity in the field of popular 

literature appears much more unsystematic and arbitrary. Research will show 

whether it contained its own logic.  The lack of secondary material on this field 

which can be defined as a productive, yet “silent” one, demands of me to base my 

conclusions mainly on primary data. I will undertake this by presenting a case study 

on translations of popular literature. 

This brings me to the second common tendency I criticize: the general 

inclination towards using secondary material and a systematic neglect of primary 

material, i.e. translated texts. The surveys on translation in modern Turkey suffer 

from a major shortcoming. Not only do they foreground the activities of the 

Translation Bureau over the activities of other publishers, but they also fail to 

provide empirical evidence for the arguments they form on the Translation Bureau. 

This further reduces the completeness and reliability of their conclusions. Let us 

consider a study on translation history as a structure set up on a tripod. One leg of 

that tripod would be the general historical context within which translation activity 

takes place. The second leg would be the discourse formed around translations, i.e. 

theorizing on translation, translation criticism, and statements by translators. The 

third leg will have to consist of the translated texts themselves. The description and 

analysis of translational phenomena encountered in these texts will complement and 
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test the data offered by the second leg. Needless to mention, these three legs will be 

in constant contact with each other, interacting at each stage of the study. I will make 

sure that my findings and analysis remain grounded in contextualised facts (Strauss 

and Corbin 1990). The surveys outlined above are based on only one or two legs of 

the tripod and therefore offer shaky conclusions. My aim is to produce a study with 

equal weight in all three of the legs. That is why I have included case studies in this 

thesis. I will describe and analyze two sets of translational corpora, one on 

translations of popular literature, the other on parallel translations by the Translation 

Bureau and private publishers. I will supplement the case studies with a critical 

analysis of discourse formed around translation. 

I consider all language use, whether in the form of translated texts or comments 

on translation, as particular instances of discourse with a strong social dimension. 

After Fairclough and Wodak (1996), I regard all forms of discourse as social practice 

with ideological effects pointing at specific power relations. Therefore both 

translated texts and comments on translations will be regarded as potential sites for 

visible or implicit debate with the established or intended socio-political order. 

Through a critical discourse analysis I aim to reveal the “opaque aspects” of 

translational discourse and make them visible (Wodak 1997: 173-174). 

My criticism of the third common tendency, that of reducing translation 

strategies to a polarized dichotomy, follows from the two arguments mentioned 

above. First of all, critical analyses of translated texts demand an approach that 

explains translational phenomena through a socio-cultural framework. Studies that 

present translational norms as decisions taken by isolated translators working in a 

socio-cultural vacuum will contribute little to translation history. In that sense the 

attributes “adequate” and “acceptable” will only make sense if they are linked to the 
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larger context shaping (or failing to shape) the translators’ decisions. Descriptive 

Translation Studies provides the necessary tools for this kind of a contextualization. 

While Gideon Toury elaborated the categories of translational norms, he also 

indicated how they can be investigated and generalized, and linked to larger social 

phenomena (Toury 1995). Major studies using the descriptive methodology in the 

world have carefully established connections between translational norms and the 

social and political contexts shaping them. The two studies by Saliha Paker 

mentioned previously make use of the terminology and methodology of Descriptive 

Translation Studies and form examples of proper contextualization.  

On the other hand, the dichotomy “acceptability” versus “adequacy” is 

problematic. It will be clear to those who include empirical phenomena in their 

studies that the description and analysis of translated texts requires more elaborate 

and specific terminology than “acceptability” versus “adequacy”. Gideon Toury, who 

developed these two concepts as the two poles of the “initial norm”, himself 

suggests, “Actual translation decisions (the results of which the researcher would 

confront) will necessarily involve some ad hoc combination of, or compromise 

between the two extremes implied by the initial norm” (Toury 1995: 57). Maria 

Tymoczko stresses the need for a richer spectrum of alternatives while assessing 

translational norms. In her Translation in a Postcolonial Context (1999) she writes, 

 

Theories based on binarisms have become increasingly problematic in a 
poststructuralist intellectual climate. Middle grounds, alternative possibilities, 
positions of both/and have opened up in translation studies, as well as in other 
intellectual domains. The structuralists’ dichotomy of the raw and cooked no 
longer convinces: experience in our own kitchens shows other options. The 
raw, the cooked and the rotten. The raw, the cooked, and the burnt. The raw, 
the marinated, and the cooked. The raw, the fermented, the salted, the pickled, 
the dried, and the cooked. Or, when things are à point, the perfectly raw-and-
cooked. In cultural matters, such as translation one cannot generalize from 
classical logic nor can one apply the law of excluded middle: fuzzy logic rules 
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translation studies as it does most disciplines that analyze human culture 
(Tymoczko 1999: 140). 

 

The polarization of translational norms proves unproductive in terms of several 

points. The first one has to do with the risk of over-generalizations. Any degree of 

adherence to the norms of the source text may run the risk of being classified as 

adequacy and the differences among texts displaying strategies of adequacy on 

varying degrees will be smoothed out. It is also true that unless they work on actual 

texts, researchers are insensitive to what the concepts of adequacy and acceptability 

actually involve. Therefore translators displaying different strategies in terms of 

preliminary, textual-linguistic or matricial norms may be labeled under the same 

norm for different reasons while they radically deviate from that norm in other 

respects.14 For instance, a translator may be labeled as ‘pro-adequacy’ because of her 

tendency to keep the syntax of the source text intact in translation, while she may be 

considered as ‘pro-acceptability’ for using phonetic transcriptions of proper names. It 

is also true that the adequacy/acceptability dichotomy falls short of explaining the 

writing strategies of pseudotranslators who may have to produce an “adequate-

looking” text to render that text “acceptable” to the target audience. Alternatively, 

calling an adaptation “extreme form of acceptability” yields little result in terms of 

analyzing the translator’s construction of the domestic universe within which she 

embeds the foreign text. Especially in periods and places where borders between 

indigenous writing and translation are blurred, there arises a need to expand the tools 

of analysis beyond “acceptability” and “adequacy”. I will return to this issue 

throughout my analysis of the selected corpus. 

 
14 According to Gideon Toury, the “preliminary norm” concerns the existence and nature of a 
translation policy and the directness of translation. “Matricial” and “textual-linguistic” norms are 
included in “operational norms”. Operational norms guide the decisions taken during the act of 
translation, while matricial norms affect the fullness and distribution of the translation, and textual-
linguistic norms govern the selection of material to formulate the target text in (Toury 1995: 58-59). 
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The first set of texts I have chosen to analyze, explores translation strategies in 

the field of popular literature. As the analysis will reveal, translation occupied a 

different place in the field of popular literature, often overlapping with indigenous 

literary production. Therefore the analysis of this corpus will also address the critical 

issue of “authorship in popular literature”.  

 

Case Study I - A Study of Works of Popular Literature by Three Writer-Translators 

Includes a descriptive study on the works by the following writer-translators: 

Selâmi Münir Yurdatap Sherlock Holmes’in Arsène Lupin ile 
Sergüzeştleri – Hindistan 
Ormanları’nda (1926) 
 
Mehmetçik Çanakkale’de (1937) 
 
Drakyola Kan İçen Adam (1940) 
 

 
Pseudotranslation 
 
 
Indigenous 
 
Translation 

Ali Rıza Seyfi Kazıklı Voyvoda (1928/1946) 
Tarzan (1935) 
Türklük Demek Kahramanlık 
Demektir (1940) 

Concealed translation 
Translation 
Indigenous  
 
 

Kemal Tahir Kanun Benim (1954) 
 
 
 
Ecel Saati (1955) 
 
Esir Şehrin İnsanları (1956) 
 

Translation (“I, the 
Jury” by Mickey 
Spillane) 
 
Pseudotranslation 
 
Indigenous 
 

 

The second case study includes parallel translations from English published by 

the Translation Bureau and other publishers. A comparison of the strategies used by 

Translation Bureau translators and others may yield interesting results about the 

translational norms at work in the Translation Bureau and private publishers. 
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Case Study II – Some translations and retranslations by the Translation Bureau and 

Other Publishers 

 
Translations of Gulliver’s Travels by Jonathan Swift: 

Cüceler Memleketinde (1927) translator unknown, Istanbul: Resimli Ay Matbaası.  

Cüceler ve Devler Memleketinde Gulliver’in Seyahatleri (1935) tr. Ercümend Ekrem 

Talû, Istanbul: Akşam Kitapevi. 

Güliver Cüceler Ülkesinde (1941) Istanbul: Türkiye Yayınevi. 

Gulliver’in Seyahatleri I-II (1943) tr. İrfan Şahinbaş, Ankara: Maarif Vekâleti. 

 Gulliver’in Seyahatleri III-IV (1944) tr. İrfan Şahinbaş, Ankara: Maarif Vekâleti. 

Gulliver’in Seyahatleri I-II (1946) tr. İrfan Şahinbaş, Ankara: Maarif Vekâleti. 

Cüceler ve Devler Memleketinde Gulliver’in Seyahatleri (1946) tr. Ercümend Ekrem 

Talû, Istanbul: Kanaat Kitapevi. 

Guliver Cüceler Ülkesinde  (1960) tr. Arif Gelen, Köy ve Eğitim Yayınları. 

Güliver’in Maceraları (undated), tr. M. Doğan Özbay, İyigün Yayınları. 

 

Translations of Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland by Lewis Carroll: 

 

Alisin Sergüzeştleri (1932) tr. Ahmet Cevat, Muhit Mecmuası. 

Alis Harikalar Diyarında (1944) tr. Muzaffer Beşli and Naime Halit Yaşar, Ahmet 

Halit Kitabevi. 

Alice Harikalar Ülkesinde (1946) tr. Kısmet Burian, Milli Eğitim Basımevi. 

Alis Harikalar Ülkesinde (1953) tr. Azize Erten, Varlık Yayınları. 

Alis Harikalar Diyarında (1956) tr. Nurettin Ardıç, Rafet Zaimler Kitabevi. 

Alis Harikalar Diyarında (1960) tr. Leylâ Soydaş and Bige Atasagun, İyigün 

Yayınları. 
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1.2 Theoretical Framework  

 

In the first part of this chapter, I offered a critical review of some historical studies 

tackling translation activity in early republican Turkey. I challenged these studies 

based on three points. My first criticism rested on the content of these studies. I 

concluded that most of them focus only on the activities of the Translation Bureau 

and therefore offer the reader a restricted and reductive view of republican 

translation history. My second criticism was about the methodology these studies 

follow pointing out that although they offer the reader conclusions about translational 

norms and strategies, they mainly derive their results from secondary material and do 

not deal directly with translated texts. My final criticism was about the binarist 

approach adopted by these studies towards translation strategies.  

In the rest of Chapter 1, I will offer my approach towards translation history in 

Turkey in 1923-1960. In the beginning of the Introduction I mentioned some 

questions shaping my perspective of the field of translation in early republican 

Turkey. Those questions concerned the various functions and definitions of 

translation in the face of a socio-cultural environment in rapid transformation. The 

answers to these questions will not only have implications for the field of translation, 

but will also provide insight about other social and cultural forces that may, at first 

sight, appear to be irrelevant to translation. Translation is at the nexus of several sites 

such as politics, society, culture and literature and its study bears results that are 

beyond its limits as a textual process. 
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1.2.1 Nationalism, Literature and Translation 

Scholars have drawn our attention to the role played by language and literature in 

politics, especially within the context of the rise of European nationalism in the 19th 

century (see for example Anderson 1991; Jusdanis 1991; Even-Zohar 1996). 

Vernacular, or re-standardized languages mediated through printed literature played 

an important role in creating what Even-Zohar (1996: 5) terms “socio-cultural 

cohesion” in processes of nation-building. Print-language, as a standardized form of 

the vernacular, served the creation of “imagined communities”, i.e. nations, and built 

particular solidarities among groups (Anderson 1991: 133). As I will illustrate in 

Chapter 2, the Turkish alphabet and language reforms, and to varying degrees all of 

the republican reforms, were realized in deep awareness of the “imagined” aspects of 

nations, and in that sense, the power-holders appear to have followed a model of 

nationalism which had already been created elsewhere. In other words, the Turkish 

“nation” seems to be the product of “pirating” (Anderson 1991: 81) like many other 

nation-states formed by communities who became engaged in “belated modernity” 

(Jusdanis 1991: 40).  

The formation of literary canons has been found to be of paramount importance 

in the making of nations. Literary canons serve as links between a nation’s past and 

present. Their basic role is to keep the past alive (as a common backdrop that unites 

the members of the nation) and to create values which continue to exert their 

authority on the works of the present day (Jusdanis 1991: 60). They also serve to 

reinforce a sense of nationhood as Gregory Jusdanis (1991: 59) writes: “The canon 

serves as a utopian site of continuous textuality in which a nation, a class, or an 

individual may find an undifferentiated identity.” Jusdanis also shows how the 

process of literary canonization takes place as a project of the revival of works by 
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great authors, “founding geniuses ” (1991: 59) and as a means of creating “a 

hierarchy of prized texts transmitted through time” (1991: 60). As I will demonstrate 

in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 the project of literary canonization in early republican Turkey 

seems to diverge from this idea in one major way. For reasons that I will explore in 

the following chapters, officials, writers and publishers did not attempt to revive the 

works of Turkish writers or poets belonging to previous ages, neither did they 

envisage a canon composed of Turkish works. I suggest that they focused on the 

future, rather than on the past, in creating the literary canon. They foresaw and 

encouraged the emergence of a new Turkish literature, not as something that would 

derive its sources from the Turkish literary past but from western literature. In 

Chapter 3, I will argue that they “imported” a literary canon from the West in the 

expectation that this canon would give rise to a new literature that would be uniquely 

Turkish.  

The role explicitly attributed to translation within this process of importation is 

beyond any dispute. The works on translation activity in early republican Turkey 

have almost exclusively focused on this aspect of translation, as I have illustrated in 

the previous section. These works have explained the reason behind direct reliance 

on translation for creating a corpus of canonical texts in terms of the westernization 

efforts of the young Republic, especially in the single-party era of 1923-1945. Based 

on the claims of these studies, westernization and translation become inseparable 

concepts within the republican context. To these I would like to add the concept of 

“canonization” and tackle “literary canonization” as part of the westernization 

project. In line with some of the studies I review in the Introduction, I will suggest 

that in some of its forms translation was put in the service of both westernization and 

literary canonization. This will enable me to contextualize the task of the Translation 
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Bureau within the project of westernization in clearer terms as an institution of canon 

formation. Yet my initial survey on the field of translation in early republican Turkey 

has indicated that there was no uniform view of translation as a political tool. The 

data I offered in the previous section further reveals that, at least in the field of 

translated American and English literature, the Translation Bureau produced only 9 

per cent of the titles in the market of translated literature from English. The intended 

function of translation activity in the remaining 91 per cent has not been explored 

and we have little reason to believe that westernization was the only idea that 

translation activity was uniformly associated with across the whole market of 

translated literature. It is certainly worth to carry out an investigation into other 

segments of the field of translation than those controlled by the Translation Bureau in 

order to find out whether there were other intended functions or other socio-cultural 

concepts associated with translation. As I indicated above, the main idea behind my 

hypothesis is the lack of a singular and uniform view of translation in the system of 

translated literature in Turkey in 1923-1960 despite planning attempts aiming to 

create (and even to impose) such a view.  

 

1.2.2 Culture Planning 

 

I have decided to use the concept of “culture planning” while exploring the 

intervention of the state in both the public and the private spheres, including that of 

translation. There are several reasons for my choice. First of all, “planning” implies a 

deliberate act of intervention (Even-Zohar 1994: 5) which suggests an ideological 

agenda. Secondly, “planning” makes it possible to account for all acts of intervention 

by the state as parts of a larger programme. These acts can be as wide-ranging as the 
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alphabet reform (1928), or as specific as the setting up of a state conservatory (1936). 

By introducing a relational view of culture, the concept of “planning” links numerous 

instances of intervention regardless of their range and scope into a meaningful 

structure. Finally, “planning” implies an endeavour, rather than a finished project, 

enabling one to question the success of the planning efforts (Even-Zohar 1997a: 3).  

My use of “planning” distinguishes itself from the concept of “planned” or 

“centrally planned” culture which is strictly associated with government regulation 

of a specific field. Planning, whether conspicuous or implicit, can be undertaken not 

only by state institutions but also by free agents in the society. A conception of 

culture planning as an activity that is not confined to official institutions can be 

found in the work of Itamar Even-Zohar. His theory provides an outlook that can 

account for planning initiatives undertaken individually or collectively at diverse 

locations, both within and outside of the centre of political power. This is evident in 

Even-Zohar’s conception of culture planning: “as a deliberate act of intervention, 

either by power holders or by ‘free agents,’ into an extant or a crystallizing 

repertoire” (Even-Zohar 1997: 2). Regardless of the status of the planners, the 

ultimate aim of planning is to attain control over the field which is subject to 

planning. Such a view allows us to see the social and the cultural fields as sites of 

struggle among different groups of agents, rather than as sites controlled by unitary 

and homogenous collectivities. This view has direct implications for my perception 

of the field of translation in early republican Turkey. Historical studies on translation 

activity spanning through the 1920s-1950s present a picture of a centrally controlled 

and centrally defined field, operating in terms of the norms offered by the state 

officials, writers, translators and the Translation Bureau. Combining this idea with 
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the idea of “peripheral planning” leads to a view of the field of translation as a site 

shaped by multiple planning efforts.  

It is true that the planning efforts of those who have more symbolic capital15 

(Bourdieu 1993: 7) are likely to succeed over the efforts of agents that are 

marginal(ized) and have less access to cultural, economic and political means. 

Nevertheless, it is assumed that any planning effort that succeeds or fails in 

overthrowing or transforming a given repertoire will end up generating socio-cultural 

energy (Even-Zohar 1997a: 3), introducing major or minor options to the existing 

repertoire. When analyzed in terms of “planning”, the activities of the Translation 

Bureau appear both as “planned” and “planning” acts. In his “Translation as a Means 

of Planning and the Planning of Translation”, Gideon Toury shows how translation 

has been used both as an object of planning, being subject to programmes which 

modified source languages and translation strategies selected and employed by 

translators, and as an instrument of cultural change, affecting changes in other 

cultural and social fields in the Hebrew culture (Toury in press b). Therefore, while 

the Translation Bureau was a product of planning, in terms of the selection of works 

for translation and the translational norms to be observed, it was also an instrument 

of planning. Through the Bureau’s activities new options for the Turkish repertoire 

of translated literature were created, which in turn, had significant reflections on the 

Turkish system of culture.  

 

It is also a fact that the Translation Bureau as a state-sponsored institution had 

significant symbolic capital which deemed its planning efforts more likely to 

succeed, or at least more visible. How are we, then, to account for the translational 

 
15 “Symbolic Capital refers to degree of accumulated prestige, celebrity, consecration or honour” 
(Bourdieu 1993: 7). 
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and literary behaviour displayed by those people or groups of people located away 

from the literary centre largely defined by politics? What was the status of those 

people who became or remained peripheral mainly because they resisted the views 

advocated by the centre? How did the silent majority respond to the planning efforts 

of the Translation Bureau? This majority made up a group of considerable size 

whose very silence constrained its influence on the cultural and literary systems, 

therefore depriving it of symbolic power. I maintain that these groups were also 

engaged in culture planning, although not as conspicuously and systematically as 

those whose convictions lay in the strength of state authority. I argue that their 

planning was carried out through the options they offered for the repertoire of 

culture, rather than through their rhetoric, unlike the agents associated with the 

Translation Bureau, who offered their options inside a package wrapped up in well-

articulated discourse. 

 

1.2.2.1 Repertoire, Options and Resistance 

 

Before I set out to explore the evidence in support of my arguments there are a 

number of concepts which need to be clarified. First of all, the concepts of 

“repertoire” and “option” which are so closely linked with the concept of culture 

planning, demand some explanation. Even-Zohar (1994:2) suggests that the planning 

of culture is creating new options for a repertoire. In his terms, the cultural repertoire 

is “the aggregate of options utilized by a group of people, and by the individual 

members of the group, for the organization of life” (Even-Zohar 1997b: 355). The 

use of the term “options” points at two significant aspects of Even-Zohar’s theory. 

First of all, it indicates that he perceives of cultural transformation as a process of 



                                                                                                                        56 

  

                                                

decision-making, entailing choices to be made among different alternatives. 

Secondly, the broad scope of the term “option” helps us define culture in both 

material and intangible terms. In other words, we can think of culture both in terms 

of goods, such as books or works of art, and of more abstract tools for the 

organization of life, such as social skills or norms of behaviour (Even-Zohar 1997c: 

2-4). As the system of translated literature is a part of the system of culture, the same 

view would be valid for the translation repertoire. In other words, I suggest that the 

repertoire of the system of translated literature not only includes translated texts, but 

more abstract aspects of translation activity such as ways of looking at and speaking 

about translation. Seen from this perspective, options in the translation repertoire are 

composed of translational norms and policies as well as translated texts. 

Locating the repertoire of translated literature in relation to other repertoires 

available in the system of culture can reveal the points of contact among these 

repertoires, enabling one to map their interaction. In the following chapters I will 

explore how new options for the translation repertoire correlate with other options 

for culture at large, such as the discussion and the gradual adoption of the Latin 

alphabet (Chapter 2) and the establishment and the closure of the Village Institutes 

(Chapter 2). I will also elaborate on how various options in the repertoire of literature 

developed, by tracing their trajectory within the system of translated literature. Even-

Zohar (1997b: 358) maintains that the making of culture repertoires takes place via 

two routes, “invention” and “import” – hence my use of the term “import” to refer to 

the process whereby intellectuals16 and state officials resorted to western literature in 

 
16 Throughout the thesis I use the term “intellectuals” to refer to a group of educated people involved 
in intellectual pursuits, such as politics, teaching, writing, or the arts. My usage of this term derives 
from the way the term “münevverler” was widely used during the period under study. For instance, 
the Translation Bureau’s journal Tercüme included a cover note in its first issue that read, “We present 
the Tercüme journal to the Turkish intellectuals and ask those who consider themselves as 
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order to create a new literary canon for Turkey. According to Even-Zohar, successful 

instances of import are translated into “transfer”, i.e. they become integrated in the 

home repertoire (1997b: 358.). By making use of the concepts of “invention”, 

“import” and “transfer”, I will analyze the genesis of certain options in the system of 

literature, such as the rise of “village” literature, detective fiction and the dime novel, 

and where possible, reveal their relationship to options in the system of translated 

literature. My discussion of the different aspects of the system of translated literature 

will draw on André Lefevere’s concept of “poetics”. Lefevere defines “poetics” as 

“an inventory of literary devices, genres, motifs, prototypical characters and 

situations, and symbols” combined with “a concept of what the role of literature is, 

or should be, in the social system as a whole” (Lefevere 1992: 26). I will argue that 

the system of translated literature in early republican Turkey was shaped by two 

different forms of poetics that resulted from the tension between two different 

literary and translatorial habituses. I suggest that the poetics introduced by the state, 

through its cultural network, was not able to overthrow the poetics that reigned in the 

field of popular literature, which had its roots in the pre-republican literary past. In 

my view, the themes and literary strategies codified by these two forms of poetics 

also created a duality in the field of translated literature. 

The various options offered by writers, translators and publishers led to the 

formation of two different literary repertoires in early republican Turkey. One of 

these repertoires was regarded as “canonical” whereas the second one was 

considered “non-canonical” and was discredited to a large degree. Nevertheless, one 

should bear in mind that not all imported options are integrated into the home 

repertoire (Even-Zohar 1997b: 359). Some of the options offered as a part of culture 

 
intellectuals to assist us” [“Tercüme mecmuasını Türk münevverlerine takdim ediyor ve kendilerini bu 
vasıfta sayanları bize yardıma davet ediyoruz”].  
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planning efforts may not be met with general acceptance and fail to become instances 

of “transfer”. Such failures are caused by resistance shown by target groups 

addressed by the planners (Even-Zohar 1997a: 4). The concept of “resistance” which 

plays a key role in my hypothesis requires some elucidation. Even-Zohar (1997a: 4) 

defines resistance as “a form of unwillingness towards the advocated, or inculcated, 

repertoire”. He suggests that resistance may take place in “passive” or “active” 

modes. In passive resistance, people ignore the new options and avoid their usage. 

Active resistance involves an overt struggle against the planned repertoire (Even-

Zohar 1997a: 4-5). In the following chapters, I will explore the response of 

publishers and translators towards the new translation repertoire offered by the 

agents in the “centre”. The evidence in the form of discourse on translation and the 

selection of titles to be translated suggests that some private publishers and 

translators responded to the new repertoire positively, accepting and confirming its 

options. Furthermore, they actively contributed to the planned repertoire with options 

that conformed to the basic features of the new repertoire (Chapters 3 and 4). I will 

also provide evidence indicating that some publishers and translators who were 

active in the field of popular literature ignored the new repertoire. These groups 

continued to be engaged in specific forms of publishing and translating that did not 

comply with the principles and norms propagated by the planners (Chapters 3, 4 and 

5). I will argue that these publishers and translators were involved in “active 

resistance” in that they not only ignored the options offered by the planners but also 

developed and maintained an alternative repertoire of translated literature, resulting 

in the preservation of a separate poetics.  

So far, my argument has been based on a conception of culture as consisting of 

systems with central and peripheral positions occupied by various agents or groups 
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of agents whose interactions lead to dynamism and change in the respective systems. 

The idea of culture planning which I borrow from Even-Zohar is also based on a 

systemic view of culture, which by and large, operates on an idea that regards 

cultural change as a phenomenon driven by the tension between the centre and the 

periphery (Even-Zohar 1990: 16). Nevertheless, my understanding of “system” and 

its “centre” and “periphery” positions is somewhat different from Even-Zohar’s. In 

the present thesis, I intend to offer a view of the cultural, literary and translation 

systems in Turkey in the 1920s-1950s, providing room for not only the positions 

occupied by texts, but also by agents. This will help me avoid the disadvantages of 

strict classifications created by various binarisms that are inherent in a formalist 

systems theory that uses its explanatory tools to explore cultural dynamics via texts, 

rather than subjects or collectivities of subjects. 

 

1.2.3 Systems, Agents and Habitus 

 

Even-Zohar’s idea of culture planning is based on his polysystem theory whereby he 

offers a view of all cultural and social phenomena as parts of larger systems whose 

components are interdependent. Even-Zohar terms these larger systems “polysystem” 

which he defines as “a multiple system, a system of various systems which intersect 

with each other and partly overlap, using concurrently different options, yet 

functioning as one structured whole, whose members are interdependent” (1990: 11). 

Such a view of culture enables one to see the interrelationships among different 

fields and account for changes in them. It becomes possible to associate changes in 

translation and literature with political developments, or alternatively, political 

events may be revealed to have been triggered by literary movements as exemplified 
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by the role literature assumed in the making of a modern Greek national identity 

(Jusdanis 1991). It is also widely acknowledged that the polysystem theory 

contributed to a “cultural turn” in translation studies, making the study of translation 

synonymous with the study of culture (Hermans 1999: 118). However, when one 

takes a step beyond the polysystem theory’s unproblematic claim to offer “relational 

thinking” (Even-Zohar 1997d: 1) and starts examining its fundamental properties, a 

series of questions emerge. These questions mainly have to do with the “dynamic 

stratification” principle which underlies the binary oppositions that polysystem 

theory uses to classify and explain cultural observables and their transformation over 

time. Let me offer Even-Zohar’s own formulation of this principle and then focus on 

its problematic aspects: 

These systems are not equal, but hierarchized within the polysystem. It is the 
permanent tension between the various strata which constitutes the (dynamic) 
synchronic state of the system. It is the prevalence of one set of systemic 
options over another which constitutes the change on the diachronic axis. In 
this centrifugal vs. centripetal motion, systemic options may be driven from a 
central position to a marginal one while others may be pushed into the center 
and prevail. However, with a polysystem one must not think in terms of one 
center and one periphery, since several such positions are hypothesized. A 
move may take place, for instance, whereby a certain item (element, function) 
is transferred from the periphery of one system to the periphery of an adjacent 
system within the same polysystem, and then may or may not move on to the 
center of the latter (Even-Zohar 1997e: 9). 

The above paragraph explains the major binary opposition that prevails in the 

polysystem theory, that of “centre” and “periphery”. The idea of shifting hierarchies 

indeed helps one to conceptualize historical cultural change within a clearly-defined 

model. Even-Zohar avoids a view of cultural systems as unitary and homogenous 

structures by providing the possibility for the co-existence of more than one system, 

and therefore more than one centre and periphery. However, how the hierarchization 

among the different systems takes place is unclear. Without cultural agents, i.e. 
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people, it would be impossible to create the value-judgments that lead to the various 

hierarchies. Furthermore, Even-Zohar uses the passive form to describe functions 

that are in fact performed by people and not by self-generating systems as the above 

quote implies. Notice the following usages: “these systems are not equal, but 

hierarchized within the polysystem”, “systemic options may be driven from a 

central position to a marginal one while others may be pushed into the centre and 

prevail”, “a certain item is transferred from the periphery of one system to the 

periphery of an adjacent system within the same polysystem”. This depersonalized 

approach makes it difficult to inquire into who actually performs or leads to the 

performance of the movement of the different items. Moreover, it makes the 

polysystem theory a text-bound one (Hermans 1999: 118), conceptualizing cultural 

dynamics in terms of what texts do, rather than what people make texts do. This 

becomes even more evident in the pairs canonized/non-canonized (Even-Zohar 1990: 

15) and primary/secondary (Even-Zohar 1990: 21) which strictly pertain to texts. The 

questions of who defines canonicity or primary value are untouched. 

 Although Even-Zohar’s polysystem theory offers valuable insight into how 

the cultural and literary fields are structured and how they change over time, it falls 

short of explaining the human element behind these structures. Even-Zohar has 

abundantly made up for the absence of the human element in his later work, 

especially in the 1990s when he explicitly incorporated “people” into his paradigm 

(see for example 1997b and 1998). This is most evident in his use of the concept of 

“planning” which inevitably involves “planners”. Nevertheless, in my view, a 

revision of the polysystem theory, this time including hypotheses on how people 

affect systems as well as how they are affected by them, is necessary. Although 

Even-Zohar (1998: 364) argues, “So the agents, the people, as in Halliday’s and 
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Bourdieu’s approaches, have since long been integral part of any version of the 

Polysystem Theory … have been fully explicit in ‘polysystemic’ studies of cultural 

dynamics”, his own formulations of the polysystem theory suggest otherwise. He 

comes closest to the idea of agency in his use of the term “institutions of culture” 

(1997e: 5) and even then, does not take the step to acknowledge the people that 

create these institutions. In that sense the polysystem theory remains grounded on its 

structuralist roots as criticized by various authors (Gentzler 1993: 114-121; Hermans 

1999: 118). Anthony Pym (1998: 115) refers to the systems theory as “a product of 

the Aufklärung projection of functional totalities, based on a belief in the 

meaningfulness of nature grasped as a whole” and adds, “I like to oppose it to the 

Humanist attention to detail and historical accuracy”. What I aim to do is not to 

oppose the polysystem theory and replace it with exclusive focus on the concept of 

agency. I intend to expand the conceptual tools of the polysystem theory to include 

the human element that actually creates the structures and the classifications the 

theory is based on. So while I explore how translated texts are positioned in the 

centre or the periphery of the various systems that make up the cultural polysystem I 

will consider the way people position them. When I deal with the role of translation 

in the making of a literary canon, I will consider the work of the agents that 

ultimately led to that process, or the agents that were affected by that process.  

One question remains. If agents are, deliberately or inadvertently, the factors 

behind the emergence and the dynamism of the systems, what is the force that 

structures human behaviour? I suggest that we need to look at the interaction 

between the agent and the various systems to locate the forces that shape human 

action and perception.  
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In contrast to the principal polysystem theory, Even-Zohar turns an eye on how 

people drive the cultural machine by granting them an active role vis-à-vis cultural 

change as providers and users of various options in his work on repertoires. He does 

this by creating a new framework that incorporates agency and includes such terms 

as “planners” (1994: 16), “consumer” (1990b: 36), “producer” (1990b: 34), 

“innovator” (1994: 5), “resistance” (1997a: 4), “entrepreneurs” (1997a: 4) and 

“anonymous contributors” (1997b: 357). Even-Zohar’s idea of repertoires and the 

options making up the repertoire do not consist of disparate elements. He introduces 

the idea of “models”, i.e. pre-organized options, that people make use of in their 

production and consumption of repertoires (Even-Zohar 1990b: 41). This accounts 

for the structures that make people favour similar repertoric choices and that create 

regularities of behaviour. Yet where do these models come from? The answer needs 

to be sought in the interaction between the individuals and the systems they operate 

in. 

Even-Zohar borrows Pierre Bourdieu’s notion of “habitus” as “a mediating 

mechanism between social webs and the actual practices performed by individual 

actors” (Sheffy 1997: 37) to supplement his framework. He suggests that the habitus 

theory provides a “link between the socially generated repertoire and the procedures 

of individual inculcation and internalization” (Even-Zohar 1990b: 42). Bourdieu 

maintains that the source of individual action “resides neither in the consciousness 

nor in things but in the relationship between two stages of the social, that is, between 

the history objectified in things, in the form of institutions, and the history incarnated 

in bodies, in the form of that system of enduring dispositions which I call habitus” 

(Bourdieu 1990: 190). According to Bourdieu, habitus is a “second nature” formed 

by a series of dispositions that generate practices and perceptions. These dispositions 
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are the result of a long process of inculcation, starting from childhood, incorporating 

the social conditions which generate them – thus they are “structured structures” 

(Bourdieu 1993: 5). In this sense of the concept, habitus can be regarded an element 

of the polysystem just as any other item, moved around by the (depersonalized) 

hierarchies that form the various strata within the systems. However, Bourdieu 

suggests that habituses are also “structuring structures”, because they can generate 

practices that are adjusted to specific situations (Bourdieu 1993: 5). This is the idea 

that grants an active aspect to the concept of agency in Bourdieu’s thought. Habitus 

is not a structure that moves along with the current, but is capable of being translated 

into alternative practices that can actually change the direction of the current. The 

specific dynamism of the habitus concept is based on the idea of “power”. Bourdieu 

suggests that the motive of social life is to seek power over classifications, or 

distinction (Bourdieu 1996: 479). The resources people use during their pursuit of 

distinction are the different forms of capital, mainly “economic”, “cultural” and 

“symbolic” capital (Bourdieu 1993 :7). 

While the concept of culture planning and its various conceptual instruments 

enable the researcher to shed light upon the various struggles, i.e. pursuits for 

distinction, within the system of culture, the binary classifications offered by the 

polysystems theory (centre/periphery; canonized/non-canonized; primary/secondary) 

obscure the relations between the agents and the systems. I will make use of the 

habitus concept when I explore how individuals or groups of individuals relate to the 

changing structure of the polysystem.  

 The habitus concept can also be instrumental in revealing the structuring role 

of translators vis-à-vis the translational norms. In other words, the elaboration of a 

concept of “translatorial habitus” enables a view of the translator’s work not only as 
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an activity governed by pre-determined patterns, but also as an activity that 

contributes to the making of norms (Simeoni 1998: 21-22).  

 

1.2.3.1 Translator’s Habitus and Norms 

 

Any attempt at explaining the dynamism of the translation system without losing 

sight of its relation to other systems, e.g. politics, culture, literature, begs for a 

methodology that can  contextualise the way translations are done. This methodology 

is largely supplied by Gideon Toury’s descriptive approach which focuses on the role 

of norms in translation (Toury 1995). Within the context of Toury’s work, norms can 

be considered as regularities of behaviour which underlie the strategic decisions 

taken by translators during their process of translation. According to Toury, 

regularities of behaviour are the main source in any study of norms (Toury 1995: 55). 

Like Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, norms are also acquired during one’s process of 

socialization (Toury 1995: 55), yet unlike the structuring aspect of habitus, norms 

imply conformity and the decisions governed by norms “tend to be highly patterned” 

(Toury 1995: 147). Daniel Simeoni suggests that the overwhelming majority of 

translators subject themselves to the valid norms of their professions – a tendency he 

names servitude after Marja Jänis (1996). Yet, he claims, this conformity is a 

voluntary one, because translators more or less consciously follow models they 

assimilate during their professional training and practice (Simeoni 1998: 23). In 

Simeoni’s view, the translatorial habitus uses its structuring force to reinforce the 

current order. He suggests that translators use their agentive power to contribute to 

the perpetuation of translational norms, adding that “norms do prevail, but translators 

govern norms as much as their behaviour is governed by them” (Simeoni 1998: 23). I 
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would like to take this idea one step further to suggest that translators in acquisition 

of different translatorial habituses may use their agentive power to resist norms, or 

may become engaged in a programme to perpetuate a different set of norms than 

those propagated by the holders of symbolic power, located at the centre of the 

system of translation. This is the main idea that underlies the resistance hypothesis of 

the present thesis. This view also leads to a questioning of “regularities of behaviour” 

as the main source of the study of norms, since different translatorial habituses will 

lead to different forms of translational behaviour, making “irregularities” just as 

worthy a study object as “regularities”.  

The case of the early republican Turkey provides an interesting example for 

how translatorial habituses are restructured or resist restructuring under translation 

planning by official bodies. It further offers rich material for a study of the links 

between the translatorial habitus of various practitioners and the concepts of 

translation surfacing in individual works. In that sense it is imperative to inquire into 

the overlaps or gaps between the translator’s discourse on translation and his/her 

translation practice. Just as translational norms need to be explored on two levels, i.e. 

the level of textual and extratextual material (Toury 1995: 65), translatorial habituses 

need to be explored not only in the available discourse of the translator in the form of 

prefaces, interviews or memoirs, but also in translation practice. Yet one should also 

introduce a caveat about the conclusions one will obtain as a result of studies on 

translatorial habituses: translatorial habituses are always in the making and therefore 

never final (Simeoni 1998: 31). So all conclusions about translatorial habitus, at an 

individual or collective level, will be tentative and time-dependent. 

The habitus concept does not pose a threat for the Descriptive Translation 

Studies framework. The incorporation of habitus into a study on translational norms 
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will only expand and enrich that study’s scope by introducing a translator-based 

approach to what is largely a product or text-based methodology. This will enable the 

present thesis to introduce a mediating concept between the texts and the general 

cultural context which will lead to a stronger conceptual bridge between socio-

cultural phenomena and the translational norms observed (or resisted) by different 

translators. 

 

1.3 Methodology 

 

The present thesis focuses on the uses, definitions and strategies of translation in a 

socio-cultural setting in rapid transformation. In what preceded this section, I 

elaborated on the theoretical concepts that shape my perspective to cultural and 

translational phenomena, namely  “culture planning”, “system” and “habitus”. These 

concepts will underlie my analysis of the forces that shaped the system of translation 

in Turkey in 1923-1960. As I pointed out in the Introduction, this analysis will 

consist of a tripartite approach made up of a study of the historical cultural context, 

of the discourse formed around translation and of translated texts. 

 Although it combines a variety of sources pertaining to the three fields 

referred to above, this thesis is fundamentally about the “discourses” of translation. It 

acts on the assumption that all texts, including translated texts and secondary texts on 

translation or on phenomena related to translation, are forms of “discourse”. The 

concept of “discourse” enables me to site linguistic action in relation to its socio-

cultural determinants. As Norman Fairclough (1995: 73) suggests, discourse denotes 

language use that is “imbricated in social relations and processes which 

systematically determine variations in its properties”. A comprehensive study on 
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discourse must be based on the integrated analysis of the intentionality and 

perspective of the speaking/writing agents, the interaction between them and their 

addressees, the context, the power relations and the ideological structures that 

impinge upon them (van Dijk 1997: 7-34). According to such a view of discourse, 

statements on translation and translations themselves become practices of social 

interaction. Thus translations, as well as discourse about translation, become 

instruments which agents use in their pursuit of distinction in their respective fields 

while the discourses they form will always originate from their respective habituses.  

The historical data available for the purposes of this thesis are made up of two 

forms of discourse which can be classified as textual (translated texts) and 

extratextual (statements on translation) discourse (Toury 1995: 65). The analysis of 

both the textual and the extratextual material will be carried out in line with the 

principles of Critical Discourse Analysis which maintain that discursive practices 

may have ideological effects and produce or reproduce power relations whose nature 

may not always be so clear to people. Critical discourse analysis aims to make these 

“opaque aspects of discourse” more visible (Wodak 1997: 173-174). 

Critical discourse analysis enables the present thesis to view translation as 

social practice and to look at translated texts and translation activity in terms of their 

interaction with the larger structure of power relationships. Translated texts and 

discourse on translation may also be revealed to have an “opaque aspect” and this 

can only be explored through a critical perspective. The critical approach to 

translational discourse will require a review of a wide range of phenomena which 

may not always appear to be directly relevant to translation, in other words, it will 

require a proper contextualization of such discourse. 
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The textual material, i.e.translated texts, further requires a methodology that 

can account for its status as a mediated text originating from a (actual or 

hypothetical) source text. I will offer two case studies on textual discourse and carry 

out an analysis based on Descriptive Translation Studies (Toury 1995) which will 

involve a comparison of target texts with their sources in order to uncover the norms 

observed (or resisted) by translators. I will further elaborate on the issue of norms 

and the descriptive methodology in Chapters 5, 6 and 7 as I present my case studies. 

I will also engage myself in a discussion of how translatorial habituses can be 

explored in a historical context especially in relation to their structured and 

structuring positions vis-à-vis translational norms.  

As mentioned in the Introduction, in Chapter 6, I will analyze some 

fictitious17 (pseudotranslations) and concealed translations18 which are somewhat 

problematic in terms of their relationship to a source text. I share Toury’s opinion 

asserting the possibility of using pseudotranslations as legitimate objects of study in 

translation studies (Toury 1995: 46). The cultural circumstances which give rise to 

them as well as the textual strategies employed by the pseudotranslators can supply 

significant insight into a society’s concept of translation, as well as its expectations 

from it. Based on this assumption I will carry out an investigation of the thematic and 

stylistic features of pseudotranslations selected for this study. 

Between the two forms of discourse referred to above, i.e. textual and 

extratextual, there lies another form of discourse which is more difficult to classify 

and analyze: the paratext. Defined as “those liminal devices and conventions, both 

within the book (peritext) and outside it (epitext), that mediate the book to the reader: 

titles and subtitles, pseudonyms, forewords, dedications, epigraphs, prefaces, 
 

17 “... texts which have been presented as translations with no corresponding source texts in other 
languages ever having existed ...” (Toury 1995:40). 
18 Translations which have been presented as indigenous texts in the target culture. 
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intertitles, notes, epilogues, and afterwords” (Macksey 1997: xviii), paratextual 

discourse will be subjected to the same treatment as other forms of discourse in this 

thesis and be analyzed in its capacity as social action. I will borrow Gerard Genette’s 

terms and concepts in my classification of the data offered by the available paratexts. 

The framework he elaborates in his Paratexts (1997) will guide me through my 

exploration of the titles, subtitles, forewords, prefaces, notes, reviews and other 

paratextual elements I encounter in and about the books included in the case studies. 

This framework will also enable me to situate the concepts of anonymity and 

pseudonymity within a socio-historical context. 

 

1.4 Summary 

 

Chapter 1 offers a survey of current views on modern Turkish translation history and 

outlines the theoretical framework and the main hypothesis of the present thesis. It 

explains the culture planning approach selected to link the socio-cultural 

transformation Turkey underwent in the initial decades of the republican period with 

the system of translated literature. It offers a critical review of Even-Zohar’s 

polysystem theory as the backbone of the culture planning approach and concludes 

that the lack of a concept of active agency in the polysystem theory has been largely 

overcome in Even-Zohar’s more recent works. It is further suggested that Pierre 

Bourdieu’s concept of habitus can be used in order to reinforce the human element in 

the polysystem theory and in Descriptive Translation Studies. Chapter 1 also 

describes the methodology of the thesis consisting of Critical Discourse Analysis and 

Descriptive Translation Studies. 
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 Chapter 2 will offer the general historical background of Turkey in 1923-

1960, exploring the republican reforms and the shift in cultural policies starting in 

1946 in terms of the concept of culture planning. 

 


